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Foreword

“NATO New Strategic Concept, Romanian Approach” is a book and a
study that offers some guidelines, debates proceeding, positions and
arguments for the future Romanian mandate in the debate regarding the
future Strategic Concept, but also some ideas to the Group of Experts of the
Secretary General for drafting the Strategic Concept. It also helps the
member states, partners and interested countries to realize the complexity of
positions and issues, the concerns inside the Romanian society but also in
the partner countries, all influencing the position of Romania.

The policy paper that reunifies the whole texts of the book and the debates
during this project is offering five premisses, nine fundaments, six
ballances, five principal interests of Romania for the Strategic Concept.
These are the main findings of the project and the result of the research
conducted during six month.

The five premisses for the debate are:

1. We all need NATO: so the changes in the Strategic Concept and the
debate itself are designed to enforce, transform and adapt NATO in
order to better fulfill its objectives and tasks. The process or the results
could harm what we have achieved, the organization or the capacity of
fulfilling its tasks.

2. Credibility and legitimacy of the Alliance: the two components of the
good governance inside the alliance, with the requested transparency
and the needed qualified access to NATO core documents are supported
by the debate and the process of obtaining a new strategic concept. We
need a new strategic concept because the world has changed and is
changing nowadays, so the Alliance should adapt to the new realities.
And the debate is healthy because we can all see the perception, needs
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and position of our respective populations and our allies’ ones on the
main issues, their concerns, the ones of our Allies and give legitimacy
to our decision makers and to the Alliance itself.

3. Not questioning existing and adopted decisions: the political and
negotiation process for obtaining the consensus in the NATO
documents in summits, ministerial meetings and meeting with partner
countries, either in NRC, NUC, NGC, in the EAPC or in 28+1 format,
with the Global Partners or in ISAF format are forms of acquis we take
as granted and we do not revise except if strong proofs are showing us
that such documents are in an opposition with the fundamental values,
principles, objectives of the Alliance, are harming the transatlantic link,
the peace and stability or are contrary to the principles of the UN Chart.

4. Maximum effectiveness, maximum benefits, minimum costs: The
new Strategic Concept is a public diplomacy instrument, a consensual
instrument design to be use in all the member countries: in that respect,
the result and form of the New Strategic Concept should give as much
instruments, reasons and arguments to each member state for obtaining
the domestic support for NATO’s existence, activity and policies, with
the less costs for each member country in the same respect.

5. Indivisibility of security, unity and solidarity in all forms for the
member states is key to the sustainability of the Alliance, to its
effectiveness and credibility, as well as to its main strategic instrument,
deterrence, both nuclear and conventional.

The nine fundaments are:
1. NATO fundaments
— Reaffirmed values, objectives and obligations of the Washington
Treaty which unite Europe with the United States
— Adherence to the purposes and principles of the Charter of the
United Nations.

2. Objectives and strategy
— NATO - essential transatlantic forum for security consultations
among Allies.
— Atrticle 5 of the Washington Treaty and collective defense, based on
the indivisibility of Allied security
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Deterrence, based on an appropriate mix of nuclear and conven-
tional capabilities

Reinforcing arms control and promoting nuclear and conventional
disarmament

Vision and instruments

Vision: Europe whole and free

Task: better address today’s threats and to anticipate tomorrow’s
risks

Instrument: NATO’s enlargement the instrument, with an historic
success

NATO’s open door policy: all European democracies, sharing the
values of our Alliance, willing and able to assume the
responsibilities and obligations of membership, can contribute to
common security and stability.

Threats and challenges:

Global threats: terrorism, the proliferation of WMD, proliferation
of their means of delivery and cyber attacks.

Challenges: energy security, climate change, instability emanating
from fragile and failed states

Interdependence: Our security is increasingly tied to that of other
regions, due to the objective process of globalization.

Directions of NATO’s transformation and adaptation:

Improve our ability to better meet the security challenges

Three important areas continuously addressed with an integrated
response and equal interest: the Alliance territory, emerge at
strategic distance or closer to home.

Solidarity: Allies must share risks and responsibilities equitably.
Suitable instruments and resources: capabilities more flexible and
deployable, quick and effective response, wherever needed, more
cost-effective.

Priority: strengthen NATO’s capacity to play an important role in
crisis management and conflict resolution, where our interests are
involved.
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Cooperation and integrated response:

Strengthen cooperation with other international actors: the United
Nations, European Union, Organization for Security and
Cooperation in Europe and African Union

A comprehensive approach to meet new challenges

Combining more effectively civilian and military capabilities.
Key priority: helping the Afghan Government to build a
democratic, secure and stable country that will never again harbor
terrorists who threaten international security.

European pillar:

A stronger and more capable European defense

Support for strengthening EU’s capabilities and capacity to address
common security challenges.

Non-EU Allies fullest involvement possible is important
NATO-EU relationship a functioning strategic partnership,
mutually reinforcing and complementary.

Global Partnerships:

Developed relationships with all partners with a joint commitment
to cooperative security, both in our neighbourhood and beyond.
Partners in a community of shared values and responsibilities.

Russia

Openness for a strong, cooperative partnership between NATO and
Russia

Respect for all the principles of the 1997 NATO-Russia Founding
Act and the 2002 Rome Declaration

Ready to work with Russia to address the common challenges we
face.

The profile assumed by Romania during this debate, described above as a
consensus-generating ally with creative and balanced approaches. The
concept of the Alliance of balances embraced by Romania has six
balances:

Trans-Atlantic balance: a balanced distribution of responsibilities,
contribution and resources and a better synchronization of the
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modernization rthythms of capabilities between North Atlantic and
European allies.

2. Balance between the Allies: reaffirming the consensus rule for the
decisions taken inside the Alliance, avoiding the use of veto but
supporting solidarity, cohesion and effective work between the allies,
but also a balanced representation of all the allies in the decision
making, executive and working bodies of the Alliance at all levels.

3. Balanced perception of security risks: between new challenges and
old challenges, territorial defense and expeditionary forces, operations
at the strategic distance and operations against risks and threats in the
vicinity, regional and global threats and risks, actual and future risks.

4. Balance between the Alliances responsibilities and objectives,
territorial defense, expeditionary capabilities, response to new threats.

5. Balance in the allocation of capabilities of the Alliance, for tackling
security challenges with direct impact on NATO’s territory, appeared at
the strategic distance or near the allied territory.

6. Balance between the level of ambition of the Alliance and its real
possibilities of fulfilling them, meaning political will, resources,
sharing burden and roles with other security organizations.

In the Romanian position elaborated and proposed, we have identified five
main interests:

1. Pragmatism and values in NATO
The balanced position of Romania between pragmatism, interest and
values, which should be pragmatism limited by our values. This
means to take a kind of neo-liberal approach, where the target is its
interest and the pragmatic fulfilling of NATO role and objectives, but
limited by the set of common values that the member countries and
allies are sharing. The fact that the first paragraph of the Declaration on
Alliance Security is mentioning the values, objectives and obligations is
a good step forward to argument and support this way of addressing
things in the new Strategic Concept.

It is the same with the relation with Russia, we have to realize and
cooperate where we can, with an open door policy, but at the same time
to engage and check at every moment the behavior and actions of
Russia toward NATO, its neighbours and its own citizens.
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A special accent regarding the threats in the vicinity

The new Strategic Concept is a good opportunity for Romania and
other countries for making the right accents to its own interests, coming
from the Western Balkans, Black Sea and Eastern neighbourhood,
meaning addressing threats in the vicinity. We have to mention
terrorism, proliferation of WMD and their means of sending to the
target (missiles), energy insecurity, protection of the routes for energy
supply, piracy, etc are challenges and threats we should respond to. If
we are taking also the weak and failed states and the threats coming
from this instability at the borders of the Alliance — refugees,
migration, trafficking of weapons, etc — we have a big picture that will
support our angle of view which is not aimed at over-exposing this type
of threats, but to gave them an equal space and position in order of
being considered by the Alliance. We need to find in the new Strategic
Concept the definition, in a balanced way, of two types of missions,
territorial defense and expeditionary forces, with two different paths,
operations at a strategic distance and operations for tackling threats
and challenges in the vicinity.

Romania sees a continuous approach between the three components —
that should be mentioned equally in the new Strategic Concept as it has
been done in the Declaration of Alliance Security. The meaning is that
the national interests (and the Alliance ones consequently) linked with
defense and security are achieved through the defense of the territory,
and means to tackle threats and challenges at a strategic distance or in
the vicinity, but also the participation in operations at a strategic
distance are helping to keep the threats away from the national
territory and to prepare and train the army in combat conditions that
will help in improving the country’s and Alliance deterrence capacity
through the fact that its army did take part in real operations during the
war.

Prioritization of the threats and challenges to be addressed

In the debate regarding regional versus global NATO, with a balanced
approach of Romania, the Allies have to take in consideration Article 5
and the way of acting accordingly, the credibility of the Alliance in that
line, the relationship between national interests and Alliance
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interests, and prioritization linked to cost or consequences for the
Alliance. These issues should be addressed, as well in the partnership
key and in the relations with Russia.

It is sure that we do not need NATO as a tool box, good and useful for
all threats and challenges where we do not have other instruments,
because NATO has a clear task and objectives, being made for specific
purposes. It is also clear that NATO cannot do everything, because of
the means, resources and capabilities. This is the place where we should
talk about prioritization of the tasks and the way of addressing such a
challenge. NATO cannot address everything, but the Alliance should
think and plan for every one of those threats and challenges, in all the
fields of interest together with relevant regional and global institutions
and agencies. With this, a suitable role could be found in every
problem, and the efficiency of NATO should be discussed through the
“right institution, right time, right task” concept of the approach.

Post conflict reconstruction and nation building capabilities

Here is an important task that Afghanistan, Iraq, but also Kosovo and
Bosnia Herzegovina has told us. The lessons learnt should come back
from the history and help us deal with a better result with those issues
in the future. In that respect, we did realize with the PRT-Provincial
Reconstruction Teams, that the reconstruction, conciliation, and
settlement stages of a conflict should begin simultaneously. This comes
from the fact that those processes had proved to be mutually self-
potentiated ones, so that reconstruction and conciliation are processes
that should begin at the moments that peace keeping or peace
enforcement or combat troops are on the ground, if possible already
imbedded with the combat troops. Those processes are helping the
settlement of the conflicts. Moreover, this is also helping another task
that came with the human rights and responsibility for each human life:
R2P, the responsibility to protect civilians and population.

This task open the way for a unique cooperation between military and
civilian capabilities, soldiers with police officers, public administration
experts, civil emergency instruments, democratization and rule of law
capabilities, trainers in human rights and media, humanitarian aid and



10

Iulian CHIFU

health assistance alike, state or private own capabilities, governmental
and non-governmental expertise at the same time, in the same place, in
an hostile environment. This opens the door for new capabilities
needed in the alliance framework, but also on national interest.

There is the place to think if the failed state/weak state threat or
challenges linked to this type of threat, separatism and other type of
similar threat and challenges are not well served by a joint military-
civilian capability of state building, able to install in any type of
environment an administration as such ready to act and able to begin
in real time the state building in the space of its responsibility, with
all the instruments needed for that matter. The very existence of
Afghanistan as an operation could serve for training this capability
which could be used afterwards in all the places where it will be
required. This is a direction where Romania could contribute, develop
and have an added value and an issue that deserves fighting for in the
new Strategic Concept.

Energy security beyond critical infrastructure protection

Talking about energy security, we have to refer on what has been
achieved and the way forward. NATO has embraced the part linked
more to what we call critical and energy infrastructure protection
but not much more. In Europe, there are two approaches to the
definition and solution of energy security, meaning free access to
alternative sources and to alternative routes for energy supply, for a
part of the EU and NATO countries, and interdependence for another
part of the European and NATO countries. In the first part, we are
talking about the need to have alternative sources and alternative routes
in order to avoid energy disruption and political, strategic and security
conditionality, affecting even the normal life and capacity of a country
to defend and protect its security, on the other part the solution is seen
as being engaging the producer and the transit countries in order to
interconnect their interest to those of the consumers and to grant that
their interests are observed.

Coming back to NATO, we have several steps already covered. At the
Bucharest summit, an important progress has been achieved by defining



NATO NEW STRATEGIC CONCEPT, ROMANIAN APPROACH 11

the areas where NATO will engage the field of energy security and let
to a special evaluation the task of finding other fields where NATO
could be involved. We are talking already about information and
intelligence fusion and sharing, projecting stability, advancing
international and regional cooperation, supporting consequence
management and, for sure, supporting the protection of critical
infrastructure, on land, under the water, wherever this infrastructure is
build. Energy security is a major component and we think that the
Alliance should definitely consider the possibility of using the military
force for defending its economic interests in the energy supply field,
in strict conditions but in a symmetric approach.

For Romania, the Wider Black Sea Region is the first importance and
in this respect, this region should be considered with its particular
relevance on energy security in Europe, related to both protecting the
energy infrastructure and providing and securing the resources.
These issues should be addressed, as well in the partnership key and in
the relations with Russia.
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NATO’s New Strategic Concept.
Romanian Approach






POLICY PAPER

Tulian Chifu*

Chapter I
Methodology, Premises and Background of the Study

The present study is the result of a full and comprehensive program
conducted by the Conflict Prevention and Early Warning Center Bucharest
with the support of the financial support of NATO PDD, the East-East
Program of the Soros Foundation, and Black Sea Trust of the German
Marshall Found. The program took place between July and November 2009
and included four workshops and an international conference (see Annexes)
as well as the present policy paper.

Program and methodology

In the consultation, exploratory and preparative period, we had the full
support and participation of the Euro-Atlantic Council Romania, the
National Defense College, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Ministry
of Defense. The four debates have been organized in cooperation with those
four institutions according to very strict programs. At these debates, we had
welcomed through VCR the presentations of NATO officials like the NATO
Deputy Secretary General, Ambassador Claudio Bisogniero, Admiral
Gianpaolo di Paola, Chairmen of NATO Military Committee and Antonio
Ortiz, Policy Adviser, Policy Planning.

* Tulian Chifu teaches Conflict analysis and Decision in Crisis at the National School for
Political and Administrative Studies in Bucharest and is director of the Centre for Conflict
Prevention and Early Warning, Bucharest. This material is the result of contributions from
colaborators of the CPCEW, with the special mention of Gilda Truica, of the European
Institute of Romania.
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The final international conference hold on 22-24 of October benefited from
the presence of Dr. Jamie Shea, Director for Policy Planning, NATO
International Staft and representatives from allied countries, the partner and
neighbour countries. The purpose of the conference was to test Romanian
positions and ideas and to get the inputs, concerns and ideas of our
neighbour countries, of the partner countries and NATO’s officials. The
ideas came from the academic community, the civic society, the expert
community, the officials and the young generation of scholars and students.

Moving to the methodology used for our policy paper, we undertook the
gathering of the premises and principles that should guide the debates and
elaboration of the new NATO strategic concept, as well as the basic
premises already agreed during NATO’s Strasburg and Kehl summit that
launched the process of reflection of the new Strategic Concept, especially
the provisions of the Declaration on Alliance Security which was the
reference document and starting point in these debates.

The next stage was meant to gather the different issues and a compre-
hensive agenda on the debates linked to NATO and the new Strategic
Concept, using the Alliance and Romanian’s documents and researches. The
result was a list of themes of debate, with alternatives and arguments. This
was the most important component of our policy paper, because it is useful
for every researcher and official to see a comprehensive approach to the
substance and content of this debate in Romania.

The next step was the assessment of the Romanian security and strategic
interests regarding the NATO strategic concept debate. We are focusing not
on all the issues presented, but only on those that are directly interesting
Romanian strategic profile, in accordance with what we know and
appreciate as being those choices. The arguments of those choices are there,
as well as more profound ones in the text that follow the policy paper.

Last but no least, we are addressing in the last part of our policy paper the
commitment oriented approach, which is the one that we are recommending and
advocating for. Consistent with this type of approach, we are trying to underline
Romania’s priorities in this field in order to substantiate and legitimate its
positions through changes, actions and initiatives undertaken domestically, in the
security sector and complementary fields, in order to be credible when
supporting one or another option, position in a particular issue.
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At the end of the day, we have a full assessment on the debates in Romania
regarding the new NATO Strategic Concept, the positions that should be
embraced in a neo-liberal key— a theoretical and pragmatic approach,
limited by the respect for the common values - with the recommendations
issued for Romania’s position and internal needed changes to prove the
adaptation to the future documents and positions that we are supporting
during the debate.

The present policy paper is, by no means, replacing the official Romanian
internal official debate and our task is not to elaborate the Romanian
mandate. This task belongs to our officials which will adapt the general
assessment and positions to their profile in the negotiations, the flexibility
of the issues proposed, the negotiability of those positions and the limits
imposed by the diplomatic game and grouping for obtaining several
common elements in the future Strategic Concept. But our policy paper can
play a guiding role for this purpose and can help our officials, as well as our
allies and partners, in understanding the content and rational of such
positions that Romania will embrace during the negotiations.

The content of the study

The present study is a comprehensive one, covering all the moments of the
project. In the forefront we have the policy paper, with the assessment, the
analysis of the positions according to Romanian national security interest
and the commitment oriented provisions needed to support, enforce and
gave credibility to our positions. They do not have the form of
recommendations but more the one of guidelines to think about. The last
part comprises the general NATO official roadmap, positions and
documents about the technical steps in adopting the new strategic concept.

Than we have two basic studies involving the main issues regarding
NATO’s evolution in the last years and the basic motivations of the point in
the agenda. Here we are focusing on the changes that intervene in the
international environment in the last period and the way forward, trying
also to underscore the trends of evolution of the international community
and the way NATO should adapt, as well as a comprehensive paper and
approach to the NATO-EU and NATO-ESDP relations now and in the
future.
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These two comprehensive studies are followed by some of the presentations
and points made during the conference. We have some 19 papers more or
less elaborated from our main speakers or discussants from Romania, the
allied countries or the partner and neighbour countries, both expert and
NGO approach and the official positions expressed during the debate. We
can also find some basic presentations debated during the workshops.

The next part refers to the positions undertaken during the NGO and young
experts’ debate. Our colleagues covered the main issues debated with the
respective positions presented and criticized during those debates. Last but
no least, we do have the annexes on the content, agenda and participants of
the international conference and of the four workshops undertaken during
this program, coordinated by our Center.

Accepted Premises for the policy paper

As for the premises, we are using some criteria, underlined as follows. The
idea was not to limit the free thinking or to create boundaries to the
expressed positions — we can see this by the content of the presentations
included in this study — but more to organize the debate, to obtain some
peaces of effectiveness in this debate and to avoid contradictions between
the finding of the study and the purpose of the study, analyzing a position of
Romania in the debate and negotiations for the New NATO Strategic
Concept. As a result, we have the following premises and principles to be
observed by the acceptable proposals for NATO adaptation, transformation
and changes:

1. We all need NATO: so the changes in the Strategic Concept and the
debate itself are designed to enforce, transform and adapt NATO in
order to better fulfill its objectives and tasks. The process or the results
could harm what we have achieved, the organization or the capacity of
fulfilling its tasks.

2. Credibility and legitimacy of the Alliance: the two components of the
good governance inside the alliance, with the requested transparency
and the needed qualified access to NATO core documents are supported
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by the debate and the process of obtaining a new strategic concept. We
need a new strategic concept because the world has changed and is
changing nowadays, so the Alliance should adapt to the new realities.
And the debate is healthy because we can all see the perception, needs
and position of our respective populations and our allies’ ones on the
main issues, their concerns, the ones of our Allies and give legitimacy
to our decision makers and to the Alliance itself.

3. Not questioning existing and adopted decisions: the political and
negotiation process for obtaining the consensus in the NATO
documents in summits, ministerial meetings and meeting with partner
countries, either in NRC, NUC, NGC, in the EAPC or in 28+1 format,
with the Global Partners or in ISAF format are forms of acquis we take
as granted and we do not revise except if strong proofs are showing us
that such documents are in an opposition with the fundamental values,
principles, objectives of the Alliance, are harming the transatlantic
link, the peace and stability or are contrary to the principles of the
UN Chart.

4. Maximum effectiveness, maximum benefits, minimum costs: The
new Strategic Concept is a public diplomacy instrument, a consensual
instrument design to be use in all the member countries: in that respect,
the result and form of the New Strategic Concept should give as much
instruments, reasons and arguments to each member state for obtaining
the domestic support for NATO’s existence, activity and policies, with
the less costs for each member country in the same respect.

5. Indivisibility of security, unity and solidarity in all forms for the
member states are key to the sustainability of the Alliance, to its
effectiveness and credibility, as well as to its main strategic instrument,
deterrence, both nuclear and conventional.

In this respect, for the purpose of elaborating the new Strategic Concept, the
Declaration on Alliance Security adopted at the Strasburg-Kehl NATO
summit is the most important document, already accepted by the member
states, a reference document and a starting point for all the debates
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related to the future NATO Strategic Concept. It this respect, we will
observe the following fundaments:

1. NATO fundaments

Reaffirmed values, objectives and obligations of the Washington
Treaty which unite Europe with the United States

Adherence to the purposes and principles of the Charter of the
United Nations.

2. Objectives and strategy

NATO — essential transatlantic forum for security consultations
among Allies.

Article 5 of the Washington Treaty and collective defense, based
on the indivisibility of Allied security

Deterrence, based on an appropriate mix of nuclear and
conventional capabilities

Reinforcing arms control and promoting nuclear and
conventional disarmament

3. Vision and instruments

Vision: Europe whole and free

Task: better address today’s threats and to anticipate
tomorrow’s risks

Instrument: NATO’s enlargement the instrument, with an
historic success

NATO’s open door policy: all European democracies, sharing
the values of our Alliance, willing and able to assume the
responsibilities and obligations of membership, can contribute to
common security and stability.

4. Threats and challenges:

Global threats: terrorism, the proliferation of WMD, proliferation
of their means of delivery and cyber attacks.
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Challenges: energy security, climate change, instability emanating
from fragile and failed states

Interdependence: Our security is increasingly tied to that of other
regions, due to the objective process of globalization.

Directions of NATO’s transformation and adaptation:

Improve our ability to better meet the security challenges

Three important areas continuously addressed with an integrated
response and equal interest: the Alliance territory, emerge at
strategic distance or closer to home.

Solidarity: Allies must share risks and responsibilities equitably.
Suitable instruments and resources: capabilities more flexible
and deployable, quick and effective response, wherever needed,
more cost-effective.

Priority: strengthen NATO’s capacity to play an important role in
crisis management and conflict resolution, where our interests
are involved.

Cooperation and integrated response:

Strengthen cooperation with other international actors: the United
Nations, European Union, Organization for Security and
Cooperation in Europe and African Union

A comprehensive approach to meet new challenges

Combining more effectively civilian and military capabilities.
Key priority: helping the Afghan Government to build a
democratic, secure and stable country that will never again
harbor terrorists which threaten international security.

European pillar:

A stronger and more capable European defense

Support for strengthening EU’s capabilities and capacity to address
common security challenges.

Non-EU Allies fullest involvement possible is important
NATO-EU relationship a functioning strategic partnership,
mutually reinforcing and complementary.
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8. Global Partnership:

— Developed relationships with all partners with a joint commitment
to cooperative security, both in our neighbourhood and beyond.
— Partners in a community of shared values and responsibilities.

9. Russia

— Openness for a strong, cooperative partnership between NATO
and Russia

— Respect for all the principles of the 1997 NATO-Russia Founding
Act and the 2002 Rome Declaration

— Ready to work with Russia to address the common challenges we
face.
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Chapter II

Themes and agenda for the debate
on the New NATO Strategic Concept

We did try to evaluate the issues discussed in the framework of the debate
for a new NATO Strategic Concept. For that matter we took some
alternative sources: the agenda presented by the former Secretary General,
Jaap de Hoop Scheffer at the seminar on the 7! of July launching the debate
on the new strategic concept, the themes discussed at the four official
Expert Group seminars, the Romanian themes of debate used during the
project — a result of a negotiation between our proposed agenda, the official
Romanian agenda and NATO PDD input — the Romanian Military
contribution as well as the ideas that came from the Romanian research
assessment on the future of NATO. The bases of departure should be the
Declaration on Alliance Security adopted in Strasburg-Kehl. The results are
the following:

1. Themes from the strategic concept seminar, 7" of July Launching
NATO’s New Strategic Concept debate

Conceptual debates:

— Strategic international environment and challenges for NATO

— Strengths and weaknesses of NATO: old wounds of the Iraq conflict

— Evolution and adaptation of NATO instead of a clear definition of
objectives and future roles(George Bernard Shaw: all the big truths
begin with a blasphemy). The necessity is no longer at stake.

— NATO a tool box: taxi company responding to needs and calls versus
existing and defining tasks (the issue is not what NATO could do, but
whalt NATO should do)

— Not adapting missions to our needs and capacities, but defining
needs and capacities adapted to the realy important challenges for
our security. That is the definition of the main theme of the New
Strategic Concept.



24

Iulian CHIFU

The New Strategic Concept is decided because a strong NATO is the
one where debates do happen with good solutions that make the
cohesion and solidarity, not avoiding those debates. Democracy, public
support, accountability and responsability, good governance in this
field.

Principles and enforcement:

Collective defense, Article 5, main accent, Partnerships, Equal sharing
of the burdens inside the Alliance and solidarity — basic principles
agreed. The terrorist attack became an issue for activating Article 5, not
only direct attack on the territory.

Other new conditions should be added in the future as well as other
kind of NATO collective responses for other scenarios of classic
threats — terrorism and proliferation — and threats less easy identifiable
like energy security, cyber defense, threats linked to climate change,
weak and failed states, access and division of the international
resources like the water.

From security of the states to security of the persons — human
security and responsibility to protect — UN Chart

Means already settled:

From peace keeping to peace enforcement
Challenges of the counter insurrection
International cooperation

Comprehensive approach

Operations:

Military operations in Bosnia, Kosovo and Afghanistan.

Intervention after the support of the international community

Military capabilities needed in order to avoid to ethnical cleansing
campaigns or blocking terrorist insurrections

NATO cannot be defined only by its operations. Its activities are not
only resumed to Afghanistan and Afghanistan is not only NATO.
Linking NATO to a specific operation makes its credibility in danger as
it happens every time as a new operation is launched

Operations are still important, but normative aspects are following: non
proliferation treaties, arms control regime, confidence building
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measures, transparency between countries, training international law
enforcement agents for fighting terrorism and proliferation, common
anti piracy legislation are complementary instruments. Balance between
defense and diplomacy.

Transatlantic consensus

Real and true consensus establish a real solidarity, burden sharing and
cost sharing, a real base for the Alliance

The debate should arrive at a conclusion for a sustainable, long term
document, suporting NATO’s decisions.

A common approach to threat perception between the allies

Global versus regional NATO, regionalisation of the Alliance

Influence of the last attack - terrorism, pirracy proliferaion, cyber
attack, migration

Relation with Russia between opportunities and security issues
Afghanistan threat versus “making the good think for the wrong
purposes” (TS Eliot).

Not uniformity or conformity, but a democratic organisation, with vivid
debates, but with reflections of the interests of 28 countries of the
Alliance

The question of choice and prioritization of the threats: Not too many
particular threats at the same time, usefull for all purposes, but not
specialized in any direction. Distinction between real threat and
perceived threat. The accent on the threats the mosturgent which
concern all the countries of the Alliance

Cases where NATO will play a major role, and cases where it will only
help and support

NATO purpose and objectives:

The population do not know what for NATO

Knowing the actions, but not the link with the principal and
fundamental objective of the Alliance - common defense and facing
together common security threats - and their particular interests
Knowing the role but not understanding the usefulness of the Alliance
Communication, but also a lack of formal mission statement of the
Alliance in the 21-st century proving why we still need NATO, what is
its added value
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— Not just a shopping list of real or potential challenges, nor just an
elegant description of the world but to provide detailed guidance to
NATO governments on the political and military policies and get public
support

2. Proposals of the Secretary General:

No distinction between security at home and security abroad
(impact of the globalization)

* Article 5 can apply outside NATO territory as much as inside.
» Not just to make our populations secure, but feel secure

Article 5 collective defense commitments taken seriously - not

just on paper but through planning and exercises as well as having

the necessary capabilities to call on in crisis situations.

» The threats to our security today lie mainly outside Europe-
reinforcing ISAF

* Reassuring Allies who feel less secure than others in their
immediate neighbourhood: unity, indivisibility, solidarity

Transformation and new NATO Reform and efficiency: where

and how NATO needs to transform its forces - both for Article 5

and non-Article 5 missions.

» Capabilities and equipment that are not directly linked to our
operations

* Defense planning and capabilities better linked to lessons
learned

* A new NATO doctrine on counter-insurgency

» Capabilities increasingly expensive and the financial crisis: to
do more, not less, in common funding of operations - transport
aircraft, helicopters or intelligence or reconnaissance assets.

Type of forces: the balance between land, air and naval forces.
Growth of naval dimension rapidly focus on piracy, the High
North, maritime energy transportation networks, prevention of
clandestine transfers of missile technology and weapons of mass
destruction.
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Look at our level of ambition of the Alliance. Is it still the right
one?

Avoiding crisis and interventions where we can. NATO is good

at responding after the fact; but it is not so good at anticipation and

prevention.

* Better in consulting about deteriorating situations and potential
flash points

* Improving our overall quality of political consultations and
debate.

* Share much more intelligence in the Alliance

* Have more political discussion of — and action on — the many
good analyses that the civil and military experts in NATO HQ

New Generation of Partnerships. Continued growth of NATO’s

partnerships - Partnership for Peace, the Mediterranean Dialogue,

or the Istanbul Cooperation Initiative

* Getting the best value out of our partnerships

* Cooperating on other challenges: energy security, proliferation,
cyber, terrorism

NATO-Russia relationship - a mature relationship

* Restart the NATO-Russia cooperation in the Mediterranean
and Afghanistan

e Re-launch: character of our relations, define NATO’s essential
interests and objectives and unify our thinking

» To articulate common differences but also common interests

» To encourage and organize real cooperation.

» Relation broad and multi-facetted.

* One of the most delicate but important debating topics

NATO-EU relations

* Our missions, our memberships, our geographical areas of
interest, our capabilities are increasingly overlapping

* Our definition of the security challenges and the means to
tackle them is also increasingly a shared
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* NATO-EU relationship has become more pragmatic, a true
strategic partnership

* A much better job of combining the complementary assets of
NATO and the EU.

» They should work together where necessary, not just where they
can.

3. The themes of the four official Expert Group Seminars

One seminar will look at NATQ’s core tasks and functions:

— The meaning of collective defense and deterrence in today’s
environment;

— How to confront a broader spectrum of threats to our populations;

— NATO’s role in disarmament, arms control and non-proliferation.

Another seminar will look at NATO as a part of a network of security

actors in:

—  Contributing to global civil and military crisis management

— NATO’s likely tasks with a view to enhancing cooperation with
international organizations and NGOs.

A third seminar will look at NATO and the Euro-Atlantic security
environment:

— NATO’s role in building security in the Euro-Atlantic area,

— Enlargement

— NATO’s partnerships

— Relations with Russia.

A fourth seminar will look at forces and capabilities:

— Defense planning and transformation.

— Procurement at a time of increased financial constraints — that requires
flexibility and prioritization.

4. Themes and issues address in the Romanian debate

Panel 1: Adapting NATO’s strategic concept in order to address the
21%t century challenges. NATO multi-tasking?

Focus points:
— Sharing security burdens inside NATO while preserving trans-Atlantic
partnership and solidarity;
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The meaning of Article 5: balance between conventional and
asymmetric threats

Balancing the colective defense, operations in vicinity and the need for
actions at a strategic distance, executing collective defense while
pursuing “out of area” operations

Terrorism and WMD proliferation: the role of missile defense,
disarmament and non-proliferation;

Increasing NATO’s role in dealing with cross-border threats and
challenges

Panel 2: Managing challenges and opportunities in NATO’s wider

neighbourhood. Partnership network as investment in trans-
atlantic and international security. The relevance of NATO’s
critical neighbourhoods: the Balkans and the wider Black Sea
region.

Focus points:

The need to build circles of stability in the Balkans - Black Sea-
Caucasus — Central Asia; the Mediterranean region — Middle East —
Afghanistan

What is the role for neighbourhood/regional instability in the future
Strategic Concept?

The right mix of NATO policies and instruments: partnerships,
enlargement; reforms; cooperation and dialogue;

The role of partnerships in a broad sense (including partners across the
globe);

Working with Russia in the 215 century;

Working with other organizations (UN, EU, UA, others);

Working with emerging powers (China, India);

NATO building security capacities (the role of NATO’s partnerships
with Afghanistan, Pakistan and Iraq)

Panel 3: Balancing NATO’s focus between collective/territorial defense

and the need to be effective at strategic distance

Focus points:

Article 5 for the 21 century;



30

Iulian CHIFU

Contingency planning for the new members;

The value of the NRF;

Striking the right balance between Article 5/Non Article 5 operations;
Capabilities and resource requirements

Conceptualizing Afghanistan in the new strategic concept (NATO’s role
in stabilization and reconstruction missions).

Panel 4: New threats: Energy Security, Cyber Defense, And Critical

Infrastructure Protection

Focus points:

1.

2.
3.
4

“

Energy security: the right mix of policies, instruments and partners;
Critical infrastructure protection and NATO role

Cyber-Defense;

NATO’s role in maritime security and protection of sea lines of
communications

Romanian Military Debate

A. Military policy bodies

Common understanding and implications of the existance and the
application of Article 5.

Article 5 linked with the threats to be faced: terrorism, proliferation of
the WMD, granting energy security, climate changes, protection of the
cyber space, critical infrastructure protection

Significance of common defense, links of this main mission and the
security of the Alliance — expeditionary forces, crisis response missions
Maintaining the credibility of Article 5 and explaining the strict
conditions of using it.

Prioritization of the tasks

The prioritization of tasks is needed because of the limitation of
resources, comparing to the “standard” rules of resources for a
maximum level of operational needs for facing all the possible
situations that are

A hierarchy of priorities and tasks of the Alliance should be put in
place — assuming the risk of the bad choices versus the credibility of
the Alliance and assuming commitments that could be fulfilled
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Assesment of the performances of the member states and balancing
the equal sharing of responsibilities between nations.

Relations with Russia

Major concern and dilema within the HQ, international staff and inside
the nations

Unique partnership with Russia — the NRC — and allies that are seing
Article 5 as being associated with Russia. The Russian Georgian war
worsened the divergences.

Choice: common values or common interests? Should it be a red line
and where?

Should we plan for a possible aggression from Russia?

How much Russia should be involved in NATO’s decisions

Main issues to be solved by the NSC:

Fundamental tasks of the Alliance in the security field

NATO’s commitments in the globalization era

Transatlantic cohesion

NATO-EU relation

NATO’s partnerships

Transformation: structures, forces and capabilities.

As a result, military body should make the operational planning,
resource planning and elaborate suitable strategies

Romanian HQ approach

NATO world policeman or observer, monitoring the environment,
early warning and prevention, less action

Unlimited responsibilities in a limited space versus limited respon-
sibilities in an unlimited space

Balance between strategic planning for territorial defense and expe-
ditionary forces

Needed changes

Effeciency: Avoiding bureaucracy through a nuanced consensus for
taking decisions
Solidarity in the commitments and participation in operations
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— Colective response against terrorism, cyber defense, energy security,
climate change and critical infrastructure protection in transborder areas

Colective defense effectivness-prioritization:

— Collective defense must remain the core mission of NATO(according
to Romanian Defense Strategy)

— Conflict prevention and solidarity as key factors

— Military operations depending on capabilities, forces at the disposal
of the Alliance and oportunity-security situation of the allies requires
that

— Enlargement of the colective defense aplication to cyber attacks and
disruption of the energy flow — colective answers, not always
military actions

— Granting all alies that they will bot be obliged to face those challenges
by themselves

— New understanding of Article 5: when it is active, conditions and time
frame — because of the new aspects and globalization of threats and
challenges without borders

— Need to address collective security when defending common values
and interests

—  The principle of equal sharing of the burdens

— Collective defense should provide the response capacity against
present dangers and threats to the security

— Balanced approach to collective defense for expeditionary forces and
national interests

— Suitable forces and capabilities for the full range of military
operations home and abroad, from peace keeping to combat actions

— Collective defense is the main task, crisis response and operations out
of area are designed according to the existing forces and capabilities
and the colective security needs

The New Strategic Concept must:

—  Clearly establish the aim, the objectives and functions of the Alliance
— Define challenges and threats to the Alliance’s security

— Indicate the instruments and capabilities needed

— Define the steps for applying the Article 5
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— Establish engagement rules, principles of Collective defense and
cooperation insight NATO

— Cooperation with EU in the fied of security planning for aveiding
duplication in the process of building capabilities.

Non Article 5 operations
— Coordinating actions with the international comunity in a non-Article 5
crisis regarding:
* Coordinated planning and assesment and intelligence sharing
* Synchronizing military activities with multiple actors and
collaboration
+ Common strategic objectives and coherent strategy
» The credibility of international force against the rebels
* Getting the support and confidence of population.
* The power of the media and strategic communication

Territorial defense and the operations “out of area”

— Expeditionary operations with maintainance of needed forces for
territorial defense

— Respect to national security interests of the small countries

— Right balance with national interests first, than Alliance interests

Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems

— Ballistic missile are an important threat to the territory and population
of NATO states

— Common anti-ballistic missile program was conceived exactly for the
territorial and collective defense

— Principles of indivisibility of the security and collective solidarity for
vulnerable countries in this field

— Engaging Russia in this field, for the needed cooperation for the
security of the Black Sea

Maritime security
— Akey element of the Global security and stability
 Strategic importance of the maritime communication lines - 90%
of the international trade
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* Disruption of energy flows, terrorism, WMD proliferation,
migration

Complementary role to international civil agencies and maritime

authorities, law enforcement agencies

Defining maritime missions which require collective response

Strategic interests of the Alliance from the maritime security

perspectives

» Territorial integrity of the maritime space of member countries

* Protection of the population, installations, goods and critical
infrastructure protection in the maritime area

» Preventing the proliferation of WMD

* Protecting critical and energy infrastructure

* Freedom of navigation and access to surface and water resources

Tackling current and future threats

+ Stability in the Arctic region

» Migration due to an increase level of the sea

* Natural disasters

* Lack of resourses

* Raising of the competition for resources

Cooperation and information sharing with international organizations

- ONU, EU, IMO

Military elements which should be included

Viable form of a rapid reaction force, integrated with EU needs,

avoiding duplications

New threats — new priorities- new tasks flexible and adapted to

priorities, established with regard to:

* Most likely threats for the Alliance at least for the next decade

* Prioritization on already identified threats as: terrorism,
proliferation, failed states, cyber attacks, energetic security, piracy
and climate change

+ Conditions for enabeling the application of Article 5

Vision for the future NATO:

« common defense of the allies, indivisibility of their security

* exporting security worldwide

* building global security
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Avoiding blockages for NATO activities:

* Lack of common perception of threats and risks

* Incapacity of allocating enough resources for operations (EU lack
of public support for NATO operations, lack of political will)

* Possible US selective disengagement from EU security issues

Main developping lines and fieds:
Operational field:

Reanalyzing Article 5 for a common understanding of the conditions
and time frame for enacting it

Clarifying the balance between collective defense and collective
security

An unique perception of common risks in operations

Participation to operations at a strategic distance with units and/or
financial compensations

Balancing Article 5 and non Article 5 operations

Capacities and transformation

Granting capabilities needed in order to react to the predictable risks
and threats

Needed capabilities for reaction in crisis situation

Integrated operations with other organisations/international actors
Deterrance and strategic instruments for a convincing political tool
Strategic communication in crisis

Cost oriented comand and control operationalization

Coordinated Response force with EU demands, in a NATO pre-
paredness and traning style

Partnerships

Cooperation with the international actors — UN, EU, OSCE
Re-establishing cooperative relations with Russia

Partnerships — P{P, ID, MD, ICI

Global partners: Increasing interaction with non-member states and
others international actors

Developing the relation with EU/ESDP for a better cooperation in
complementary conditions — based on the fact that the forces are the
same, the troops are the same, deficits are the same, so the priorities
should be harmonized
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The Alliance is perceived as an organisation with impressive resources. In
the context of an increasing complexity of the Global security environment,
the problem of capabilities will become one of the main factors to have a
great influence on Alliance’s credibility.

It is obvious that the rhythm and adapting capacity of the Alliance to the
international environment (political, military, security, economic ) must be
maintained and also sustained. The Alliance would have to define the new
priorities in a changing security environment.

At the same time with the process of developing the new strategic concept,
the member states will have to judge the role of the Alliance as a whole,
not only in a symbolic, but also in a functional way.

There are two conceptions regarding the future role of NATO. One
consideres that the Alliance should remain regional, in essence dealing
with collective defense missions (Article 5) while the other points out the
strenghten of the Global role of NATO, underlining the fact that ignoring
the Global dimension would be the end of the Alliance. There are also
common points and balanced approach between those two positions:
collective defense missions are the main subject on the agenda of suporters
of NATO globalisation while global problems appear on the supporters of
the regional dimension side.

6. Issues already settled in the Declaration on Alliance Security

As we have mentioned in the principles used in order to make the analysis,
since we have the Declaration of Alliance Security Issued by the Heads of
State and Government participating in the meeting of the North Atlantic
Council in Strasbourg / Kehl on 4 April 2009, the provisions mentioned are
a component of the acquis of the Alliance, so there is no sense to get back
on the same issues again. The declaration helps us to establish the common
position on 10 of the main issues adopted at the last summit:

— Fundaments of NATO
* The values, objectives and obligations of the Washington Treaty
* Transatlantic link Europe with the United States and Canada
* The purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations.
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General objectives, strategy and means

Transatlantic forum for security consultations among Allies

Article 5 and collective defense

The indivisibility of Allied security

Strategy: deterrence, based on nuclear and conventional capabilities
Means: reinforcing arms control and promoting nuclear and
conventional disarmament

Development of the organization: vision and enlargement policy

Vision: a Europe whole and free

Policy: NATO’s enlargement - an historic success, NATO’s open
door policy

Condition for accession:

European democracies

Share the values of our Alliance

Willing and able to assume the responsibilities and obligations of
membership

Whose inclusion can contribute to common security and stability.

Developments of the objectives, cooperation, integration

New, increase global threats:

Terrorism

Proliferation of WMD and their means of delivery

Cyber attacks

Other challenges:

- Energy security

- Climate change

- Weak and failed states

Interdependence: security is increasingly tied to that of other
regions.

Mission statement
a. Improve our ability to meet the security challenges we face that

impact directly
* On Alliance territory — territorial defense
* Emerge at strategic distance — expeditionary forces
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* Or closer to home — operations in the vicinity

Solidarity, indivisibility of security, common defense: sharing
risks and responsibilities equitably

Capabilities more flexible and deployable, so we can respond
quickly and effectively, wherever needed

d. Aleaner and more cost-effective organization

New capacity: important role in crisis management and conflict
resolution

Global cooperation

Partners: international actors — UN, EU, OSCE, African Union
Purpose: to deliver a comprehensive approach, combining civilian
and military capabilities more effectively.

Mission in Afghanistan: helping the Afghan Government and its
people to build a democratic, secure and stable country that will never
again harbour terrorists who threaten Afghan and international security.

NATO-EU(ESDP)

A stronger and more capable European defense

Welcomes EU efforts to strengthen its capabilities and its capacity to
address common security challenges

NATO-EU relationship — truly functioning strategic partnership
mutually reinforcing and complementary.

Partnerships

Joint commitment to cooperative security with all our partners,
both in our neighbourhood and beyond

Partners are key in implementing the vision of a community of
shared values and responsibilities.

Value the support of our partners to operations and missions.

NATO-Russia relation

A strong, cooperative partnership between NATO and Russia
Respect for all the principles of the 1997 NATO-Russia Founding
Act and the 2002 Rome Declaration

Ready to work with Russia to address the common challenges
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NATO transformation: guiding lines
* To better address today’s threats
* To anticipate tomorrow’s risks

7. Rationalizing the issues — alternative options

The most important ones:

NATO as the main organization for defense and security or seen as
one of the options for security or, as well, as a historical tool that
link countries and less a defense and security tool.

In this respect, the second alternatives are between defense alliance
or alliance for security also. Article 5 should remain at the level of
common defense or should it be extended to common security.

Pragmatism and values in NATO/values and interests

» Territorial defense-expeditionary forces

* Threats at a strategic distance-in the vicinity

* New and old threats and challenges

* Deterrence-operations

* Prevention, early warning-combat operations- post-conflict
operations, crisis management, post-conflict reconstruction

Solidarity and unity, cohesion versus “big guys” or “Concert of

Powers” approach:

 Decisions taken altogether or taken by the “big powers”

* Consensual approach or imposing the decisions taken in small
circles of the “big guys” than imposed to the small countries, new
allies, countries with less contribution to NATO’s operations

Prioritization of the threats and challenges to be addressed

* Regional versus global

* Globalization versus regionalization of the Alliance

* Tool box or partnership with purpose/tool box or box with all tools

 Prioritizing the tasks: cost oriented-consequence oriented

Post conflict reconstruction and nation building capabilities

» Military-civilian capabilities of NATO or only military approach

* Post-conflict reconstruction and state building: common capa-
bilities versus sharing tasks with other organizations
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Energy security beyond critical infrastructure protection

* Definition of Energy security: alternative sources and routes versus
interdependence between producers, transport countries and
consumers

*  Where to use military power: only critical infrastructure pro-tection,
reaction to the use of military power against economic/
energy interests or use of power for granting access to resources.

US and NATO:

* US lead NATO versus EU balancing the decision

» US engaged in Europe versus US out of Europe

* How US sees NATO: most important alliance or one of its
international tools/unilateralism first or multilateralism first

Relevance of Article 5

* Cornerstone or historic and symbolic role

* Theoretical and symbolic but unaplicable or aplicable

* Undefined conditions for accessing it or clear definition and
conditions

» Easy to access if needed or complicated conditions to enable it

* Automatic consequence or unbinding for the Allies

*  Quick reaction or medium term as technical time to apply it

Legitimate use of force:

+ Self defense versus crisis management

* UN Security Council Authorisation or non-limited acces to the tool

* Preemption versus prevention in the use of force

* The war and military force or the use of law enforcement agencies
and organized crime against terrorism

Balances in the Alliance

» US first or a balanced distribution of responsibilities, contribution
and resources and a better synchronization of the modernization
rhythms of capabilities between North Atlantic and European allies.

* US military contribution and EU paying for operations and its own
share

* Balanced representation or main countries first approach in the
decision making, executive and working bodies of the Alliance at all
levels
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Perception of threats and risks: between new challenges and old
challenges, territorial defense and expeditionary forces, operations at
the strategic distance and operations against risks and threats in the
vicinity, regional and global threats and risks, actual and future risks.
Responsibilities and objectives and not enough capabilities and
resources, matching the level of ambition and possibilities

Solidarity, unity and cohesion in the Alliance

Common perception of threats and challenges or differences of
views

Alliance interests or national interests first

Regionalization, groupings, New and Old Europe plus the US,
Europe and North America, or one Alliance

Common capabilities and forces or national interoperable forces
committed in a case by case way

Military forces open to all operations and mission or national
caveats, common command and control or national command
prevailing

Enlargement

Open door or stoping the enlargement Eastern

Decision of the Alliance or “not to bother Russia” approach
Privileging common decisions or using veto unilateral blockages
(Macedonia)

Getting willing countries on board sooner or observing the rules and
strict provisions of the Alliance

Waiting for the process to be completed by the countries or
supporting the transformation and guiding the aspirant country

Relations with Russia

Cooperative/confrontational approach

“Russia first”, Russia has a word or ignoring Russia in NATO
decisions

Partner, enemy or complex relation with all aspects

Threat or not a threat for NATO countries

Ignoring Russia behavior inside and in the post soviet space,
pragmatism and NATO’s interests or using NATO values and
principles when assessing Russia’s laws, norms strategies

Engaging Russia, involving Russia or relying on Russia
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Chapter III

Romanian Security Interests
and the new NATO Strategic Concept

1. Romanian Security Interests and NATO

Romania is designing its security establishment on a four track approach:

— strategic partnership with the US

— membership in NATO

— membership in the EU

— a designed network of strategic partnerships — Poland, Turkey,
Sweden, partnerships for Europe — France, Poland, economic
partnerships — Azerbaijan, Germany, Austria, South Korea.

The commandments of its approach are:
— More action with more efficient use of resources
— Integrated approach: foreign policy, security and defense

We believe in an integrated approach to foreign policy, security and
defense. The integrated approach is a European model, which we find in the
Treaty of Lisbon and that economic and financial crisis that we are crossing
is an effective solution in spending resources. In the context of an
increasingly complicated international environment, we want more action
with the most efficient use of resources.

By security we understand the three levels approach - the national, societal
and human level, that of the individual. The individual shall prevail and
collective levels to address matters to the extent that serve the needs of
Romanians — citizens, taxpayers and holders of sovereignty. Security is
viewed in a complex form, with the military, political, economic, social and
environmental components, as well as new modern dimensions of energy
security, cyber security, granting critical infrastructure protection, access to
water or food.
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Citizens security and safety, the purpose of Romania’s security policy

The tax paying, national soveregnty bearing citizen is Romania’s security
policy’s main purspose. Budgetary allotments in this field will have to abide
the priority lit established in this principle. Individual safety at home, on the
street, at the work place an whereever the citizen lives or travels is the
fundamental concern of foreign security and defense policy. There is a role
of the state’s institutions to defend property, individual liberty the
respecting his rights.

We consider as serious crimes, that threaten the fundamental safety of the
citizen, drug traficking, arms traficking, people traficking, organised crime
and armed weapons assault, all of these being among the states’ priorities.
The safety of children in schools, around school and on their way home is
the priority of the neighbourhood police. Subordonate to local public
administrations, the police has to take on attribution concerning public
order and citizen safety, while the National Police will handle serious crime,
organised crime, arms, drugs, people traficking, money laundering.

The central and local administration have to pay special attention through
the Inspectorate for emergncy situations, in the forefront of assistance
services for citzens in case of civil and medical emergencies. At the same
time, we consider it neccessary to develop and professionalize central and
local administrative institutions in managing crisis and we support the
creation of a national system for preparing and assisting in crisis decision
making.

Concerning the citizens security, we support the essential component of
protecting the citizens’ economic right, including the right to work based on
individual capacity and equal access to oportunities and correct and equal
retribution for his contribution to adding value to the society, in a regulated
and non-discriminatory labour market. We need the contribution of every
citizens, their qualified, hired work, best suited to their profile, qualities and
aspirations.

We consider poverty, regional and status gaps as well as social alienation
insecurity factors and of great concern to our society. Equally limited
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equalitarian retribution can alienated top experts from the public sphere to
where ever they choose, whether in private companies or abroad due, to the
low level of attractivenss for state paid jobs.

Romania’s security option

Romania has chosen, nearly two decades ago, the Western Europe and
modern apporach for its security. From this point of view, our choice is
based on two pillars, a one Euro-Atlantic and a European one, with value
equal for Romanian security.

NATO is a wide spread political-military alliance, the most relevant at
global level, offering major opportunities for consulting with allies on
security, a common defense in the face of any external attack and a unique
capacity to deter any such military operations against Romania . We believe
that Article 5 should remain the cornerstone of the Alliance, with extending
the definition of collective defense to energy, free access to resources cyber
defense and defense of critical energy infrastructure.

Fulfilling responsibilities undertaken by Romania in the NATO Defense
planning project is our political commitment to raising the Alliance’s
strategic relevance, fundamental for a ferm and stable relation, that should
be complementary to the EU’s security instruments.

We need to value the place, capabilities and our country’s strategic weight
in the Alliance, the contributions of foreign operations under NATO,
through proportional representation in Alliance structures. We consider it
useful to identify some niche capabilities, at military, operational,
diplomatic and intelligence level, as added value from Romania useful to
the Alliance and recognized as such.

Participation by rotation of military forces in external operations at strategic
distance or nearby, is a mandatory National Defense Component for
training in real combat conditions. The Romanian Army must equally
participate in this form of training, to determine growth in combat
preparedness of the entire quota under arms, equipped with modern
weapons suited to missions that require them.
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Romania’s position at the Alliance borders is a reality that requires an added
value in itself. We support the effective use of resources to equip the NATO
procurement through joint projects and sharing in the Alliance, some
categories of capabilities.

The Strategic Partnership with the U.S. is an essential component of
Romania’s position within trans-Atlantic structures. The Strategic
Partnership is an essential tool for developing capabilities and using US
experience. The Strategic partnership requires a review and extension in the
areas of cooperation for reducing threats and increasing quality of
technology transfer — required in the position of a border country and to
introduce a dimension of education and transfer of know-how —
organization, methods of administration and curriculum design in education
and training in areas of the importance for Romania and NATO, by building
these capabilities in Romania at the highest global standards.

2. Romania’s expectations from NATO

In this respect, Romania expects that NATO exists with an improved
visibility and role in the region and the world and involving suitable
resources to ensure the credibility of its assumed role, objectives and tasks
and for acting whenever it is necessary, with an accent for the effectiveness
and efficiency of the means allocated, a shared responsibility between
member states proving solidarity, unity, coherence and indivisibility of
the Alliance. Moreover, Romania attaches a huge importance for the
integrated response using the suitable means of diplomacy, intelligence
and security, including military means. Conflict prevention and early
warning are as important as the response to threats and challenges, as it is
the case of crisis management and post-conflict reconstruction.

The development of the Strategic Concept should not be a process of re-
invention, but one of refinement and adaptation to the new security
challenges. It will not affect the basic principles and functions of the
Alliance — collective defense, transatlantic link, the indivisibility of
security, Allied solidarity — as settled by the Washington Treaty.
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Romanian basic philosophy for NATO in the future is a strong and
sustainable transatlantic Alliance with both political powers and
military “muscles”, able to properly deal with the challenges of the 21st
Century.

Expanding and strengthening NATO’s partnership network, including the
Euro-Atlantic Partnership is part of this vision. NATO’s ability to project
coherent demarches and a proper image in the extended neighbourhood of
the Alliance helps in finding solutions — for example in the Western
Balkans — to the “unfinished business” that still carries potential for
generating instability.

Major stakes pursued by Romania with respect to the strategic thinking on
NATO’s wider neighbourhood refer inter alia to the preservation of values,
principles and commitments as basis for NATO’s cooperation with
partners. They also refer to the continuation of the “open door” policy
with emphasis on compliance with membership criteria. Also to
strengthening NATO’s partnerships and cooperation with the EU, UN, and
the OSCE and to specific contributions to the building of defense and
security institutions of states and/or organizations.

As a general assessment, we could say that Romania shaped the profile of a
consensus-generating ally with balanced approaches, interested in
drawing the attention of the Alliance on developments in its immediate
vicinity, particularly in the Western Balkans and the wider Black Sea
region. Romania believes that NATO should continue to improve and
demonstrate more clearly its ability to meet emerging challenges on and
beyond Alliance territory, including at the borders of the Organization.

NATO enlargement to countries of Central and Eastern Europe was a
remarkable success for the transatlantic Alliance. It proved to be a very
powerful tool to stabilize regions, encourage reforms and consolidate
Europe. Due to this process, NATO continues to play a special role in
unifying a continent divided for nearly half a century. And that is why
NATO should continue to promote tailored partnerships to foster greater
stability throughout the Euro-Atlantic area.
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Romania believes that the problem of “global NATO versus regional
NATO* is only a false dilemma. In terms of geography, the main security
challenges for NATO originate from its wide neighbourhood, from the
former Soviet space to the Western Balkans, the Mediterranean and the
broader Middle East. And that makes peace and stability in the wider Black
Sea region and the Western Balkans essentials to the entire Euro-Atlantic
security.

The Black Sea region is part of the European project of consolidating
stability throughout Europe through democracy, cooperation and
integration. It is an indispensable component of the Euro-Atlantic
community of security, democracy and prosperity. It is also important in
terms of diversification of energy sources and transport routes.
Furthermore, it has also an important stake for the new approach on missile
defense. Substantiating Alliance’s added value in managing new challenges
(energy security, maritime security, arms control, terrorism, proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction, missile defense) means also a more secure
and stable Black Sea area, and an increased security in the Euro-Atlantic
environment.

Romania has no interest in remaining the Eastern border of the West.
Instead, we are determined to act as a catalyst of regional cooperation and
Euro-Atlantic engagement in this region. Romania’s goal is to have a
secure, democratic and prosperous Wider Black Sea Area at its borders. We
believe that such a perspective is of regional and European interest and that
it is something worth striving for.

The process of upgrading NATO’s Strategic Concept provides an
opportunity for underscoring the profile of NATO’s partnerships and for
highlighting the need for NATO to contribute more to strengthening
security in its neighbourhood - the Western Balkans, Eastern Europe, the
wider Black Sea-Caspian region, Central Asia, Mediterranean and others.

This is the reason why Romania will adopt - during the upcoming debates -
an active and balanced stance, a creative and consensus-building
posture, which will reflect Romania’s specific interests, including those
related to the security of its immediate neighbourhood. We intend to play
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a constructive role in the conceptual debates on the future role of the
Alliance due to a special expertise resulting from our location at the
Alliance borders with the Western Balkans and the Black Sea-Caucasus-
Caspian regions.

Romania strongly supports a consistent policy of strengthening and
developing NATO partnerships, with a special emphasis on the Euro-
Atlantic Partnership, while encouraging NATQO’s proficient involvement
in the Western Balkans and the wider Black Sea-Caspian region. Beyond
the attention given to NATO-Russia relations, we are also interested in
substantiating the distinctive partnerships with Georgia and Ukraine,
as well as the relationships with interested countries of the former Soviet
space and the Western Balkans. Consideration should be given as well to
NATO?s relationship with the Republic of Moldova.

Romania is convinced that the Alliance will continue to pay right and
proper attention to its wide neighbourhood and Romania will make
every effort to support this strategic process.

3. Opinions and expectation of new EU and NATO members for NATO
and the ESDP

— Obvious warranties of solidarity in terms of security and
defense, both at NATO and EU level, within normal limits, fields
and with a credible presentation.

— US presence in the European security scaffolding and coun-
celling the transatlatic relation. For some countries that have
emerged from the space of limited sovereignty of socialism and
the Soviet state, the U.S. image, credibility and proven capabilities
are very needed and expected, both for their leaders and their
population, even if there is enough realism and responsibility to
understand the limited capabilities and interests of the United
States, but also the costs, that each member must assume for the
benefit of Washington’s constant presence in the defense and
security of Europe
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The lack of contradictions between the US and major European
partners, but also EU coherence in actions concerning security
and defense

Avoiding duplicating resources for NATO and EU from
members of both organisations

The coherence and efficiency of NATO and EU actions for
European protection and security

A reduction in the bureaucracy excess at EU institutional level
An expertise, planning and capabilities transfer from NATO to
the EU onthe dimensions that the Union lacks

A coherent agreement of sharing responsibilities between
organisations

Unifying training, arming and calibres, procedures and typologies
for reacting between the capabilities at the disposal of both
organisations

Solving the blocking relations between the EU and NATO, from
the Greece-Turkey-Cyprus triangle

Eliminating singular veto situation on major Alliance decisions
like Greece’s position on Macedonia.

The NATO and EU new member states will look for a suitable answer to the
following questions and concerns:

What are the military capabilities that should be shared and how?
What should the strategic directions of development of weapons be?

The security relevance of NATO and the EU

The relevance, solid and credible armed forces, at least within
NATO

Identifying the capability and added value niche for the EU
concerning European security

Appropriate formulas for making common decisions
Colaboration, dialogue and common or complementary
capabilities in energy security, with special attention for critical
energy infrastructure.
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What are the implications of NATO enlargement on the EU? Does
NATO enlargement neccessarily mean EU enlargement (cases of
Ukraine and Georgia)?

What should the relation with the Russian Federation be like?

For that last point, we have some tailored answers, according to the
expectances of those states. The relation with the Russian Federation is a
key point in European and transatlantic cohesion. There have been
numerous studies where European states were categorized according to the
different types of relations they had with Russia. From the “old” and “new”
Europe, a more crude way of categorizing, similar to the transatlantic one
that ”Americans are from Mars, Europeans are from Venus”, we moved on
to categories like “goodwill” and “retractile” with nuances like
“pragmatically goodwill” and “pragmatically retractile” in relations with
Russia.

EU member states have different approaces of the relations with the

Russian Federation. There are practically two ways of approaching it, from

the different angles of security solutions, including energy security:

— Russia’s approach, interdependency as a solution

— Punishing Russia, isolating it and blocking all relations except
economic ones.

The purely cooperative or purely confrountational approach is too simplist,
too schematic and does not give enough insturments to approach Russia.
This is why some experts propse a more refined approach:

— Cooperation, in most of the fields that define the relation with the
Russian Federation, not only in economics and trade, but also in issues
of security, such as terrorism, non-proliferation etc.

— Competition, in some matters concerning economics, political
solutions, strategic issues, especially concerning states in the East, in
democratisation and respecting human rights, in matters relating to
values of the Alliance.

— Confrontation in several directions

The Russian Federation’s refined approach can lead to developing a set of
instruments for each topic, in any area, whether cooperation, competition
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or confrontational. With the sum of these instruments at its disposal, both
the EU and every member state, or NATO itself, approaching the Russian
Federation could be more effective.

4. Romanian Options for the main alternative issues debated

Let us now look at Romania’s Options for the main alternative issues
debated in the framework of the new Strategic Concept. These are linked to
the profile assumed by Romania during this debate, described above as a
consensus-generating ally with creative and balanced approaches. The
concept of the Romanian approach to the new Strategic Concept is the so-
called Alliance of balances.

The Alliance of balances is the result of a realist approach, as well as an
adapted approach, fitting the existing context, NATO’s role and its
objectives. In the debate about regional or global NATO, the choice is not
an Alliance with global responsibilities, but a trans-Atlantic Alliance able to
respond to threats and to generate security at both the euro-Atlantic and
global levels. Consequently, the Alliance of balances has six main
balances:

— Trans-Atlantic balance: a balanced distribution of responsibilities,
contribution and resources and a better synchronization of the
modernization rthythms of capabilities between North Atlantic and
European allies.

— Balance between the Allies: reaffirming the consensus rule for the
decisions taken inside the Alliance, avoiding the use of veto but
supporting solidarity, cohesion and effective work between the allies,
but also a balanced representation of all the allies in the decision
making, executive and working bodies of the Alliance at all levels.

— Balanced perception of security risks: between new challenges and
old challenges, territorial defense and expeditionary forces, operations
at the strategic distance and operations against risks and threats in the
vicinity, regional and global threats and risks, actual and future risks.

— Balance between the Alliances responsibilities and objectives,
territorial defense, expeditionary capabilities, response to new threats.
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Balance in the allocation of capabilities of the Alliance, for tackling
security challenges with direct impact on NATO’s territory, appeared at
the strategic distance or near the allied territory.

Balance between the level of ambition of the Alliance and its real
possibilities of fulfilling them, meaning political will, resources,
sharing burden and roles with other security organizations.

Romania is also prepared to put some accents in its position during the
negotiations in several fields:

Indivisibility of the allies’ security, solidarity and cohesion of the
Alliance.

References on NATO’s role as transatlantic consultation forum.
Extended NATO influence in the vicinity of the Alliance, through
positive evolutions in the security field, an open door policy in the
enlargement field — with prudent approach to their democratic track
record and public support for a sustainable evolution towards and
inside NATO and an accent for the political conditions in a future
enlargement wave, and the NATO support for countries preparing to
join the Alliance

Instability in the extended vicinity of the Alliance — Balkans, Black
Sea, Caucasus, Central Asia, Middle East, Mediterranean area, Great
North

Extending and consolidating the partnership network of the Alliance,
including EAPC framework, NATO as a trainer for the defense and
security of other states or for other organizations, introducing the
system of values, principles and commitments as a bases for the
partnerships.

Consolidating Alliance’s role for the security of the EU and of the
World, based on the comprehensive approach principle, through a
consolidated EU-NATO relation, protecting NATO’s role in the future
discussion and negotiations about Europe’s security, strategic relations
with the UN and other regional organizations.

Building a relation with Russia based on a balance between
principles and pragmatism, a partnership base on an “engage and
check” mechanism, able to lead to concrete and real cooperation, but
also to control its offensive policy, on a bases of values, principles and
commitments for that cooperation.
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Substantiating the Alliance’s added value for managing the new
challenges — energy and cyber security, maritime security, arm control,
terrorism, proliferation of WMD and their means of delivery

Realizing a missile defense shield that would cover the entire territory
of the Alliance

Amplifying intelligence sharing at the level of the Alliance
Cooperation in civil emergencies management

Suitable management of the resources, through functional and
effective mechanisms such as common finance of the operations, where
it is possible, granting capabilities and troops for the operations,
multinational and common capability pools.

Reconsider and privileging Article 3 provisions of the Washington
Treaty, regarding the support for certain states including economical
support for ensuring that they develop needed capabilities for resisting
to an armed attack

NAC should be involved in the process of debating and adopting the
Strategic Concept at all levels, including the final option of fine-tuning
at the end.

Some issues must be developed and we are assuming, for ourselves, five
points in this debate:

In NATO, Article 5 is approached from two perspectives:

+  Minimalist: it was not applied until the 11 of September 2001, at
the request of the US, therefore it is not used. Moreover, since the
Baltic States do not have self-defense capabilities, it would also be
advisable to avoid its application or to use it in very strict
conditions. Further more, the technical application of Article 5
requires a minimum of three weeks for active common defense and
troops on the ground. This approach sends the core of NATO’s
collective defense in a state of ridiculousness.

* Extended: even the NATO Secretary General proposed that the
reinterpretation of Article 5 in the context of new threats like
cyber-defense and energy security in NATO understanding — the
protection of critical energy infrastructure on land or under water.
The reaction for this support is that the idea of defense is becoming
diluted, goes too much into matters of security and that NATO is
not an international organization for collective security, but for
collective defense, and by dilution “more” could in fact be “less”.
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Usually when we talk about reforming a system and an organization and
speeches cover such a wide range, the rule is to go back to one’s origins,
so this would be reinforcing Article 5, with its original meaning of
collective territorial defense of its members. This does not mean cancelling
out of area operations, but on the contrary, it means that these elements are
useful for maintaining war away from the Alliance states’ territories and
preparing troops in real fighting and combat conditions.

— NATO must assume, more and more, a component that affects both
Romania, Poland, but also Nordic states, which is trans-border risks and
threats. As a state at the border of the Alliance, we have an extra task
of defending Alliance frontiers, this meaning defense against threats
such as:

e Ballistic missiles,

*  Weapons of mass destruction proliferation, which would be
brought and used in Alliance space through carriers missiles or
through trafficking and smuggling systems of materials with
double usage.

* Fighting terrorism, tied to people trafficking — including ter-
rorists, weapons necessary for terrorist operations, drug trafficking
necessary for financing said operations.

From this point of view, we see as useful the specific consideration of three
types of tasks for the Alliance: strategic distance operations, territorial
defense operations and operations in the vicinity, meant to fight this type of
threats as well as military threats in the immediate vicinity of Alliance
borders. The focus on operations in Alliance vicinity is necessary to
underline the preoccupation, interest and the need to counter trans-border
threats, in the space borderline of the Alliance

— Solidarity within the Alliance, in keeping sovereignty in national
defense planning. From this point of view it is useful that the New
Strategic Concept of the Alliance contains a clear phrasing of these
elements of solidarity in external and territorial defense operations.
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Solidarity is quantifiable through all three dimensions and is considered to
be proportional with the states’ economic and military capacity. The
contribution is calculated in absolute value, so states have the right to
choose the actions and operations that they participate to. On the other
hand, we are against conditioning the type and geographical space of
missions where some member states can participate (Caveats). We saw in
the case of Germany in Afghanistan that the Taliban and Al Qaeda terrorist
attacks spare no one, and insurgents will always look for the most
vulnerable spots where there is no disposition for a proportional response,
to take action. In the face of terrorism, no one is speared or bypassed.

— Enlargement. Romania should advocate for NATO explicitly
maintaining the topic of Open doors policy for states that want o join
the Alliance, first of all for Ukraine and Georgia, with which the
Alliance has intricate formulas for reform. Of course, the actual
acceptance has to take place once the solicitant reached Alliance states
and has warranties for full integration in the Alliance, with the
conditions stipulated in the Washington Treaty, namely insuring self
defense and the ability to contribute to the defense and security of the
Alliance. Also admitting a new member does not in any case depend
only on respecting accession conditions and the exclusive decision of
current members of the Alliance. No third party can influence the
relation between NATO and a potential future member, but only the
expressed will, achievements and reform of its security system at
Alliance standards can.

— The relation with Russia. The Russian Federation is an important
actor at euro-Atlantic level and NATO’s cooperation with Moscow
must take place based on the principles of the Rome Treaty and in the
framework established when founding the NATO Russia Council.
NATO is not a threat to Russia, and Moscow collaboration in issues like
Afghanistan, fighting terrorism, nuclear proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction and anti missile defense is useful for the Alliance and
help in consolidating mutual security.
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In this institutional framework we can discuss Russian proposals and
preoccupations concerning the Alliance. On the other hand, Russia is not a
member of the Alliance so it cannot have a veto in Alliance’s policies,
including the enlargement policy. Moreover, Romania should plead for the
observance of the values which are the cornerstone of the Alliance,
including the rules of the UN Charter and of the fonding documents of the
OSCE, organization in which both NATO allies and Russia are members.

We propose that the New Strategic Concept shall explicitly mention the
principle of equal state sovereignty, independence, territorial integrity,
peaceful resolution of the conflicts and the right to fight back in case of an
attack. No form of limited sovereignty, special rights and spheres of
influence at the European level is acceptable.

5. Romanian’s position — fundamental interests

For defining Romania’s position and fundamental interests, we propose a
five point approach with suitable argumentation and solid base for the
future negotiations.

—  Pragmatism and values in NATO

— A special accent for the threats in the vicinity

— Prioritization of the threats and challenges to be addressed
— Post conflict reconstruction and nation building capabilities

— Energy security beyond critical infrastructure protection

This five steps approach can be the core of the concept embraced by
Romania for addressing the negotiations on the new Strategic Concept. In
front of these five points we privileging the five premises presented in the
methodological part, aimed at insuring that NATO position, objectives and
cohesion are not harmed by the negotiations during the process of
elaborating the Strategic Concept. We also accept the profile designed for
Romania’s position during the negotiations, of a consensus-generating ally
with balanced approaches, with the 6 types of balances already presented
above.
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A. Pragmatism and values in NATO

In this respect, there is a full dispute about the “Alliance of values” versus
“pragmatic alliance for fulfilling the objectives”. The economical and
financial crisis that hit most of the allies had reshape priorities in those
countries and defense was the first one to be cut at the chapter expenses. It
happens with Romania, too, and this had an important impact especially in
the countries that already had problems of credibility, political will and
public support for allocating fonds for defense and security maters.

But if we agree in taking the pragmatic stance, it would mean to use all the
means in order to fulfill the objectives of the Alliance with the smallest
costs, meaning the most efficiently possible. Our public will applaud such a
choice, but how much will this option help us?

For instance, in Afghanistan, maybe the cooperation on the ground with
Russia will help us. It will be less costly in money, political and symbolic
costs (going together at war will block a lot of criticism), but at what costs?
How much do we have to pay for that matter, in symbolic, political,
strategic and financial costs? Yes, we are talking about a route of access,
about sharing intelligence, but there are limits, also pragmatic.

In the same issue, maybe we could use the help of Iran. It is a neighbour, it
has its own interests in the region, Tehran knows well the territory and
maybe better the enemy than ourselves. But could we take this approach
just for saving money and our soldier’s life? At what costs? Tolerating a
radical Islamic country with nuclear weapons, a country that wants to
erase from the face of the Earth Israel, who supports a lot of terrorist groups
in the Middle East, who can control the oil in the region, is it a small price
to pay for the sake of efficiency, cost savings and pragmatism?

The same goes about talking about our interests and the debate about
values. Those who talk about pragmatism talk about interests first,
meaning that we can forget about the poor democracy and the level of
human rights and rule of law in Russia, just for the sake of saving our
interest in energy supply. We have to forget about the Russian aggression in
Georgia, or call it otherwise, pretending that “Georgia has its share of the
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blame” in this war just for the sake of good partnership with Moscow?
There are countries in NATO who believe that Russia could be a threat for
their own sovereignty, national integrity and their independence, especially
after the Russia-Georgian war, and the unity and solidarity of the Alliance
should respond to those concerns, too.

This lead us to the explanation of the balanced position of Romania, who
should be pragmatism limited by our values. I am talking about a kind of
neo-liberal approach, were the target is its interest and the pragmatic
fulfilling of NATO role and objectives, but limited by the set of common
values that the member countries and allies are sharing. The fact that the
first paragraph of the Declaration on Alliance Security is mentioning the
values, objectives and obligations is a good step forward to argument and
support this way of addressing things in the new Strategic Concept.

It is the same with the relation with Russia, we have to realize and
cooperate where we can, with an open door policy, but at the same time
Russia is maintaining plans, interests and actions that are harming the
Alliance and the member countries — Foreign policy strategy, military
doctrine, the federal law on Defense, the doctrine of using nuclear weapons,
military relations with Iran, etc.

Defining NATO as an enemy, planning to interven in member or partner
countries in order to defend Russian’s interests wherever they are,
protecting pragmatic military trade interest are not the grounds for a
completely cooperative approach, but those of a more nuanced, multilevel,
multi-track approach, with huge cooperative openness, but also place of
real competition and issues where our position are in direct conflict.

B. A special accent regarding the threats in the vicinity

Here too, we are referring to the points and arguments already mentioned in
the Declaration on Alliance security, using the fourth paragraph — threats
old and new, need to prevent and have a system of early warning — and the
fifth paragraph, which states that NATO should improve its ability of
meeting security challenges to its territory, coming from strategic
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distance or closer to home. In this respect, the new Strategic Concept is a
good opportunity for Romania and other countries for making the right
accents to its own interests, coming from the Western Balkans, Black Sea
and Eastern neighbourhood, meaning addressing threats in the vicinity.

As we have seen, since the former Strategic Concept, in 1999, the
geography has lost most of its importance since globalization has brought a
possibility for the enemy to project its force and use its capabilities at a
strategic distance. We can accept this, as we have to accept that the threats
to our territory — described in Article 5 of territorial defense — are still a
concern. Last but not least, the threats and challenges coming from our
vicinity, “closer to home” as the Declaration states, should be an equal
concern.

In this respect, we have to mention terrorism, proliferation of WMD and
their means of sending to the target (missiles), energy insecurity, protection
of the routes for energy supply, piracy, etc are challenges and threats we
should respond to. If we are taking also the weak and failed states and the
threats coming from this instability at the borders of the Alliance —
refugees, migration, trafficking of weapons, etc — we have a big picture that
will support our angle of view who is not aimed at over-exposing this type
of threats, but to gave them an equal space and position in order to being
considered by the Alliance.

So we need to find in the new Strategic Concept the definition, in a
balanced way, of two types of missions, territorial defense and expe-
ditionary forces, with two different paths, operations at a strategic distance
and operations for tackling threats and challenges in the vicinity. In this
respect, Romania sees a continuous approach between the three com-
ponents — that should be mentioned equally in the new Strategic Concept as
it has been done in the Declaration of Alliance Security.

The meaning is that the national interests (and the Alliance ones
consequently) linked with defense and security are achieved through the
defense of the territory, and means to tackle threats and challenges at a
strategic distance or in the vicinity, but also the participation in operations
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at a strategic distance are helping to keep the threats away from the
national territory and to prepare and train the army in combat
conditions that will help in improving the country’s and Alliance
deterrence capacity through the fact that its army did took part in real
operations during the war.

For sure, another issue already discussed is present here. The indivisibility
of the security of the Alliance, the solidarity and unity in front of the
common threats and challenges has to put enough resources in order to
tackle those threats and challenges in the vicinity and protecting the
Alliance borders. We need to have common pool of resources and
capabilities helping the countries situated at the NATO border to deal with
those challenges (as it is the case with strategic transport common
capabilities situated in Budapest, an experience that could be used).

We are talking here about countries at the NATO borders like the Eastern
flank, but also the northern flank — Canada, the US, Norway — or the
Southern flank — Spain, Portugal, France, Italy, Greece — who should take
the burden of blocking threats to the Alliance linked with the vicinity.
Talking about the solidarity, unity and indivisibility of the Alliance defense
and security, we have to realize that NATO already has such a mission,
Active Endeavour, which is dealing with the Southern flank. Why not
assuming the same type of need for all the borders of the Alliance, in the
specific conditions that they have.

We are talking also about modernizing the concepts of “new missions, new
capabilities, new threats/challenges”. These should also be addressed by
the new look and the fact that territorial defense should be put back in
place, with a possible enlargement and modernization of its means — talking
cyber defense and energy security — and those threats in the vicinity and
such operations should arrive in their equal foot as those linked to
operations at a strategic distance.

Here we have the full debate on Article 5, and we have above some way of
addressing it, extending its meaning and establishing clear rules of acting
accordingly, on the energy security treated beyond the critical
infrastructure protection and the role of NATO — our fifth point here—
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missile defense (subject already addressed) or participation to the Alliance
missions, with shared responsibilities and burden between the allies. Here
is the place also to discuss, in the same scheme, the maritime defense and
piracy.

C. Prioritization of the threats and challenges to be addressed

Here is another important point of debate, with very clear interest for
Romania. We are talking here about the debate regarding regional versus
global NATO, with an equal balanced approach of Romania, again about
how much the Allies take in consideration Article 5 and the way of acting
accordingly, the credibility of the Alliance in that line, the relationship
between national interests and Alliance interests, and prioritization
linked to cost or consequences for the Alliance. These issues should be
addressed, as well in the partnership key and in the relations with Russia.

Yes, there are a lot of threats and challenges, old and new. The National
Security Advisor of President Obama, the general James Jones, stated and
presented the need for the Alliance to adapt on the run to new threats and
challenges. This should be a capability that we have to create for the
alliance, a system of quick adaptation to such perspectives. In the field of
challenges the Alliance should, at least, think about the role it should
assume are, according to the American official: nuclear proliferation and
moreover, nuclear terrorism, drug-terrorism symbiosis, crisis and economic
failure, energy supplies used as a weapon for political, strategic of security
purposes, used in negotiations for control and persuading the “partners”,
climate changes and energy related policies, energy and regional/local
conflicts and unrests —Black Sea Region especially, maritime piracy,
unconventional races for conventional arm race, destabilizing countries and
regions with implications in transport routes and tourism.

It is sure that we do not need NATO as a tool box, good and useful for all
threats and challenges were we do not have other instruments, because
NATO has a clear task and objectives, being made for specific purposes. It
is also clear that NATO cannot do everything, because of the means,
resources and capabilities. This is the place where we should talk about
prioritization of the tasks and the way of addressing such a challenge.
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NATO cannot address everything, but the Alliance should think and plan
for every one of those threats and challenges, in all the fields of interest
together with relevant regional and global institutions and agencies. With
this, a suitable role could be found in every problem, and the efficiency of
NATO should be discussed through the “right institution, right time, right
task” concept of the approach.

Talking about efficiency, there are two schools of thinking how to address
the threats and challenges when you are always going to have less means
that necessary for everything. It is sure that you would need to cut some of
them, usually the ones with less probability to happen. Here is the usual
cost-oriented approach, when the only limit is the amount of resources
needed and the efficiency of the allocation for each of those threats and
challenges.

But this is a simplistic view, and, in real life, every puts the decision maker
in a bad position of explaining why, for a specific case, the costs have
driven him to ignore a threat which was present and lead to a lot of
victims and symbolic costs. These are the lessons learnt from 9/11. That is
why the other school tried to address the things in a consequence oriented
way. This approach made the decision makers allocate the money for the
threats and challenges the most visible, with the hugest impact to the
population.

Here too, some side effects are very visible: to rely on the most visible
threats and the ones perceived the most by our public means, sometimes, to
rely on the most visible ones and touching through the media. This leads to
populism and governing with the eyes on the media and on the polls,
another bad choice. That is why, here again, Romania should plead for a
balanced approach: efficiency limited by the impact and consequences.
This is a fine line that the Alliance should find its way. But this does not
mean that efficiency is a replacement for correct and responsible
allocation of means, resources and capabilities by each country, and here
too, the debate on solidarity, indivisibility and unity comes back, with the
request of a proportional contribution to alliances’ needs.
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As we have said before, there is a place of talking about regional or global
NATO, with the result of a regional alliance with global reach versus global
alliance with regional agenda. The balanced approach should gave equal
attention to both agenda, without regionalizing NATO and its agenda or
moving too far from the original objectives of common defending the allies.
The national interests should and will prevail in the decisions of the
alliance but the existence and the effectiveness of the Alliance is also a
national interest for all the member countries, and the cohesion is a must
for the credibility of the Alliance that we all are cherishing.

And we have again the Article 5, which is the link and cornerstone of the
Alliance, so the rules of applying Article 5 should be very clear, explained
in the spirit of the Washington Treaty, and applicable to all the NATO
member countries. According to the original 5 point premises of our study,
quoted in the methodological part above, we have to take as granted the
Alliance in the form that we have now, and to prepare for defending it no
matter which country is at stake. If this is not the case, we cannot fulfill the
objective or we have hesitations when such a moment comes, the
credibility and the very existence of the Alliance is at stake.

D. Post conflict reconstruction and nation building capabilities

Here is an important task that Afghanistan, Iraq, but also Kosovo and
Bosnia Herzegovina has told us. The lessons learnt should come back from
the history and help us deal with a better result with those issues in the
future. Only lately, the Afghanistan strategy, as the Iraqi one before it, has
made a theory and relied on theoretical grounds. In this respect, we have
seen, in Afghanistan, for instance, that the old Johan Galtung model of
solving conflicts (used first in the conditions of the cold war) is no longer of
some help, or if you want, his curve has been slightly modified by the
reality of the speed of the society and the complexity of the today conflicts.
In that respect, we did realize with the PRT-Provincial Reconstruction
Teams, that the reconstruction, conciliation, and settlement stages of a
conflict should begin simultaneously. This comes from the fact that those
processes had proved to be mutually self-potentiated ones, so that
reconstruction and conciliation are processes that should begin at the
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moments that peace keeping or peace enforcement or combat troops are on
the ground, if possible already imbedded with the combat troops. Those
processes are helping the settlement of the conflicts. Moreover, this is also
helping another task that came with the human rights and responsibility for
each human life: R2P, the responsibility to protect civilians and
population.

This task open the way for a unique cooperation between military and
civilian capabilities, soldiers with police officers, public administration
experts, civil emergency instruments, democratization and rule of law
capabilities, trainers in human rights and media, humanitarian aid and
health assistance alike, state or private own capabilities, governmental and
non-governmental expertise at the same time, in the same place, in an
hostile environment. This opens the door for new capabilities needed in
the alliance framework, but also on national interest.

There is the place to think if the failed state/weak state threat or challenges
linked to this type of threat, separatism and other type of similar threat and
challenges are not well served by a joint military-civilian capability of
state building, able to install in any type of environment an
administration as such ready to act and able to begin in real time the
state building in the space of its responsibility, with all the instruments
needed for that matter. The very existence of Afghanistan as an operation
could serve for training this capability who could be used afterwards in all
the places where it will be required. This is a direction were Romania could
contribute, develop and have an added value and an issue that deserves
fighting for in the new Strategic Concept.

E. Energy security beyond critical infrastructure protection

Here is another vital point for Romania, even though there are several
critics that claim — in NATO and the EU - that our country has no
legitimacy and credibility of addressing those issues since it is one of the
less dependent on imports of energy supplies. The reply to such claims is
that the energy is not an unfinished resource and that in a mater of 15-20,
30 years at most, if there is no change in the sources of energy and the
humanity will still depend on oil and gas Romania will be in the same
situation as other states are already. The second response is that the
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weaknesses of our allies are NATO’s weaknesses as a whole and are our
own weaknesses. That is why the subject should be in the forefront of our
legitimate interests.

Talking about energy security, we have to refer on what has been achieved
and the way forward. NATO has embraced the part linked more to what we
call critical and energy infrastructure protection but not much more. A
completely different approach is the one of the US which gave to its army
the task of maintaining the free access to energy resources, so that the
energy flows without blockages, and at a suitable price.

In Europe, there are two approaches to the definition and solution of energy
security, meaning free access to alternative sources and to alternative
routes for energy supply, for a part of the EU and NATO countries, and
interdependence for another part of the European and NATO countries. In
the first part, we are talking about the need to have alternative sources and
alternative routes in order to avoid energy disruption and political,
strategic and security conditionality, affecting even the normal life and
capacity of a country to defend and protect its security, on the other part the
solution is seen as being engaging the producer and the transit countries
in order to interconnect their interest to those of the consumers and to
grant that their interests are observed.

Coming back to NATO, we have several steps already covered. At the
Bucharest summit, an important progress has been achieved by defining the
areas where NATO will engage the field of energy security and let to a
special evaluation the task of finding other fields where NATO could be
involved. We are talking already about information and intelligence fusion
and sharing, projecting stability, advancing international and regional
cooperation, supporting consequence management and, for sure, supporting
the protection of critical infrastructure, on land, under the water, wherever
this infrastructure is build.

Those tasks are already linked with the threats in the vicinity presented
above, maritime security and Article 5, as we have seen above. And
nuanced positions could help developing the fields and areas where NATO
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can have an added value in energy security. Several non-papers in that area
have been circulated for the purpose of a common understanding and
political agreeable solution for all NATO countries. At the Bucharest
summit, Poland and Romania presented the non-paper “Energy security:
possible Deliverables for the Bucharest Summit’ and the US presented
their own paper in this respect. And Romania is still supporting a more
ambitious approach to energy security.

Important progress has been made also with the endorsement of The Report
on relevant issues and activities regarding energy security and a new
evaluation is suppose to be done with respect to NATO’s role in the field of
energy security with a view to the 2010 NATO Summit in Lisbon. This
evaluation should be oriented towards the future, trying to predict future
threats and challenges in the field where NATO could come with an added
value, with options and recommendations for further refining and
improving NATO’s role in the field.

If we have to refer to the “The Russian National Security Strategy until
2020 approved in May 2009, we have to consider the fact that this official
document presenting the guiding lines of the Russian Federation future
planning, strategies and capabilities are referring to the possibility of using
the military force for defending economic interests. In that respect,
energy security is a major component and we think that the Alliance should
definitely consider the possibility of using the military force for
defending its economic interests in the energy supply field, in strict
conditions but in a symmetric approach.

For Romania, the Wider Black Sea Region is of first importance and in
this respect, this region should be consider with its particular relevance on
energy security in Europe, related to both protecting the energy
infrastructure and providing and securing the resources. These issues
should be addressed, as well in the partnership key and in the relations
with Russia.
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Chapter IV

Looking inside the box:
a commitment oriented approach

In this part of the policy paper we are going to look inside of the situation
of Romania, its way of fulfilling the existing commitments taken when
entering NATO and who it should react in order to get the legitimacy for
asking for the allies support for the approaches and issues it want to
introduce inside the new Strategic Concept. We are talking about a
commitment oriented approach, identifying the changes and impro-
vements Romania should take inside the country, by itself, in order to
support its credibility and legitimacy in demanding those ideas inside the
new Strategic Concept. We are referring strictly to the five main interests
for the strategic concept.

1. Pragmatism limited by our values

This means, for Romania, to approach the sensitive issues for the Alliance
in coordination, with direct compatibility and cohesive way with its allies,
sharing information afterwards, without provoking sensibilities and
reactions of the allies, in a consensus building behavior.

This goes without saying that in the relation with Russia, we have to realize
and cooperate where we can, with an open door policy, but at the same
being cautious in the bilateral relations for not creating problems to our
allies and to the alliance and to avoid teasing Russia or harming NATO and
Russia’s relations. At the same time, we have to react at any law, norm,
statement and gesture of Russia that is against the common principles of
cooperation stated in the NATO-Russia founding act, or values against
NATO’s core ones.

Russia should be listened to, but should not have a vote or a veto in the
Alliance decision making structures. The Russia first approach is as
complicated as ignoring Russia, but it is easier to watch inside the
arguments to see if it is a real and legitimate concern or a marginal
perception, blockage oriented for the alliance. The Alliance should not use
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its capacities and creative strength in order to find always ways to respect
Russia’s interests when this comes into conflict with our interest and
specially with NATO’s core values.

2. A special accent for the threats in the vicinity

For being credible for this part, Romania should first respect its own
commitments in the capacity building part and acquisition of the needed
technique in order to protect itself for the main threats, than for defending
NATO’s borders.

Second, Romania should have a proportionate and even above the medium
participation to operations out of area, at a strategic distance, for enforcing
its contribution and position inside NATO and having the legitimacy to
claim for solidarity in tackling threats in the vicinity. For that matter, its
participation to the other mission in the vicinity, like the Operation Active
Endeavour, should be a priority.

Romania should have its own program and actions oriented towards energy
security, as defined by the National Security Strategy, and to prepare
capabilities to defend NATO’s border from the air, the sea and the ground.
Common pool of capabilities should be embraced in the fields were the
costs of such an approach is prohibitive.

Cyber defense should be a basic concern and capabilities should be put in
place for a comprehensive approach engaging civilian agencies from the
Ministry of Communication and information technology, the Special
Telecommunications Service and the intelligence and military bodies
tackling with respective parts of the cyber defense. Exchange of good
practices, international cooperation and experience should be welcomed and
integrated by Romanian specialized agencies.

Maritime defense and maritime security is of first importance for Romania.
Someone could talk about the unbalanced capabilities that the countries
littoral at the Black Sea have, with Russia and Turkey dominating the
picture and Ukraine coming in third. Accepting that a real battle in the sea is
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hardly going to happen, Romania should have capabilities to defend its
territorial waters and to cooperate in this field with other countries of the
Alliance. A survey of the capabilities put in place in the Black Sea by other
actors should be also of first importance, with a consecutive reaction in
balancing the defense capabilities in this field. Once those capabilities will
be in place, they could be used in anti-piracy NATO operations.

Anti-ballistic missile defense is another concern since Romania is under the
range of an attack from missiles coming from Iran. The indivisibility of
defense should enable NATO to have an integrated system defending all its
territory and Romania is interesting in getting the capabilities important for
protecting its territory and citizens from this type of threat.

3. Prioritization of the threats and challenges to be addressed

Here is another important point of debate, with very clear interest for
Romania. We are talking about the regional versus global approach, with an
equal balanced approach of Romania, about how much the Allies take in
consideration Article 5 and the way of acting accordingly, the credibility of
the Alliance in that line, the relationship between national interests and
Alliance interests, and prioritization linked to cost or consequences for
the Alliance. These issues should be addressed, as well in the partnership
key and in the relations with Russia.

Romania is supporting the unity and common capabilities of the Alliance,
with a balanced approach for threats to Alliance’s territory, coming from
strategic distance or from the vicinity. But this allows other type of specific
arrangements and strategic partnerships inside the Alliance to enforce the
common approach of these partners to the commonly perceived threats in
the region.

The indivisibility of the Alliance security and common defense should lead
to planning for threats at the Eastern border of the Alliance, and to common
and equal security for all the states at the border of the Alliance. The
procedure of planning for different type of threats and challenges, as well as
for the specific geographic zones should be applied to this region too.
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Nuclear proliferation and moreover, nuclear terrorism, drug-terrorism
symbiosis, crisis and economic failure, energy supplies used as a weapon
for political, strategic of security purposes, used in negotiations for control
and persuading the “partners”, climate changes and energy related policies,
energy and regional/local conflicts and unrests —Black Sea Region
especially, maritime piracy, unconventional races for conventional arm race,
destabilizing countries and regions with implications in transport routes and
tourism, all are threats and challenges that Romania is considering for being
addressed inside NATO or with NATO’s support by the involved countries.

The main stance of Romania in the prioritization field has been already
underlined in the third chapter above. But this is not an excuse for not
allocating suitable resources for the defense. In this respect, Romania
should come back to the 2 percents share of the budget for the Ministry of
Defense and up to 2,38 % through state guarantees for the military
acquisitions and procurement. The effectiveness and efficiency of the
procurement should be improved in order to prove to the citizens and tax
payers that the money is correctly spent.

Populism, governing with the eyes on the polls or with the eyes on the
media, conflicts and splits in the society should be of first importance and
Romania should reject these as threats to the national security. Regaining
and enforcing societal cohesion, obtaining the public support for a
professional Government, designating ministers and persons in public
positions should be de-politicized and competence-oriented, and this
process should be assumed by all the parties. The education system should
be improved in order to produce the needed and well trained human
personal for all the needs of the society.

4. Post-conflict reconstruction and nation building capabilities

Here is an important task that Romania should assume for its own. At the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs some post-conflict reconstruction capabilities
are on the process of being formed, and the monitoring mission in Georgia
was of good help. A training center for operations using both military and
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civilian personal is already in place at the Defense Academy, and training
courses could be found at the Diplomatic Academy, when or a full master
degree program in Conflict Analysis and Decision making in crisis already
exists at the International Relations and European Integration Department
of the National School for Political and Administrative Studies.

The need for a post-graduated school or a national institution granting the
capacity for training all officials at different levels for a professional
decision making in crisis, with a research and methodological component
should be of first importance for rationalizing and taking the best use of
these experiences in Romania, and the National Defense College could be a
suitable place for these kind of studies.

For Afghanistan, Romania should take over a PRT and train its personal to
face a state building and post-conflict reconstruction operation in those
conditions, a capability civilian-military, the way it was described above, in
the third chapter.

5. Energy security beyond critical infrastructure protection

For having the credibility and legitimacy to demand more than critical
infrastructure protection for energy security, Romania should first change
its own national provisions allowing the military to intervene when its
economic or energy interests are harmed, when threats to the deliveries, to
the transportation lines or sources countries are at risk. In this respect,
Romania itself should have bilateral and strategic relationships with
producers and transport countries and help them getting close and enter
NATO for ensuring its own energy security.

That is a constant position that Romania embraced the one of supporting
Ukraine and Georgia in making the suitable transformation and get access
in the Alliance, and the same interest is proved for the Republic of
Moldova. And the support for sovereignty, integrity and independence of
those states are also supported by the Alliance as a whole since Bucharest
summit.
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For the critical infrastructure part, Romania should make its own national
plans and assessments and protect in real terms its own infrastructure at the
national level, with the suitable means, including military ones when
requested. This type of plan can show the interest and concern, as well as
the legitimacy in demanding this type of approach at the Alliance level.
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Chapter V

Background on the New Strategic Concept NATO
official documents

1. NATO and the new Strategic Concept
What is NATO’s New Strategic Concept?

At their Summit in Strasbourg / Kehl on 3 and 4 April 2009, NATO’s Heads
of State and Government tasked the Secretary General to develop a new
NATO Strategic Concept. This exercise should be completed by the time of
NATO’s next Summit, which is expected to take place towards the end of
2010. The Summit also tasked the Secretary General to convene and lead a
broad based group of qualified experts who will lay the ground for the new
Strategic Concept. This will be done with the active involvement of
NATO’s highest decision-making body, the North Atlantic Council (NAC).

Why does NATO need a new Strategic Concept?

A sound transatlantic consensus on NATO’s roles and missions and on its
strategy to deal with security challenges is essential if NATO is to function
optimally. The Strategic Concept is the core NATO document that
establishes and reflects this transatlantic consensus. Clearly, as the security
environment that NATO has to deal with changes, so the Alliance’s
Strategic Concept has to be periodically updated. The current Concept
dates from 1999, a time when NATO had 19 members compared to the 28 it
has today and when NATO’s focus was very much on challenges within
Europe or on Europe’s periphery.

Clearly the new Strategic Concept, which must be elaborated and approved
by all 28 current Allies, has to take account not only of the way in which
security challenges have evolved, such as the new emphasis on
proliferation, failed states, piracy, energy supplies, terrorism and climate
change, but also of how NATO has adapted and transformed in the last
decade to be able to better tackle these challenges. The new Strategic
Concept will therefore not be only an analytical document. It will need also
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to give specific guidance to NATO governments on how they need to
further transform the Alliance and their own national defense structures and
capabilities to be successful in meeting NATO’s core tasks in the 21st
century. The Strategic Concept must also give public opinion in the Alliance
countries and beyond a clear sense of why NATO still matters and how in
many ways it is helping to make them more secure.

How would a Strategic Concept be developed?

The process leading to the new Strategic Concept will be an inclusive one.
All Allies, from the largest to the smallest, will be actively consulted and
involved. Moreover, the process should engage partners in the Euro-
Atlantic Partnership Council, the Mediterranean Dialogue and the Istanbul
Cooperation Initiative, as well as partners cross the globe. The process
should also be transparent and engage other key international actors such as
the EU and the UN as well as NGOs and all those in the strategic
community who believe they have something useful to contribute and
expertise to offer. Finally, an interactive dialogue with the broader public is
encouraged via this special web module run by NATO’s Public Diplomacy
Division.

The Group of Experts will begin its work in early September and will
divide its activities into two phases. The first phase, to run from September
to mid-February, will be devoted to engaging the broader strategic
community and policy makers in a dialogue on the challenges facing the
Alliance. It will be called the reflection phase and will be organised around
a series of four seminars devoted to different topics of relevance to the new
Strategic Concept which will be held in NATO countries.

The second phase will involve the Group of Experts travelling to each
NATO capital to present the results of the Group’s internal deliberations and
preliminary conclusions directly to NATO governments with a view to
receiving initial comment and feedback. This will be known as the
consultation phase.

The Group of Experts will meet periodically with the Secretary General,
who has overall authority over the Group’s work, and with the North
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Atlantic Council and other stakeholders at NATO Headquarters. The Group
of Experts will also meet in private session to advance its own thinking.
After the completion of the reflection and consultation phases the work of
the Group of Experts will be finished. The Secretary General will take the
process forward by presenting his report, taking into account the
conclusions and recommendations of the Group of Experts, to the Allies.
On the basis of the reactions and political guidance that he receives from
Allies, the Secretary General will then prepare the first draft of the new
Strategic Concept for negotiation among Allies during the late summer and
autumn 2010 and in the run-up to the next NATO Summit.

Once the text has been approved by Heads of State and Government at this
Summit it will henceforth become NATO’s new Strategic Concept.

2. A Roadmap for the New Strategic Concept

At the NATO Summit in Strasbourg/Kehl on 4 April 2009, Heads of State
and Government (HoSG) tasked the Secretary General to develop a new
NATO Strategic Concept. This exercise should be completed by the time of
NATO’s next Summit which is expected to take place in Lisbon in late
2010. The Summit also tasked the Secretary General to convene and lead a
broad based group of qualified experts who will lay the ground for the new
Strategic Concept. This will be done with the active involvement of the
North Atlantic Council (NAC).

Guiding principles
NATO’s current strategic concept dates back to 1999. A sound transatlantic
consensus on a new NATO strategy is an indispensable element of the
Alliance’s strategic adaptation. The Strategic Concept is a central piece of
NATO’s acquis. Politically, it occupies a place second only to the
Washington Treaty.

This calls for an inclusive and participatory approach from the biggest to
the smallest Ally. Moreover, the process should engage Partners in the
Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council, the Mediterranean Dialogue and the
Istanbul Cooperation Initiative as well as partners across the globe.
Furthermore, the process should be transparent and engage other key
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international actors such as the EU and UN as well as other types of NATO
interlocutors, like NGOs. Finally, an interactive dialogue with the broader
public is encouraged. To this end, this website dedicated to the process
leading to the new Strategic Concept has been established.

The Group of Experts

In order to facilitate the working process, the Secretary General has today
appointed a broad based Group of Experts. The 12 group members have
been appointed in their personal capacities. The Group of Experts includes a
broad spectrum of large and small NATO members and offers a balanced
combination of insiders and outsiders, including from the private sector,
think tanks and the academic community. Dr. Madeleine Albright, former
US Secretary of State, will chair the Group of Experts with Mr. Jeroen van
der Veer, former CEO in Royal Dutch Shell, as vice-chair. To ensure close
coordination between the Group of Experts and NATO Headquarters, the
Secretary General has designated a small NATO team lead by Dr. Jamie
Shea, head of Policy Planning Unit, to function as a secretariat and staff
support.

A three-phased approach

The process leading to a new Strategic Concept will have three distinct
phases: a reflection phase through a series of seminars; a consultation phase
with allied capitals; and a drafting and final negotiation phase.

Reflection phase:

A series of seminars hosted by individual allies will take place in order to
enhance the strategic debate. The seminars will engage all stakeholders and
relevant players — Permanent Representatives, Military Representatives,
NATO Strategic Commands, the Military Committee, officials from
capitals, strategic thinkers and partners as appropriate. Each seminar will
cover a specific aspect of the Strategic Concept.

One seminar will look at NATO’s core tasks and functions: the meaning of
collective defense and deterrence in today’s environment; how to confront a
broader spectrum of threats to our populations; NATO’s role in
disarmament, arms control and non-proliferation.
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Another seminar will look at NATO as a part of a network of security actors
in contributing to global civil and military crisis management and NATO’s
likely tasks with a view to enhancing cooperation with international
organisations and NGOs.

A third seminar will look at NATO and the Euro-Atlantic security
environment: NATO’s role in building security in the Euro-Atlantic area,
enlargement and NATO’s partnerships including relations with Russia.

A fourth seminar will look at forces and capabilities, including defense
planning and transformation. It will also look at procurement at a time of
increased financial constraints — that requires flexibility and prioritisation.

The Group of Experts may also, as appropriate, explore other relevant
topics.

The Group of Experts will start its work on 4 September when the Secretary
General convenes an informal meeting with NAC for an initial exchange of
views. The Group of Experts will meet periodically with the Secretary
General and will submit a progress report in time for the Foreign Ministers
meeting in December 2009.

Consultation phase:

Following the seminars, experts will visit Allied capitals to discuss their
findings and proposals with governments and, where possible, par-
liamentary committees. Public outreach events could be organized on these
occasions by the capitals concerned.

In April 2010 the Group of Experts should present their analysis and
recommendations to the Secretary General.

Based on the experts’ analysis and recommendations and Allies’ initial
reactions the Secretary General will produce his own report on elements in
a new Strategic Concept. It will be submitted to governments and — before
the summer holiday — the Secretary General will collect political guidance
on the drafting of the new Strategic Concept.
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Drafting and final negotiation phase:

After the summer 2010 the Secretary General will prepare his draft of the
concept, and he will meet with Permanent Representatives to discuss the
evolving drafts. Finally, the Secretary General will present his Strategic
Concept text to the NATO summit expected to be held in the autumn of
2010. After approval by HoSG it henceforth becomes NATO’s new
Strategic Concept.

3. Declaration on Alliance Security

Issued by the Heads of State and Government participating in the
meeting of the North Atlantic Council in Strasbourg / Kehl on 4 April
2009

We, the Heads of State and Government of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization, met today in Strasbourg and Kehl to celebrate the 60th
anniversary of our Alliance. We have reaffirmed the values, objectives and
obligations of the Washington Treaty which unite Europe with the United
States and Canada, and have provided our transatlantic community with an
unprecedented era of peace and stability. We have also reaffirmed our
adherence to the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United
Nations.

NATO continues to be the essential transatlantic forum for security
consultations among Allies. Article 5 of the Washington Treaty and
collective defense, based on the indivisibility of Allied security, are, and
will remain, the cornerstone of our Alliance. Deterrence, based on an
appropriate mix of nuclear and conventional capabilities, remains a core
element of our overall strategy. NATO will continue to play its part in
reinforcing arms control and promoting nuclear and conventional
disarmament in accordance with the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, as
well as non-proliferation efforts.

NATO’s enlargement has been an historic success in bringing us closer to
our vision of a Europe whole and free. NATO’s door will remain open to
all European democracies which share the values of our Alliance, which are
willing and able to assume the responsibilities and obligations of
membership, and whose inclusion can contribute to common security and
stability.
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Today, our nations and the world are facing new, increasingly global threats,
such as terrorism, the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, their
means of delivery and cyber attacks. Other challenges such as energy
security, climate change, as well as instability emanating from fragile and
failed states, may also have a negative impact on Allied and international
security. Our security is increasingly tied to that of other regions.

We will improve our ability to meet the security challenges we face that
impact directly on Alliance territory, emerge at strategic distance or closer
to home. Allies must share risks and responsibilities equitably. We must
make our capabilities more flexible and deployable so we can respond
quickly and effectively, wherever needed, as new crisis emerge. We must
also reform the NATO structures to create a leaner and more cost-effective
organization. We will strengthen NATO’s capacity to play an important role
in crisis management and conflict resolution where our interests are
involved.

We aim to strengthen our cooperation with other international actors,
including the United Nations, European Union, Organization for Security
and Cooperation in Europe and African Union, in order to improve our
ability to deliver a comprehensive approach to meeting these new
challenges, combining civilian and military capabilities more effectively. In
our operations today in Afghanistan and the Western Balkans, our armed
forces are working alongside many other nations and organisations. In
Afghanistan, our key priority, we are committed to helping the Afghan
Government and its people to build a democratic, secure and stable country
that will never again harbour terrorists who threaten Afghan and
international security.

NATO recognizes the importance of a stronger and more capable European
defense and welcomes the European Union’s efforts to strengthen its
capabilities and its capacity to address common security challenges. Non-
EU Allies make a significant contribution to these efforts in which their
fullest involvement possible is important, as agreed. We are determined to
ensure that the NATO-EU relationship is a truly functioning strategic
partnership as agreed by NATO and by the EU. Our efforts should be
mutually reinforcing and complementary.
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We will develop our relationships with all our partners, both in our
neighbourhood and beyond, with whom we have a joint commitment to
cooperative security. Our partners are key in enabling us to implement our
vision of a community of shared values and responsibilities. We value the
support that many of our partners bring to our operations and missions.

A strong, cooperative partnership between NATO and Russia, based on
respect for all the principles of the 1997 NATO-Russia Founding Act and
the 2002 Rome Declaration, best serves security in the Euro-Atlantic area.
We stand ready to work with Russia to address the common challenges we
face.

We are committed to renovating our Alliance to better address today’s
threats and to anticipate tomorrow’s risks. United by this common vision of
our future, we task the Secretary General to convene and lead a broad-based
group of qualified experts, who in close consultation with all Allies will lay
the ground for the Secretary General to develop a new Strategic Concept
and submit proposals for its implementation for approval at our next
summit. The Secretary General will keep the Council in permanent session
involved throughout the process.
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SECTION I
NATO AND THE BIG ISSUES OF THE NSC

Chapter I

Adapting NATO to the changing International
System/Arena

Tulian Chifu

Changing the nature of International Relations?

Excepting the current assesments of the international security environment,
one cannot ignore a deeper situation that questions not only the situation
and the changes in the security environment, but also the deeper change in
the nature of international relations, of its rules, its normes, the actors and
their characteristics, the mechanism used by these actors and their goals on
an international scale.

What would be the premises for talking about the 8 of August, the day
Georgia was invaded by Russia, but also the Opening day of the Summer
Olimpics in Beijing, as a new 9/11 and the changing nature of international
relations?

Arguments

Supporters of the theory that we are at the begining of a change in
international relations also state the New World Order, neccessary because
the system has entered a type of chaos that contains numerous threats:
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No major change took place after the Russian-Georgian war, but we
all realised that NATO and the euro-atlantic area do not have the
neccessary instruments to get Russia to follow a certain policy or to
bring it to a status quo ante if it got sidetracked. There are no methods
so we are dealing with a crisis of methods at an international scale.

At the same time we are dealing with a crisis of principles, a moral
crisis because all the rules pertaining to international law that were
broken by Russia were previously broken by the West, with its broad
meaning.

At EU and NATO level, when a joint decision is made, it reflects the
common denominator of the views of Member States, which is very
low and indicates a major institutional crisis

The three crisis pertain to the international relations and international
law crisis.

West-aphalian peace or the UN with its charter, or the Helsinki
Conference with its principles of security in Europe would not,
according to this way of thinking, be valid: sovereignities are not equal,
the rule of non intervention in internal affairs, the rule of non-use of
force for conflict resolution are not abided by, self-determination for
peoples is not respected but extended to minorities and other strange
identity types, the actors are no longer states but groupes, minorities,
people, the world is different.

The rules of non-proliferation are no longer respected either, after the
last nuclear technology transfer from the US to India.

There are two possibilities: The first would be to try to go back to the order
we lost — which would not be possible because the Helsinki Conference, for
example, could not take place again and the consensus could not be reached
by compromise without the bipolar order. The second would be reaching a
New World Order, or at least a European one. We are not dealing with the
end of the Unipolar Order — even if it was not effective it was never
accepted unanimously and was assumed in nuances by the US — but with a
disorder where power, military force, military instruments, sui generis,
whatever works, no rules and without taking responsibility for actions.
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This is why it would be neccessary to find restrictions and rules for using
force, not letting ourselves go with the flow, but participating in building
the new order. It is obvious that until an agreement that implies
responsability is achieved we will go through new crisis, human and state
tragedies. An international conference is needed for governing intervention,
the situation of new players, etc. All those interested must attend this
conference, in order to decide what to do with non-state actors — whether it
is the media, companies, people — rights, duties and responsabilities must be
attributed. The mechanism should give a check and balance solution.

Counter-arguments

There are a couple of counter-arguments which plead for the lack of a
tearing apart in the international system on the 8™ of August. There are
those who see NATO’s and the European Union’s capability to limit and put
out the conflict as a definitive elimination of the use of force, after this
experience, but the argument is based on a scenarion of non-escalation the
conflict through the presence of NATO ships in the Black Sea and the non-
transmission of this conflict in the Ukraine-Krimeea and the Republic of
Moldova-Transnistria. And such a scenario has yet to be validated.

Moreover, in case we accept the non-escalation scenario in the Russian-
American or Russia-NATO geopolitical dispute, using force or other
instruments repetitively by Russia, to re-state its hegemony in the region is
a clear signal of a shifting paradigm and a period of instability and conflict
until a rearrangement of the institutional raports in international relations,
that will reflect both the current force balance and Russia’s will and
aspiration to come back to the forefront.

At this time, no solution in Georgia is immediately evident, we do not know
what a withdrawral means and if international peace-keeping forces will be
brought on the field. Thus even this step contributes to the real arguments
concerning a change in the nature of international relations.

In any case, we believe that the West — both the US and NATO, the EU or
its individual members — as well as the other international actors are fully
aware of the threat that Russia represents for the peace and stability of the
current system, as its position as a super power and its use of force to get
recognition of prerogatives demanded in post-soviet space are being
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questioned. Moreover, we consider that the international system is moving
towards a new period of turbulence, on top of the one introduced by the
non-state actors in assymetrical format, after 9/11, a turbulence that
reintroduces open conflict and using force between actors with major
military capabilities, which is why Russia’s approach will be multi-layered,
with levels of communication and cooperation, of competition and of
confruntation and conflict. For each and every one of these levels every
major actor will develop adequate formulas and instruments of
approaching Russia, thus in every serios actors’ toolkit we will find all the
types of instruments for approaching Russia on different levels. In this new
way of arranging the pieces of the GO board, every pre-positioned piece
will have its importance and will be an added value asset for allies and
partners, and thus every country will prove useful for a certain level of
approaching Russia.

Also, this perspective will certainly lead to the need for decisional,
instrumental and institutional coherence both in the transatlantic relation —
who this way will fill the last cracks in NATO and EU foundations.
Introducing a Common Foreign Policy for the EU and a capable and
consistent defense, comparable to that of NATO is becoming a mutually
acknowledged necessity for both institutions.

And in the case of an expansion of the conflict, the escalation can lead to a
aknowledgement of the situation by a player that has left the system and
must be bordered, limited in these actions and brought to a state of stability.
So the final consequences of this “system change” or even that of the nature
of the international system are hard to identify and either way it is too early
to give a final verdict on the matter.

The i1dea that there is no change in the World Order also proclaims the fact
that the nature of international relations is the same, the magnitude of the
changes is reduced to the simple change by transformation and we are not
dealing with a revolution, with a change in the continental plates that will
affect the entire system but just with changes that maintain the same rules
and the same actors: moreover, biased conclusions about the change in the
nature of international relations would only arise because of the mass
media, which puts at the corner stone of everything ratings and advertising,
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so not neccessarily the truth. If there is no blood it is not on which is why

the changing world order, the fall of the former world order, the change in

the nature of international relations is so intensely publicised.

— There are changes, structural ones, changes in the way major actors
work, actors who move by the same rules, with the same reasons
and the same principles — cooperation, competition and conflict/
confrontation as part of the game.

— The world remains westphalian, where the states are the main actors,
that do as much as their power permits, can rightfully take international
law, whose origin can be traced in the major actors’ actions, where they
need it,

— Russia wants to regain its strategic, nuclear, political and military
power status.

— The US is rearanging its power but unipolarism died in the middle of
the 90s, if it ever existed. And in the case of the Gulf wars, and in
Afghanistan a large coalition was in place, so any wish to extend
unipolarism was rejected by everybody, foremost by the US which do
not want and have never wanted such a responsability.

— The states continue to work with one another through the prism of
power and their own capabilities.

Changing the new security strategies

Of course no one has time for the theoreticists to discover the meaning and
the answer to the question: are we dealing with a change in the nature of
international relations that was brought on by the cold war? Pragmatively
and objectively both states and actors reacted by revising security strategies
based on an approach that is imposed in the logic of western evaluation and
planning. Thus the new strategies must take into account the coexistence of
the models, concuring interpretations and conceptions, so that they can
preempt reactions based on perceptions generated by actor following a
different theory. Consequenlty we consider the following theories to be
valid:

— The world is unipolar, from the security and military point of view. In
this case the undisputed superpower is the US who invested double the
amount spent by all other states on its military budget for military
research, moth scientific and technological. The world is unipolar and
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from the point of view of the values and the model towards which all
citizens, from states that have grown accustomed to this way and
standard of life, aspire to, as liberal democracy is defining for the West
— and that includes the US and Europe, but also Japan, Australia or
South Koreea as states that have embraced the same set of values and
have a high level of development and standard of living

The world is uni-multipolar, with an anarchic perifery. Uni-
multipolar because the US does not act as a superpower but based on a
series of regional power and also because the West itself is very
multipolar and irregular in terms of solutions and options. It is precisely
internal intergovernmental institutional democracy that make Western
multipolarity a reality.

The world is in post-transition as a force of instability. This theory
claims that the transition is over and what we have now is a final post-
transitional situation which is unstable, being a risky society that a great
number of citizens have adapted to, especially young people of up to
40, who no longer tie thenselves to imutable means by contracting long
term credits, who do not assume perenial identities and loyalties but
only pragmatic and temporary ones, who live in rentals, are ready to
change their work place overnight and are adaptable to the new safer
and more profitable environment, true global citizens who are not
affected by the credit crunch because they do not want houses, do not
tie themselves to things, are very active and mobile, and choose the best
space given by two coordinates: minimum risk or maximum amount of
oportunities, according to individual characteristics. Those who are
family oriented and view security as a living condition move towards
the areas with a minimum ammount of risk. Those who are
adventouros, pragmatical and who to gain head to the areas that have
the most oportunities, which are not neccessarity the safest. This new
category fundamentally influences the security of any state, a realist
actor called to adapt to a post-modern world.

Taking into account all three ways of looking at the world is neccessary to
create a strategy adaptable to the current situation.

It is obvoius that in the system we have second generation actors — the

bipolar world — who orientate their reality according to the bipolar model

which brings them to situations that they do not understand and
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consequently cannot react to. This is because judgement is no longer a
black and white dihotomy but a leveled affair, according to interests, that
leads to changing alliances and different opposite sides for every topic
discussed — a relfex of the democratisation taking place in the contemporary
world and of the extreme pragmatism of states, called to satisfy the needs of
their own citizens.

In the contemporary world we cannot contest the coexistence of protostate
actors, pseudo-state structures based on clans, exntended families and other
roots from before nations or peoples were formed who have not yet reached
modernism. This reality is especially present in Africa but also in some
regions of Asia and even Latin America. The approach of a state or of the
international community as a whole must be take into account the stage of
development of the actors and its perceptions.

Transatlantic relations and global governance
The origins of transatlanticism. From the Soviet threat to global challenges

The problem of transatlantic relations is one of the most studied areas of
international relations, whether the point of view is chosen with the help of
the analytical instrument used by historians, experts in international trade,
foreign policy advisors, theoreticists and representatives of political
philosophy, experts in global security or in international law. The history of
transatlantic relations was shaped in the bipolar era that succeded the
Second World War and reached its peak built on cooperation and mutual
interests in turning the democratic world against soviet ideology expansion
in the Cold War era

After half a century, the topic of declining transatlantic relations made its
way to a debate agenda that does not have a liniar trajectory, is detached
and mostly academic and leaves behind the teoretical inputs of diverse
visions on the future of the euro-atlantic partnership. The topic of decline
reafirmed itself of the stage of international relations controversies by
taking the critical dinamic of the events that generated the decline itself.
More than the slow, progressive tear between two strategic visions
concerning world order, the American and the European one, the split had a
critical, sudden and dramatic moment, in 2003, after the start of the war in
Iraq.



92 Tulian CHIFU

Although predictable, the tipping point of the decline of the transatlantic
alliance was all the more dramatic because of the speed with which it
passed beyond more or less temperate debates behind closed diplomatic
doors and into the media spotlight and into the public opinion’s eye, from
both the US and the EU member states, thus generating real anti-american
or anti-european streaks and not least producing splits between European
countris. Once an outsider, the unique European voice turned out to be
unconvincing, an obvious symptom of the irregular character of the Union’s
divided foreign policy. Brought to an intergovernmental level, the debates
related to the critical phase that transatlantic relations are going through,
concerning the relevance, force, effectiveness of this alliance have brought
to the forefront the divide between the old and the new Europe, between
core-states of the European constructions — France and Germany on the one
side, who were joined by Great Britain and Spain, thus opting to support
interventionist american side in the Iraq issue.

The start of the Iraq war, in the context of the fight against terrorism,
reestablishing peace in the Middle East and democratizing the Arab world
was the most sensitive element in the divergences relating to transatlantic
relations. The stage of dissent was completed by the tasks concerning the
Kyoto protocol and the International Penal Court, talks which on the whole
have slowed down the tryout to set an agenda for converning euroatlantic
interests and moreover, have burdened the efforts to define a viable
transatlantic strategy to approach these common challenges.

In such a critical point, the question related to the future of the transatlantic
relations, the need, importance and efficiency of this partnership is ever so
legitimate. It is still possible to make-up a common European answer to the
current challenges on the world scene. The history of the transatlantic
partnership traces, in a way, the direction towards the right answer. The key
to this partnership has always been complementarity. It is a premise
response to a question-excuse. The transatlantic relationship has always
been a necessary partnership and not a cooperation based on substantial
affinities. The key to this partnership with a history of over half a century
was, as mentioned above, complementarity. Balance and efficiency depend
on how complementarity partners accept the legitimacy of the differences
that separate them and set common interests before national interests or the
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union to which they belong. As long as the most important challenges on
the global stage are global threats it is essential to be able to count on the
consistency of American and European responses to these challenges if not
their unitary character.

At the origin of the Cold War, the central element of this complementarity
was, in essence, the consolidation of a common front against soviet
expansion, rebuilding the European continent after the Second World War
with the American support that was part of the US missionary project to
protect the vulnerable territory beyond the Atlantic which shared,
structuraly speaking, the values of democracy. From the “Truman doctrine”
to the Marshall plan — as fundamental elements of American comitment
towards European reconstruction over a century ago — and until the EU27
system of today, the virtues of transatlanticism built of complementarity had
a much larger echoo than in the times of crisis that have marked the
evolution of relations between the US and Europe.

Appealing to the memory of the postwar crisis and the value of U.S.
support, there are still many political scientists, analysts and even American
political leaders who argue the vehemence of criticism that is linked to
European position in that, on grounds of membership is a relatively mingled
Union policy, especially in economically strong , the Europeans have
forgotten that this Union project and its evolution would not have been
possible without support and without U.S. military protection under the
NATO umbrella. Forcing this key historical duplication, the name of the
President GW Bush and his foreign policy strategy was even associated
with those of his HS Truman. Moral duty to confront “evil* wherever it
could be found — the impoundment Soviet threat to security and American
way of life (Truman, March 1947, message to Congress), the combat of the
terrorist threat (Bush after the attacks of September 11, 2001) — was, indeed,
raised with an almost messianic declarational patheticism.

Still the contexts are diferent as are the threats and thus, the actual nature of
American interventionism, the answers to these challenges and
fundamentally disctinct. The ideological father of Containment strategy,
G. F. Kennan insisted from the very beggining that power should not be
perceived as a military threat.
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The content of the threat identified by Kennan in trends of expansion of the
communist world was a political-ideological one. The fight against the
intrusion of communist ideology in the sphere of democratic countries was
understood by American politicians as a general conflict between good and
evil. The weapons of the Soviet forces were those posed by military
potential, but consisted of “the art™ of exploiting the weaknesses of liberal
democratic societies and “speculating what is bad rather than good in
human nature®. While any military intervention at that time was considered
by Kennan as counterproductive and ineffective, he suggested an induction
tactic among Soviet elites to the idea that excessive expansion of their
influence could result in attracting the U.S. military in neighbouring areas
exposed to Soviet control. Kennan speculated, in fact, Soviet sensitivity to
so-called logic of force to generate the Russians tend to withdraw quickly
before armed threat.

After nearly sixty years, the different ways in which we report to the logic
of force, understood as military intervention, give rise to a new paradigme
for investigating the dynamics of the transatlantic phenomenon. There is, on
the one hand, a different placement of the “enemy* (if we take the issues of
terrorism) against the logic of force, at least at the psychological level. A
radical mind perceives military threat as a challenge and automatically
rejects the alternative of withdrawal, opting to sacrifice, pulling back and
attacking.

On the other hand, separate reporting to the logic of force is one of the
fundamental causes of differences that emerged in transatlantic relations in
the early 21st century. After the U.S. attack on September 11, 2001,
American strategic view of global security was focused on the benefits of
military intervention exacerbated as the ultimate option in countering
terrorism. The shock transferring a “war*“ which defies any attempt of
localization, a conflict that was driving the whole world built on values of
democracy and freedom around it and straight into the heart of the
American continent, was the decisive moment that marked the entry of U.S.
foreign policy in an era which we call a force diplomacy era.

On the European side of the Atlantic, the old coalition of Europe continued
to express its option for a multilateralist approach centered on a peaceful
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strategic culture, to provide long term benefits of diplomatic negotiations in
international organizations, to invoke the constraints of law and to call on
technical more subtle persuasion (even based on economic sanctions) in
exchange for coercion. The European response to the same global
challenges facing the U.S. is therefore built on a vision that emphasizes the
power of diplomacy.

This diagnostic of division that marked the transatlantic relations in the
aftermath of the Iraq is , in our opinion, the key element that caused the
Euro-Atlantic community to divide itself, without shading all the
incompatibility that led to these trade-offs, such as : some differences of
perception on current global threats, gaps between military resources and
capabilities, distinctive emphasis placed on values, religion, all causing a
gradual deepening of the differences that emerged in terms of strategies to
tackle the global issues. Most elements of incompatibility will be further
developed in the pages of this work. What we have designated as separate
reporting to the logic of force particularly looks at the area of global
security that we propose to stress upon. Different visions of U.S. and EU
concerning the security challenges on the agenda are those that have
brought to the forefront the great theoretical dispute of “unilateralism
versus multilateralism “. Redefining the dual concept in relation to current
developments on the international scene and identifying and analyzing the
costs and benefits of indiscriminately applying one or the other of the two
principles in the sphere of foreign policy decisions were the basis of trials
of experts on transatlantic issues to investigate, explain and, if possible,
outline scenarios and recommendations to overcome transatlantic
disagreements.

But before deepening the topic of declining transatlantic relations and the
causes that generated tensions between the two sides we consider is
necessary to clarify what we mean by “relationship / partnership / trans-
atlantic community®, to identify the poles of this report, to more
accurately portray the preferences, reactions and positions of actors
investigated regarding current developments in international relations.
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Europe and America: between different profiles, values and interests

The end of the Cold War and the collapse of the Soviet system were
interpreted cvasiunanimously as reaching effects of the promotion of
common transatlantic international values of democracy, human rights,
economic liberalism and the success of multilateral cooperation to ensure
security. Theorists of the transatlantic ‘crisis’ generally relate to the
historical background of transatlantic cooperation as a marker for detection
of key questions on the nature of disagreements arising after the Iraqi crisis,
the substance of their temporary or structural, context, but also how to
harmonize the two views on the new world order.

The basic question whose answer may lead to other problems of the
transatlantic partnership being clarified is ontological in nature and can be
formulated as follows: Do we still have a transatlantic community? Former
French Foreign Minister Jean Francois-Poncet believes that the strength of
transatlantic relations depends on the one hand, on the extent to which
existing or emerging incompatibilities in the two systems of values, one
American and one European, will result in undermining the Euro-Atlantic
Partnership. On the other hand, by looking at the relations between the two
actors from a neorealist perspective, this partnership is not an end in itself,
relations between states are not essentially based on partial or complete
sharing of values but on common interests which issues directions of
cooperation between state actors were analyzed. Only after investigating the
nature of the discrepancies occurred on the set of values and private
interests may we try to formulate a conclusion relating to reviving
transatlantic relations.

The antagonist painting between America and Europe is quite complex and
illustrative. We should focus on several attempts of portrayal of “Euro-
peanism® and “Americanism® in the light of attempts to find a “common
political mentality ”. Walter B. Scolombe brings to the forefront a “lithany
of contrasts” that captures a patriotic, conservative, religious, capitalistic,
entrepreneurial, individualistic America that assumes an exceptional
destiny, is innovative, inclined to technology, unilateralist, willing and able
to use military force whenever necessary, despite international opinion and
constraints and rules of international law. Europe, by contrast, is in
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Scolombe opinion progressive, secular-oriented social values (if not
socialist), limited, culturally closed, carefull and not very able to use
military force and attached to multilateralism in decision-making processes.

Of course, each of these features is debatable and has at least one key flaw
of ultra-simplifying outlining contrasts, in addition to undeniable American
bias, moreover, explainable for a holder of numerous senior positions in the
Department of Defense of the U.S. The vision presented by U.S. official is
very close to the famous view exposed in July 2002 by the American
specialist in security studies Robert Kagan in the article Power and
Weakness.

By launching highly controversial ideas, subject to a heated debate, Robert
Kagan proposes an approach to fundamental differences between Europe
and the U.S. based on the concept of power, but he reduce it to the sense of
military force. In any dispute about power - the efficacy of power, morality,
power or use of this opportunity - the American vision is essentially
antagonistic to the European view from Kagan’s point of view. Simplifying
the thesis that he supports, Europeans share the weak psychology, refusing
to use force just because they do not have the tools necessary to impose this
way, and Americans opt for being the strong, because they hold the
supremacy of military power and conviction that the logic of force leads to
rapid and reliable results.

Many of the ideas addressed by the author’s approach portrait are almost
undeniable. It was not necessarily the means of presentation of the models
of Kagan that were criticized by scholars of international relations, but
rather the premise of his approach, seeking to anchor and justify his vision
by reducing the size of the issue to military power.

“Europe goes beyond power in a closed world, of laws and rules,
cooperation and transnational negotiation. It enter the post-historical
paradise of peace and relative prosperity, a kind of Kantian eternal peace.
The United States, however, remain immersed in history, exercising its
power in an anarchic Hobbesian world where international law is not
credible and where security, protection and promotion of liberal order still
depend on the possession and use of military power. This is why in most
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international and strategic issues of today’s world, Americans are from
Mars and Europeans are from Venus”.

The unilateralism that characterises U.S. foreign policy is motivated by the
need for the U.S. to be free from all constraints of international rules, to
have room to maneuver to directly and quickly address any kind of threat,
coercing its opponent and not persuading it. Unilateralism is directly related
to American exceptionalism, as the US has the moral duty to confront
“evil“ because it is the only power able to eliminate it.

The European approach, more complex, nuanced and sophisticated, is based
on an indirect and subtle influence on the soft dimension of power rather
than the hard power. The European Union is built on a strategic culture of
negotiation, cooperation and economic exchanges. The European project
has a visionary dimension, relying on long-term results, slower, but
inducing reforms from within a society (state or region), with its active
participation. The very principle behind the expansion of EU accession is a
voluntary act and not the result of external constraints. For Europeans
multilateralism requires a culture of alliance and consensus achieved
beyond the barrier posed by diversity, through a joint effort of moderation
of national pride.

That is why we believe that European reluctance to use force and opting for
diplomatic negotiation tools is not evidence of weakness. On the contrary.
Dealing with “evil* to transform it is infinitely more difficult than removing
it. Sure, and here Kagan is right, there are situations in which diplomatic
and economic ties instruments (whether incentives, whether sanctions) are
completely inapplicable, and the only solution is to resort to force. Kagan
goes further with analysis of different approaches to the idea of power in
US and European foreign policy. Modern European foreign policy is based
on what he calls modern European strategic culture and is characterized by
a conscious rejection of the European past marked by war generated by the
clash of national egoism and hegemonic ambitions. Refusing to use military
force, the Europeans are basically trying to forget the past. Not incidentally,
Kagan cites the famous speech of Joschka Fischer at Humboldt University
in Berlin: “The key concept of Europe after 1945 was and still is rejecting
the European balance of power principle and the hegemonic ambitions of
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individual states which occurred after Peace of Westphalia in 1648”. In the
same context, Fischer points out that the new Europe was made possible by
the two major historic decisions, “the U.S. decision to remain in Europe*
and “France and Germany’s decision to respect the principle of integration,
starting with economic cooperation”.

We will try to counterbalance the series of critical references by oposing to
the two pro-American visions of US EU antagonisms a set of features
which distinguish the European spirit and aim to bring more clarity on “
common European policy mentality, as they appear in an arrticle by two
European philosophers , Jacques Derrida and Jurgen Habermas. Six major
distinctive features can be extracted from that article: secularization and
suspicion towards “transagression of the border between politics and
religion; confidence in the states’ “guidance and organizational
capabilities and skepticism about the achievements of the market; the lack
of “optimistic expectations, naively built on technological progress;
“preference for* social security guarantees of the welfare state and for
regulation based on solidarity “; a low degree of tolerance towards the use
of force, the aspiration towards an“ international order governed by law,
support for multilateralism and mutual limitation of sovereignty”.

There are views that Europeans’ attempts to build an identity in contrast to
American identity demonstrates not only the ambition of recovering
independence in thought and action, a unitary“spiritual shape“ (Habermas,
Strauss-Kahn), preserved despite the diversity and European dissonances.
As Timothy Garton Ash states, an elitist idea of a Europe as Not America —
defended with the gun of habermasiene “philosophical density* and
reinforced by the “hyperbolized political eloquence® of the former French
finance minister Dominique Strauss-Kahn — starts from the premise that
Europe is different from America, that differentiation tones give a higher
profile in relation to the U.S. profile and, therefore, it is possible and
desirable that the European identity is built based on these differences
(elements of superiority). The “Europe as Not-American® philosophy can
also lead to conclusions regarding the vulnerability of European identity,
which cannot get a pronounced profile by any other means than by
reference to particular features of Americanism and sometimes even
opposing them.
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The two profiles investigated are distinctly illustrated in different examples
of transatlantic literature. A possible recap of these contradicting
peculiarities might be presented thus:

Europe

Peaceful tendencies
multilateralism
internationalism
soft power

Civilian power
liberalism
sustainable development
universal
post-modern
Welfare attitude
comunitary

state confidence
Social liberalism
Progressive
Secular

Modesty
Pragmatism

Risk aversion
Facing the past

America

War like tendencies support for
Preference for unilateralism
Nationalism

hard power

Military power

Realism

Consumerism

Provincial

Modern

Materialism

Individually

Self confidence

Social conservatorism
Orthodox

Religious

Ambition

Utopia

Risk tolerance

Facing the future

Despite all these differences, the western pro-american orientation — rooted
in the mentality of Europeans during the Cold War and reflected at the level
of economic, political or social thinking — had a major impact not only on
the way Europeans reacted to international events but was, above all, an
essential element of the process of constructing a European identity. Much
of the success registered on an economic and social level in the European
Union were associated and explained on the proximity to the United States
of America, sometimes being interpreted as effects of the duplication of the
American social paradigme. The viability of the euroatlantic project is,
above all, a political priority that targets the consolidation of the
transatlantic security community started with the creation of NATO on the
principles of liberalism, mainly: collective identity based on common
values; economic interdependancy based on common material interests;
common ideas; a joint network of common institutions.
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Within this transatlantic community whose system of values — although
rooted in the same liberal tradition of illuminism — received distinct tones
on each of the two shores of the Atlantic as the European partner reached, in
paralel with the expansion process, a degree of economic, political and
institutional integration that imposed the need for the EU to reposition itself
both in its relation with the US as well as on the international stage. There
is, on the one hand, the Union’s heightened interest to participate, alongside
the US, in the process of defining the international agenda, by overcoming
its traditional junior partner status in setting priorities on this agenda. On
the other hand, the global agenda challenges are, through their transnational
character, prone to intergovernmental partnerships, based on a multilateral
institutional mechanism for international or regional cooperation.

Engaging the U.S. and the EU in resolving a current international problem
is therefore essential way by opening a new chapter in transatlantic relations
and overcoming past disagreements. In a speech in Paris in February 2005
Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice signals US availability to “cooperate
with Europe in our common agenda” and mentions the fact that “Europe
has to be prepared to work with America to make freedom the global
principle of governing in the 215 century”.

According to the U.S. official, the agenda of US-EU cooperation is already
extensive, as is the ongoing process of identifying new elements and
common interests: “We agree on the threats we face today: terrorism,
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, regional conflicts, organized
crime and underdeveloped states. “Several months later, European
Commission President Jose Manuel Barroso said in turn in a speech in
Washington DC:* If America gives more attention to Europe today it is due,
I think, to the fact that we tried hard to make them listen. If America defines
becoming more EU-US relations in light of what we can do together to
promote democracy and freedom, this is a consequence of the fact that we
have already shown that we have results on the international scene.”

All these threats to global security are, in fact, raised not only within the
U.S. National Security Strategy (NSS), they are mentioned in the European
Security Strategy, and their importance is confirmed by the UN High Level
Panel on the well-known Report “A more secure world: our shared
responsibility.” Beyond international security threats, common challenges
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of the global agenda now facing the two actors are linked to environmental
degradation, reducing greenhouse gas emissions, energy resources and
limiting the pandemic risk. These points on the international agenda may be
addressed more effectively in a collective manner, thereby increasing the
chances of settlement, than if they remain targets of unilateral initiatives,
separated, taken by major international players. This step is based on the
idea of “global governance*.

Global governance: premises, definitions, institutional elements

Global Governance is a relatively recent concept used in the problems of
international relations, its reputation is due to theoretical developments and
international trends that have intensified academic debates on the idea of
“globalization* and its context, renewing global order. The changes facing
the international economic environment and policy changes aimed at
accelerating the rise in the international order established was bipolar. There
are many views on the categories of factors that had a major impact on the
processes of reorganization of international economical and political
contexts that were due also rethink global power relations. Two of these
“mega-trends® are demographic changes affecting the world
heterogeneously and the second is globalization.

Concerning globalization, this process is determined by the explosion of
scientific and technological innovations in various fields such as
production, transport and communication, reducing time and space limits
and increasing phenomenon of inter-networking and global
interdependence. The effects are both positive and negative pendulating
between opportunities and risks of globalization on the economy.
Economical crisis that have surfaced in the last decade in Latin American
countries, Asia or Russia highlight vulnerabilities associated with economic
connections becoming stronger, the risks extend financial crisis from one
continent to another, and reduced capacity of the institutions national and
international to anticipate and prevent such a global crisis. The positive
effects of globalization, while beneficial, are found distributed in different
parts of the world and create a disparity that attracts even more attention to
the need to impose new rules for reforming and increasing the efficiency of
global governance.
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The original meaning of “globalization® has a neutral substrate
characteristic to concepts used to describe objectively, certain processes,
such as in this case, the processes resulting from the technological
revolution. For example, Charles Doran presented globalization as
something that “is at the crossroads of information technology and global
economy*‘. This can be quantified in terms of intensity, coverage, volume
and value of international transactions in the global sphere of information,
finance, commerce and administration. A substantial increase in the rate of
these transactions has been seen in the last decade and, therefore, their level
is a measurable manifestation of globalization.”

From a concept of economic origin, the term came to acquire, after 2001, as
Z. Brzezinski argues, political and emotional overtones, with contradictory
meanings. Beyond the idea of globalization associated with the onset of an
age of international openness, transparency and cooperation, the time has
come for it to be synonymous with “moral obtuseness and indifference to
social injustice, which are accused of the richest countries in the world and,
in particular, U.S. “ According to Brzezinski meanings of globalization
serve everyone, as definitions for certain empirical realities or normative.
For some, the concept reflects what exists objectively diagnosing global
transformations, others define what should or should not exist, making use
of it to display a preference doctrine (sentence) or substantiation of
counteraguments against it (antithesis ), and for many analysts the concept
of globalization is the strength of political and cultural criticism aimed at
attacking the legitimacy of the current global hierarchy.

Precisely by the nature of multidimensional and contradictory implications,
globalization is a major factor influencing international developments not
only economic, but political and cultural. Although we will not pay
particular attention to the cultural dimension of globalization, we note that a
world characterized by excessive interconnection does not automatically
become more homogeneous, both cultural homogenization and
fragmentation, even alienation, the effects so often encountered in the
context globalization. Depending on endogenous factors such as cultural,
social, political or economic influence of different companies side pressures
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of globalization, the trends may oscillate between contamination and
cultural confrontation, can lead to conflicts between value systems or
controversy concerning, for example, ethical implications of scientific
progress, particularly in biotechnology and its effects on the environment.
We mention these issues precisely because the cultural impact of
globalization is interdependent with its effects on national and international
political sphere. At this level, reactions induced by globalization can take
various forms of political and economic nationalism, encourage activism
and religious fundamentalist movements can result in different protests
coming from the non-state actors (civil society, NGOs, transnational
networks , lobby groups, etc..), whose potential to influence the domestic
policy or foreign governmental actors is increasing.

Therefore, in a global context of increasingly higher complexity,
heterogeneous and interdependent, whose developments are difficult to
predict, which - in addition - no longer has a center of international political
system built on the principle of confrontation East versus West,
globalization is considered by many authors as the most important factor to
influence international politics. The challenges of the global agenda require
coordinated responses, collective, made in an effective global governance
system, in which “power* cannot be understood solely on the basis of
economical, political or military variables, its size, but must be redefined as
“ the power to attract and maintain international consensus “.

The effects of globalisation must be mastered or, put differently, governed.
The global agenda, although defined from a sector point of view, is in its
turn characterised by interferences that show up between global governance
on an economic level (through laws, rules, elements of stability and
predictability of the markets), concerning development aid, the
environment, migration, energy, global security (confronted with new
transnational, subnational and overnational assymetric threats) etc. The
efficiency of global governing depends a great deal on the power and
interest balance and the whether or not it will be reached between the great
international powers and between these powers and the the diversity of non-
state actors that influence the reconfiguration of the international system.
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What is global governance?

The approach by which states, together with other international actors
actively cooperate to resolve problems on the global agenda is a possible
definition, in the broad sense of global governance. The concept of
“governance” is often associated with the very concept of “management in
order to avoid possible confusion between the idea of global governance
and that of world government in the sense that term is used to describe that
form of institutional organization with the executive role in a state. A report
from the Commission on Global Governance of the United Nations
formalized to some extent this concept within international decision makers
defining it as: “the suite of ways in which individuals public and private
institutions shall manage the common affairs, ongoing process of
cooperation and compromise between different and conflicting interests,
including official institutions and regimes endowed with executive powers,
and various informal arrangements agreed by the people and institutions or
perceived to be useful.

Before gaining the reputation enjoyed by thoroughly analysed concepts
pertaining to International Relations, the term “governance™ was used by
James Rosenau to describe how to regulate the relations of interdependence
in the absence of control exercised by political authority. This idea of lack
of global political supreme courts is emphasized in the definition of Adil
Hajam of the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy: Global governance is
global process management in the absence of world government.”
Management involves the idea of action, organization or supervision and, as
mentioned above, does not refer to the question of creating centralised
international institutions. It is, moreover, the common element of the
various definitions that have endorsed the idea of global governance: the
absence of a single political authority. It is also completely eliminates the
appearance of the traditional separation of national-level international
decision-making and recognizing the role non-state actors, including civil
society.

Rosenau’s definition is based on the idea of substituting the supreme
importance of states in international relations by the rule of relations
between individuals, companies, those relationships described by Keohane
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and Nye as “transnational®. There are changes occurring in the international
system because, among other things, the phenomenon of fragmentation of
identity, simultaneously with that of integration (fragmigration)* as
reactions to globalization.

Another type of conceptualisation of global governance stresses the
practical dimension of coordination mechanisms that are controlled by the
implications of the globalization process: “In general terms, global
governance refers to systems of international rules, policies and coor-
dination mechanisms that are designed to manage multiple implications of
globalization.”

We will focus on two approaches to theoretical investigation of the idea of
global governance that emerge, one that draws focus to the link between
global issues, global goals and their concerted approach and the other by
building explanatory substance to the concept of “power*, one of the key
concepts of International Relations.

Martin Ortega offers a definition of global governance based on the idea of
managing global issues and tracking global objectives through concerted
efforts of states and other international actors. In addition to global
challenges involving the need for a collective approach (environmental
degradation, climate change, peacekeeping and security, combating
terrorism, poverty and underdeveloped states, organized crime, etc..),
identifying global targets is a defining aspect of global governance.
Whether it concerns the strengthening and promotion of international
principles, to promote democracy, human rights protection, crisis
management and peacekeeping, the availability of states to divide their
efforts between the pursuit of national interests and identify, that is only
targeting the global targets in 20th century, after the Second World War. A
set of broad objectives was included, for example, in the United Nations
Charter, but their success was limited during the Cold War, given the deep
disagreements among the permanent members of UN Security Council.
Only after the overall objectives of the 1990 agenda were set the agenda
was clearly defined and monitored with great consistency.
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Referring to the concerted efforts of state and non-state actors is also very
relevant to include the prerequisite of international cooperation under the
multilateral system, to solve problems that cannot be addressed individually
by states, with unilateral instruments. This is generally the argument or
multilateralism, a concept which will be discussed in detail in the next
chapter. Concerted efforts occurre as defined by Thomas G. Weiss:
“collective efforts to identify, understand and solve global problems whose
solution exceeds the capacity of individual states”. All these networks of
mechanisms of cooperation and coordination (horizontal - between states
and international organizations, but also vertical - between national and
international institutions and citizens), and the interferences between
different areas covered by the act of global governance (security, economy,
environment , transport, etc..) complicate attempts to examine this concept
based on traditional notions of international relations, such as legitimacy,
representation or leadership.

Michael Barnett and Raymond Duvall believe that normative views on
global governance - that promote understanding this concept as an
alternative organization of relations between state and non-state actors in
the international arena without strong emphasis on the idea of power - are
somewhat limited. The absence of political authority (power center) is not
equivalent to absence of power role in global governance. The two authors
provide a definition of global governance based on the significance of
institutional power, one of the four types of power covered by them in
taxonomic picture of this concept: direct power, compulsory power,
institutional power, structural power and power production. More relevant
in this context is the institutional power and the productive power, both
practiced on the indirect route. Institutional power operates through various
institutional arrangements, decision-making processes or other informal
means, diffused to influence agenda setting and decisions on items on the
agenda. Productive power is exercised in the social processes associated
with defining and changing identities, the meanings or rules of conduct in
the context of international relations.

Based on these aspects of power, global governance can be understood
according to the scale proposed by Barnett and Duvall, as a form of
institutional power exercised on a formal or informal level, and in order to
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coerce other states and global actors (such as multinational corporations)
through the creation of institutional mechanisms for regulation and setting
standards to be met. Decisions in the context of global governance are
based on cooperation and consensus.

For example, the European Union and United States practice the
institutional power and productive power. Either through multilateral
institutions or international financial institutions, the G8 or United Nations
Security Council. Questions about how to exercise these types of power and
results of cooperation between the two actors in international institutions
should be made from, first, the fundamental dilemma of global governance
effectiveness in the current international context. There are authors who
seem to link skepticism with the existence of global governance that acts as
a pure theoretical construct. Such dilemmas are raised by the fact that,
despite the presence on the international scene of institutions with a
universal vocation through which global governance can be exercised act
until now, the most important global issues - especially those relating to
international security - have been addressed rather fragmented, either on
the basis of unilateral decisions, or through flexible forms of cooperation,
such as, for example, the controversial “Coalitions of the willing*
mobilized by the U.S. for the global war on terror.

Developments on the international scene that generated the pessimism of
such visions of global governance stalemate, and even the multilateralism
“crisis®, bring to the forefront two fundamental issues. On the one hand, the
question of reform of international institutions (particularly the UN) to
respond to new global challenges and, on the other hand, highlight the clash
of strategic vision to re-issue the international system shared by the most
powerful global actors - the EU and the U.S.. We will discuss in more detail
in another section of the paper how the transatlantic partners report to the
opportunities and constraints involved in global governance but , when we
operate with other relevant conceptual distinctions such as the dichotomy of
“unilateralism-multilateralism® . What is noteworthy in this context is that
the chances of effective global governance depend both on how the U.S.
will take a constructive position of global leadership and the extent to
which the EU will be able to take a proactive stance in promoting those
values and principles that may influence the reconfiguration of the inter-
national political system based on multilateralism.
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Institutional aspects

The effectiveness of global governance thus depends on the credibility of
the multilateral approach to global issues on the agenda of the institutions,
organizations and international systems with a universal vocation, that is the
institutional infrastructure of global governance. In addition to bilateralism,
regional multilateralism (the foundation of the European integration project,
as well as other types of regional alliances with a lesser degree of
integration), minilateralism (applied ever more frequently in collective
security, but also at the economic level), we can talk about global
multilateralism, which is key to the success of what was previously defined
as global governance. All types contribute to multilateralism but the
efficiency of global governance, given its multidimensional elements of
cooperation and interference processes vertical, horizontal or cross.
Development of international organizations as a result of processes of
institutionalization of coordination mechanisms between international
actors and to the identification of permanent ways of interaction and
interconnection within intergovernmental or non-state actors can lead to
strengthening the role and legitimacy of the institutional infrastructure
global governance.

There are, on the one hand, renowned stage actors of global governance,
international institutions that operate globally, both politically and
economically: the United Nations (UN), World Trade Organization (WTO),
International Monetary Fund (IMF) and World Bank. On the other hand,
less formal intergovernmental alliances like the G8 or the World Economic
Forumare are increasingly more visible. We should not ignore the influence
of non-state actors such as the Global Pact, the International Labor
Organization, private associations (International Chamber of Commerce),
nongovernmental organizations, some political movements or transnational
religious organizations, financial markets, multinationals etc.

The period immediately after 1990 is often considered “the revival of
multilateralism®, given a series of developments that led to the
strengthening of certain international or regional organizations or the
creation of new international regimes. The Cold War brought with it a
certain revival — but an insufficient one — the United Nations Security
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Council. Also the number and the effectiveness of peacekeeping missions
has grown. At regional level, simultaneous processes of enlargement and
economical and political integration that crossed the European Union have
helped strengthen its role on the international scene, especially with the
creation of its foreign policy and security dimension in 1992. A number of
regional conflicts have brought with it the international community’s efforts
to restore peace and stability in various areas such as Central America,
Balkans, Middle East and Southeast Asia. In 1995 the General Agreement
on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) was transformed into the World Trade
Organization. The Kyoto Protocol on the environment was adopted in 1997
and in 1998 the Rome Statute on the establishment and operation of the
International Criminal Court was adopted.

All these events, processes, international agreements and institutional
developments can be regarded as consequences of the success of multi-
lateral negotiation approaches and historical and institutional opportunities
for the exercise of global governance based on the principle of multi-
lateralism.

The unilateralism-multilateralism report: contradiction, causality or
flexibility? Europe, America and selective multi-lateralism

1. Bilateralism or paralelism for bilateral relations under the cover of
multilateralis

When we set out to analyze developments in transatlantic relations and to
anticipate some of their prospects we face to a certain extent the captivity of
a layered, heterogeneous and strategic scale of cooperation and coherence
between the fluctuations of foreign policy visions of the two actors, the U.S.
and the EU. The relationship between transatlantic poles is very difficult to
penetrate by the “lens® of bilateralism, given the fragmented views of
foreign policy, sometimes incompatible, expressed by Member States of the
European Union, backed by the mixture of intergovernmentalism and
currently characterizing supranationalising the Union’s foreign policy,
outlining it with a fragmented external profile on the international scene.
The limits of the bilateral institutional framework and the difficulty of
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accurately circumscribing players of the reports/ partnership / transatlantic
community have direct implications on attempts to capture more accurately
the preferences, interests, reactions and their positions regarding major
issues on the global agenda today.

2. The international context and the emergence of global governance

The challenge arising from shortages in the bilateralism paradigm is added,
as mentioned, to the requirement of placing this work in an angle of
integrated analysis that transcends the Transatlantic and the background
projects it on the ongoing efforts to redefine the global order. The end of
bipolarism and the East-West division axis diversifies the typology of
power relations between international state actors, complicating the classic
pattern of monolithic configuration of alliances built on the principle of
bendingi before a single, identifiable threat (the expansion of Soviet
ideology). First, the current international system is marked by elements of
unipolar, nonpolarity, multipolarity or complicating the algorithm for
calculating the costs and benefits option for solution states multilateral
cooperation, especially when the issue is freedom of action of a superpower
that has the privilege of military rule, such as American power. Further-
more, international developments influenced both the political and the
economical and cultural globalization, which tends to substitute the
principle of East-West confrontation as a key element of impact in shaping
relations among states. Moreover, in the context of globalization, issues on
the international agenda are of unpredictable, interdependent and
transnational actors making by both state and non-state of coordinated
responses, collective, in an effective system of governance overall. Overall
efficiency of the government’s credibility depends on its normative
dimension, that of approval and compliance with international regulations
sets universal vocation to underpin the current functioning of global
governance organizations with aspirations embracing both the composition
and the tasks undertaken (United Nations, World Trade Organization,
International Monetary Fund).

Recovering the convergence of the transatlantic vision in the hierarchy of
global issues and their approaches may stimulate efforts to reform and
strengthen the infrastructure of global governance facing a number of
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difficulties both in terms of legitimacy and the institutional and decision-
making. The very notion of global governance is to be made by critics of
multilateralism as key test of relevance, since in the view of this side of
theorists of international relations, multilateral cooperation within
international organizations such as the United Nations system “reduces® the
voluntary restraint margins, using a certain way of binding instruments of
international legitimacy as artifices of inertia. Therefore, although the
concept of global governance is very current and exciting in the theoretical
approaches of international relations and multilateral cooperation key
institutions operating in the global arena, in a more or less effective way
than a half a century ago, their slowness, their partially outdated character
and the delaying of recent reform initiatives have led to the shaping of an
agenda of global governance that might actually start from the 2010-2012 .

3. Multilateralism - instrument or purpose?

The range of theoretical instruments that can be used when analysing the
possibilities of redefining the transatlantic partnership based on the
common goal of ensuring a new global leadership, and thus shaping a
common agenda of priorities to reflect the challenges, interests,
opportunities and the availability of the U.S. and the European Union to
find a modus operandi focused on addressing them in a concerted manner
brings to the forefront the issue of “lateralisms® in the context of
international cooperation. The theoretical dispute “unilateralism versus
multilateralism “was triggered after the onset of the conflict in Iraq and the
shaping of the well-known picture of transatlantic censorship, on the
background of a myth of antagonimss between a unilateral America and a
multilateral Europe, essentially built on the to straightforward and tainted,
due to a contextual simplicism, illustrations offered by foreign policy
commentators on both sides of the Atlantic.

Understanding the idea of global governance is closely related to clearly
defining the principle of multilateralism as the cornerstone concept of
building international regimes and organizations, institutional structures that
provide an organized framework with claims of predictability in terms of
multilateral cooperation between actors global system. In the context of
trying to expose the general definitions of multilateralism as a principle of
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organization and various forms of multilateral cooperation as a means of
institutionalization of multilateralism we faced the third category of
challenges mentioned in the initial considerations: those strictly theoretical.
Although there is a common academic conglomerate of definitions agreed
upon concerning the poles of the unilateralism-multilateralism relationship,
there is not a unittary view regarding the impact of the two types of
approach to international issues, on the efficiency of global government and
the priorities that were successfull or not. This theoretically identified
aspect transpires, in fact, from the interpretation of views expressed by
European and US officials.

When the Secretary General of the European Union, Javier Solana, says that
“we Europeans are instinctively multilateralists and we wish the U.S. to be
more open to multilateralis solutions*, the European leaders’ option to shift
global cooperation towards multilateral institutions of global governance is
obvious. On the other hand, the views expressed by U.S. Secretary of State,
Condoleezza Rice - “multilateral agreements should not be considered ends
in themselves* - places alternatives of multilateral cooperation in a range of
scenarios that should not be generalized, since “ the performances of
multilateralism do not justify the universal solution label for any type of
threat to be countered at the international level. However the profoundly
normative difference of “multilateralism as an end in itself* cannot be
equaled with rejecting the idea of international cooperation and
unconditionally assuming a unilateralist vision on global issues by the US.
Moreover, neither can the assumption of multilateralism by Europeans
instinctively substantiate the myth of absolute fidelity to the approach of
European multilateralist foreign policy. The solution for the multilateralist
or unilateralist option is naturally expressed in terms of a pragmatic
calculation of costs and benefits of cooperation, in which the instinctive
preferences can be overturned by some particular circumstances. Obvious
discrepancies that undermine the soundness of the multilateralist argument
as an end in itself can be seen between the theory of multilateralism and the
way transatlantic actors respect multilateral constraints.

Part of those supporting American unilateralism is generally tempted to
associate the sentence of multilateralism as an end in itself European vision,
based on the idea that the project of European integration is essentially a
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very advanced model of multilateral cooperation, which seeks European
partners to promote it globally. There is another camp of the defenders of
unilateralism, which, in contrast, see the European integration project as a
Community-wide exhaustion of resources available to multilateral EU
states, which in turn affects its unilateral ways of manifesting the
organizations of global governance, particularly economic ones, where the
commission has the right to negotiate on areas of exclusive jurisdiction,
doing so focused primarily on promoting European interests. This category
of critics that frowns upon European impulses to self’proclaim themselves
“champions of multilateralism” accuses old members of the EI of
oportunims, hypocrisy and giving priviledge to the forms of a la carte
multilateralism, that they consider unnacceptable when the US decide to
stay outside of a framwork of cooperation promoted by European states (the
case of unilateralism by omission reflected in the rejection of the Kyoto
protocol).

Among EU countries, Germany is probably the state showing the most
profound devotion to all paradigms of multilateralism, promoting a foreign
policy centered on the idea of negotiation and the reluctance to use military
force. In Germany today multilateralism is perceived almost as an end in
itself, an organizing principle behind a world based on the rule (Verrecht-
lichung), which — some authors consider — shows up in the low interest
shown by Germans to investigate risks and threats related to the scope of
collective security (terrorism, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction,
etc.). If, however, we discuss certain EU policies, about the new energy
security or the suitability of a project like North Stream in the idea of
mandatory consultation of affected parties, we find in Germany an actor
that can act unilaterally to defend its own interests. Pushing multilateralism
to extremes would raise major questions and call into question even the
fundamental ideas and concepts such as sovereignty or freedom of states to
decide their options in different areas.

There are more or less restrictive definitions of multilateralism, the idea of
flexibility in meeting certain constraints imposed by multilateral rules risk
undermining, under this view, the very essence of multilateral cooperation.
For example, J. Caporaso presents multilateralism as a form of organization
which asks of participants to give up short-term benefits, avoid the



NATO NEW STRATEGIC CONCEPT, ROMANIAN APPROACH 115

temptation to define their interests solely as national interests and also
requires the renunciation of ad-hoc coalitions and policies based on
temporary constellations of interests. However, the attitudes of transatlantic
actors in relation to multilateral solutions are rather ambivalent, as both
U.S. and European Union selectivelly address the multilateral or unilateral
approach. Scenarios of what some authors call “selective multilateralism*
help mitigating the perception of costs associated with the partially binding
nature of multilateral cooperation that substantiating the vision of
multilateralism as a tool for promoting national interests and international
cooperation to meet global targets , in order to exploit global opportunities,
or share responsibilities of international risk control.

By promoting a multilateral foreign policy, states are faced with as John G.
Ruggie says, with a trade-off between reaching objectives and asserting
national interest — both possible in the context of a concerted approach — on
the one hand, and accepting the constraints and conditions involving the
participation in such multilateral cooperation frameworks, on the other. A
relatively close vision is shared by Joseph S. Nye Jr, placing the costs of
multilateralism in the category of those “investments* that are recoverable
through long-term benefits obtained through collective approaches to
international problems. The thesis of multilateralism as a tool lies in the fact
that theoretically states, key players in the existing forms of multilateral
cooperation and state institutions, acting according to targets and interests
define and pursue their calling in various ways selected from a wider set of
instruments, including that of participation in different alliances, coalitions
or international regimes. Based on the calculations of each protagonist of
international organizations or multilateral arrangements, this mean may be
used or ignored. In game theory, cooperative attitude is a way of expressing
of interest and defining the expectations relating to the interests of other
participants in the game, while the remaining stake is enhancing one’s
potential gain. Cooperation means are,in instrumentalist theories, forms of
adjusting their policies according to the preferences of others.

The idea of multilateralism as a means to an end gives an arbitrary note
gives some to international cooperation, involving therefore the freedom to
participate in scenarios of cooperation — either in international organizations
with a universal vocation, be it the ad hoc coalition, or in the context of
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compliance with agreements or treaties covering a particular area of
cooperation - but excluding the right to choose the unilateralist approach. It
can be materialized through unilateral decision to initiate actions outside the
existing international regulatory frameworks, thus independent of the courts
decision of multilateralism, or the decision to opt-out in relation to certain
multilateral regimes. Instrumentalist vision confers legitimacy of both
unilateralism and multilateralism, given the relativization of both foreign
policy approaches and placing them in the area of mediation between
preferences and preferences derived absolute actors participating in the
“lateralism game”.

Define the two terms on the background of instrumentalis considerations
generates a separation of the types of reports that customize the conceptual
pair of unilateralism-multilateralism, making possible the coexistence of
antagonistic relations, causal and sometimes more flexible, by a subjective
overturn of the meanings of both concepts. Thus, as will be detailed in
subsequent pages of this work, the report is mitigated, as first hand uni-
lateralism proves to be a catalyst for the creation of multilateral coalitions
and therefore being reassessed as a tool of multilateralism.

European unilateralism

Beyond the straightforwards episodes of unilateralism on certain inter-
national issues promoted by some EU members such as the previously
discussed case of France , there are many views that identify an element of
ambivalence in the profile of the Union regarding the propensity for
unilateralism or multilateralism in global negotiations. Although in
statements and at the programmatic level the multilateralism option — both
at the level of the Community and at a global level — is crystal clear, some
authors consider that the EU focus on strengthening multilateralism has led
to a kind of “structural unilateralism®, reflected in its means of interaction
with other parts of the international system. Van Oudenharen believes that
the entire history of European integration was based on a slightly
hypocritical and opportunistic manner to develop and implement
Community policies, which defines the contrasting behaviour of Union in
the community and abroad. The internal decisional pattern, based on the
prevailing consensus method, differs from that used in the external
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relations, including — says Van Oudenharen — in the negotiation process for
EU accession: “externally, the EU has gained a reputation linked to its take-
it-or-leave-it style of negotiation.”

There is a continuing tension between the self-defining of the Union as a
global inherent multilateralist and its ambition to strengthen its external
identity drawing a line of demarcation that contributes to the increased
profile with the help of instruments, from extra-European perspective, can
be perceived to be delivered unilateraliste. For example, along the steps to
strengthen the internal market and common agricultural policy, European
Commission dismissed without any hesitation, existing multilateral rules
and, legally, with greater authority, if they contravened the imperatives
European project. In the 60 and 70 The European Commission started to
preferential trade arrangements with former European colonies whose
legality was questionable in the context of GATT, but that Brussels has
refused to submit to an examination of formal multilateral, confirming their
legal nature on the basis a unilateral mechanism of “self-certification®.
Also, in 80 years, in discussions on the single market project, the European
Commission argued against any criticism on the scenario of a “fortress
Europe®, but has shown on numerous occasions to abrogate unilaterally
determine certain pre-existing obligations to multilateral and goals (for
example, where much publicized the new banana import regime,
successfully challenged in the WTO by several Latin American countries).
Development of CFSP and ESDP project itself was initially regarded with
reticence, especially the U.S., as an unilateralist initiative to developments
that NATO had to adapt and readjust several times. Finally, critics of the
Union’s self-labelling as multilateral identified certain elements of uni-
lateralism even in European law, given the support from the European Court
of Justice for claims expressed by the European Commission that Member
States should abandon or renegotiate some treaties with third parties that
include clauses incompatible with the founding treaties or other directives
or regulations.

Van Oudenharen’s comments on the unilateralism of EU positions in
international negotiations on particular areas of Community competence is
partly supported, where inflexibility in support of certain interests of the EU
is synonymous with unilateralism. The same can be said about the
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association and negotiation take-it-or-leave-it style applied by the Union’s
to external relations within arrangements negotiated with the candidates.
However, accession to the European Union is a voluntary act. Meeting
criteria for opening negotiations and the subsequent acceptance of technical
and political constraints, along with internal reform efforts in preparation
for the adoption and application of the acquis communitaire are part of this
difficult accesion “ritual® that each actor at the negotiating table has to face.
The principle of conditionality can be viewed as an expression of
unilateralism and multilateralism. Unilateralism lies in the unequal
positions in a standard process of negotiation: the Union is defining
conditions, and the candidate countries have to meet them. The acquis
communitaire is not negotiable, and candidate states are required (with
certain transitional periods and derogations which were received by
candidates in the first wave of enlargement and, informally, for states that
joined later) is a necessary condition of integration. Precisely to prevent any
shocks accession candidate countries come across a comprehensive internal
reform is part of the preparation for accession to the Union. Therefore,
long-term analysis of the restrictive and difficult path of integration of EU
countries is not only marked by the elements of a unilateral approach
concerning the technique of absorption of new states. It can be seen as a
way of testing and preparating candidates to “play* the European game reap
the benefits of accession alongside the costs.

In any club, alliance or international organization expansion towards new
countries take place through selective, multilateral or bilateral negotiations,
the original border between the “ins* and “outs* always placing aspirants in
an inferior position and the unilateralist, discriminatory, unequal or rigid
behaviour of countries within that club is often observed.

Unilateralism, an equally acceptable alternative in a unipolar or multipolar
world

The defenders of unilateralism are found in American schools of thought
which explain and is explained by the fact that the U.S. received the label of
both “champion of multilateralism®, but also that of “champions of
unilateralism®. The thesis that supports the legitimacy and efficiency of a
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unilateralist approach to foreign policy of a superpower is set against the
background of the unipolar vision of the international system and starts
from the premise of a multipolar global order.

The author of the famous and controversial essay on unilateralism as the
natural and fundamental option for a hegemonic power to settle major
issues of a unipolar anarchic world, Robert Kagan, considers that the
support of members states for multilateral institutions and rules of
cooperation is disproportional to the power of those countries. Because
Kagan’s thesis has already been commented in a previous chapter, in the
context of illustrating the antagonistic profiles of Europe and America, we
will limit here to mention that, in Kagan’s view, powerful states tend to
avoid the constraints of international rules, as oposed to poor countries’
inclination to indulge and escape under the umbrella of multilateral
diplomacy. Great powers, like the European countries in the 18™ century or
the USA today, “more often fear the rules could constrain their power more
than they do anarchy, despite that their power still manages to provide
security and prosperity.” The idea refers to both the U.S. assuming a special
role to allow the defense of national interests and an active contribution to
solving global problems, but also refers to the risk that inaction could have,
as we developed in another context, bureaucracy and inefficiency of
multilateral rules governing international institutions.

However, as Charles Krauthammmer, another ardent advocate of the
unilateralist option, says: “The virtue of unilateralism is not only in that it
allows the action, but that it forces it!” A strong argument for the use of the
unilateralist solution when needed is related to the need to respond quickly
to confront and combat the current global threats, in other words, is related
to the prevaling mantra that “the end justifies the means®.

When reaching, in turn, “the special role of America in the World*
Krauthammmer particularly emphasizes the idea of a hegemonic force —
even if the unilateralist concerted action is not possible — to bring a new
coalition to revitalize the old coalition between states, managing to escape
from the captivity induced by inertia or the absence of a decision taken at
the multilateral level. Another interesting argument that defends uni-
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lateralism is introduced in this manner and that is the “road opening role
of unilateralism:

“The great coalitions are not created by the superpowers begging support
from allies. They are started by raising a position and inviting others to join.
What even pragmatic realists fail to understand is that unilateralism is the
surest way to multilateralism.” (...)”. As I learned from the experience of the
Gulf War, the U.S. attitude of being a proactive leadership — and even that
willingness to act unilaterally if necessary — is one that has mobilized the
coalition for the Gulf War. Without Bush senior’s statement on Kuweit —
This will not stand! — and without the clear indication that America is
prepared to act alone if necessary, it would not have been possible to create
this wonderful coalition that now, retrospectively, is so much applauded and
illustrated as a model of multilateralism.”

Krauthammer generally uses historical examples related to defense and
security (the Gulf War, the latest conflict in Iraq), where the choice of U.S.
unilateralism has led rather to various forms of minilateralism coalitions
that were smaller, more flexible (Coalitions of the willing). Indeed, such
collective actions are consistent with the broad sense of multilateralism
(that cooperation between more than two states), but not the normative
dimension with universalist aspirations: international compliance,
generalizing principles of conduct and what Caporaso called the constraint
of abandoning ad hoc coalitions and policies based on situational
requirements or temporary constellations of interests. The argument of
unilateralism being the road opener to multilateralism (within the meaning
of selective multilateralism or minilateralism) reveals some ambiguities
arising from the degree of expansion of multilateral international
cooperation (European multilateralism — the EU, transatlantic multi-
lateralism — NATO global multilateralism — the UN, WTO etc.) or the
interpretation of the legitimacy of multilateralism on a gradual scale: a
collective action taken by a limited group of countries has less legitimcy
than a concerted approach approved by a court agreed that possesses global
vocation such as that of the United Nations Security Council?

If such a grid is not applied and supported and the idea of diversity and the
legitimacy of all types of international cooperation based on multilateral
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principles and rules is accepted and assumed by all Member States (in more
than two) involved in cooperation or another, then the only category of
unilateral action subject to criticism or interpreted as incompatible with the
idea of multilateralism would be undertaken by a state in an isolated
manner and in absolute contradiction to all internationally agreed rules.

The boundary between unilateralism and multilateralism is very often quite
vague, especially the idea of unilateralism and multilateralism that does not
refer to the decision-making and voting rules applied, but the whole
institutional edifice of international cooperation which includes both the
decision and its implementation. If the U.S. unilaterally decided to ignore
the decision of some multilateral international body, then introducing
another form of multilateralism, can be accused of breach of the principles
of multilateralism practiced only within the UN, but not absolute opacity to
the idea of collective action in the context another form, parallel,
multilateral international cooperation through which believe they can better
fight a global threat (ie terrorism). The theme of terrorism in the context of
broader issues of global security will be included in specific chapter on this
issue.

Most of the American visions which defend unilateralism are built around
the idea of inefficient practices within the UN multilateral approach and the
risks involved in self-limitation in case the action is not unanimous or at
least accepted by the majority depending on the voting rules applied.

“Certainly a state acts in concert with others if possible. It is better that
others join it. Nobody plans to be unilateralist. Unilateralism simply means
that someone who cannot allow himself to be the prizoner of other’s will. In
2003, the choice was between a broad coalition and a narrow one, but not
between a coalition, however limited, and none. There were serious
arguments against the war in Iraq, but the fact that the France was not part
of the coalition was not one of them.”

According to true realist tradition, like Robert Kagan, Krauthammer
believes that power is the sole arbitrator and purpose tool that can be
defined as a system of international relations: “In an international system
without sovereignty, without a police court, without protection - where
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power is the sole arbiter, and history has endowed us with an unprecedented
power - we must be vigilant in preserving that power and the freedom to
use it.”

Trying to answer - on the basis of visions presented over time by some of
the major schools of thought in international relations (isolationism, liberal
internationalism, realism, democratic globalism) - the key questions related
to the kind of foreign policy that should be adopted by a unipolar
superpower, the renowned american publicist Charles Krauthammer opts
for directions suggested by the vision of democratic globalism, which is
adjusted with a filter of thought rooted in the neorealist soil. The act of
doctrinal conversion gives birth to a realist conception of democratic
rhetoric and tempers universalist aspirations of democratic globalism. In his
view, democratic realism must be targeted and limited, based on a “belief*
part elitist, part realistic: “We are friends to all, but we come ashore only
where it really counts. ”

Governing global security

The alternative of multilateral cooperation in international organizations is
already investigated in detail, starting from the premises of a “force of
attraction® of multilateralism as an option for negotiation at the
intergovernmental level and continuing difficulties encountered models of
multilateralism. Among the challenges facing the current forms of
institutionalization of multilateral cooperation at international level we find:
systemic or structural challenges arising from the reconfiguration of global
order and relating to the state-centred paradigme, regulatory challenges that
have to do with the legitimacy, transparency and efficiency decision-making
processes and mechanisms of international organizations and “hegemonic
challenges* under the new distribution of global power and impact of U.S.
economic and military supremacy on a reconfiguration of the international
system which does not exclude the alternative inclusion of multilateralism
in the toolbox as a counterweight to American preeminence worldwide.

While in all the 27 EU Member States, the view on multilateralism is
multifaceted and not very homogeneous in terms of basic objectives that
underpin the multilateral approach to global issues, the idea of “effective
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multilateralism* is found - in the Union’s external strategy elements - as the
ultimate option for European foreign policy. Furthermore, unilateralism as a
mechanism of last resort, when a multilateral approach is impracticable or
ineffective, seems to be the strategy recommended by most Americans and
the U.S. agreed in general. The recipe for selective multilateralism, in other
words, the scenarios of “a la carte® multilateralism best defines transatlantic
preferences of both players accepting the constraints of participation in
current forms of international cooperation.

The concept of global governance, addressed mainly in the context of
commercial or financial relations can be defined and analyzed in terms of
international security, but integrating it into a grid that goes beyond
theoretical premises of the neorealist vision of international relations is
neccessary. According to Elke Krahmann, Krahmann the concept of global
security governance is based on an initial premise that state actors are no
longer the only essential sources of threat to international security.
Terrorism, international crime, proliferation are equally important, as
otherwise stated in the 1995 report of the Commission on Global
Governance. Therefore, the same report concludes: “Global security must
be extended from its traditional orientation to the security of states, so as to
include security of people and the planet.“ The premise is closely linked to
the results of recent studies on security Global risks which reveals that the
likelihood of interstate conflagration in decline, in turn has greatly
increased risk of internal conflicts and transnational threats

A second prerequisite which enables interoperability of the global security
concept of governance refers to the fact that - given the complex nature of
current threats, domestic or transnational - resources of the member states
and effective national security policy arrangements are limited and
sometimes outdated, especially when it comes to countering a transnational
threat. Therefore, the tasks subsumed in broader security issues are handled
largely by organizations and regional or global security alliances, and a
number of private or nongovernmental actors in the area involved in the
humanitarian assistance, the human rights situation, refugees protection or
military training.
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The premise of reducing costs through shared responsibilities deserves, also
referred to that support, in turn, it supports the chance of effective global
governance in the security area. State monopoly in preserving national
security or international interests is less pronounced, especially in the
current neo-liberal rule in the sphere of values and norms of global
governance, such as for example privatization or market orientation.

Summarizing the substance of the premises that enable a better
understanding of global security governance concept, we can delineate four
features of this approach to international security issues:

1. Intergovernmental collective approach within the global or regional
security emphasizes mutual trust and therefore decrease the risk of
conflict between states;

2. Multilateral cooperation in the global security governance area requires
the involvement of state actors and non-state actors

3. Concerted management of international security challenges sometimes
lead to a cyclical, structurally neutral ( “Coalitions of the willing®),
more flexible coalition configuration reflecting the heterogeneity of
interests and capabilities of stakeholders, coalitions acting in parallel
with the Old Testament more stable, but structurally antagonistic;

4. The overall project involves coordination of security multilateralism in
the area of security relations among states based on the rules that govern
and limit the use of force.

The alternative to mainstream multilateralism: a solution?
The US from inefficiency of multilateralism to unilateralism

Almost paradoxically, the history of the concept of multilateralism and
international regimes based on diplomacy through multilateral negotiations
begins with U.S. willingness to promote the virtues of global
multilateralism. The universality of values, collective security, international
institutions, humanitarian law, etc. have their origin, like the League of
Nations, forerunner of the UN body, in wilsoniam idealism. Certainly, in
terms of doctrine, the roots of a current thought school that best affirmed
itself in the substance of American 20" century “liberalism“is found in
German philosophy from the Enlightenment period. Kant’s political
philosophy, namely idealistic-rationalistic speculation linked the “eternal
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peace® rational international conditions (the three items “final) behind
them, have inspired initiatives in creating international peace organizations,
the networks of transnational cooperation and the decision to include topics
such as human rights protection and defense of democratic values in the
international agenda. The influence of Kantian philosophy is reflected
accordingly in U.S. initiatives on the foundation of organizations like the
League of Nations, the United Nations and especially in the visionary
project of European construction

After WWII, the U.S. helped create and strengthen international
organizations and multilateral institutions such as the UN and its specialized
agencies, global economic governance institutions - the Bretton Woods
Institutions (IMF, World Bank) and GATT, NATO — alliance based on the
principle of collective security. They also inspired the creation of the
OECD, the G7, the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe
(CSCE). The idea of substituting the relations of force with collective
bargaining steps on a set of rules of law, institutions and procedures is one
of the constitutional legacies of the largest democracy in the world.

U.S. estrangement from international rules and institutions - say some
critics of U.S. foreign policy - has been gradual, giving the first signs of
skepticism about the idea of containment of Washington’s political
autonomy in the late 60s and early 70s, with the dollar crisis, during the
Nixon administration. It can be said that the option of tilting U.S. uni-
lateralism and supporting a multilateral order was continuous and constant,
as the U.S. choosing between a path and the other based on cost-benefit
calculation and the impact of reducing unilateral opportunities and
acceptaning the constraints imposed by international regulations.

Contrary to Robert Kagan’s thesis on the inherent and inevitable attraction
between the world superpower’s unilateralism and self-decision, U.S.
administrations have not yet opted to promote a principled unilateral
foreign policy. Realistically assessing the costs and benefits of employment
in the “institutional bargain® of multilateralism where the arbitrary exercise
of power is limited each participating partner in the game setup inter-
national order. As Joseph S. Nye Jr, stated by multilateralism entails certain
costs, but over time the benefits outweigh the costs and the concerted
approach proves to be the best way to achieve long-term objectives, “a good
investment for the future of U.S.”
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The most important mutations occurred after the end of the Cold War and
the emergence of the unipolar era dominated by U.S. supremacy. Initial
priorities announced by the U.S. presidential administrations (G. Bush, B.
Clinton and GW Bush) placed in the forefront of their agenda of foreign
policy efforts the need to improve relations with the UN and other
international organizations. George Bush, for example, obtained the support
of the United Nations Security Council for the Gulf War in 1991, and the
Initiative in December 1992 to participate with troops in a humanitarian
intervention in Somalia.

The onset of President Clinton’s coming into office had in the background
the same commitment to what Secretary of State Madeleine Albright called
assertive multilateralism, ensuring the success of ratifying the treaty on the
establishment of WTO and taking the U.S. decision to engage in military
raids under NATO command in Bosnia, after 1994, and Kosovo (1999). The
opening towards international organizations was followed by internal
challenges related to hostilities. Republican Congress and its reluctance to
UN members, but external circumstances as well, hijacked the multi-
lateralist ambitions of the U.S. President. Among the “failure* of the
Clinton administration’s multilateralist agenda includes the decision not to
sign the Convention banning anti-personnel mines in 1996, the decision not
to send to the Senate the 1997 Kyoto Protocol, failed efforts to ratify the
Test Ban Treaty on nuclear weapons and last-minute signing of the treaty
establishing the International Criminal Court.

The clear reorientation of U.S. foreign policy to tackle international
problems unilaterally occurred with the inauguration of GW Bush’s term in
January 2001. The internal context had also a major impact on the adversity
of most of the Presidents’ advisers (despite the opening of the values of
multilateralism manifested by former Secretary of State Colin Powell) to
the idea of coercion U.S. freedom to act and the full observance of
international commitments. External partners and in particular promoters
of European multilateralism assisted the U.S. withdrawal from the
negotiations on biological weapons, those related to child rights, to cancel
the signing of the Treaty on the International Criminal Court and the
abandonment of the Kyoto Protocol, extremely popular in Europe. The
mixture of unilateralist and multilateralist options continued to mark
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progress during Bush jr’s White House mandate: to obtain support United
Nations Security Council for war in Afghanistan, the successful launch of
new negotiations in the WTO Doha in November 2001. Even the Iraqi
episode — which was the origin of major international disputes on
unilateralism-multilateralism, — debuted on the world state as U.S.
availability to fund the alternative collective confrontation of terrorist
threat. In late 2002, the United Nations Security Council approved the
resolution on resuming weapons inspections related to Iraq and warned Iraq
of consequences if they were disobedient in this matter. Unable to obtain
Security Council approval for the use of force, because France and Russia
vetoed — not NATO but the U.S. has abdicated the multilateralist belief and
sought flexible solutions to make the mobilization of those states willing to
take part in the scenario of minilateralist collective confrontation of
terrorism under the aegis of the so-called “Coalitions of the willings*. The
diplomatic inflection occurred shortly before 9/11 has set the direction of
action of the Republican team, amid an emerging political strategy
refocused on national interest.

“A la carte” multilateralism

The election campaign for U.S. presidential elections, especially in 2004,
brought back on the agenda of public debate the pros and cons of a
redefinition of the U.S. position according to a strategy of prevaling
unilateralism or multilateralism. The American vision of multilateralism as
a tool and not as an end in itself appears to be structural rather than
enhanced by the background of political circumstances related to the
doctrinal direction of the White House team. Multilateral mechanisms are
useful only when they can promote the American national interest.
Therefore, in cases where the assertion of this interest is subject to a
unilateralist approach, the institutional framework of multilateral coopera-
tion can be avoided: “The foreign policy of a Republican administration
will certainly be internationalist, but will start from the basis of strong
national interest, not the interests of an illusory international community. “
This is a placing in accordance with the multilateralism transposed in the
normes and institutionalised forms of cooperation that have an essential
particularity of multilateral cooperation, mentioned by John G Ruggie: in
practicing a multilateral foreign policy, states are faced with a trade-off
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between the objectives and promoting the national interest - that would be
possible only through a collective approach - and accepting the constraints
and conditions involving the participation of such multilateral cooperation
frameworks.

Trying to identify and analyze the sources of American unilateralism,
Laurent Cohen-Tanugi believes that “American unilateralism is the
synthesis of natural, yet innovative underlying American diplomatic
tradition, between isolationism and interventionism, its two historic poles,
under a triple mutation that characterized the post-Cold War international
system.” Cohen-Tanugi refers to globalization, the total supremacy of the
U.S., giving it an almost total autonomy in the full scale phenomenon of
antiAmericanism, reflected dramatically in the 9/11™ attacks. Thus,
unilateralism an intrinsic element of any foreign policy, becomes a
structural component of U.S. global strategy in an era of globalisation,
unipolarity and anti-Americanism worldwide. The impact of the events of
September 11 led to the revelation of contradiction between absolute
power and absolute supremacy of the U.S., while diagnosing the
vulnerability of the strongest state in the entire world order and the
challenges of global terrorism. Those two factors, power and vulnerability,
lead to a tilt of the strategic balance U.S. to unilateralism. The scenario of
unipolarity in international system is increasingly being replaced in the
international relations literature by the reconfiguration scenario of a
multipolar world order or the idea of establishing a non-polar order for the
215 century. Non-polarity differs from the idea of multipolarity by deleting
the idea of state actors as the single central paradigm of power and a diffuse
redistribution of power between state and non-state actors, each possessing
and exercising various kinds of power. For Haass, nonpolarity is governed
only by way of multilateralism and may take the form of a “concerted
nonpolarity” based on the creation and use of multilateral cooperation
arrangements that are less formal and with low aspirations for a global
consensus. Haass believes the recipe for global governance in a nonpolar
world is selective multilateralism (a la carte), manifested in various forms
of agreements signed between minilateralism or small groups and on
specific issues. The way to address global issues complicate classical
diplomacy, negotiation and alliances created to address the international
issues will be rather situational and selective. In a multilateral negotiation,
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they could share their views and interests on an issue and be inconsistent
on others, which means more flexibility and a more nuanced redefinition of
relations between states, giving up the dual pattern-state rival allied
countries. U.S. no longer has, therefore, the luxury of promoting a
consistent foreign policy that reflects the vision of “You are either with us
or against us.”

Unilateralism as a mechanism of last resort, when a multilateral approach is
impracticable or ineffective, seems to be the strategy recommended by most
Americans and agreed by the U.S. in general. It is, as mentioned above,
prescription selective multilateralism, in other words, the scenario of
“multilateralism a la carte” as described by the former director for policy
planning in the U.S. State Department, Richard Haass, “What this
administration will give is a la carte multilateralism. We will study each
agreement and will take a decision, rather than to have a broad approach.”

The selective tactic must be based on an algorithm that identifies
weaknesses and strengths of each possible approach, in particular contexts
determined by developments on the domestic scene and that international
developments that the United States must report reactively or proactively.
Joseph S. Nye Jr., although advocates for the multilateralist approach,
accepts that there are situations where it is desirable to shift towards
unilateralism and suggests American decision makers a set of selection tests
— Checklist for Multilateral Versus Unilateral Tactics- it identifies seven
criteria that can determine the balance tilting to either unilateralism or
multilateralism:

threat to basic survival interests;

impact on maintaining peace,

impact on strengthening global public good,

compatibility with national values;

situations / problems addressed intrinsically in a collective manner;
shared responsibility;

impact on soft power.

AR e

1. In critical situations that have implications on vital interests, not
unilateral decisions and actions should be excluded, but trying to get
international support is also important.
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There are multilateral arrangements that may reduce the U.S. ability to
restore peace in certain regions of the world and, given the overall U.S.
global military role, security-related interests are more pronounced. It is
a situation which justifies in the view of Nye, U.S. reluctance to sign
the Ottawa Convention banning landmines and especially the treaty
establishing the International Criminal Court, whose procedures,
remain unclear, exposure of U.S. troops from unfounded accusations of
the commission of war crimes.

Unilateral tactics that include elements of compromise to promote
multilateral interests, for the global public good are acceptable and
advisable. This is a special formulation of the argument “unilateralism
= catalyst for cooperation®, a unilateral decision that may result
sometimes in creating stronger mechanisms for collective action. The
example often given by Krauthammer on the mobilization for the Gulf
War minilateral coalition by President Bush Sr may be inhanced by a
factual reference which is the area of international trade. Introducing
the principle of multilateralism, by applying the most-favored-nation
clause in international trade and formalization and generalization of the
gold standard in the 19™ century had as a driver Britain’s unilateral
decision to open its markets and maintain currency stability.

U.S. participation in multilateral cooperation initiatives that promote
passivity or are contrary to American values must also be treated on a
selective basis and reporting to international regulations impeding U.S.
involvement in the defense of these values may be governed by
flexibility. Chinese and Russian opposition in the UN Security Council
authorizing the 1999 intervention in Kosovo, which aim to stop the
actions of human rights violations is, in Nye’s view, a fundamental shift
in the U.S. towards the unilateralist option.

The great challenges on the global agenda — climate change, global
warming, pandemics, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction,
drug trafficking, transnational terrorism, etc. — belong to the category of
issues addressed in a concerted manner, given the impossibility of
resolution through unilatera means of global threats. In this case, the
option for unilateralism is not only not recommended, but is
unnecessary, such threats can only be countered with instruments of
multilateralism.
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6. The division of responsibilities and costs is a major advantage that tils
balance in favour of the multilateralist approach, especially for
participation in military operations. First, employing the U.S. military
would respond to collective public preferences of the American public.
Moreover, in practical terms, the umbrella for such multilateralism in
military commitments significantly reduces image and political costs
associated with the size of soft power that the U.S. has and that it has to
maintain in a measure equal with the hard power.

7. Soft power is likely to suffer most significant from variations and
oscillations between unilateralism and multilateralism. Constant
investment in hard power instruments and their use in a unilateral
manner can lead to an inability to properly value and use soft power.
Neglecting its importance leads the possibility to mobilise political
resources neccessary for its consolidation and consequently determines
a fragmentation of the attractive side of power through excessive and
arrogant use of unilateralism.

Under such a scale for cost-benefit analysis, transfering unilateralism from
the status of casual and temporary tactical arsenal to the status of absolute
strategic option would be counterproductive for a global superpower in
three ways: intrinsic nature of the most comprehensive global challenges,
diminished transnational impact on soft power and the dynamic character
of sovereignty.

Strategy recommendations made by Nye are somewhat oriented on the
approach of emphasizing the virtues of multilateralism, many of the cases
presented as potential exceptions to the rule of multilateralism application
shall be accompanied by questionable arguments. Paragraph 3 is based on
an argument built as a post-facto justification for recourse to unilateral
action . The reasoning flaw lies in the very universal nature of its applica-
bility, because it places an argumentative path only theoretically speaking.
Consequences cannot be anticipated — potentially (but not certainly)
dynamicised for collective action — in the initial stage of choice for uni-
lateralism. Unilateral action can have a positive impact on shaping the
future of minilaterale (or multilateral) initiatives, but may end with a failure
— both individually and collectively. Section 4 uses the argument of national
value, which can be compatible or incompatible with a universally accepted
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value system within a framework of multilateral cooperation, such as the
UN. The argument defending national security through the exercise of force
could be raised by any UN member state, including Arab countries, which
could consider Jihad legitimate, through the persuasion of the moral debt to
defend Islamic values. Nye’s check-list seems to be rather a useful
instrument for U.S. foreign policy oriented towards ,,a la carte® multi-
lateralism which does not exclude, in certain situations, certain aspects of
the international unilateralist approach. It is about dictated unilateral
decisions and actions — as American leaders themselves — inefficient
institutions and multilateral cooperation schemes in meeting the new
challenges of the global agenda.

The danger of inertia or passivity generated by missing consensus or
unanimity necessary for the authorization of collective actions (especially in
the UN Security Council) cannot be invoked whenever the U.S. decides to
ignore the multilateral framework. Those decisions that favor action
(independent and unauthorized multilateral courts) and the U.S. opt-out
decisions in certain multilateral arrangements are both labeled as
unilateralism is US foreign policy. American unilateralism can therefore be
one of employment (unilateralism of commission), and one of omission or
non-involvement). Unilateralism of employment is generally based on
American interventionism in solving certain global problems related to the
security sphere. “The war on terror* — began after the attacks of September
11 — is supported by a doctrine of national security strategy that confirms
the legitimacy of preventive action, whether it is authorized by the United
Nations Security Council or not. About duet preventive-preemptive concept
we will discuss at greater length in another context.

Unilateralism of omission, rather well reflected in the decisions of the U.S.
administration during the mandates of Clinton and Bush II, is justified, on
the one hand, by the need to avoid risks posed by the confusing nature of
standards and international regulations on which some multilateral
arrangements operate ( such as the International Criminal Court). Moreover,
the decision to opt-out of U.S. compared to some multilateral international
regimes is a common preservation of freedom of action in priority areas of
national interest. The most famous example concerns the abandonment of
the Kyoto Protocol, rejected by U.S. Senate, the Test Ban Treaty or not
signing the Convention banning landmines.
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The subtle interrogation in the subtitle of this chapter intended to surprise,
from an anticipatory angle, the complexity of a report that makes it
extremely difficult to draw a line betweeen the two visions for foreign
policy of inexorably unilateralist or evergreen multilateralist. The difficulty
derives from the fact that, at the end of this work to investigate the
relationship between unilateralism and multilateralism, one cannot
formulate a response to the original question, making the relationship
unilateralism — multilateralism easily placed in the area of contradiction,
causality or flexibility. The three levels of reporting do not cancel each
other but on the contrary, they preserve their fluctuations depending on the
specificities of the international theme analysed.

The current setting of the international system, the challenges of
globalization, interdependence and the transnational character of the great
themes of this book make it impossible to build a comprehensive foreign
policy strategy based on assumptions that are inherently unilateralist or
inherent multilateralist. In addition, there are contexts in which the dispute
between what can be defined as unilateralist and what can be defined as
multilateralist is impossible to arbitrate and therefore difficult to solve,
especially if we consider that the decisions of opt-out (unilateralism of
omission) in relation to certain projects or multilateral international regimes
are sometimes criticized as hard as unilateral decisions to use force to
counter a threat.

The temptation to make generalized conclusions is risky, in that they
circumvent the details and can lead to distortion of the overall vision of the
problem studied, but have, on the other hand, certain virtues, enlightening,
involving surprise at some patterns beyond fickle elements. It is almost
clear that European states, taken in bulk priviledge multilateralist solutions,
especially when the agenda is a security problem and the alternative use of
military force is one of the options. Furthermore, decisions, documents and
official statements of representatives of the U.S. administration, especially
after September 11", 2001, can lead to an open conclusion of U.S.
unilateralism as an option of last resort, where the regulatory burden of
multilateralism is seen as an obstacle to U.S. policy objectives.
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Both the U.S. and the European Union have addressed, often in a selective
manner the multilateralist alternative or the unilateralist one according to
the stake. ,,A la carte” scenarios of multilateralism could, on the one hand,
partially mitigate the perception of costs associated with the binding nature
of multilateral cooperation. On the other hand, going towards a flexible
multilateralism involves risks comparable to opening a “Pandora’s box*
from which, more or less legitimate arbitrary arguments can be extracted
for the defense of national interest by unilateral means. For the European
Union the surest way to strengthen the position as a global player is to
promote the principle of “effective multilateralism®. For the United States,
participation in infrastructure strengthening multilateralism seems to be
perceived as a policy where assuming a certain kind of “captivity*
involving the acceptance of international constraints. On the background of
the two perspectives, multilateralist credibility depends on the effectiveness
institutions of global governance in meeting the challenges of the
international agenda, a theme that we try to analyze in the sections below.

NATO as a main representative of transatlantic relations concerning
security

To draw the main lines that could move NATO further, we use a form of
reviewing the main issues of restructuring the Alliance contained even in
the formulas and national projects that will fuel the future debate on the
New Strategic Concept a document that will most likely be approved by the
reverential 60" anniversary of NATO summit.

Thus we set out to illustrate the general debate concerning:

— NATO - regional or global alliance

— NATO - an Alliance based on common values and an effective tool to
defend its members

— What is NATO for the US today?

— What do founding members think about NATO? What do new members
think about NATO?

— Will NATO and Article 5 become less and less relevant for EU member
states’ hard security?
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As methodology we consider the first rule approved by consensus between
the parties, the Washington Treaty with subsequent adjustments, the Final
Declaration of the NATO summit in Bucharest and related documents and
existing strategic concept dating from the summit in Washington in 1999.
Then we discuss how the regulatory provisions that are applied to the
feasibility and practical applicability of the options and future trans-
formations of the Alliance can be foreseen.

A regional or global alliance?

We have several lines of evaluation of these perspectives: first, if NATO is
likely to become a collective security organization to replace the UN or
develop, through a symbiosis or a contract with the UN, in the global
military organization to apply the rules UN Charter / Treaty of Washington /
new rules agreed. Although such a line of argument has been launched and
several premises exist in that direction, we believe that it is unlikely such a
development will occur.

Subsequently, we address regional or global perspectives of NATO from
several points of view: location, coverage, if global. Then if contributors,
partners, members, the new architecture of NATO could evolve into a
global organization, the types of relationships with global players. Finally
we cannot overlook the chapter of resources and capabilities that limit
NATO’s ability to work anywhere, anytime, under any conditions.

Elements of reform of the collective security system. A global NATO?

Current debates about the UN reform agenda prioritise actions to enhance
the efficiency of the organization in maintaining peace and security. The
complex file of restructuring and rethinking the decision making process in
the Security Council is only one faced of the need for the UN reform in the
sphere of collective security, which depends on the stimulation of the
reorganization of the entire system of global security, including
peacekeeping efforts, conflict prevention and post-conflict reconstruction.
The vast majority of reports or studies related to the reform of collective
security — the independent ones and those required by the General
Secretariat of the UN — But consider first of all, a critical evaluation and
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formulation of recommendations on the actions described in Chapter VI of
the Charter, the peaceful resolution of disputes. It is an important
dimension, but certainly less sensitive and therefore has a low potential to
generate controversy that could paralyze the reform initiatives. The “heavy*
part of the UN mission in the area of collective security is included in
Chapter VII, Action in cases of threats against peace, breaches of peace and
acts of aggression. This part was deprived of recommendations even in the
Brahimi Report, discussion on the reform measures of this type generally
resuming to “scriptwriting® a very inconclusive restructuring of the Security
Council.

The Brahimi Report, however,served as a reference for shaping the first
“doctrine* written on the principles and parts of operations conducted by
UN peacekeepers. Presented by the Department of Peacekeeping
Operations (DPKO) of the UN at the end of 2007, the “Capstone Doctrine*
includes that core of unwritten principles derived from experience of over
60 peacekeeping operations led by the UN since 1948. Exposure beyond the
regulatory framework that guides engaging in peacekeeping operations, the
document shows the evolution of the UN role in the entire spectrum of tasks
related to peace and security (conflict prevention, peace restoration,
peacekeeping, peace enforcement and peace building), with emphasis on
peacekeeping. The concept of “Peacekeeping® does not appear verbatim in
the contents of the UN Charter and is more difficult to define and integrate.
It could be placed, as stated by Dag Hammarskjold, the second Secretary
General of the United Nations, somewhere in the chapter “VI and a half* of
the Charter, the traditional methods of peaceful dispute resolution
(mediation and negotiation) and those involving the use of force authorized
under Chapter VII was therefore undertaking a complex and
multidimensional. In the report prepared by the group of experts led by
Lakhdar Brahimi in 2000 the need to develop “a rapid and effective
deployment capacities” to engage successfully in peacekeeping missions
was signaled. The efficiency of the operational component of UN acticity in
the field of collective security largely depends on the progress of
institutional reform of the organization, particularly in terms of capacity of
the Security Council to overcome a certain inertia in decision-making level,
induced by different visions and interests of its Member States on a number
of particular challenges of global security and practical manners of fighting.
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Therefore, given the risk of extending the status quo in the manner assumed
by the UN missions with the highest degree of difficulty of collective
security, many opinions about the reform of the global security system are
converging to investigate the viability of alternative institutional
arrangements, that transcend the UN multilateral cooperation. It should
broadly include a possible order in global security, a more effective and
robust one, based on UN Charter principles, but built beyond the
institutional framework of the UN, in order to provide “backup solutions*
where United Nations Security Council is faced with the inability to
perform tasks subsumed under Chapter VII of the Charter. The scenario of a
North Atlantic Treaty Organization expanded globally seems a viable
alternative and quasi-legitimate according to theorists of collective security.
Legitimacy derives from the fact that NATO is the only multilateral security
organization whose consultative mechanisms and positions can be
combined to accommodate the most important democratic powers of the
world, having the most integrated military structure which enables rapid
and effective response against Security threats.

However, the legitimacy of such arrangements on a global scale can hardly
be justified by anchoring the principles and values of Western democracies,
precisely because that would not meet the requirement of universality. A
network of coordination and multilateral cooperation such as the North
Atlantic Council or NATO-Russia Council (eg. The NATO-NATO Asia or
Middle East) could be a way to extend the authority of the organization to
take on security missions overall. The scenario of a “global NATO* to
replace — as a “default contingency institution* — the UN is under a critical
situation to situation transatlantic dimension of security governance in the
center of the entire edifice of multilateral cooperation in global security.
Such a view reconfirms the importance of boosting transatlantic partnership
for the success of efforts to strengthen the infrastructure of global
governance.

A regional alliance, with global partners

Washington Treaty by its name — “North Atlantic*, by its preamble — “is
intended to promote stability and welfare in the North Atlantic region and
the further specification of Article 6 of the area under Article 5, sub-
sequently revised ( the disappearance of the Algeria department of France in
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July 3", 1962, to win the state independence of Article 2 of Protocol to the
North Atlantic Treaty adopted with the admission of Turkey and Greece in
NATO, on 22" October 1951) a regional coverage. This refers both to the
geographical area of the location of its members — Article 10 states that the
expansion can only include European countries without a precise definition
— as well as the area of action — Article 6 restrictedly mentions island
possessions as the “North Atlantic area north of the Tropic of Cancer’.

The Bucharest Summit Declaration remains ambiguous on the definition of
NATO as a global or regional Alliance, but the entries in the text lead
indirectly to the relevance of the global component. Article 4 welcomes the
Secretary General of UN and bilateral cooperation (subsequently signed in
a document stating the defense of NATO countries operations of the UN
Charter principles and the quality of selective instrument of security which
NATO offers to the UN. To this we add the “ ISAF format “ meeting in
Bucharest, the first meeting where so called “global partners* are named
and the importance of the Afghanistan operation is established (article 6 of
the statement). In addition to this Article 16 mentions the situation in Darfur
and Somalia.

But perhaps the most relevant article (in addition to bilateral granted UN-
NATO summit later) is Article 35 of the Declaration, which clearly shows
an opening of institutional collaboration with “global partners® who are
partly appointed, and which is the deep global component of the NATO
summit in Bucharest that points towards the institutionalization of a
contractual relationship under the form of partnerships with non-Member
States and will not become members but who participate in NATO
operations and will receive, in exchange for NATO support in the defense
and security area.

“Art 35. The Alliance attaches great value to the expansion of its diverse
relations with other partners worldwide. Our objective in these relationships
is to include support for operations, security cooperation and an enhanced
common understanding to promote shared security interests and democratic
values. We made substantial progress in building political dialogue and
cooperation in the development of personalized packages, a number of such
states. We welcome in particular the significant contributions of Australia,



NATO NEW STRATEGIC CONCEPT, ROMANIAN APPROACH 139

Japan, New Zealand and Singapore to NATO led efforts in Afghanistan. We
also welcome the valuable contributions made by the Republic of Korea
(South Korea-nn) efforts that support the NATO-led mission in Afghanistan.
Recognizing that each of these countries wishes to pursue a single degree of
relations with NATO and that other countries would continue forms of
dialogue and cooperation with NATO we also reiterate our desire to
continue beyond individual relationships and to develop existing ones,
according to the North Atlantic Council’s approval and at a level that
respects mutual interests.*

From these provisions we conclude that the coverage area has become a
fundamentall global, that operations are no longer limited geographically
nor are types of partnerships, and there is a component and a fundamental
interest on behalf of democratic states worldwide to join the defense of

common values elsewhere in the world, in open or close partnerships with
NATO.

Instead the Strategic Concept maintains regional geographical references -
defense and security of its members but also the first reference of “out of
area® after the Strategic Concept of 1991, in Rome, assuming “stability in
the Euro-Atlantic* is the main objective for which detailed risks, threats,
types of forces and capabilities, geographical balance, speed deployment,
method of financing etc., are given. It was normal as these were the first
operations outside the Member States but at the same time as the NATO
crisis management capabilities were developed in areas of the Euro-Atlantic
area, because they could affect Member States. And here we can assume
that it is a regional reference, not beyond the size determined by the
Washington Treaty. But this strategic concept should be revised and
updated, as it originated before September 11, 2001 and before the first
activation of Article 5 itself.

There is another dimension that announces the opening of a global
perspective with global relevancefor NATO actions and operations: energy
security and how this is explained within NATO. Thus, Article 48 of the
final declaration of Bucharest stated “We note the report” NATO’s Role in
Energy Security “, prepared in response to tasks set by the summit in Riga.
Allies identified principles which will govern NATO’s approach in this area
and pointed out options and recommendations for further work. Based on
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these principles NATO will engage in the following areas: synthesis and
exchange of information and intelligence, design stability, promoting
international cooperation and regional support; consequence management
and critical energy infrastructure support. The Alliance will continue to
assess the immediate risks to energy security. We will ensure that NATO
achievements represent added value and are fully coordinated and
integrated with the international community and a number of organizations
specializing in energy security. We designated the Council, the Permanent
SECTION, to prepare a consolidated report on progress in the area ofenergy
security to asses during our 2009 summit.”

Without being a dramatic change of direction, there are two components
that have global lengthening: first that the energy resources come from
around the world and NATO missions in the direction of safeguarding the
fundamental energy resources may therefore expand globally. Then
consequence management and protection of critical infrastructure -
pipelines and sea routes, of equal importance - announce a new direction of
global development of NATO, and the need for global partners.

Now, if in fact we were to discuss current issues, which double the elements
of normative-legal nature, we can basically see that we deal with an
Alliance with global lengthening, that although does not assume respon-
sibilities in the world, in any transaction, not even those that interest the
“global partners®, with whom it did not quantify the final formula of
cooperation and mutual support, except NATO led operations
(Afghanistan), but who in fact, selectively act based on decisions from
applications throughout the world. Thus, if the operations in Afghanistan —
ISAF, the NATO Training Mission-Iraq NTMI — are known and most
criticized, we must not forget other missions in developing the air-lift
missions for the UN and EU missions Darfur, the anti-piracy mission off the
Somali coast, the latest mission with participation of NATO vessels up to
NATO’s naval visits required by Asian countries in Southeast Asia until the
Far East, vessels accompanying missions on African Eastern Coast East and
the Meditaranean, anti-terrorist mission Active Endeavor — OAE — off the
coast of North Africa. All these give a real sense of global relevance of
NATO operations and the Alliance itself. In fact naturally the capabilities
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deficit was covered by cooperation with “global partners®, whose relations
with the Alliance will be streamlined and institutionally integrated in the
future to sustainably create this type of cooperation.

Globalization and the principle of global governance, especially in the area
of security announces a natural development, organic NATO a global player
by position. Even if future “global partners* are not actual members, the
States in question and the principles of cooperation show that the choice is
not determined by strategic needs and capabilities to cover the deficit but
contains the in-deepth principle of common values, as specified in Article
35 of the Final Declaration of the Bucharest Summit and the list of states
covered by those policies, all “actors belonging to the West* by liberal
democracy and free market economy, but also lifestyle and the Protection
principles in the preamble of the Washington Treaty, “They are determined
to safeguard the freedom, common heritage and civilisation of their
peoples, founded on the principles of democracy, individual liberty and the
rule of law. They seek to promote stability and well-being in the North
Atlantic area“. And the best proof is the posting of “global pateners* of
Euro-Atlantic states, NATO and Ukraine, the Mediteranean Dialogue and
the Istanbul Initiative in the Gulf area. A full debate on this issue was made
in the margin of the Riga summit.

An alliance based on common values and an effective protection
mechanism for its members

From this point of view, it is clear that NATO remains an Alliance clearly
based on common values and an effective tool to defend its members. If in
both cases approved programming documents are clear, the only place to
decide a way of conduct is in the expansion Chaper. Here the themes are
very clear in terms of values, but the idea suffers from interpretation of
“value added” to the common defense of NATO members from new
members, and here the subject has to be approached in a broader discussion.

Returning to the programming documents, the Treaty of Washington states
in its preamble states’ determination to safeguard freedom, common
heritage and civilization of their peoples, founded on the principles of
democracy, individual freedoms and the rule of law *, as well as “ the union
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for mutual defense efforts, maintenance of peace and stability. Article 5 is
one of strength and solidarity, “an attack against one member is interpreted
as an attack on the Alliance®, and the chapter reaction, with no explicit
binding participation® by any means “(as the solidarity clause included in
Treaty of Lisbon), “each or jointly exercise their right of self-defense
referred to in Article 51 of UN Charter” and “will assist in containing and
countering attacks.

Article 10 of the Treaty is relevant in connection with the extension, that
states that “the parties may, by unanimous agreement, invite any other
European State to become a member* if “to further strengthen the principles
of the Treaty and accede to the new member contributes to security North
Atlantic region. So are the founding principles are specifically maintained,
but also a condition of “contribution to the security of the North Atlantic
region® is further developed in forms and documents that deserves a full
debate.

The final statement of the last summit of NATO at the Bucharest
mentioned, even in Article 1 ‘commitment to a shared vision and shared
democratic values’ included in the Washington Treaty. And in terms of new
members invited to the fundamental principles mentioned in Article 2,
namely that “The accession of new members will strengthen security for the
entire Euro-Atlantic area and bring us closer to* our goal of achieving a
whole, free and at peace Europe®. It is clear that inviting Croatia and
Albania is not explicitly judged in the light “level of democracy and respect
for values®, but only for “contributing to Euro-Atlantic security“and* a
whole and free Europe®. Democratic principles seem to become a less strict
criteria for admission, but become an important criteria in promoting
common values in Europe combined.

The only relevant point in keeping the idea that in the space member
countries the principles and values are the results from the MAP assessment
reports of the two candidate countries (IPAP and MAP and the others) and
the clear separation of “global partner” gives other types of partnerships,
which keeps in the area nearest the alliance democratic countries and
Western cultures, wherever they may be found in the world.
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The current Strategic concept, adopted in Washington in 1999, also
mentions the freedom and independence of States and the principle of
common defense with related instruments, but does not refer to common
values that would have to defend the Member States, mentioned in the
founding documents and the free and whole Europe formula does not cover
an “export of Alliance* values. Still in Article 10, the security component
specifies as mandatory the “growth of democratic institutions and
commitment to the peaceful resolution of disputes®. This explanation
retains the general formula of checking candidate states’ degree of
democracy, more specifically sustainability and irreversibility of democratic
institutions.

Therefore, under programmatic documents, we can say that, formally,
NATO remains an organization based on its original values, that it expands
but in accordance with keeping the “added value* to the common defense
and the existence of stable democratic institutions in new Member States,
and that it sees at any point, explicitly, the need for “exporting democracy*,
while the interpretation of actual values to new countries invited is rather
loose and based on a political impact, not based on strict criteria.

Practical issues show an inclination to maintain values, but see as close the
process of giving up “exporting® the criteria outside the Alliance and the
criteria used are not as stringent as the first expansion values.

The contribution of new members to the common defense “North Atlantic
area remains to be discussed. It is clear according to the final Declaration of
the Bucharest summit, that the signatory states - in this case all - recognize
that receiving new members - Croatia and Albania - has lead to “increased
security* in the North Atlantic area. In fact, the unstable situation in Kosovo
and the fact that Macedonia was not invited raises big questions in
particular because they lack timing of receipt of Albania and Macedonia
into NATO, especially because for the later the reason was a symbolic one
and not concerning the background and, moreover, raised the position of
veto by a single state, Greece, an unprecedented situation and costless
situation for the Alliance.
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Then the actual debate on the contribution of each of the new members, but
also a debate on the contributions of older members, that meanwhile
entered the EU, could help us realize that, once entered the EU, states have
over looked commitments and the investment in their capabilities, but also
contributions to international missions of the Alliance, and how difficult it
is to achieve practical validation of this goal, receiving only net contributors
and, on the long term, the Euro-Atlantic security and defense policy.

Secondly, there is an entire discussion on what it means to contribute to “the
Euro-Atlantic security. According to the strategic concept in place, since
Rome, understanding security after the school in Copenhagen led to a
fundamental reinterpretation. Thus, the Strategic Concept in Washington and
the content of the declaration of the Bucharest summit covers the security
component with 5 dimensions, thus opening new perspectives for discussion
on added value. Thus, as energy security is already a subject in the final
statement it is very clear that the added value to the security of the North
Atlantic that a state can bring could also include energy security, in this respect
Georgia being able to be simply interpreted as an added value, for example.

Moreover, the idea of added value is judged by multiple readings: first an
immediate one, when validating the invitation. Then one perspective, the
sustainability of the added value. Finally, a prospective, medium and long
term, which would show that if a particular state is not invited, security on a
certain dimension, for example the energy in the medium and long, would
have to loose. It is clear that even this step is not sufficient, because one test
is involved, the Common Defense. And here the problem of defense costs
for a possible outpost that can be deducted from the value added to the
security of the North Atlantic area comes into place.

Consequently, the area of reading, interpretation and evaluation is
sufficiently broad to allow each Member State its own evaluation of defense
interests in relation to a potential candidate. Weightlessness comes from the
lack of requirement to respond, even in an activation of Article 5, but also
broader security needs of the North Atlantic area and nuanced
interpretations of different perception of risks, threats and vulnerabilities on
behalf of each state. We consider it an endless story with no possibility
of a clarification of the more stringent criteria and that the range of
interpretations and arguments reduce any expdansion process to a a
fundamentally political exercise of behalf of the Alliance members.
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What does NATO mean to the US today?

The debate on the U.S. relationship with NATO has several distinct and
crucial components that link together and on the way the U.S. (and Europe)
see the transatlantic relationship (as shown above) in general, its role as a
catalyst for a global force of modeling and change, but some factual
evidence as well:

What is the role we want for the U.S. in NATO — leader, member of a
transatlantic couple or one of the members

What is NATO for the U.S.: an instrument of foreign policy, among
many others (including, preferably, a predominant bilateral relationship
with any NATO partner), a structure of legitimacy of their foreign and
security policy or a catalyst for joint decisions on transatlantic issues
How to make decisions / should decisions be made in NATO: U.S.
preeminence, jams of non-consensus, real European consensus counter-
weight to U.S. decisions. Obviously this area is judged and effec-
tiveness of the Alliance with the negative aspects-voluntarism, or
positive-speed response.

Sharing responsibilities: Leaving European security to the Europeans or
maintaining U.S. involvement in Europe on security and defense. There
are also the debates on the budgets, capabilities in operations, cost
sharing, commitment to NATO operations, the ratio between defense
planning and expeditionary forces.

How each of the alliance members sees the expansion and future of the
Alliance and Article 5 (subject discussed in a chapter below).

Obviously, all these are inextricably linked to the perceived threats, risks
and vulnerabilities of the various Allied countries and their citizens, and the
perception of the idea of security for each of them. Let us take in turn:

The US Role and place in NATO: The U.S. is, naturally, a leader in
NATO, not only the first peer, but even a leader of authority and
decision, as long as we talk about a defense of the military-political
alliance, with a tendency to turn into a political-military alliance, with
the same defensive purpose. But there are variants of the proposed
architecture, which limit this position: either create a counterweight to
“Europea®, and drawing two components transatlantic NATO, which
would balance a little more, if not military report, even politics, but the
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result would be the polarization of the Alliance, whose effect would be
a split / its disappearance or blocking decision would make the tool
useless. There is a possibility that favors a position of “equals® between
the U.S’s 26. Side effects of a “democratization of the Alliance would
be loss of interest of the U.S. for the Alliance and its withdrawal, and
that of the U.S. leadership and its capabilities, which would make the
Alliance unnecessary or amorphous.

The debate is even more radical, when we talk about too much or too little
US involvement in NATO: some states / political leaders are talking about
too much U.S. in NATO, seeing leadership as a way to use NATO to
endorse U.S. policies or design its external. Moreover, the idea of
supporting a European component, the debate about budgets and
capabilities is interpreted to be a “burden sharing®, a “selective approach to
security, “a bilateral alliance according to U.S. interests *.

We all must agree to the following principles (already accepted by all
Member States, as proven by NATO documents, although disputed by some
politicians):

— The role of U.S. in European security and defense is extremely
important and we must keep the U.S. engaged in Europe (there are a
number of states that see their existence depending on the U.S. security
commitment to Europe).

— NATO exists and has a direction of development under the current
method of decision making (which will probably remain the same in
the foreseeable future) as long as there is a leadership in agreement with
other allies, a sense of development that it is useful to humanity in
general, for the Allies, and especially for contributors (the U.S. being
the largest).U.S. leadership in NATO does not imply any waiver of its
sovereignty, no “atlanticisation* of European policies, any support /
enforcement of U.S. policy or a white sheet over its policies. That is
why U.S. leadership is required, must be accepted, and interwoven with
rational arguments and balanced contributions to NATO operations
which lead to increased importance of European voices and European
interests in the matter, as long as the U.S. remains engaged in European
security and European states involved in global policies, balancing U.S.
policies and keeping Europe involved in major decisions.



NATO NEW STRATEGIC CONCEPT, ROMANIAN APPROACH 147

The attempt to bipolarise is unrealistic for the European states (which
still have separate positions), moreover the European pillar could create
major problems in the functionality Alliance wither by making the
Alliance uneffective due to US withdrawal or disporportional - with
reduced legitimacy of an important role and voices global policies.
We have to accept as legitimate that NATO 1is an instrument of foreign
policy for each allied state, the more so for the U.S., which therefore
remains committed to Europe. It becomes necessary then for European
states to direct themselves towards an effective and balanced
contribution to the mission and demonstrate an integrative nature, and
divide the costs and benefits in proportion to the contributions, and
with strategic size and profile of each state.

The U.S. and other countries have the right to pursue policies which
relate to all allies and other dimensions, and using other tools. So the
U.S. are allowed to apply bilateral instruments (to limit the decision
formula and formulas involving unilateral application of force that can
be clearly agreed in the Alliance, and the current leadership is inclined
to the U.S.) when EU or other states are not interested, and the EU may
have its own operations in acting with the support or infrastructure
capabilities of NATO or independently.

Coverage of legality and legitimacy is reciprocal, and can be agreed
upon through the Alliance’s system decision making system, to define
threats and define areas of the Alliance. The problem of capabilities (at
Transatlantic level) is also mutual, and as the US has military
capabilities needed by the EU, and the United States needs capabilities
that are European. Thus, in the spirit of multilateralism pursued by the
European Security Strategy, the EU needs to keep the U.S. engaged in
Europe and to participate in operations outside Europe (when it comes
to transactions pertaining to the defense of Europe and North Atlantic
security zone perceived as common).

The report between a separate action or other instruments (possibly ad
hoc coalition of the willing) that U.S. and EU and NATO joint action
must fall towards zero, while transatlantic perception matching risks
and threats, but also capabilities and involvement in third spaces, must
become more compatible.
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These principles are able to give solution for the following issues, solution
that will befit all those involved:

For the US NATO is obviously a tool of foreign policy, among many others
but the deep involvement of the Alliance in other directions showing
interest on other planes can bring almost all of these issues on the
discussion board within NATO, NATO’s involvement as a whole, with
increased security and strategic profile and the EU, and minimizing (to
zero) U.S. actions outside the station. The “global partner® approach in
NATO goes along the same lines and debate issues of defense and security
in the formula equal to the Alliance, and not in another setting (not
excluding here the UN Security Council). No one will discuss these issues
outside of the Alliance if all these problems are “insider* problems of
interest to all.

The formula can indeed bring legitimacy to U.S. policies, but it can also
influence them and all European states and allies in operations and
decisions and then fear of legitimizing a “unilateral policies* of the U.S.
decreases exponentially because it is much less expensive for Washington
to engage the Alliance in steady action, with cost sharing than a unilateral
or random formula, which may result in higher costs, especially with
decreasing levers that keep temporary U.S. allies close. Equally this
approach is less costly for European states, than the formulas involving
indifference and carelessness on specific issues, with time effects or the
response after a unilateral action that may affect the interests of European
states allied in a third area , the more you spend on taking away credibility
from the US or delegitimising its actions. Moreover, a problem of this
magnitude in a sufficiently efficiency and speedy bureaucracy to keep it
attractive, is more interesting for the United States and any allies to balance
the actual policies. NATO may thus be a true catalyst for joint decisions on
transatlantic decisions regarding security and defense issues.

Concerning the decision making process in NATO, the de facto acceptance
of U.S. rule is less harmful and realistic, even in the necessary leadership in
the Alliance than the loss of interest or commitment in Europe and the U.S.
decision to move outside the Alliance. Here are some important bottlenecks
limiting the consensus by the themes ambitions minor or purely symbolic,
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and real consensus obtained through discussion of arguments and tactical
failure to achieve the strategic objective of all employment decisions within
the Alliance, and avoid excessive forms of obvious to a European
counterweight to any position or draft decision of the United States, the
direct effect of polarization.

Obviously the effectiveness of the Alliance with the negative-voluntary or
positive-speed response aspects are being judged here. When both
dimensions are covered, it is natural to maintain joint decisions and
operational effects and efficacy in cases that require prompt responses.

Here is the place to debate a subject that is accused of being a proof of
safety division and that the U.S. responds only where it has interests in
Europe, on a bilateral basis. We believe that this assertion is fundamentally
flawed and is evidenced of a lack of strategic defense planning.

The fundamental mistake comes from a lack of interest in the subject of
missle defense in Europe, a subject that is costly and unpopular. In fact,
here we deal with an added value that the U.S. has brought to other
countries by locating an additional defensive tool, for a threat that is not
shared by all states. Here we can add numerous technical elements that
show that the allied targets are not covered by exemption from the
immediate holding capabilities, moreover, is already negotiating with the
Russian Federation submition of an additional shield. Who made this
assertion denies lack of obligation to the American tax-payer to fund only
element of the defense of Europe and the location of a European defense
values plus a state-funded sophistical may be interpreted as an obligation of
that State to produce the same type of defense for all the Allies, at their
expense. However this interpretation as a “divisibility of defense™ for
NATO states is at least laughable.

We will not conclude this section without addressing the idea of common
principles to broadening the Alliance. Even accepting that the U.S. looks
upon the NATO expansion as an opportunity to influence policy in the east,
the same can happen with all the Allies, for all of them are involved in these
decisions. Moreover, the formula proposes greater involvement and
increased interest of all allies for a much broader category of issues subject
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to change “expansion of political influence in the east™ of an actor in
“Eastern enlargement of NATO’s political influence, all allies, including of
the Europeans and the EU as such. Obviously, each step comes with costs
and benefits for security, but we do not believe it is true that it increases the
direct cost of territorial defense only because the new geographical area is
much higher. Instead, each new Member State shall be received as an added
value of transatlantic security and defense of the region and the comon
interface front with non-member States that can be seen as threats is
relatively constant.

What do founding members think about NATO? What do new
members think about?

We will attempt to briefly state what the main vision of foreign policy
pursued by Member States of the European Union against U.S. power and
to identify, therefore, certain reactions, trends and preferences expressed
by European “voices* in a context of transatlantic relations.

Distinct echoes of European “voices* were caught with greater clarity on
the background of the fracture occurred in the transatlantic partnership as a
result of U.S. military intervention in Iraq. Of course, reporting how the
controversial decision of European foreign policy of the Bush admi-
nistration in that particular context can be interpreted in terms of limits
induced by circumstancel. However, this episode generating dilemmas and
transatlantic divides had impressive effects on the academic efforts to
examine the seriousness of the crisis (temporary divergence or the
consequence of structural differences in addressing international issues), to
identify and understand the causes of this crisis and, not least all, to propose
various scenarios of a solution to this impasse.

Generally speaking the literature on “transatlantic crisis* oscillates, on the
one hand, proEuropean visions of those defenders of multilateralism and
American unilateralism in dealing with attorneys’ global issues. On the
other hand, it is easy to see the current trend of most theorists of inter-
national relations going to extremes, stressing that strategic convergence is
an element that provides a “Transatlantic optimism* — a fact largely
contradicted by actual developments on the global scene — or those divisive
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elements seeking to anticipate a worst-case pathscenario of transatlantic
relations — scenario also contradicted by the recent rather encouraging
transatlantic cooperation dynamic.

We will take as benchmark a neutral and balanced contribution, which is
noted in the vast literature of transatlantic relations for the lucidity with
which it dissects, at the interface between politics and theory, the division of
the Western world. Using theoretical scales offered by three schools of
thought - realism, liberalism and constructivism — the authors of the volume
“Divided West. European Security and the Transatlantic Relationship
divided the continent into five customized profiles based on strategic
options as a proportion of U.S. foreign policy vision: “Atlantic Europe*“,
“Core Europe“, “New Europe®, “Non-aligned Europe ‘and’ Periphery
Europe.

The UK is the best illustration of the “Atlantic Europe® and examining
“special relationship* between the U.S. and the UK brings to the forefront
an Atlanticist position which, while expressing concerns about the trends of
American hegemony unilateraliste, defends the US foreign policy approach
and support the inefficiency of the Gaullist French and German approaches
at the level of their impact on the administration in Washington. By aligning
itself to U.S. policy and choosing a direction opposite to that taken by
“Core Europe (“Old Europe®), the United Kingdom reiterated its
traditional role of transatlantic broker, an increasingly ambiguous and
difficult role.

A similar point of view on the role of Britain as a “bridge* in transatlanic
relations, but perhaps far too optimistic in terms of vision related to
regeneration of transatlantismului is suggested by Timothy Garton Ash.
Timothy Garton Ash does not necessarily advocate the idea of transatlantic
balance, but tries to investigate alternatives that could restore that balance
or that would alleviate, at least, the impact of critical elements that marked
the transatlantic relations in recent years. The key for euroatlanticist
consolidation is also British. Beyond bilateral relations between European
states and the U.S., Britain must assume the role of binder and “performer*
in the relationship between EU and U.S. “Great Britain links with Europe
and America are so strong and vital that the choice between Europe and
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America would be like choosing to shoot your right foot or left foot.
Therefore, we must try with all our forces to push Europe towards America
and America towards Europe”.

Redefining transatlantic relations depends on the strength of strategic
“euroatlanticist® visions struggle between two European ways of
attempting to deal with the U.S. partner: “neo-Gaullisme* and “neo-
churchillism. As Europe, guided by the vision of French, will adopt an
increasingly neo-Gaullist view, fostering EU-US opposition, the U.S.
unilateralism will become stronger. On the other hand, the United Kingdom
should avoid extreme neo-churchillism, allying the U.S. unconditionally
whenever the need to choose between the two, so as not to compromise the
neutrality and the role of binder and its position as a member of the Union.
Obviously, any evidence of multilateralism in the U.S. would help
European euroatlanticism.

The “Core Europe® ( “Old Europe*) vision in relation to the U.S. is best
expressed, in the opinion of Forsberg and Herd, by Germany, particularly
since it expressed its view against U.S. military intervention in Iraq before
France, giving, as Maria Wagrowski, states, “the tone of relations between
the EU and the U.S. at that time*. However, immediately after the U.S.
invasion in Iraq, including the vast U.S. initiative on the “global war on
terrorism®, the German position was reactive rather than proactive to the
subsequent “global war on terrorism*, proving the absence of internal
political will to place national Foreign Policy in a European context.

“New Europe’s “ position — a concept that means a group of new EU
Member States — is built on a realistic approach to transatlantic division,
which supports the idea of U.S. prevalence in the international arena,
focusing on the historical argument to support U.S. dependence rather than
the fear generated by American global hegemony. However, the force of the
new Member States’ Atlanticist attitude is questionable in terms of the
promoters of this theoretical scale, since, although it seems unlikely that
“New Europe® states will ever take up an open hostile position on
Washington, their view on international relations does not differ radically
from the old Member States. The interests and ambitions of these countries
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outline a European profile visible in time, especially by engaging in the
development of CFSP and ESDP, which will contribute to “New Europe’s™
critical attitude of towards developments in U.S. policy on global security .
“Non-aligned Europe* includes those EU countries not members of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization: Sweden, Ireland, Austria and Finland.
True to the principle of military neutrality, non-aligned states, although
generally adopt an equidistant policy between “Core Europe® and “Atlantic
Europe®, do not share the same strategic thinking and do not act as a
compact block when they relate to the U.S. The neutrality policy of this
group of countries can be supported, Forsberg and Herd’s believe, to the
extent that the strategic dissonance between “Core Europe™ and “Atlantic
Europe in the transatlantic relationship, NATO and the future role and
functioning relationship between NATO and the European security and
defense persists. In the event of a scenario of strategic convergence between
the views of the two blocks, the field of maneuvering of the countries
promoting the principle of military neutrality will be limited and their
foreign policy option will be more difficult to support.

The impact of the ‘Periphery Europe’ vision on the heterogeneous spectrum
of strategic positioning of EU Member States against the United States is
extremely important, especially as Russia, the exponent of the concept of
“peripheral Europe®, has a potential to become an actor of disagreement
both at the Union’s level and at the transatlantic relations plan. But it is
unlikely that Russia would opt - in a systematic manner and based on a
realistic calculation - for a policy of operating transatlantic disagreements,
because its interest are to address a constructive relationship with NATO,
and consequently with the U.S. and the European Union.

1. NATO Secretary General

In his speeches as representative of NATO, Secretary General Jaap de Hoop
Scheffer sought to clarify the importance of NATO in collective security
and prevent potential threats from emerging. NATO’s official representative
sees NATO as “the collective effort of many in order to ensure the security
and more®, which emphasizes maintaining the security of NATO members
and partners NATO’s leading role.
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Also, concerning the future of NATO, the Secretary General’s statements
we can substrat the idea of NATO training and involvement in prevention
and resolution of threats that are not neccessarily classic but new
challenges such as terrorist cyber attacks, WMD proliferationor loss of
energy resources. It is clear that the future NATO perspective involves
discussing emerging risks, an analysis of threats that may affect the safety
and security of future generations and ensuring an effective response to
these threats by developing their capabilities and making partnerships.

Thus, at the Bucharest Summit, Jaap de Hoop Scheffer insisted on the 4

main themes, which refer to the role and evolution of NATO:

1. reaffirming NATO operations as a vital security element- indicating
here the importance of involving NATO in Afghanistan (to prevent the
return of extremist camps, building a democratic and stable areas) and
in Kosovo, but also undertaking joint action with the UN, EU and other
major international organizations;

2. strengthening European space — opening NATO to the countries of SE
Europe, Ukraine and Georgia, and by strengthening relations with
countries in the Balkans (Montenegro, Bosnia Herzegovina and even
Serbia)

3. extension of NATO’s partnerships across the Euro-Atlantic area - since
it is an era of globalization and NATO partnerships must reflect this;

4. addressing new risks and threats.

Finally, NATO’s Secretary General believes that NATO needs to ensure its
relevance and effectiveness concerning long-term actions, to show more
clearly the public role and importance of NATO, and to consider the
answers to various problems that only arise temporary and to bear in mind
that permanent changes are necessary, sometimes even radical approaches
to NATO. In the near future, NATO will continue to deal with strengthening
its relationship with the EU, enlargement of the alliance, stabilizing the
“failing states®, the integration of new players (India, China) in the overall
system, and combat threats like climate change, migration , proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction, etc.
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2. Founding members
BELGIUM

Belgium’s position on NATO’s future was underlined by HRH Prince Philip
of Belgium in a speech delivered at the NATO headquarters in Brussels.
HRH appreciates in a positive direction the alliance’s leadership on
enlargement, the renewing of its political and military structures, its
renewed strategies and new missions in the Balkans and Afghanistan.
Belgium has always agreed to assume responsibility as a founding member
but also as the host nation of this organization; it also accepted and
encouraged the integration of the seven countries in NATO that have proved
to share the same vision. Belgium is in favor of as closer partnership with
the Russian Federation as part of the objectives pursued by NATO: peace
and security.

Belgium considers that real protection is gained through solidarity,
alliances, unions, partnerships, a society that is built together, a community
that shares the same values. Belgium promotes “building bridges* between
nations to increase security and promote integration to strengthens and open
multicultural societies promoted by NATO countries. These are the
principles that guide Belgium within the organization.

According to Belgium NATO is a real European and Atlantic organization,
which is what makes the organization unique and powerful. U.S. support is
essential for Europeans. Belgium needs and fully supports a transformed
NATO, an alliance of determined and well equipped members to meet new
global challenges. After concluding a meeting with his Ukrainian
counterpart, Yulia Tymoshenko, Prime Minister of Belgium said that
Ukraine is not ready yet to join the North Atlantic Alliance as not all the
prerequisites for accession have been met.

CANADA

In the Canadian view, NATO is the pillar of the relationship between
Canada and Europe. Canadian participation in NATO included exercises
conducted with allies and includes a high-level voice on matters of security
and stability in the Euro-Atlantic area.
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Canada is involved in many operations under the aegis of NATO in the
Balkans, in Iraq (since 2004 mainly in training security forces), in Africa
and Afghanistan. The Afghanistan chapter is a priority for the Canadian
government. ISAF (International Security Assistance Force) proves the
practical role that NATO has in ensuring peace and security beyond the
Euro-Atlantic area. Providing a stable, democratic and secure Afghanistan
is a top priority of NATO and Canada. Canada strongly supports NATO
leadership in Afghanistan and currently has about 2,500 people belonging to
Canadian Forces in Afghanistan (Kandahar). Canada is proud to fight for
achieving the ideals of NATO. The Canadian public opinion has voiced
solidarity for the allies’ in the mission in Kandahar.

FRANCE

France’s attachement for the transatlantic relation is a sustainable and
traditional one. France maintains that no coalition can replace the Alliance,
that NATO must adapt to the new context and that the main asset of the
organization in the future will be to strengthen Europe and defense. France
advocates a continuous dialogue and respect between partners, and makes
public their absolute solidarity for Turkey if it were threatened. NATO
enlargement is a salutary decision since the alliance is in a wider
geographical framework and a more consistent one at that. France supports
the establishment of a NATO reaction force. The greatest asset of NATO
will strengthen European security and defense policy who does not want a
competitor but an alliance partner. In view of the French in the future the
Alliance must take into account several issues: continuing efforts to
maintain stability on the European continent, refurbishing its military
structures, supported by strong upgraded European relations between all
countries kept through of consultation and cooperation.

In the French vision the future of NATO largely depends on the future of
the EU and the ESDP French commitment to NATO is a strong one
considering the fact that France is one of the first countries that contribute
to the alliance’s budget and French troops have been engaged in NATO
operations under UN mandate for 15 years. The fact that 21 EU countries
are also NATO members shows in the French view within NATO we find
the same values, same culture, same history. At present we can only speak
of NATO and the EU together for defense, security and peace. France has
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proposed four measures to promote NATO’s transparency and cooperation
between the alliance and the EU. Among the priorities of the French is the
association of non EU NATO members to the ESDP.

Concerning the accession of Ukraine and Georgia to NATO, France has
encouraged this, and noted that the two have the vocation to be members of
the alliance, but stating that accession is a matter that has a timetable.
However, at the December meeting in Brussels the French Minister for
European Affairs Jean-Pierre Jouyet said: “The accession of Ukraine and
Georgia is not current, nor are the interests of Europe or its relations with
Russia‘“; at the Bucharest summit Prime Minister Francois Fillon claimed
that France opposes the accession of Ukraine and Georgia because he thinks
“ it is not the right answer for the balance of power in Europe and between
Europe and Russia and we want to conduct a dialogue with Russia on this
issue.*

France is more skeptical with regard to NATO’s cooperation with other
countries like Japan, South Korea, Australia, etc.

ITALY

Italian Ambassador Claudio Bisogniero stated in one of his speeches that
NATO’s role is to ensure stability and peace. He also mentioned that NATO
has proved the most successful alliance in history and still associates it with
the success the Alliance had in defending the West and the fight against
communism.

In his view NATO countries had to switch to an active employment policy,
not only for the security service but also for international peace and
stability. NATO is also influenced by two seemingly contradictory factors:
continuity and change.

In continuing his speech the ambassador wanted to add that NATO has
always been unique in combining North America and Europe - with these
two common links (cultural, economic and political). As he further
emphasizes the Transatlantic Alliance is a framework that allows all
countries regardless of the statute to be heard, to seek solutions based on
consensus and to train and support military forces in action.
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LUXEMBURG

Luxembourg’s Defense Minister, Luc Frieden, says that NATO is an
indispensable tool for international security. In his view this organization
will need to ensure stability in the world at least for the next 20 years.
NATO is a unique institutional platform where international security issues
between Europe and America are discussed. NATO’s future must take into
account these two coordinates: the existence of a very effective military
alliance and a firm commitment from all members.

Foreign Minister of Luxembourg Jean Asselborn stressed that NATO’s
decisions have had a major influence on neighbours - including Russia.

THE NETHERLANDS

The Netherlands is one of the main participants in the NATO mission in
Afghanistan. Dutch Prime Minister Balkenende highlights the need for the
EU and U.S. to work together. Following a visit to the White House the
foundation of cooperation between the two countries as NATO allies to
combat AIDS / HIV in Africa, were put into place. FGBAD (Future Ground
Based Air Defense) is related to interoperability with other NATO air
defense systems. The Dutch Parliament approved the extension of the
mission in Afghanistan until 2010. Future vision of the Dutch alliance
depends on success in Afghanistan.

NORWAY

If after the Cold War NATO was looking for new tasks in the future the
challenge will be to choose tasks according to the resources owned and
avoid spending them inefficiently. The future development of the
organization should be based on a common political basis. Norway
welcomed the improving political climate in the bosom of NATO once the
new orientation of the U.S. (Bush’s second term) came into being. The
challenge for NATO’s future remains to solve the problem of Afghanistan.
NATO is vital for the future of an exemplary coordination among allies.
Norwegian Minister of Foreign Affairs, Store, has proposed several
propositions in order to improve coherence and international involvement
of allies: the UN must take command of its international efforts in
Afghanistan, we must improve cooperation and dialogue between capitals
and headquarters of international organizations.
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In terms of the NATO — Russia cooperation this is an important point that
involves a multitude of demands. It is easy to see that the NRC has not
evolved at the level expected when it was founded, not when it comes to
political dialogue nor when it comes to practical cooperation. Norway
hopes for a greater involvement by the Russian Federation. Working in the
NRC is characterized by routine and lack of dynamism, issues on which
Norway wants to have a word to say. Norway supports NATO cooperation
with other countries like Australia, New Zealand, Japan, South Korea. In
Norway’s view NATO needs global partners but must not become a global
organization. Perhaps the biggest challenge that NATO has to face is to
support the population of member countries for the actions they carry out.

PORTUGAL

Portugal’s contribution to the alliance has increased significantly over the
last decade in particular by participating in the IFOR in Bosnia. North
Atlantic allies are still having a key role in European collective security and
participation is essential for security and stabiliaty in Europe as
demonstrated by the conflicts in former Yugoslavia. Portugal supports
France’s policy to strengthen the foundation of the European pillar within
NATO. In view of the Portuguese NATO has to reform and develop by
strictly pragmatic principles. Portugal supports cooperation with countries
of the Mediterranean basin, Africa and South America

DENMARK

Denmark is in the process of transforming its armed forces, which will
allow them to double capacity to participate in NATO missions. NATO
must transform itself to remain a relevant organization, according to new
threats: terrorism, failed-states and the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction. NATO’s future must take into account a major transformation
in the armed forces made by transforming its national armynationale. The
Danish Minister of Defense sees in the future of NATO the need to give
credibility to this organization in the eyes of public opinion.
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The US

In his speech at the Bucharest summit, the U.S. President expressed, on
behalf of his country, his desire to see a united Europe in which all states
must benefit equally from freedom and stability. He welcomed the NATO
expansion, which in his opinion annulled the division of Europe and said
the purpose of this summit is to expand alliance.

The U.S. is, according to its president, willing to expand the alliance
towards countries that want to be part of it, considering that this would be
very much to their benefit and to that of NATO in general, the extension
must be made, in his opinion, based on merit rather than subjective
considerations.

In fact, the leader in Washington stressed that even Georgia and Ukraine, as
well as any European democracy that can fulfill the responsibilities that
NATO membership may join in future.

America says that the foundation of NATO lies not only need a security
policy of the U.S. and Europe, but also a common civilization, whose
values should be protected and promoted together so they must act in
concert against major threats like international terrorism, threatening the
civilization.

The values it wants NATO to promote are the values promoted by the
United States for a long time, namely freedom, democracy and human
rights, and an optimal tool to ensure the triumph of these issues worldwide
would be NATO, as demonstrated, says George W Bush, in Afghanistan and
Iraq.

However, the alliance is designed to protect all innocents, possible targets
of groups hostile to the values expressed above, and NATO is therefore
especially important because it is the means by which each person can feel
more secure.
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Bush has argued that unless you fight against enemies on their territory we
will have to fight them on our territory which would increase risks
enormously. In other words, to preserve the safety of citizens of the alliance
it is better to work remotely wherever necessary.

North-atlantic troops ensure stability, necessary security for new
democracies such as Afghanistan and Iraq. For reconstructing areas where
building a democratic state is at its beginning the U.S. launches new troops
in those areas, to fight alongside the democratic forces against local
extremists and to improve living conditions and safety.

NATO is therefore in the view of the American President, according to his
speech in Bucharest, a coalition the U.S. has the honor of being a member
of, with the aim of serving the values of open society and will continue to
promote the same policies in the future, which is closely related to its
nature, its reason to be. Victorious NATO operations are seen by Bush as a
demonstration to the world that the international situation is not under the
control of terrorist factions, but under that of the forces supporting the
values present in the U.S. and Europe.

In the future, President Bush says that NATO must meet the growing
challenges, fueled by technological developments; to this purpose he
stresses the importance of anti-missle shields in Eastern Europe and the
Pacific, for defense against potential missle threats from states whose
capacity to produce them increases, such as Iran or North Korea. So the
U.S. believes that 215 century NATO must pass from the simple philosophy
of intervention to that of prevention, deterrence, evoking the raised shields
and victories in the Balkans, Afghanistan and Iraq as good ways to
discourage threats.

In other words U.S. leadership sees a continued evolution of NATO, which
is an adaptable structure that can always change the philosophy and
methods to deal with new realities: the Cold War alliance was intended only
to protect Western Europe from the USSR, without there ever being an
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operation to this end during this period, then, after the end of this era it was
an open organization, in which countries from the, now defunct, communist
space could enter, it reached intervention in unstable areas, so in a more
political active role, to a much more obvious and more important presence
so that in future NATO efforts will prevent possible tensions and tragedies.

3. New members

Regarding the position of the States of Central Europe towards NATO and
the future of the alliance, it is to support its initiatives.

—  After the Bucharest Summit the Member States of the Visegrad Group
Hungary, Poland and the Czech Republic made a joint statement
expressing their support for Ukraine and Georgia to join NATO

— These countries from Central Europe believe that the U.S. has a major
role in the alliance and therefore their position is to work to determine
the U.S. to realize that their support for the alliance is indispensable,
better said the U.S. commitment to Western European states extends to
the states in Central Europe and therefore the U.S. security commitment
is indispensable

— Members from of Central Europe consider that NATO is the only
military alliance capable of ensuring security in view of the that the EU
has not yet developed a security policy dimension that will be able to
replace NATO forces in the defense of Europe

POLAND

Poland’s security strategy sees in NATO a military alliance that should
strengthen its role in Central Europe and should focus on strengthened
regional cooperation . To become a “coalition of subcoalitions*. Also
Poland’s NATO membership offers greater security and is an additional
security guarantee to Poland’s domestic and international development. It is
in the interest of Poland that NATO remains a military alliance whose
purpose is to ensure the security of Member States. Strengthening
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capabilities and strengthening relations between allies is a priority for
Poland’s external security policy. Also Poland is aware that the NATO
military alliance must be able to cope with new threats to international
security such as the assymetric conflcit , proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction.

Poland is in favor of NATO’s continuing military transformation, and it
supports the idea of designing a new NATO strategy corresponding to a
redefinition of the role in preserving the security of alliance members.

Poland is in favor of a reapprochement between NATO and EU considering
the two as complementary and not competing.

THE CZECH REPUBLIC

It considers that its main security threat is represented by states, non state
organisation which do not respect the rules of international law and therefore
supports the emergence of a new strategic concept of NATO to provide
leadership in promoting democratic values and imposing peace and stability.
The Czech Republic believes that the danger of spreading weapons of mass
destruction requires specific methods in terms of preventing their spread and
emphasizes that this requires some specific equipment of NATO’s military
forces which should play a role in preventing such a situation

The role of NATO is to remain a military alliance able to cope with new
type of security threats and to cope with the tasks of peace enforcement and
peacekeeping.

UNGARIA

Hungary considers NATO presence on European soil as a guarantee of its
security on an international level.

Participating with troops to NATO missions is a problem for Hungary as the
population does not agree with some of NATO’s actions. Also because of the
lack of capabilities and due to budget cuts for defense the danger is that Hungary
will not able to meet obligations arising from membership of the alliance.
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ROMANIA

The access of the first three East European states to NATO in 1999 was
followed by the biggest wave of NATO enlargement in its history in 2004
when 7 states were admitted into the alliance. The NATO leaders reaffirmed
even at the Istanbul Summit that the Alliance doors will remain open to
democratic countries in Europe that are willing to assume responsibilities
and obligations of membership, under Article X of the Washington Treaty.

The summit in Bucharest was a milestone in establishing new lines of
action for NATO and the transformation of the Alliance into one that can
more easily adapt to security requirements. As NATO Secretary General
Jaap de Hoop Scheffer said, NATO’s main objectives in the coming period
are to significantly accelerate the transformation of the organization,
continue to provide support for Afghanistan to become a democratic nation
and governed properly, but that the Alliance must retain its strategic and
military advantage which is why all Member States should continue to
invest in military capabilities to make them more flexible and to ensure the
right equipment.

Romania, for example, is one of the new states which supports the
Alliance’s enlargement policy and wishes to broaden the areas of policy
beyond the Black Sea region, to countries like Georgia or Ukraine, and
enhanced partnerships with Moldova, Armenia and Azerbaijan. As the
newcomer in the Alliance, Romania strongly supports NATO policy both in
terms of political transformation and expansion of partnerships, as well as
the promotion of non-proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and
fighting terrorism. On the one hand, Romania wish to join NATO was
unable to determine a particular foreign policy line located in line with
NATO needs to show the availability and necessity for Romania, in terms
strategico-military. We must not forget that Romania has access to the Black
Sea area of great strategic importance which managed to capture, lately, the
attention of the international community. Romanian President Traian
Basescu, wished to reaffirm the support therefore will provide the strategic
objectives during the formal NATO Summit in Bucharest.

Romania’s main interest remains the Black Sea, which is why the
Romanian delegation headed efforts to bring to the forefront the importance
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of this area especially since the recent conflict in Georgia have increased
the visibility of this region. It is very important to solve existing frozen
conflicts in the Black Sea area, especially since the area is considered not
infrequently a buffer zone between Russia and the European Union. Efforts
by the EU to support regional cooperation in the Black Sea region have
doubled after the conflict in August this year, involving Russia and Georgia,
said Friday, November 1%, 2008, Leonard Orban.

We must not forget that Romania has been a EU member since 2007. One
of the debates that has recently animated the international community is the
extent to which the existence of NATO and the ESDP, in the context of the
latter transformation and the strengthening cooperation between EU
Member States on EU’s own security policies are redundant given the fact
that both cover the same area: that of security. Romania supports the
strategic partnership between NATO and the EU since it realised the need
for cooperation between the two organizations especially as the solutions to
new security threats require the joint action of states and international
organizations.

All these European issues concerning transatlantic relations make it almost
impossible to find elements of compatibility and incompatibility between
the U.S. and the European Union from an angle of analysis directed solely
by diplomatic Washington-Brussels axis. Theoretical scales given by the
great schools of thought in international relations can explain to some
extent the stability elements defining transatlantic relations and the
fluctuation of vision and foreign policy decisions that led this partnership
towards a decline after 2003.

Will NATO and Article 5 become less and less relevant for EU members
in terms of hard security?

This topic will be approached from two complementary points of view:
first, a process of myth busting concerning Article 5 as a direct defense and
security instrument and its real interpretation as an instrument for willingly
discouraging and showing solidarity. The second point of view refers to the
content, credibility and relevance of Article 5 for EU member states.
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What we can say clearly, by looking at all NATO documents, the
Washington Treaty, the Final Declaration of the Bucharest Summit or the
latest is that Article 5 does not warant an ally’s obligation to react in case
of an attack, by virtue of the legal effects of the documents.

Yes. Every ally considers himself attacked, and this limits the actions and
relations with the aggressor but does not assume “immediate reaction,
with all the means available, to eliminate the threat and defend the ally
under attack” as it happens on international level with the state under
attack. Because there is no constraint everyone can act through diplomatic
or any other means to counter the attack. The North Atlantic Treaty only
validates every states’ right to consider himself under attack a fight
back in a legitimate way, as Article 51 of the UN Charter states.

From this point of view it is self evident for every lawyer of expert working
with this document that the reasons why the Allies react directly are
different, based on the interpretation of the state under attack: self interests,
interest regarding the Alliance, its credibility, direct threat to its own
defense, the need to resort to reciprocical situation etc. Still the Alliance
worked cedibly with Article 5 as a fundamental instrument for
discouraging any attack, for the simple fact that it maintains the threat
of a concrete and credible legitimate massive reaction on behalf of all
the Allies.

Until proven otherwise — a case of using Article 5 (possibly unprecedented
by the consultations mentioned in article 4), not followed by operations or
actions of the Alliance — the compelling power of Article 5 remains
fundamentally credible and an extremely solid security warranty for all
Allies. And let us not forget that one of the major arguments over the
credibility of the warranty is given by the way the Allies look towards
Article 5 themselves as a credible warranty. Thus the relevance and
credibility of Article 5 for European state is given by the way they
themselves look at the content of this warranty.

On a secondary level, a large number of European countries members of
NATO, but also a large number of non-member states of NATO, and EU
(which resumed in solidarity clause of Article 5 as a shaded) look at Article
5 as a defense and security component essential for their citizens.
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Moreover, the effect of undermining the credibility and guarantee of
security to of Article 5 within the Alliance, can lead to major effects on
who shall subvert the symbolic value of Article 5, for security lies mostly in
credibility, perception and symbolic images. Building credibility and image
took a major part of the Cold War and almost 20 years of post-war and may
be torn down easily and in no time, but could be replaced with something
equivalent up to the effective implementation of Article 5.

Now, if we were to discuss NATO enlargement and the inevitable link with
Article 5 of the Alliance, we believe that there are important arguments to
show that the causal link is absent, while respecting the principles of
extension referred to in Article 10 of the Treaty. The validity and credibility
or Article 5, as well as its applicability is not less true for Turkey and
Greece in the 60°s and 70’s that it is for future new members such as
Georgia or Ukraine in 2012 year of 2014.

The idea of entering an area of influence of another superpower or regional
power cannot be discussed now, unless NATO changes its current approach
to the principles of international relations, other than the UN Charter rules.
No NATO member state will be asked to go to war to defend a non-NATO
member state such as Georgia and the defense Georgia defense really needs
is the defense of any NATO member before a direct attack of the Russian
Federation. Here lies in fact the credibility and force art. 5: the clear
assertion clear, without doubt or ambiguity, the decision of Member States’
action in defense of any NATO ally, even if the abuser is the Russian
Federation.

If Russia receives such a concrete and coherent and consistent message in
responses to each action, then the need to resort to force to protect ourselves
as an Alliance would be throughly reduced. On the contrary, suspicions,
obvious differences and disputes, questioning the credibility of Article 5.
only lead to a closer need to respond in the defense on an ally. Who can
afford such an option, these costs and undermining the Alliance itself to
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much higher costs? How credible would the solidarity clause be if the same
signatories did not respect and even undermine the solidarity of NATO.

A sufficient length of time, reform of power structures of future candidate
countries, accurate and specific criteria for accession, all may not lead to the
confirmation of the added value of NATO membership. And drawing red
lines on the map is not credible in a post-modern world.
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Chapter II
The ESDP-NATO Relation
Tulian Chifu

There are several topics that have to be addressed when discussing the way
we look at and try to solve the problems related to the relation and
cooperation between NATO and the EU. Firstly we have different ways of
viewing security, defining risks and threats but also planning reactions,
capabilities to be used and ways to react in case of security issues. Secondly
we have different approaches and types of formal cooperation between the
two institutions. Not less important is the conjugated force of trans-
formation that the two have in case of new and future members but also in
the case of their neighbours and neighbourhood, necessary reforms for new
members to join, these being consistent and complementary and leading to
the institutional and functional modernisation of those states.

We have to realise that Europe has become, from several points of view a
narrower place from a geopolitical perspective: whether we like it or not the
EU core is moving; it moved towards the west during and after the Second
World War and towards the East after the Cold War ended. Also Europe is
richer in history, based on rivalries and competition between states. During
the last 15 years we have not had a lot of conflict, more rivalries and
competition, politics and policies whose “legacy” we have enherited to
bring into the 21% century. Europe’s second element of richness is its
experience in institutional construction — it is probably the most crowded
place on earth in terms of institutions.

The fundamental issue today is that more and more of Europe’s problems
are avoided and circumvented from a normal and frontal approach which of
course takes these problems further away from finding a solution for the
institutions we have created. So the problems that experts and practitioners
feel are fundamental to Europe are outside the institutional mechanism that
we have created.

The most shocking issue for anyone assesing Europe is that it is still rich in
a special and strange sense, with acute forms of insecurity, compared to any



170 Tulian CHIFU

part of the world. We are still the continent where issues relating to security
are high on the agenda and that adds to the sense of insecurity in Europe —
even if someone would say that the sum of security problems comes from
the high degree of rationalising and identifying them, their perception is
foremost a mechanism tied to responsability. Moreover politicians base
their answers and decisions on this syndrome that does not always comply
with reality.

Another issue is the fact that Europe has an important legacy when it comes
to postponing a critical decision that concerns it and acting according to
decisions taken by others. Finally we cannot ignore the fact that we are
probably at the best point in the last 20 years for Europe to develop a more
correct, effective and efficient relation between its institutions.

A few of Europe’s fundamental problems obviously relate to the scaffolding
effect on its security and of course the relation between NATO and the
ESDP. We will underline a couple of these issues as open questions.

First of all who should take inititative for generating a real, correct and
fruitfull cooperation between NATO and the EU? Experts talks always turn
into a classical debate over who came first: the egg or the chicken? Thus the
first dilemma is whether states or institutions should take initiative. Of
course there is no right answer to this question. No cooperation can be
fundamentally improved unless states realise and come to an agreement
over what they want from this cooperation. On the other hand states will
never reach a right solution unless they are helped by national decision
makers with the unique expertise that both NATO and the EU have so that
they will understand how these enourmous, complex and extremelly
sofisticated institutions work.

The second question is of course why should these institutions cooperate?
International debate brings us a series of answers: Christophe Cornu argues
the fact that cooperation is neccessary because you would have a
convergence between policies, in the economic field, in issue of military
strategy and because it is only natural for them to do so. Other experts state
that there are a number of other essential conditions, challenges and
possibilities that are open and enlarge the area of cooperation further than
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ever before. Nicole Taillefer also maintains that cooperation is natural in the
case of the institutional construction process of both organisations and that
what NATO does through its transformation process is to give a larger area
of cooperation. Why they should cooperate is proven by the series of
arguments relating to the good results already provided by this cooperation,
as arguments for pursuing this road further and extending cooperation and
convergence. Good results in critical regions are extremely important for
the process to continue.

The third fundamental question is why would we want to deepen
cooperation, what is the purpose and meaning of this? And here we have a
number of answers:first cooperation is neccessary to fill the hole in the new
security paradigm and to answer new challenges and threats that the change
in the international security environment. A second answer would be that
we need to strengthen cooperation because we need to strengthen the
transatlantic bond as it is of the outmost importance for Europe’s security
and defense today and in the future. The third answer would be related to
crisis management, and the purpose of this colaboration is that NATO and
the EU become more important and valuable institutions for Europeans. It
has already been admited that European institutions have a certain
credibility deficit in the eyes of European citizens and so strenghthening
cooperation will determine a shift towards an heightened level of
credibility. Finally another answer would be that there is a special agenda
that can be achieved only if the cooperation between NATO and the EU
would grow further.

The next question is what means do we posses to determine a better
cooperation between NATO and the ESDP? We have a number of indicators
and arguments which are relevant to formulating a complete answer to this
question: first we have a great deal of political instruments and resources in
terms of political thinking as well as political actions. Then we have the
economic resources and means at our disposal which help to build any kind
of cooperation, and can also help the institutional rationalising process to
avoid duplicating capabilities and bringing efficiency to said actions. We
have to use our resources to make both institutions more effective and
efficient as cooperation leads to both institutions better serving their
purpose. And through this cooperation Europe is brought closer to its
dreams and goals but also closer to its citizens’ expectations.
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So this strengthening is not a mere exercise of improving institutions nor is
it a simple exercise to make policies more effective but is fundamentally an
exercise meant to make Europe capable to overview its own growth and
development and reach its objectives, reflected both in the NATO and the
EU objectives.

Keeping the strategic euro-atlantic partnership alive could provide security
in several ways and levels, not just from a military and defensive point of
view. The economic dimension as well as other dimension which we can
find in both organisation cannot develop separately from the two
organisations.

NATO and the EU are what we can call a “promise to get married”. The
problem with any marriage is the way decisions are made inside a couple.
This is exactly the problem: who takes the the important decisions and who
takes the less important ones. In any case this marriage is a planned, will
happen, and moreover will last if a proper decision making system is
approved, based on common or complementary mechanism of applying the
decisions made, in order to respect the independence of both organisations.

Divergences in approaching security between EU and NATO

The main debate concerning the NATO and EU/ESDP relation is

determined by the differences in approaching several topics, conditions and

ways of actions for safegurading security for the member states or

approaching conflictual or delicate situations in different places in the world

in particular. These include:

1. Using legitimate/authorised force in major international conflicts

2. The war or fight against terrorism with means of approaching organised
crime

3. Pre-emptive versus preventive action

4. Different typologies for missions assumed by NATO and EU/ESDP

There are a series of bilateral accords for using NATO capabilities by the
EU in missions lead by the EU, based on the Berlin plus agreements. But
perhaps the most interesting are the innovations brought by the EU in terms
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of security, Constitutional Treaty and later the Lisbon Treaty. These are the
elements that shape the EU as a regional security actor, at least in its
intensions and the analysis can be used later on to bring answers concerning
the present and future relation between the two policies.

The most cumbersome element was the transatlantic tear, which came after
the war in Iraq. It was explained, broadly, by the differences in European
and American vews concerning risks and threats, or by the anwers
neccessary to counterthese threas. Between 9/11™" and 2008 the security
doctrines of both the US and the EU and actions outside of counterstriking
this phenomenon evolved towards a certain degree of convergence
neccessary to effectively approach this asymetric threat multilaterally.

Mulltilateral security arangements and authorised use of force

If we refer to global security in a context of multilateral cooperation with a
universal vocation, the set of normes that circumscribe the limits of using
legitimate force is present in Chapter VII of the UN Charter. At this level,
the Security Council is the only UN structure abilitated to interpret the law,
“to acknowledge the existence of a threat to peace, breach of peace or an act
of aggression and to reccommend or decide the measures to be taken,
according to articles 41 and 42, to maintain or establish peace and
international security.”

Getting involved in actions that have to do with security through
multilateral arangements are restrictive, but offer certain benefits such as:
the legitimacy of military actions both national and international; the
possiblity to share responsabilities both in times of conflict and of post-
conflict; facilities concerning access to the battlefield or access to
information. All these benefits of multilateral cooperation in security are
recognized, at least theoretically, even by the US administration, which still
manifest a scepticism obivoulsy tied to the UN Security Council’s ability to
act quickly and effectivelly when pro and con arguments have to be blanced
against using force (in the case of Iraq).

In this kind of situation where multilateral administration of secruity is
perceived as obstructive towards US national interest, reorientation towards
a unilaterla approach is immediatelly justified by poiting out the costs of
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multilateralism: the risk of giving away decision making abilities and
sometimes even control over US military operations to states that do not
have the same priorities and strategy as the US; the risks associated to
postponing actions concerning international security that, in view of
American officials, are urgent; the costs associated to information leaks due
to multilateral cooperation commitments; excesivelly policising war
strategies and distorting military objectives etc.

These are but a few of the arguments exposed by American analysts
tempted to raise some of the problems of inconclusive interpretation of the
Charter, of procedural or decisional slowness of the UN Security Council
and present these as evidence for the irrelenvance of this multilateral
organisation. The most frequent method of justification in terms of proving
the inefficiency of multilateralism in international security is reducing its
significance to a military dimension. Still authorising armed interventions is
only one of the components included in the multilateral taxonomy applied
in the area of global security. Multilateral cooperation in security issues,
including in the larger context given by the UN system, is
multidimensional, starting — as it is stated in the extenso of Chaper VII of
the Charter — from the actions meant to evaluate risks (information,
analysis, identifying threats) or those of intermediation for solving disputes
peacefully. It also implies humanitarian assitance before, after and during
armed conflicts, applying economic, political or military sanctions. And last
but not least another component of multilateral cooperation regarding
security is supporting post-conflict reconstruction.

All these responsabilities complementary to authorised military intervention
are meant to maintain peace and international security and are part of the
global project for multilateralism for security. In these missions apart from
different structures part of the UN different regional organisations, ad-hoc
state alliances participate towards a collective approach of problems
belonging to the security concept. An attempt to defend the UN’s relevance
as a fundamental actor in administrating global security an start from a brief
succint analysis of different military conflict: East Timor, Kosovo and the
war in Iraq. The interpretation is meant to counter the “UN’s failure” in the
two cases of using force without the authorisation of the Security Council,
Kosovo and Iraq.
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In East Timor the military intervention was authorised, supported and lead
by the UN, this being a clear example of multilateral cooperation within the
UN system. In the case of Kosovo, using force was not authorised by the
UN, but the intervention was lead in a non-UN multilateral context, under
the command of NATO. The US invasion in Iraq in 2003 was not authorised
by the UN Security Council and did not take place under NATO support but
was lead by an ad-hoc coalition of states under the leadership of the US.
The last two episodes were considered by experts in international law as
cases of formal violation of the UN Charter, although there were post-
factum arguments in favour of the legitimacy of the two actions. The
comission assigned to investigate the legal status of the intervention in
Kosovo reached the conclusion that it had an “illegal but legitimate™ status,
based on the standard criteria that justify a humanitarian intervention,
doubled by the argument of mobilising international support. Moreover the
military intervention took place in a multilateral context, under the
command of a regional security organisation, based on normes concerning
collective security. Both in East Timor and in Kosovo, the UN authorised
and supported actions of post-conflict reconstruction and supported local
administration to deal with problems of post-intervention internal
rehabilitation problems.

The Iraq issue is probably the most analysed case in unilateral military
intervention, given the division it produced amidst the international
community, the strong oposition expressed by most of the members of the
UN Security Council and the absence of a multilateral umbrella given by a
security alliance different that the UN. Still straight after the start of the
military campaign in Iraq and the overthrow of the Saddam Hussein regime,
there was an attempt by the UN to legalise the British-American actions by
adopting a series of resolutions in favour of recognising the status of British
and American troops as forces of occupation authorised by international
law. The quick decision to open a civilian mission in Baghdad was followed
by its bombing in august 2003 which determined the immediate withdrawal
of UN officials from Iraq and coming back a few months later. Afterwards
the UN’s role was a bit more active in monitoring the elections in 2004 and
2005 and the surveilance of the process of power transfer from the
American-British forces to the new Iraqi leadership.
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Starting from the particularities of the three military interventions, two of
which took place under multilateral umbrella (UN and NATO) the main
argument in favour of the relevance of the UN as a key organisation for
administrating global security comes from the multifunctional character of
security multilateralism. International security does not only depend upon
the decision to resort to force or make its use more efficient in counter-
acting against a threat, especially if it is a transnational one, which cannot
be traced of defeted by a unilateral approach such as global terrorism.
Multilateral cooperation implies the entire sprectrum of preventative
measure — negociations, sanctions, development aid, monitoring human
rights violations as well as collective involvememnt in post-conflict
reconstruction and peace-keeping actions.

In all these soft components of multilateralism, involving the UN is
neccessary and according to recent studies, much more effective than
American involvement, based primarily on fighting threats by military
means. In this dimension of international security through multilateral
cooperation, the contribution of the European Union is also extremely
important, given the tipically European view of using soft instruments for
peace keeping and security issues at a global level. The common element
between the UN and the EU as multilateral actos concerning security is the
so-called absence of human resources and military capabilities, both of
which depend on the staff, capacity, budgets of member states. These
constraints explain the reticence of both actors to fight threats by armed
combat, as well as the doctrine similarities that value the soft approach.

Global war against terrorism: pre-emptive or preventive war?

Initial gaps between American and European perceptions regarding the
terrorist threat were minimised, especially after the London and Madrid
events drew Europe’s attention on the magnitude of this international
phenomenon. Both the US National Security Strategy and the European
Security Strategy identify and place the terrorist threat among the major
security risks on the international stage, alongside weapons of mass
destruction proliferation, failed states or organised crime. Still the American
view concerning terrorist threats — as it transpired from the successive
security strategies of 2002 to 2006 — is focused in the first phrase in this
document: “ America is at war. This is a National Security Strategy for a
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period of war imposed by the serios challenge which we are facing — the
magnitude of the terrorist phenomenon, fueled by an agressive hate and
crime ideology that the American people witnessed on the 11%" of
September 2001.” For the American administration the terrorist threat is
perceived first of all as a national security risk, which justifies — within the
logic of such a doctrine — the unilateral decision of confronting international
terrorism, with or without the UN or NATO umbrella.

The New National Sercurity Strategy of the US “in times of war’ was
presented by G. W. Bush at West Point in June 2002. The new document
marked the end of the old American policy to border and discourage US
rivals from the Cold war. Another type of threat, assymetric, that of
international terrorism, implied launching a different kind of war than that
fought in the bipolar era. To reach these goals of fighting assymetric threats
at a world scale the US president introduced a new type of concept, pre-
emptive war which differs from preventive war through the imminence of
the attack from the other side. The semantic difference comes from the
difference between and prevention: if the preemptive war pushes back and
counterstrikes and imminent attack the preventive one eliminates a potential
threat before it appears. Pre-emptive action is forced by circumstances
while preventive actions forces the circumstance, by transposing the
possible to the present.

The two types of confruntation can easily by placed inside different
typologies of defense and aggression wars. Thus according to Article 51 of
the UN Charter pre-emptive war can be considered legal, as it is similar to
defensive wars, its legality depending on the degree of clarity, reality and
imminence attributed to the aggression. Opinions related to the pre-emptive
or preventive nature of the latest conflict in Iraq side towards interpreting
the episode as a preventive action, hard to place in traditional philosophies
of confruntations and exposed to the leap beyond the limits of international
law. Z. Brzezinski, the former American council for National Security,
states, by a rahter critical view, the risks of confusion between pre-emptive
and preventive action, confusion that leads to an interchangability between
the two concept in chapter 5 of the US National Security Strategy:

“The distinction between pre-emption and prevention is important to the
world order and should not be overlooked (...) Pre-emption can be justified
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by national interests threatened imminently and thus, is unilateral. Great
deal of information is neccessary to argue (at least retroactively) such an
arbitrary act. On the other side, prevention should be preceded as much as
possible by mobilisation of political pressure (including at an international
level) to avoid the innevitable from happening; force should only be used
all other options have been eliminated and discouraging is no longer a
credible alternative. If discrimination arise, especially from the super-power
that is supposed to have the most means of discouragement — then a plague
of preventive unilateral wars that pretend to be pre-emptive can occur.”

The American Strategist signals and extremly sensitive aspect in the
unilateral approach of an assymetric threat such as inernational terrorism:
setting a precedent. Terrorism continues to be a notion that has no
universally accepted definion in international academic or political circles.
Prevention of such a threat with military means can induce the illussion of
morality, if not legitimacy of any unilateral military intervention care
invoque the imminent presence of danger, whether it is real, pretended or
framed. Closer to the present, at a US Senate hearing on February the 1%
2007 Zbignew Brezinski takes the issue of unilateral armed combat risks,
but also a fake pre-emptive character and present the scenario of a possible
invasion of Iran by the US, starting from a similar pattern to that of the
previous conflicts in Afghanistan and Iraq.

Brzezinski’s speech of February 2007 is, at times, controversial and betrays
willfull ambiguity. This later started comments relating to the possible
intention of the former US councilor for defense to reiterate in an official
setting the credibility — from his point of view — of conspiracy speculations
tied to the framed origines of the 9/11'" attacks. His vision on the best ways
to counteract to international terrorist threats is closer to the European
vision, that manifest scepticism concerning the long term efficiency of
radical military measures to fight terrorism and stresses the essential
importance of investigating and treating the causes of this phenomenon.

In the EU measure against international terrorism started to be analysed
more carefully and subsequently formalised in June 2004 , at the European
Concil. As a result of presenting a report on the implementation of the
Declaration on the fight against terrorism, the Political and Security
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Commmittee was assigned to find the conceptual framework for identifying
the ESDP’s contribution to the fight against terrorism, including its pre-
emptive dimension. The document is based on the following principles:
solidarity among states; voluntary contribution by said states to the clear
understanding of the terrorist threat by elaborating and facilitating access to
risk analyses; coordonation between pillars for achieving EU objectives in
the fight against terrorism; partnership cooperation; understanding the
complementary nature of ESDP and fully respecting member states
responsability in the fight against terrorism.

Through the ESDP member states can be part of civilian and military crisis
management operations with four directives according to the European
Strategy on Terrorism: prevention (mobilising all resources, including
military and, given the assymetric nature of this threat, facilitating access to
information and information exchange); protection (durting crisis
management operations, for reducing human resources and material
vulnerability in case of a terrorist attack) responding/managing
consequences (for which military means can have a direct role or a
supportive one); supporting third party countries in the fight against
terrorism within different ESDP missions. Subsequently, through a Council
decision of February 2007, the specific Prevention, preparedness and
consequence management of terrorism programme for 2007-2013 was
launched. Also within the multilateral fight against terrorism project, the
EU signed an agreement with the US government concerning the security of
classified information through which the two partners will cooperate by
means of classified information exchange and concerning consolidating
multiple protection mechanism which will ensure the neccessary degree of
security.

European multilateralism and managing global security

European ambitions concerning showing a credible profile in foreign policy,
especially European Security and Defense Policy, were initially en-
countered with great reserves both by the US and the governments of the
members states. Their reservations towards increasing their spending for
European defense budget is self-evident, which combined with the
intergovernmental character of this area of politics which complicates the
decision making process a great deal further makes the military dimension
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of ESDP a recent development but with a fast evolution. Since setting its
objectives concernining minimal endowment for tasks included in the
Petersberg Missions triad at the official launch of ESDP at the Helsinki
European Council and the later agreement Headline Goal on the neccessary
capabilities for supporting operations within ESDP (reaction force of 60
000 people to be mobilised within 60 days) the EU capacity to involve itsef
in different military operations, for stabilisation or reconstruction has
evolved a great deal.

Starting with 2003 the EU has participated in, through military and civilian
forces for different missions and operations outside its geographical area —
the Western Balkans, South Caucasus, SE Asia, the Middle East and Africa
— first by taking over NATO mission and then continuing them in the
Balkan area (ALTHEA mission in Bosnia-Herzegovina).

The EU is one of UN’s main partners in managing crisis and conflict
prevention, by having the full scale of neccessary instruments for fullfilling
missions in this area of governing global security: political dialogue,
mediation, cooperation agreements, comercial policy instruments,
development aid, economic and social policy, humanitarian or emergency
aid, support for reabilitation and reconstruction as well as coertion measure
such as political and economic sanctions or military force. Amongst the
political recomendations that target consolidating this cooperation on a
multilateral level presented in specialised studies were mentioned the
following main ideas: the need to establish priorities concerning conflict
prevention, crisis management and post-conflict reconstruction with the
UN; multilateralising peace operations; consolidating the neccessary
mechanism for information exchange; strenghthening the EU’s visibility at
UN level and consolidating the EU’s legal status.

Innovations for the Reform Treaty on European security and defense issues

In the event that the Lisbon Treaty will be ratified it will include a number
of innovations with fundamental implications on strengthening foreign and
security policy. The document confirms the first single legal personality of
the European Union. Creating a single legal entity will provide a better
representation of the Union at international level and will also help to
strengthen the role of the European Union as a global player. A Union
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equipped with a single legal personality may negotiate and conclude
international agreements, with the possibility of joining the European
Convention on Human Rights. The Union will be able to join international
organizations and may act in a more coherently and effectively on the world
stage.

The Treaty states that the CFSP is subject to rules and procedures. It
establishes, in fact, the particularity of the CFSP area that still remains
subject to the intergovernmental method of decision-making and,
predominantly, by unanimous vote. However, the new Treaty introduces a
new provision (Bridge Clause) which allows the European Council to
decide, by voting unanimously to extend qualified majority voting in CFSP
for a future date. Decisions military or defense implications will require the
unanimous vote. Decisions on the CFSP also have a special character, as
they are not, with some notable exceptions, subject to review by the Court
of Justice of the European Union.

Creating the post of High Representative of Foreign Affairs and Security
Policy is another institutional innovation introduced by the Treaty of
Lisbon. The High Representative will be appointed by the European
Council and the post will include the two current positions with
responsibility for foreign policy (the position of High Representative for
CFSP and Commissioner for Foreign Affairs). The High Representative will
occupy a central position in the European institutional framework and will
be able to give the EU a stronger voice in international affairs. The Lisbon
Treaty gives a double role to the High Representative. He will ensure on the
one hand the Council Presidency for its Foreign Affairs configuration and
on the other he will be vice-president of the European Commission. Among
his tasks are also the right of initiative in CFSP and representing the Union
in meeting third parties and intergovernmental organizations and
conferences (including the Security Council and the UN).

The High Representative will be assisted in his activity by the European
External Action Service. It would be composed of officials of relevant
departments of the Secretariat of the Council and Commission, as well as
national diplomats seconded by Member States. Service composition aims
for convergence of Member States’ foreign policies, and creating a common
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culture in foreign policy. EEAS organization and operation will be a
Council decision, a decision to be adopted after the ratification of the Treaty
of Lisbon, based on a proposal from the High Representative after
consulting the European Parliament and after approval by the European
Commission.

The Lisbon Treaty also introduces for the first time a mutual defense clause
that states that if a Member State is the victim of armed aggression on its
territory, the other Member States are obliged to give aid and assistance by
all means available. Another element crucial for reforming and
strengthening multilateral cooperation in the intergovernmental CFSP and
ESDP is to introduce a simplified method for strengthening such
cooperation, namely the permanent structured cooperation, which allows
Members willing to advance in this field. The real “defense Schengen®,
permanent structured cooperation is more flexible than conventional
reinforced cooperation and thus allow the Union to move forward in this
area.

What deserves mentioning is that in both the EU and NATO the views on
the strengthening of multilateralism in the area of security cooperation
scenarios are focused on differentiated scenarios, “a la carte” alternatives
that allow players to opt for involvement in certain projects for collective
security, adapted to resources, capabilities and interests. At the European
level the innovation of the permanent structured cooperation in defense and
security is part of the wider reform of the Union starting with the idea of
recovering credibility differentiated integration, which allows the creation
of preferential alliances in different areas both within the framework of
treaties and within the Initial informal basis, as well as outside the
framework provided by the acquis.

Among the models of flexible integration within the Treaties, the most

analysed options of flexibility:

1. the pre-determined flexibility model (option possible at the primary
legislation level in which the treaty itself provides the premises of such
flexible arrangements), such as eg EMU, Schengen (after Amsterdam)
or, as we were saying, permanent structured cooperation between
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Member States which are willing and have the needed military
capabilities to subscribe to higher demands in this area;

2. micro-flexibility (based on the instrument of constructive abstainment
constructive) which gives Member States the option not to participate in
a decision or action, while still allowing other countries to progress in
that area

3. enhanced co-operation — the most investigated instrument of
implementing flexibility, introduced in 1997 by the Treaty of
Amsterdam (under the name of closer co-operation) and subsequently
revised by the Nice Treaty, which made famous its name of enhanced
cooperation .

The idea of developing scenarios of “a la carte” multilateralism, particu-
larly in the transatlantic sphere of regional security has increasingly
numerous followers, especially in the context of recent efforts to reform
patterns of institutionalized multilateralism as well as those of the European
Union and NATO. Both reform processes are designed, in essence, so that
organizations will adapt to meet their expansion requirements, but also to
meet new challenges on the global scene.

NATO option for “a la carte” multilateralism

After the Cold War ended, NATO’s transformation followed two distinct
dimensions: foreign and domestic. Reform requirements arose from the
need to redefine relations with old organization’s rivals, to review the
security environment and, therefore, to review the principles of internal
organization, structure, policies and security strategies. Concerning foreign
relations, NATO has established cooperative partnerships with countries in
Central and Eastern Europe, thus opening its doors to the states in the
region. In 1994 the Partnerships for Peace programme was launched, which
created the premises for deepening cooperation and consultation with the
countries of Central and Eastern Europe. Three years later, in 1997, the
three countries of the former Communist bloc (Czech Republic, Hungary
and Poland) were invited to join the Alliance, with the Membership Action
Plan for other states interested to join NATO to be established in 1999. In
March 2004 seven of them joined the Alliance.
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Internally, after the disappearance of the common Soviet threat that helped
preserve the interests of the Member States of the Alliance converge, reform
efforts aimed to turn the organization into a more flexible one, to harmonize
differences in vision and resources of the allies. The NATO summit in
Brussels in 1994, was devoted to a new concept of Combined Joint Task
Force (CJTF), which had in view the preparation of multifunctional,
multinational military structures, easily movable and adapted to military
missions with a greater degree specialization. In 1996 the European
Security and Defense Identity (ESDI) was approved within NATO which
allowed the EU to access Alliance resources for self-employment in
military action under the European umbrella. In 1999, at the NATO Summit
in Washington, NATO launched its defense capabilities initiative for
equipping allied forces for new tasks in the sphere of intervention and crisis
management. Another element associated with the road towards a supple
and institutional functionality was the opening of the NATO Response
Force in 2003, based on a common pool of troops and military equipment
with a greater degree of flexibility, interoperability and mobilized on a
global scale.

In the internal reform plans internals NATO’s response to uncoordinated
development of strategic visions of the Member States, in shaping
perceptions and changing different spectrum of current threats and defining
priorities and interests separate part was that of institutional and structural
flexibility. Literature devoted to multilateralism security institutions tries to
find the extent to which such a differentiated approach to collective security
cooperation affects or weakens the foundations of multilateral security
alliances and, in particular NATO. Frank Schimmelfenning considers that a
structure and an internal organisation that is less multilateral than NATO
does not neccessarily lead to a less multilateral attitude from members of
the alliance. A relatively close vision is that of Seyom Brown in a 2006
report of the Institue for Strategic Studies of the US Army War College. The
fact that NATO’s viability and the consolidation of the transatlantic
partnership depend on the Alliances’ reorientation towards a “coalition of
coalitions” based on elaborating a legitimising structure, decision making
processes and internal routines with a modular character is suggested in the

paper.
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However, while Schimmelfenning’s approach focuses rather on defending
the flexibility of NATO’s multilateralism as an independent factor
assessment of multilateralism inclinations manifested by the transatlantic
community actors, Brown built his whole approach on decentralization and
demonolithization of the Alliance in order to maximize American flexibility,
particularly freedom of action in the sphere of use of force.

To understand where the red line between the solidarity of multilateralism
cooperation within NATO and the multilateral solidarity of member states
availability is, one must notice that the force of moving multilateralism
resides, as proved by a few recent episodes of conflict, in the nature and
target of threat . If the threat is common and targets space, values and basic
rules of the liberal transatlantic community (human rights violations and
ethnic cleansing in the Balkans), multilateralism is strong. When the main
purpose of collective intervention in the sphere of security is mainly that of
Euro-Atlantic region’s defense or to protect liberal values of community,
the resources of multilateral cooperation of NATO allies are lower ( the war
in Iraq).

Reforming NATO under the principle of flexibility relates primarily to
rethinking those rules and internal arrangements that would enable Member
States to vary in degrees of participation and engagement in the
organization’s operations. The scenario is not essentially revolutionary, as
elements a la carte multilateralism may be identified during the Cold War
when France was able to withdraw from the eighth formal military
integration project (in 1966) but remained a member of NATO and opted
for a la carte cooperation with supreme command of the Alliance. And other
Member States opted for some special arrangements in NATO in terms of,
for example, stationary appearance of nuclear weapons on their territory.

Subsequently, the concept of Combined Joint Task Force (CJTF) allowed
the mobilization of various forces of the organization “according to
circumstances, the establishment of ad hoc command centres, staff
members and partners in helping a specific mission* as necessary, based on
a modular approach, to satisfy that mission. The very creation of the
European Security and Defense Identity within NATO, which allowed the
European Union to access its resources for coordinated operations
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exclusively in Europe was based on the same principle - separate but not
separated - which did not exclude non-involvement by the U.S. from certain
operations conducted under the umbrella of the Alliance. Moreover,
NATO’s evolution towards a more flexible security organization engaging
in certain transactions with some Member States, without requiring the
involvement of all allies.

Participating to NATO missions is also open to non-member, partner or
non-partner states. NATO partner states have a series of partnership
arangements that cover a wide spectrum of activities relating to security,
some of which refer to strictly military actions: defense planning, arms
control, peace keeping, fight against terrorism, planning a managing
civilian emergenices, fighting natural and technological disasters etc. From
this list of potential cooperation areas partner states can choose those
domains and the level of involvement in collective actions that will fit their
training level and skills as well as comply with NATO political and
technical requirements.

Thus from the prevaling exclusivist organisation that set out to provide
mutual security assistance for a restricted group of states, NATO has
evolved towards being a multilateral actor engaged in both keeping regional
security as well as a priori approaching global issues of security. Although
not all states have an obligation to participate to military operations under
NATO command, the priviledge of security guarantees is non
discriminatory. On the background of an institutional redesigning process
mainly focused on flexibility, the internal pulse of internal multilateralism
within the alliance can be tested through consensula avalabilities of member
states to cooperate or remains outside certain projects that target collective
security. The variables that NATO multilateralism depends on are tied both
with resource and capabilities gap, the nature of the threats that must be
fought and the sometimes diverging interests of the allies, given the absence
of a common threat.

In the military field , U.S. supremacy is evident at all levels of employment
in a possible military mission, leading to frequent expressions of
dissatisfaction of the U.S. partner on low European involvement in certain
actions by NATO. This is largely a consequence of the mentality of
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“protected European countries to retain the reflex to be ranked as a safety
consumer, assumed during the Cold War and demonstrating ambivalent
reactions against the senior status of the U.S. . Thus, unilateralist old
Europe states criticizes U.S. foreign policy that favors the use of
instruments of force to counter threats and claims the right to be consulted
and involved even though they are much less willing and able to confirm
their credibility by participating in military actions for global security
governance.

In this context, the US administration’s desire to adopt a transatlantic policy
by which it can maintain those neccessary reserves of multilateralism that
can provide legitimacy for international foreign policy decisions, and on the
other hand can diminish as much as possible the multilateral constraints
regarding the use of force. S. Brown’s recommendations concerning
American strategy are for keeping multilateralism to counter security risks,
given the fact that in the current international context promoting a coercitive
diplomacy needs global support, authorisation and legitimacy through
multilateral cooperation and a framework for dividing tasks and costs.

Still in the event that such an authorisation from the UN or NATO does not
exist the US must protect its national security interest (in accordance with
Article 51 of the UN Charter that admits the right to self defense, be it
individual or collective when the Security Council is unable to act). The
solution thought out by Brown is adopting a modular way for engaging in
collective operations. The possibility of involvement in the security field
assumes certain efforts from the US to institutionalise and legitimate a
flexible array of political structures, communication systems, control
procedures and military command and certain arangements to facilitate
cooperation between different categories of actors who are capable and
willing to commit to fighting security threats.

Opinions and expectation from new EU and NATO members for NATO
and ESDP

New Member States of EU and NATO do not have an equal and consistent
position towards NATO and the ESDP. In principle, there are governmental
formulas that look from one or another angle and doctrine and from their
own perspective, the relations with NATO and the EU, but also relations
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with the Russian Federation. There are a couple of principles that they will

not go over easily:

— Guarantees of a perfectly obvious solidarity in security and defense,
both at NATO and EU level in the event that they are possible and will
be credible.

— U.S. presence in European security scaffolding advice for the
transatlantic relationship. For some countries that have emerged from
the limited sovereignty space of socialism and the Soviet state, the U.S.
image, credibility and proven capabilities are very present in public
view, and in the outlook of the leaders, even if there is enough realism
and responsibility to understand the limits capabilities and interests of
the United States but also the costs that each member must assume for
the benefit of Washington’s constant presence in European defense and
security

— Lack of contradictions between the U.S. and major European partners,
but also coherence of EU actions on security and defense

— Avoiding duplication of resources available to Member States in both
organizations.

— Consistency and effectiveness of NATO and EU actions for European
defense and security

— Areduction of unnecessary red tape in European institutions.

— A transfer of expertise, planning and capabilities from NATO to the EU
on dimensions that are missing from the EU.

— An consistent agreement sharing of responsibilities between the
organizations.

— Unification of standards of training, weapons and calibres, procedures
and types of reactions between the capabilities available to the
international operations of both organizations.

— Settlement of blocked relations between the EU and NATO in the
Greece-Turkey-Cyprus triangle

— Elimination of singular veto statements to major Alliance decisions
such as the Greece’s position in relation to Macedonia.
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There are unprecedented cooperation formulas that can further develop the
relationship between NATO and ESDP, which come the scrutiny EU and
NATO Member States especially concerning further developing relations
with new border and contiguous neighbouring states for the two
organizations, in the East. The need for convergence of standards,
institutions and rules, including security and defense, arise from the
conjecture which claims that where there are discrepancies at the border
there is room conflicts and, where there is increased compatibility violent
conflicts cannot occur and problems can be solved peacefully, on the basis
of the UN Charter principles or OSCE documents.

Concerning the EU as a security actor, it is one of the aspects of the
international security system that relies on the adjusting of the added value
of this new security actor. In this respect for the new European countries
membership for their Western Balkans or Eastern neighbours is not as
important as is getting closer to these states and bringing them closer to
Europe through institututional, normative and substantial reforms — beliefs,
mentalities — a change that has to take place on the basis of dual relations
both with NATO — IPAP, MAP, Security Sector Reform — as well as with
the EU. In this respect an important role is given to the new proposal, the
Eastern Partnership or the drafting of the second generation of
Neighbourhood Action Plans Policy, the Association Agreements, with the
proposed content:

The most consistent policy so far, lasting for almost 5 years is the
European Neighbourhood Program. It aims to harmonize the status, rules
and institutions of the EU neighbouring states by guaranteeing access to
the EU internal market gradually. Now we are witnessing the birth of the
second generation of Action Plans, the Association Agreements. The one
negotiated with Ukraine gives us a hint on the content of such agreements:
— The enhanced / Expanded Free Trade, opening the way for gradual
adoption of principles and rules of a common market, as soon as these
countries can adapt to rules, norms and will be able to build the
neccessary functional institutions and assuming the corresponding
duties. The proposal also contains elements of regulatory and
institutional convergence, appart from common market elements.
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— The agreement to facilitate access to visas, going as far as the
liberalization of visa regime and to the free movement, to the extent
that countries concerned will be able to take responsibility for each
stage will be able to meet institutional and political costs (through the
conditions to the third parties) and will be able to build functioning
institutions that can face the side effects of necessary conditions to be
met.

— The Energy Community, based on a type of Energy Charter plus, an
agreement on adjusting the rules by transit states, with EU states,
including here the policies of the EU energy security strategy and
enforcement of EU competition rules for transit countries, accessing
energy transport infrastructure, within which costs they can afford

— Involvement of EU / ESDP in frozen conflicts — it is already the case
with EUBAM between Ukraine and Moldova and the EU Monitoring
Mission ESDP — in Georgia. This type of involvement could be
extended to all frozen conflicts, as long as those states require such
involvement. EU Entry in serious security issues in the frozen conflicts
is an opportunity that the EU must take in order to become a relevant
actor in this area, especially if its presence is agreed upon by the
remaining players in the region as opposed to the NATO presence.

As we have seen, all elements contained in such agreement are made to
strengthen rules, to extend EU rules to neighbours, to bring these states
closer to the Union and manage modernization and transition affordably and
on a sustainable basis. Particularly concerned are the transit states —
Ukraine, Georgia, Moldova — plus Azerbaijan — provided a rapid accession
to the WTO and a review of the democracy. Belarus is also in the forefront
of attention once right conditions will allow the jump. Armenia is also in
sight, even if it still has major problems — internal-leadership credibility,
presidential elections in a bloodbath — external — blocked the border conflict
with Azerbaijan and Turkey — but also the way the solution Security for
Yerevan was chosen.

So energy security, secure routes and alternative energy sources — the EU
and NATO instruments, including the provisions adopted at the NATO
summit in Bucharest, involving protection of critical infrastructure on land
and under water — are concerns of new members of both the EU and NATO
for their own energy security but also for freedom of choice of European
and NATO states in terms of foreign security and defense policy.
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Concerns for a possible repetition of oil and gas supply disruptions to
Europe is in the foreground, and concern about Russia’s lack of resources to
meet its commitments to the EU, for a possible cartel of carriers that could
play between the quasi-monopolistic producer and the European consumer
or a formula by which the quasi-monopolistic producer for the region would
take over the transport infrastructure of other countries or would cartel
between manufacturers and carriers succeed, all of these are fundamental
security concerns for EU and NATO Member States.

Justified or not, citizens of member states and new EU members and NATO
increasingly perceive the Russian Federation as a potential source of threat
to the security of states concerned, to NATO and the EU as a whole, so that
these countries expect to see in the renewed EU security strategy and want
means, resources and capabilities to meet this perceived threat. Both
historical experience and memory play an important role, and recent
Russian actions in Georgia, and threats, aggression and violence of
language from leaders in Moscow does not reduce these fears but has an
oposite effect.

What are the military capabilities that we must share and how?
What should be the strategic directions of weapons development?

The principles of cooperation the informal NATO-EU working group

In order to answer this question we would have to come back to the
fundamentals and first look at the NATO ESDP relation from this point of
view. Thus the six principles of the common NATO EU declaration of 2002
include the partnership (for example “mutual reinforcement” of crisis
management activities), bilateral efficient consultations for cooperation,
equality and the neccessary attention to “interests and decision autonoum”
both in NATO and the EU, “a coherent development and mutual
reinforcement of common capabilities for both organisations”.

In institutional terms the partnership is reflected under the Berlin plus
agreements of March 2003, that authorise the EU to use NATO structures,
mechanisms and capacities to plan, lead and command a military operation
that is not part of the Alliance’s area of interest. Moreover an agreement on
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information exchange was signed between the EU and NATO and EU
linking cells were installed at SHAPe and at the Command for Integrated
NATO Forces in Neapole.

There is a phrase often used to describe the relation between EU and NATO
forces: “separable but not separate”. The same forces and capabilities will
form the basis of both EU and NATO capabilities but certain fragments of
these can be allocated to the EU if neccessary. Concerning the missions
there is “a right to say no first”: only if NATO refuses to act in a threat can
the EU decide to do so on its own.

Another mandatory point, in order to have the neccessary capabilities for
NATO and ESDP operations is keeping the level of defense spending at
least 2% of the GDP, according to NATO standards. There is also an
unwritten but accepted rule — the 3D: no duplicating what NATO already
does effectivelly and with increased efficiency. No decoupling from the US
and NATO and no discrimination of non EU NATO countries like Turkey.

What is lacking is a solid network and covering links between NATO and
the European Union for security relations, so that, together, states of
transatlantic community can be able and effective in combating the threats,
risks and challenges both horizontally — that pass through areas of different
competencies, with distinct regional and national interests — as well as
vertically — those involving an enhanced communication, consultation,
coordination, collaboration and transactions between different international
instruments, governments, civil society and citizens alike. One way is to
strengthen the effectiveness of the Informal NATO-EU Summit group.

Successive transformations of NATO and EU today led to the common
conclusion that they cannot be achieved without a deeper cooperation
between them. Complementarity became the key concept that defines the
relationship between NATO and the EU. This was reaftfirmed at the NATO
summit in Bucharest, by NATO leaders and spokesman and the symbol of
ESDP reform, French President Nicolas Sarkozy, holder of the rotating EU
presidency in the second half of 2008.

This was the reason why strenghthening the political NATO EU dialogue
both informally and formally, was absolutely neccessary and had an
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immediate coordonated evaluation of the international and regional security
environment as an aftereffect. The French presidency’s initiative was to
start informal working groups, at a high level between NATO and the EU.
This structure could allow both NATO and EU to better coordinate their
actions in areas where they have common interest. This group hardens the
effectiveness of both organisations by coordinating positions and actions
which will become more consistent. Within this group consultation on the
evolution of current operations will take place and when faced with a crisis
the group will trade opinions before launching any new operation. This
space can be the proper forum to promote synergy between the two
organisations and avoid incoherence.

The civil dimension of crisis management and post-conflict reconstruction

Another direction for developing the mutual relations and capabilities is the
field of civil crisis management and post-conflict reconstruction. Since the
capabilities the angle of approach used by NATO is somewhat titled
towards this dimension and new member states have a deficit in this field,
and thus so does the organisation, and here we have an oportunity and a
space where the ESDP can bring added value. In any case the field of
civlian crisis management is a relatively new one for NATO but for the EU
as well although it has proven extremely useful in contemporary operations,
as complementary elemens for strictly military operations. And concerning
post-conflict reconstruction the concept is still insufficiently developed and
requires a wider and more comprehensive approach. Nations and societies
teared after violent conflicts are at the forefront of contemporary concerns
and there are still debates amongst experts towards finding the simplest,
smoothest solution for reconstruction and development of social governing
tools.

The main areas of interest are given by the reasons a nation or the
international community would get involved in a post-conflict
reconstruction operation and how they could plan and prepare a
reconstruction mission to maximize its effects. Obviously, planning and
conducting post-conflict reconstruction requires specialized knowledge in
various fields such as public governance, security, economy and civil
society. Experiences and lessons learned have already showed the need for
training those who participate in these operations but also in decision
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making and planning. Three are three main areas where capabilities must be

developed:

1. Creating and maintaining a secure environment for the nation that went
throguh a distructive and violent conflict but also for the reconstruction
mission teams;

2. Planning and implementing measures of building public institutions and
organising political, social and economic life for the nation

3. Building adequate capacities and implementing good governance
principles as key elements of the reconstruction process

The European Union has, at its disposal, at the Comission’s level, the
European Training Group, for specific areas of civilian crisis management.

Arms aquisition

Military equipment aquisition has to be based on three capabilities:

1. Every state’s ability to defend itself for a short period of time. From this
point of view it is obvious why the argument “I do not need as their
defense capabilities, according to Article 5, NATO troops will defend
my country® is a great error. Moreover (see Annex 1), the self-defense
clause is also present in the ESDP as is the solidarity clause in the
Treaty of Lisbon.

2. The ability to receive components of expeditionary NATO/EU forces to
work with the national forces on their territory. It also requires adequate
space for barracks, command and control and capacity planning, but
also elements of interoperability. Hence the need for infrastructure
compatibility (done in NATO). This is why the construction and
protection of critical infrastructure of highways, airports, ports is a
security objective.

3. The ability to work with expeditionary NATO and EU forces in the
field but also in the air. Usually compatibility and interoperability of
weapons is extremely important because F16 fly with F16, Gripen flies
with Gripen, the Eurofighter flies with the Eurofighter. Therefore it
becomes extremely important for procurement of weapons to take into
account existing armaments for both partners and allies as well as the
duration of said armaments. Otherwise, a purchase of Gripen devices
today could mean that only countries like the Czech Republic and
Hungary, along, of course, of Sweden could support you.
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This is the reason why arms aquisition must not only be political but also
strategic and defensive, therefore a military decision.

If it were to make a summary of categories of weapons which are in service
with armies of NATO and EU states in Europe, we will reach an enormous
number of types and categories, all bringing major maintenance costs,
purchasing of spare parts, etc. Streamlining this explosion of types of
weapons is absolutely necessary as is more cohesion and a common at the
transatlantic level. Here is another area of discussion between NATO and
the EU.

We definetly have to accept mandatory elements of:

1. The relevance of NATO and EU security

2. Relevance, armed and credible forces at least in NATO

3. Identifying the niche of capabilities and added value of the EU to
Europe’s security

4. Proper formulas for co-decision making

5. Colaboration, dialogue and common or complementary capabilties in
the field of energy security, with a special attention to critical energy
infrastructure.

What are the implications of NATO expansion on the EU? Does NATO
expansions mean a EU expansion (Ukraine and Georgia)?

In approaching this issue we must start from the real meaning of NATO and
EU enlargement. Both mean the consolidation of democratic gains of the
Members in question but also a substantial content transformation and
democratic change of the states in their immediate vicinity, the regulatory
and institutional modernization of the state. Therefore these processes -
considered the most effective polticies of both organizations, through their
transforming and modernizing effects - bring not only security but also
strengthen the democratic reforms of the typology of Western democracy
and avoid typologies “original“ of “sovereign democracy*. Since the war in
Georgia has proved beyond any doubt the Russian Federation’s option not
to join this type of democracy, the process becomes even more important.
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We accept the need to respect the values and standards of both
organizations as well as “fatigue* of both institutions. However the process
itself must not stop, even if this means NATO Bucharest Summit
Declarations on Georgia and Ukraine commitment type or Salonic type
commitments for near eastern states while states that are energy carriers to
Europe and States fall in the New Association Agreements.

From this perspective, we believe that the answer to the question whether
there are implications of NATO enlargement on EU enlargement is no. The
two are not determined by each other, but NATO and EU policies in their
neighbourhood contiguous Europe are interdependent and this road is
required. The combined power of change brought by NATO and the EU
leads to mutual self-enhancement and delivers major results for the border
states.

Obviously the issue that NATO, not so liked in the region by the other big
player, Russia, will make room for the EU “between* the border NATO /
EU and Russia. Again, planning steps raises some major problems. They
maintain the stability and sustainability of democratic change to this day.

Previous experience has shown that the extensions were made in succession
NATO-EU, in particular the need to provide a security solution for the new
Member State, to give impetus to investors to come and support changes in
market and institutional reforms and deepening democracy. A paradigm
change may raise significant security issues.

Thus, a state where the security sector is not reformed, coming from
totalitarian and repressive logic could lead to important elements of concern
in terms of reversibility of democratic reforms and market area. Indeed, a
security system that is not reformat, whith reflexes from the previous soviet
system, can ever overthrow, practically overnight, rules and democratic
institutions and market sytems that were build. Moreover, not reforming
this sector can cause problems and delays, even harsh reactions of old
institutions, supported by such a system and functioning institutional
relations above. Without an urgent security sytem reform major
impediments for reforms and institutional stability will make themselves
known, leaving the way open for the reversibility of the aforementioned
reforms.
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This does not necessarily mean that earlier system and previous succession
of forms should be maintained. Flexibility is a rule that must allow us to
find ingenious solutions. Thus the EU can fullfil an even bigger role in
changing and consolidating reforms, but this cannot be achieved without a
reform of the security sector. The essential problem here is whether or not
the EU has the neccessary capabilities to achieve security sector reform and
whether it need NATO logistic support for this.

The first step would be, creating a rule by which candidate EU countries
should start by reforming the security sector. Some experts have suggested
formulas for introducing the security sector reform in the criteria for asking
the EU to open negociations for joining the Union (the Copenhagen
criteria). This way, or maybe through a different solution — this condition
should be added to the formal criteria for joining the EU.

The second problem is obvioulsy that of capabilities. Who? How? With
what means? And here the debate is particularly important and goes from
enhancing and developing EU capabilities in the field — which is open to
criticism because of duplicitary criteria and effectiveness once NATO
already has these capabilities — or a contractual form of effective NATO
involvement, or a Berlin plus — like formula that will allow the EU to use
NATO capabilities as needed.

At the level of the European Council we already have a few thougths
trailing in this direction as unexpected as it might seem. From this point of
view it is clear that in terms of Security Sector Reform one must think
about financing ESDP and lessons learned, best practices, a space where the
EU has a well known deficit. Obviously the evaluation lead to capabilities,
not only military but also civilian, especially concerning judges and prison
guards, where the EU has had a deficit. And the capabilities of a civilian
answer to security sector reform are very important.

How should the relation with the Russian Federation be like?

The relationship with the Russian Federation is a key pillar of cohesion of
Europe and transatlantic cohesion. There have been numerous studies in
which European states were categorized and split according to the nuances
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of the relationship with Russia. From “old“ and “new* Europe, a rather
coarse way of categorization, similar to the transatlantic “Americans are
from Mars, Europeans from Venus®, was moved to categories such as
“condescending’ and “retractile* with shades “benevolent pragmatism* and
“pragmatic retractile* in relations with Russia.

The Russian-Georgian war closed, we believe, this issue: everyone has
realized that the Russian Federation has no interest in the near future under
the current leadership to go towards a democratic system, as we understand
it. Also, the latest statement - the attack on Georgia, recognition of
Abkhazia and South Ossetia, the location of missile threats in Kaliningrad,
the resumption of strategic flights across the Pacific and Atlantic, the
expedition for taking control of the North Pole, requesting a conference to
rewrite European,even global, security etc. — all showed a revisionist
Russia, in returning to the scene and with an already asserted political will
to regain positions considered unjustly lost in international scaffolding.

Obviously the relationship with the Russian Federation should not be one of
isolation, but one of engaging Russia. But any return to “business as usual®
should not be made too quickly, fully and without conditions, once there is
not a real peace prospect in Georgia, nor Sarkozy ceasefire plan, with its
imperfections and awkwardness is not met. Balance and pragmatism should
be the defining paradigm shift given by the lack of prospects for Russia to
become a member of the European democratic community in the near
predictable future.

The need for Russia has to be balanced by the nature and mode of action of
Russia. It is a necessary and compulsory partner but is not a “member of the
Club* or future member of the same club. The Russian Federation has
gotten closer to the status the Soviet Union had before the Perestroika.

Obviously, as an alternative, the EU and Member States must maintain
capabilities ready to use immediately for any window of opportunity for a
sustainable change in the Russian Federation.

Another reality is how some European countries look at the Russian
Federation after the Russian-Georgian war. A number of countries sent their
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leaders to support legitimate democratically elected President of the
independent and sovereign state of Georgia, even during the war. Vladimir
Putin during the meeting with French President Sarkozy threaten that he
will execut Saakaashvili in a public market, possibly hanging from one part
of his anatomy. These states are entitled to see Russia and part of its
external actions, including military doctrine and foreign policy made by
President Medvedev after the brief Russian-Georgian war as a threat to state
security. The reality is that there are European citizens, and not a few, but
their political leaders perceive the sum of these acts and gestures as threats
and wish to see NATO and the EU react to them by including them in the
space of real threats, planning and budgeting accordingly, to fight the
perceived threat.

EU Member States have different approaches to relations with the Russian

Federation. There are practical ways of addressing the issue, two angles of

different security solutions, including energy security:

— Russia’s approach, interdependence as a solution

— Punishing Russia, isolating it and block all relations except the
economic ones.

The purely cooperative approach is too simplistic, to schematical and does
not provide enough tools to deal with Russia. That is why some experts
suggest a more refined approach:

— Cooperation in the vast majority of relations with the Russian
Federation, not only in economy and trade, but also security issues such
as terrorism, non / proliferation, etc.

— Competition in certain economic matters, especially in the states of
the European Neighbourhood Policy in democratization and human
rights, issues of values

— Confrontation in several directions

The refined approach to the Russian Federation may bring a set of
instruments prepared for every topic, in any area of cooperation,
competition or confrontation it might be. With the sum of these tools
available, both the European Union, as well as each of the member state,
and NATO itself, approaching Russia could prove to be more effective.
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ANNEX
The convergence of reforms for NATO
and EU membership

We set out below to show that NATO and the European Union are closely
linked both by high number of states that are members of both
organizations, as well as for general security options and solutions that both
institutions generate. Consequently, we believe it is useful to review
NATO’s role over time for security and stability, then evaluate the
convergence of reforms for EU membership in NATO and, finally, we
remember the political and economical character of NATO, to emphasize
that beyond the common values, common tools, methodologies, common
security, NATO and the EU are consistent, have a perfect convergence, but
also cover both areas wider than those which are concerned with strict
status in a complete symbiosis.

In this part we will test the compatibility between EU and NATO and will
show EU concerns as an organisation, in terms of creating and developing,
with the help of NATO, its own Common Foreign Security Policy — CFSP
and within it the development of the European Security and Defense Policy
— ESDP. These policies are supported by NATO, compatible with NATO
and support defense and security policies of the Alliance to further add
value to the EU’s own capabilities, a gesture complementary with the
NATO Berlin Plus agreements providing tools and capabilities for security
and defense policies of EU areas in which NATO has no direct interest.

Moreover, France’s announcement at the NATO summit in Bucharest of its
the return in full duties and commitments in NATO military structures and
the priorities that Paris, as the holder of the rotating six-monthly Presidency
of the European Union has set - one for the second half of 2008, the
strengthening of the ESDP, but also the creation of rules, methodologies and
criteria of compatibility - if not the acquis in the future - for Foreign Policy,
Security and Defense, all show that there can be no compatibility between a
member/candidate EU country and a state that solves its security problems
through guarantees offered by the Russian Federation.
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1. NATO’s role in European security architecture

Since the end of the second world war, the U.S. role in a Europe destroyed
by war was of primary importance. First, the U.S. funded, through the
Marshall Plan, the economical reconstruction of Western Europe after the
war. Then the U.S. supported the creation of United Europe, later on the
European Union. Throughout the Cold War, the U.S. and the transatlantic
link were the pillars of Western European security. Through NATO,
established in 1949, U.S. guaranteed security and managed the common
defense of the Alliance.

Relevant to see the role of NATO in European security and stability are a
couple of historical components, that changed Europe from the sum of
NATO allies to the idea of a complete, democratic and free Europe,
launched at the NATO summit in Prague. Then it is interesting to see the
change NATO went through after the fall of the outer empire, the
transformation and the adaptation of the military alliance of values and the
concept of partnership, expansion and receiving new members. Moreover at
the NATO summit in Rome, 1991, we can see another major proof of
coherence and consistence concerning common values and ideas in the filed
of security between NATO and the EU, modifying the Strategic Concept
and adopting a definition of security promoted by the European school in
Copenhagen, which is 5 dimensional security: political, military,
economical, social and environmental.

Then we wil return to the first expanded NATO summit and new strategic
concept of the Alliance of Washington in 1999, 50 years of NATO, since it
is recorded as the first expansion of the Alliance with former socialist
countries, then taking the whole European security as an indispensable
element of security of NATO Member States, but also appeared in the
premiere of operations “out of area®, outside the Allies. The Balkans, but
also the European post-Soviet space are areas of direct interest to NATO
and spaces whose security and stability depends on the security of NATO
member states.

The relationship with Russia is another component of the strategy for
fulfilling the role of NATO in European security and stability. Relations are
established with the Russian Federation in Rome in 2002 are reviewed, as
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are the trends before and after the creation of NATO-Russia Council. The
evolution of this relationship but also European security after September
11™ is recorded in the last document of the Alliance, at the NATO summit in
Bucharest. Here NATO and Europe see their security achieved through a
global component and arrangements that include global partners, UN
operations on other continents but also to prevent the war on terror from
taking place on European soil.

Finally, to sum up NATO’s role in European security and stability, we will
briefly review the Alliance’s operations conducted on the European
continent, especially those made with the European Union or transferred to
it for the reconstruction and institutional implementation of values.

1. NATO history in post-cold war Europe

Euro-Atlantic partnership and cooperation is seen today as one of the main
objectives of NATO. The process was launched in 1990, when Alliance
leaders launched a process of reconstruction of trust, friendship and
partnership over the line East-West division of Europe, established during
the the Cold War. Then a formula proposed cooperative relations with
Central and Eastern European states and Soviet republics. Thus North
Atlantic Cooperation Council — NACC was created in December 1991 as a
forum for East-West consultations in Europe.

The essential step came forward in 1994 however, with the launch of the
Partnership for Peace-PfP, a major program of practical bilateral
cooperation between NATO and individual partners of ex-socialist and
former Soviet space. The program promoted transparency in planning
defense and budgeting, democratic control of military forces and joint
participation in peacekeeping missions of NATO, as tools for building trust
among European countries.

The invitation to join the Partnership for Peace was accepted by 30 central
Eastern European and former Soviet countries. Of these, 10 have already
become members of the Alliance and the other 3 were already invited to the
Alliance at the NATO summit in Bucharest, next being the stages of
ratification or pre-settlement phase of a symbolic dispute with a member of
the Alliance for Macedonia.
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Consultations on issues of security and defense of the 26 allies and 20
partner states shall take place within the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council
— EAPC institution that has succeeded NACC in 1997. The military forces
of the Alliance and partner countries frequently interact and conduct
exercises together on the basis of the agreed bilateral programs. Moreover,
up to 9,000 soldiers in the partner countries participating in NATO
peacekeeping operations in the Balkans, with a Russian contribution that
was more important than that of any other state. All these are firm and
indisputable evidence, universally recognized, concerning the role of NATO
in European security and stability.

2. Rome 1991 — Europe of cooperation, peace and prosperity

The NATO summit in Rome in 1991 Statement is one of the relevant
documents relating to how the Alliance planned its contribution to the
future of European security and stability, the foundation for cooperation,
peace and prosperity among European states on both sides of the the Iron
Curtain.

Thus, the NATO summit in Rome adopted the Alliance’s transformation
formulas in the context of collapse of Eastern Europe, the democratic
revolutions and launching reforms, the disappearance of the Warsaw Pact
and final months of the Soviet Union. On this occasion, NATO has proven
resilience and the ability to identifying the role of the new Europe, which
helped it survive the Cold War with a new agenda, in which European
security was in the foreground.

Thus, the main transformation was easy to identify because of the way in
which NATO was created as an alliance for common defense of its
members, based on a core of shared values, values that were proposed to all
Member States as goals for future missions, based on the democratic theory
that “democratic and prosperous states do not wage wars one against
another, but resolve their differences through diplomatic and legal means,
through negotiations.” So NATO’s role was drafted in Rome in 1991, that of
promoting the common European values. Article 2 of the Common
Declaration of Rome noted “the world has changed dramatically. The
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Alliance has been instrumental to this change. The peoples of North
America and across Europe are to join a community of values based on
freedom, democracy, human rights, rule of law. As an agent of change, a
stable and guaranteed source of essential security for its members, our
Alliance will continue to play a key role for building a lasting order of
peace in Europe: a Europe of cooperation and prosperity.

The Alliance recognized that in the environment of uncertainty and
unpredictable change, NATO and the transatlantic relationship had shown
that significant presence of American forces in Europe remains a long-term
value for security and stability further. All functions and capabilities of the
Alliance were still required to achieve security and stability in a changing
Europe in the broad sense discussed by the strategic concept of Rome, the
European definition of security, referred to in Article 4 of the Final
Declaration of Rome “a concept that contains political, economical, social
and environmental aspects alongside the military dimension of security.
The document emphasizes that never untill then had NATO hoped to secure
the objectives of security and stability in Europe through exclusive political
means, and the new European definition of security targets and new features
will allow enlargement of the Alliance for a Sustainable stabilization of
Europe’s view. Basically Alliance security policy could be based on three
pillars, dialogue, cooperation and maintaining common defense capabilities,
to the prevention and management of crisis affecting security.

In fact, the final document of Rome stated the Alliance military dimension
as a key factor in the context of broader definition of security. The
document stated without doubt “that the Alliance maintain its purely
defensive character, its collective arrangements based on the integrated
military structure and arrangements for cooperation and coordination and
for the time predictable maintenance strategy based on two dimensions,
Nuclear and Conventional as indissoluble elements of deterrence ability.
For new targets the need to reduce the size of conventional forces and
transforming them into more flexible one by increasing their mobility in
order to react in a number of cases and assignments, being prepared both
for defense and for intervention in case of conflicts.
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NATO’s nuclear forces (of the Member States but transferred to the
Alliance, for reasons of capacity for negotiation and joint capabilities) were
reduced, 80% of the stock of sub-strategic missile (small and medium-range
action) was destroyed based on the conclusions on nuclear defense planning
from Taormina. The fundamental aim of these forces was one eminently
political: preserving peace and preventing war or any other form of
coercion on the Member States. Basically the summit in Rome was the last
to mention in its documents nuclear forces.

And developing a European defense identity was launched at the time in
question, also in NATO, when the European Union was just starting to be
built under the Maastricht Treaty in 1991, by merging the three European
communities and the creation of political, institutional and joint decision
making mechanisms.

Thus, the final declaration stated that, based on the consensus expressed at
the meeting of foreign ministers of NATO member States in Copenhagen,
NATO supports “the development of a security identity and role in defense
of this identity, reflected by strengthening and stronger European pillar
within the Alliance, which would strengthen the integrity and effectiveness
of the Atlantic Alliance. Enhancing the role and responsibilities of EU
members is an important basis of the transformation of the Alliance. These
two processes reinforce each other. At the same time strengthening the
transatlantic link is mentioned for ensuring strategic unity and indivisibility
of security for all NATO members.

Moreover, the allies pledged that “as the process of building the CFSP and
ESDP will evolve, to develop practical arrangements to ensure transparency
and complementarity* between the European identity, the Western
European Union and NATO. The evaluations and changes in relations with
the Soviet Union and former socialist countries in Central and Eastern
Europe are also interesting. The document provides “a qualitative step
forward® in bilateral relations over the Cold War front line in Articles 9.11
of the final Declaration of Rome.

Thus, based on common values assumed by the Alliance since its
establishment and the new role of promoter of these values, identified by
NATO after the disappearance of the Warsaw Pact, the Alliance has
assumed “the encouragement of the democratic development of the Soviet
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Union and Central and Eastern Europe as the countries themselves pledge
to make economic reforms and reject commnist totalitarism, as a form of
governing states’ .

The alliance pledges “to support all steps of Central and Eastern European
states within the meaning of reform and is committed to providing practical
assistance to help them succeed in this difficult transition”. Moreover the
document mentioned in Article 9 that “the support and assistance (financial
undertaken by Member States of the Alliance) is based on the belief that the
security of Member States of the Alliance is inseparable from security of
other countries in Europe.

So the Alliance assumed transition and security of Central and Eastern
Europe precisely because its own security was directly related to the
security of all states in Europe. Moreover, these phrases show very clearly
the concerns of the Alliance in all areas of processing and value, but also
economic, not only in military and security. The myth of the militaristic and
bellicose NATO of the Cold War was thus losing ground, even on the
propaganda level.

Article 10 of the document explicitly states desire for a complete and free
Europe, and mentiones how NATO supports this goal: strengthening the
perception of security and confidence of European countries by supporting
skills to meet the commitments of the CSCE and ensuring democratization
is irreversible. They add a program to exchange views on security and
related to military exchanges and contacts, to be walking towards increased
confidence and security concerns of these countries.

On this basis the relationship between NATO and non-European states was
built. In parallel with the emergence and development of democratic
institutions in these countries, an increase in the need for cooperation
between all European states, to the desire of these countries to have closer
relations, consistent and comprehensive alliance, hence the need for a
qualitatively new level of cooperation. And the solution was to create a
relationship commitment institutionalized consultation and cooperation in
the political and security (article 11 of the Final Declaration of the NATO
summit in Rome), where Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Estonia, Latvia,
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Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Hungary and the Soviet Union were invited to
the effort of developing the institutional framework.

The proposal was to launch mutual diplomatic relations NATO-European

countries, the opening of embassies, as well as a serious and structured

agenda of meetings:

— Annual North Atlantic Council at ministerial level in the North Atlantic
Cooperation Council

— Regular, at ambassadorial level in the North Atlantic Council

— Extraordinary ministerial or ambassadorial level, in cases requiring
such meetings

— Regular meetings at intervals of stability in NATO committees
including the political, economic and military, but also at other levels of
the military institutions of NATO framework

Basically, NATO opened its activities in a transparent way for all European
countries, also offering the legal basis for cooperation as the CSCE
provided by all States concerned and comforting documents for Member
States. Agenda meetings will be based on security and related issues. The
Allies were to offer his experience and expertise in various fields such as
defense planning, democratic concepts establishing civil-military relations,
civil-military coordination of air traffic management, conversion of military
complexes in civilian companies. In addition, all European countries were
invited into the alliance programs of scientific and environmental research,
and were included in a comprehensive program of information on NATO
through diplomatic channels and embassies. Resources would be provided
by allies.

3. The Strategic Concept adopted in Rome 1991 — a new definition for
European security

Openness, transparency, involvement of NATO in European security of its
allies and of all states, the indivisibility of European security, were all
recorded in the Alliance’s Strategic Concept that recorded thinking,
policies, instruments and capabilities of NATO defense of Europe and
European security.
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It is interesting to see in the strategic concept, first, the assessment of the
new strategic environment and security. NATO sees the profound political
changes that took place in 1989 as a radical improvement of the security
environment in that “former Soviet satellites have regained full
sovereignty*, thus emphasizing Western thought that the Brezhnev doctrine
of limited sovereignty that could not be reversed as acustomed in the
Eastern Bloc before the democratic revolutions that have broken barriers
between east-west borders.

Another point which limits sovereignty and independence, and whose
resolution paves the way for NATO colaboration was the withdrawal of
Soviet troops from Eastern Europe. Thus, the document noted that the three
Baltic republics regained their independence, while the Soviet forces
withdrew from Hungary and Czechoslovakia and have to complete
withdrawal from Germany and Poland until 1994. These former enemies of
the Alliance decided the abolition of the Warsaw Pact and rejected
ideological war with the West for good.

Moreover, the new objectives of the Member states freed from communism
are amongst others the implementation of policies for the creation of a
pluralist democracy, rule of law, human rights and market economy,
practically core values we and NATO share. Hence the conclusion that
because the ideological division of Europe ended these countries were
getting close naturally, through values, the foundations of cooperation
within NATO, while the source of military confrontation of the Cold War no
longer existed.

In fact in the chapter reserved for Alliance objectives principles of the
Founding act were restated including the defense of freedom and security of
its members by any political and military means, under the principles of the
UN Charter. NATO also fights for a just and lasting peace in Europe, on the
basis of democracy, human rights and rule of law.

The document reaffirms in Article 16, the transatlantic link and reiterates
that “the security of North America is permanently and inextricably linked
to the whole European security, a commitment to involve and justify the
need to support the security of all European countries. On the practical
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level, this principle translates into the need for collective and effective
effort of all members to defend common interests.

Among the tasks put in place by NATO instruments were:

— NATO’s security policy is to preserve peace with the presence of
military instruments and capabilities sufficient to prevent war and an
effective defense

— A sufficient capability to successfully manage crisis affecting the
security of its members

— The pursuit of political efforts of privileged dialogue with other nations
that want a cooperative approach to European security, including in the
areas of arms control and disarmament.

The fundamental objective of the Alliance, mentioned in the strategic
concept in Article 20, is to “provide one of the indispensable foundations
for a security environment in Europe, based on the growth of democratic
institutions and commitment to the peaceful resolution of disputes, in which
no country can intimidate or coerce any European nation on or impose
hegemony through the threat and use of force”. A description of actual
freedom and independence of any European state.

Moreover, the strategic concept has a chapter reserved, starting with Article
23, for protecting peace in the new Europe. The article mentions that the
Alliance does not limit the options and that despite sufficient military
capabilities and reserves the option to use military means and the need for
defense and resolution of crisis, believes that its objectives - to defend the
security and territorial integrity of its members and establishing a just and
durable peace in Europe — have been achieved primarily through peaceful
means. Tools of dialogue, cooperation, crisis management and conflict
prevention are essential.

4. Washington 1999 — “Out of area” operations. European security
after 50 years of NATO

At 50 years after the signing of the North Atlantic Treaty, NATO member
states gathered to celebrate the jubilee in Washington. On this occasion, the
final declaration and adoption of a new strategic concept was to validate the
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new transformation of Europe and the Alliance, with the same security
concern throughout Europe. This time, however, NATO had already entered
the enlargement process, while its operations were not strictly confined to
the territory of Member States, but globalization and regional threats in
Europe have led to the need for operations across Europe, “Out of area”
wherever there is a crisis that affects the security of Alliance members. This
final step confirms the commitment NATO towards responsibility for
security throughout Europe, which directly affects the security of European
members of the Alliance.

This time, NATO was preparing to become an Alliance for the 215 century,
based on the same package of principles of democracy, individual liberty,
rule of law and collective defense, based on the transatlantic relationship,
the unique and indivisible partnership for Defense and Security linking
Europe to North America.

The new Alliance was already announced to be broader, more capable and
flexible, committed to collective defense and able to take over other tasks
such as contributing to effective conflict prevention and engaging actively
in crisis management and crisis response operations. The basic objective
was, this time away from 8 years’ cooperation with nations and
organizations to promote and increase security, prosperity and democracy
across the transatlantic region. Moreover, the first step of expansion had
already been made, as the Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland became
new members of the Alliance, a living proof of overcoming the division
inside Europe.

218 century NATO retained the power and advantages of the past in the

context of new missions, new members and new partners. On that occasion,

in Washington:

— A new Strategic Concept was adopted,

— The commitment for the Alliance’s expansion process was reaffirmed

— The Membership Action Plan was aproved for states wishing to join
NATO

— The Berlin decision was completed — the so-called Berlin plus
agreements between NATO and the EU — for building the European
Security and Defense Identity within the Alliance which led to the
growth of the efficiency of the Alliance’s European component.
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5. The Strategic Concept of 1999 — the Petersberg missions, the
relation with the WEU and with the EU

The essential component of the Strategic Concept adopted in Washington
was, as already emphasized, the “out of area® NATO operations, with
NATO exiting the territory of the Member States to ensure their security,
but also for the entire Europe. But, as dramatic as this change was, it
remains the most relevant change noted on relations between NATO and
EU cooperation and NATO support for operations which they plan
independently, providing capabilities for Petersberg — type missions and
building European identity within NATO in parallel with the European
Security and Defense Policy. This construction shows the symbiosis
between EU and NATO, NATO’s contribution to the building component of
the EU security and defense capabilities and the complementary effect on
EU capabilities by providing NATO capabilities.

The concept notes that NATO has successfully ensured the freedom of its
members and prevented war in Europe in the 40 years of Cold War, then,
combining defense with dialogue, played an indispensable role in ending
the East-West confrontation in Europe. But political and security changes
were more profound in the adoption of the last strategic concept in 1991,
hence the necessity of a new assessment and adjustment of strategies and
capabilities.

If the strategic perspective has proved most promising in Europe after the
Cold War, it has proved to be the bearer of new challenges. New Europe,
with a greater degree of integration has appeared, but with a Euro-Atlantic
security structure in which NATO plays a central role. It is about efforts to
establish new patterns of cooperation and mutual understanding in Euro-
Atlantic region and commitment to new activities essential for greater
stability. It is NATO’s commitment to stop the enormous human suffering
occurring in the conflict in the Balkans.

Another important development has proved to be that of arms control.
Contribution to the Alliance’s commitment was both in these directions but
also towards adapting the definition and understanding of security and
NATO procedures and structures to this new reality. Furthermore,
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identifying new and complex risks arising in the first decade after the Cold
War to peace and stability in the Euro-Atlantic, oppression, ethnic conflict,
collapse of economies, the collapse of political order, proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction were identified. NATO was already
demonstrating that it has stored in its regulatory scaffolding concepts of
weak state and failed state, and instrumentation control and limit these risks
and effects on European Alliance members and partners.

The experience of the Balkan wars, of ethnic conflict and separatism in the
post-Soviet space, the effects of proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction and illegal nuclear arming of states, are found in the new
strategic concept which reaffirms the fundamental objective of long term
defense of freedom and security of its members by political or military
means, based on common values, but also on a strategic objective to
“secure a just and durable peace in Europe®. What is new is that the concept
acknowledges that the achievements of the Alliance and the strategic
objective may be endangered by crisis and conflicts that affect Euro-
Atlantic area, so (according to Article 6 of the Strategic Concept of NATO
in Washington) “the alliance not only ensures the defense of its own
members, but contributes to peace and stability in the region. It is the
argumentative, normative and theoretical basis of “out of area” operations,
beyond the Member of the Alliance, but also in Europe.

In assessing developments in the strategic environment, Article 12 states
that “the EU has taken important decisions and provided impetus for greater
efforts to strengthen its security and defense dimension”, a process with
implications for the entire Alliance, and “all European Allies should be
involved in these efforts, building on arrangements developed by NATO-
WEU Western European Union”. The EU has already adopted the Treaty of
Amsterdam to mark the establishment of the Common Foreign and Security
Policy - CFSP with an important component of shaping a common defense
policy ESDP. According to the document, this policy was compatible with
the common security and defense of NATO and the steps incorporating the
Petersberg tasks of the WEU in the new EU Treaty, such as the
development of close institutional relations of the EU with the WEU.

In the same context, of support for European security and defense-ESDI
within the Alliance, within the Alliance forces and capabilities for WEU-led
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missions have been available, based on the final declaration of the NATO
Summit in 1994 and the Berlin Plus agreements in 1996. A very close
relationship to strengthen peace and stability in Europe by increasing its
military capabilities of European allies of NATO has developed between
NATO and the WEU. Increased responsibilities and capacity of European
allies was considered an added value to security and defense of Europe and
useful for strengthening the Alliance’s security environment.

Between risks and security threats on NATO, the Strategic Concept stated
that, despite positive developments in the strategic environment and the fact
that conventional large-scale military aggression against the Alliance were
not likely, there is still the possibility of such long-term threats. The
foreseeable increase of Russia’s capabilities and readiness and willingness
to recover the strategic position it once had was already foreseen, though
not stated.

Between military and non-military risks against the alliance, with a multi-

face nature and difficult to predict, the following were included:

— Uncertainty and instability in and around the Euro-Atlantic area

— The possibility of regional crisis at the periphery of the Alliance to
evolve rapidly (Kosovo was in full blast and threatened to turn into a
bloody crisis)

— Economic and social difficulties of some countries in the Euro-Atlantic
region and around it

—  Ethnic and religious rivalries

—  Territorial disputes

— Inadequate or missed reform efforts

—  Abuse of human rights

— State dissolution

— Local and regional instability capacity spreading through influence on
contact.

Obviously, all these crisis could directly affect the Alliance and particularly
European allies, which is where the concerns of NATO to prevent crisis,
armed conflicts and human suffering arrises from. The domino effect on
neighbouring countries, including NATO member states, was taken into
account, as were the formulas through which ither European countries were
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affected. These concerns were followed, of course, by evaluation, planning
and taking preventive tasks and eliminating their direct contribution to
security throughout Europe.

In the chapter reserved for the 215 century Alliance model, the
5 dimensions of security are reiterated understanding, according to the
Copenhagen school, but also the commitment and objective to increase
efforts to develop effective cooperation with the UN and other European
and Euro-Atlantic — a new formula, encountered for the first time in NATO
documents, which stresses cooperation with the Alliance of EU and WEU.
The purpose of cooperation is “building the European security architecture
in which the Alliance’s contribution to Euro-Atlantic security and stability
in the region and the contribution of these international organizations are
complementary and reinforce each other, so strengthening Euro-Atlantic
relations between countries as well as crisis management.

6. The relation with Russia: Creating the NATO-Russia Council,
Rome 2002

The NATO-Russia relationship through the way it was built by the
Institutional Alliance was always one relevant for European security. And in
this area, ever since the collapse of the outer empire, NATO invited the
Soviet Union in the North Atlantic Consultative Council - NACC and then
Russia, like other post-Soviet states, to the Partnership for Peace - PfP and
NATO-led peacekeeping missions in Europe.

The bigger the Russia’s formal growth was, but also the more NATO
borders extended even within the post-Soviet (Baltics), the more care had to
be shown in the institutional approach to relations with Russia to build
confidence, to mark transparency necessary to engage Russia at the level of
visibility that it wanted for it for the sake of the domestic market. So in
Rome in 2002, the NATO-Russia Council — NRC was launched, which
aimed to bring together allies and Russia “to identify and use opportunities
for joint action* (19 1).

The gesture was also a response to how admirably Moscow behaved during
the events on 9/11", when the emergence of a common enemy of both
NATO and Russia, global terrorism, was seen. Thus, the Council was the
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setting where NATO and Russia would work together as equal partners in
areas of common interest to defend against common threats and risks to
security.

The events of 9/11™" gave rise to the need for integrated and coordinated
action to address common threats. Terrorism suddenly came to the forefront
of the NATO agenda, a place where it was not to be found — at the final
statements and strategic concepts of the beginning of the millennium.

Based on the objectives and principles of the 1997 Founding Act, which
enshrines the NATO-Russia relations, the new Nato-Russia Council was
created as a mechanism for consultation, consensus, cooperation and
decision making and actions. The principle of consensus and equal status of
the Allies and Russia in the Council — and not an alleged parity between
Moscow and the Alliance as a whole, but with the opportunity to discuss
any matter concerned with the parties, but with decisions only by consensus
and agreement of all the allies and Russia — the new Council promoted
continuous dialogue on security issues for identifying emerging problems,
determining common approaches and appropriate actions.

The Council presidency was provided by NATO’s Secretary General and
there were at least monthly meetings at ambassadorial and military level,
twice a year at the level of foreign ministers, defense and the Chiefs of
Staff. Occasional meetings were held with Heads of State. Areas of
common interest were:

—  the fight against terrorism

—  crisis management

—  proliferation

— arms control

—  measures of trust

—  missile defense

— search and rescue missions at sea

—  military cooperation

—  cooperation in case civil emergencies

To strengthen cooperation, Russia’s NATO mission was established on
March 18™, 1998, and on February 20%, 2001 a NATO information center
was inaugurated in Moscow. On the 5™ Anniversary of the Founding Act on
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May 27, 2002, the NATO military mission in Moscow was established, to
increase transparency, the development of practical military cooperation
and cooperation with the Russian Defense Minister.

Practically, the most successful mission was in the Balkans. NATO and
Russian soldiers fought together for 6 years for peacekeeping in the
Balkans, the IFOR and SFOR, in Bosnia, and Russia helped to end the
conflict in Kosovo, while its troops were part of KFOR.

NATO and Russia have participated in joint military exercises of air defense
and peace support operations, testing the interoperability of equipment and
processes in areas such as transport and air supply. In the area of
cooperation in defense, a NATO training, information and consultation
centre was built in March 2002 and added to the cooperation in prevention
and response to disasters, planning for civil emergencies, cooperation
rescuing soldiers from the submarine Kursk, cooperation in science,
research and environment.

Another relevant area was the fight against new security threats, based on
regular consultations between NATO and Russia on new security
challenges, threats of terrorism and the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction, nuclear, biological and chemical, and also the spread of ballistic
missile technology, bearers of these weapons.

This serious, broad, institutionalized cooperation with Russia is also an
important pillar of activity and a strong argument to highlight the
contribution of NATO for European security.

7. The NATO summit in Bucharest — the present and the future of
European security

The NATO summit in Bucharest on April 2-4™ 2008 was the last summit
meeting of Heads of State and Government of Member States of NATO. On
this occasion there were a series of provisions and commitments relating to
security in Europe. This, however, has to do with different dimensions,
related to NATO’s actions in fighting terrorism in Afghanistan, operations
with global partners, since, through globalization, threats have become
globalized , as shown by 9/11th,
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And documents from the NATO summit in Bucharest Alliance stress the
consistency and continuity of policies to ensure the security of Europe, but
also the policies of openness and transparency towards Russia, while its
behaviour and statements prove that Moscow has changed, its ambitions
have increased and the actor allowed itself to leave the international rules.

Already the language in the final declaration of the NATO summit use a
completely different tone. Thus, expansion and strengthening capacity to
confront current and emerging threats of the 215 century is the objective
cited at the beginning statement, just before reiterating the principles and
fundamental values of the Alliance. Then the presence of the
representatives of European and global partner organizations - UN, EU,
global partners is welcomed to Bucharest. Thus the transition from the
Euro-Atlantic security and Europe’s need for global action because “today’s
security challenges cannot be successfully confronted by NATO alone*
towards “a wider partnership of the international community* as part of a
broad approach based on transparency and openness on cooperation and
determination of all concerned is made.

With regard to NATO-EU relations, Article 14 refers to a wide range of
common interests related to security, defense, crisis management,
combating terrorism, development capabilities and strengthen their mutual
consistency. The successful operations in the Balkans but also the EU
operation Althea, conducted with NATO capabilities under Berlin plus
agreements are reiterated. Under common values and interests of EU and
NATO, the two institutions work together in crisis management operations.

NATO recognizes the added value that a stronger and more capable
European defense represents by bringing new capabilities to counter the
challenges facing both NATO and EU as well. The Alliance continues to
support strengthening European capabilities, to improve NATO-EU
strategic relationship for greater efficiency and avoid duplication of efforts
and costs in the spirit of transparency, while respecting the autonomy of the
two organisations. But this does not imply an independent solution to the
EU for European security, independent of NATO, but complementary and
additional to the security capabilities provided by the Alliance, based on
common principles and values.



218 Tulian CHIFU

The final Declaration of the NATO Summit sanctioned the self-suspending
of Russia from the revised Treaty on Conventional Forces in Europe and
empowers the U.S. on behalf of NATO, to negotiate the matter bilateraly
with Moscow in the interests of safety in Europe. Other direct contributions
to European security are NATO enlargement with Croatia, Albania and
Macedonia’s decision on that step for stabilizing the Western Balkans, but
also reaffirming the sovereignty, independence and territorial integrity of
Moldova, Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan. Not at least, the support for the
withdrawal of Russian troops from Georgia and Moldova is reaffirmed.
Energy security and interest in the Black Sea region appear in the final
document as a contribution to European security. Also the launch and
opening of the Cyber Defense Center in Tallinn is part of the same sphere of
arguments for NATO’s role in security across Europe.

8. Peacekeeping operations in Europe

We cannot conclude the arguments relating to the role of NATO in
European security without a review of the Alliance operations in the
European territory. We are talking about the SFOR — Stabilization Force in
Bosnia-Herzegovina, the KFOR operation in Kosovo, and the operations in
Macedonia: Allied Harmony, Amber Fox and Essential Harvest.

SFOR Bosnia and Herzegovina was an operation carried out between
December 1996 and December 2004 where the NATO led the Stabilization
Force in Bosnia Herzegovina, in order to maintain the security situation and
facilitate reconstruction of the state, after the war 1992-1995. NATO
continues to maintain a troop headquarters in Sarajevo in order to assist the
Government in reforming the security structures.

The role of SFOR was to prevent and hinder the restart of hostilities, to
promote the climate of the peace process and provide selective support to
civil organizations involved in the process. Basically, the activities were
those of patrolling and providing security zones up to supporting defense
reform and overseeing mining operations, arresting war criminals and
assisting the return of refugees.
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The European Union has conducted a force in Bosnia-Herzegovina through
Operation Althea, resuming the peace stabilization role of NATO. Under
agreements between the two organizations, NATO is providing planning,
logistics and command support for EU-led operation, under the Berlin Plus
agreements.

NATO operations in Kosovo cover peacekeeping operation in Kosovo that
began in June 1999 and still continue. KFOR was held after a 78-day
campaign of air strikes launched by the alliance in March 1999, in order to
stop and prevent the humanitarian catastrophe in the region. KFOR remains
in Kosovo under Resolution 1244 of UN Security Council, cooperating with
people of the region, the European Union and the United Nations and with
other international actors, to develop a stable, democratic, multiethnic and
peaceful Kosovo.

NATO operations in Macedonia:

Essential Harvest was the first of held operations held by NATO in
Macedonia, and lasted between August 22" and September 23", 2001. It
involved sending a 3500 NATO military personel, logistics support, to
disarm ethnic Albanian groups and destroy their weapons. The sole
deployment condition was a dialogue between different parties and a final
solution construction.

Operation Amber Fox followed the September 23", 2001 and December
15, 2002 operations and is in response to another request of Macedonian
authorities. The specific mandate was to help protect international monitors
who were suppose to oversee implementation of the peace plan in the
former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. The Mission was developed with
the participation of 700 NATO troops under German command with 300
troops already in country. The duration was 3 months with the possibility to
be extended if necessary, depending on the situation in the country.

Finally, Operation Allied Harmony lasted from December 16, 2002 to
March 31%, 2003 and was created at the request of the President of
Macedonia, Trajkovski, and was a classic peacekeeping operation in the
former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, following the ethnic conflicts
occurring in Macedonia. The purpose was to avoid the risk of
destabilization.
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NATO presence had two dimensions: operational support efforts for
international monitors of the peace agreement and advisory elements to
assist the government in bringing security throughout the country. On
March 17t 2003, the operation was handed over to the European Union,
but the Alliance remained committed to supporting Macedonia Macedonia’s
NATO entry reason for which a civilian and a military special presence in
NATO headquarters in Skopje remained, which continues to support the
development of security sector reform and adaptation to NATO standards.

2. Reforms for NATO and EU accession

We proposed, in this part, to show that joining the European Union and
NATO are equivalent in terms of necessary reforms. For this,
complementary to those presented in the previous chapter, we demonstrate
that the requirements of European Union documents look at NATO
prerequisites as a mandatory part for the security of our continent, but also
that the reforms required by both organizations coincide. Then we try to see
if there are elements in the reform for NATO membership that do not
explicitly appear in the EU accession Treaty - and here we mean the criteria
for security sector reform, in particular - and how do Member States of the
EU look upon the accession of a virtual state which is not a member of
NATO, especially that part of the acquis communitaire which France wants
to introduce to cover security sector reform. Finally, the whole effort is to
prepare the way for an analysis of the CFSP and ESDP and to see in the
next chapter, to what extent the two European policies are now compatible
with solving the problem of security by guarantees of the Russian
Federation as a candidate country.

1. ESDP and NATO

In the following part we will see how the European Security and Defense -
ESDP, part of the CFSP started, and how the European documents talk
about the EU’s relationship with NATO. ESDP was European Presidency’s
priorities over 2 years, in 1999-2001, and is an integral part of the
construction of European institutions and EU responsibilities assumed in
front of the international community.
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The Cologne European Council of June 1999 declarations mention that the
EU seeks cooperation, consultation and transparency in relations with
NATO, thus bringing added vitality to the transformed Alliance. The final
document of the European Council in Helsinki in December 1999,
underlined the need to create a force for rapid intervention in order to
manage the crisis. The Council determined the precise role of the Member
States of EU and NATO members and candidate countries, members of
NATO. This symbiosis is relevant and shows the interdependence between
consistent policies of the two organizations.

The European Council of Feira in June 2000, completed the missing link of
collaborating with NATO member states and EU members. Thus, third
parties in this category may participate in EU-led military operations,
moreover, already at that time these states were listed in the document:
Norway, Turkey, Poland, Czech Republic. At this European Council the
basis of consultations with NATO on military issues were established,
underlining that “the EU and NATO are organizations of different nature in
terms of crisis management capability”.

Under the provisions of the Nice European Council, “the EU will be able to
intervene through military actions in operations such as those for
humanitarian operations, peacekeeping and crisis management - the famous
Petersberg missions - although the EU has not proposed to have its own
army. The Council also mentioned that “NATO remains the basis of the EU
Defense, while the ESDP only adds more vitality to the Alliance.

After the events of 9/11'h, the fight against terrorism has become one of the
most important objectives of both NATO and EU as well, along with the
creation of rapid intervention forces, improving management and crisis
decision making and strengthening cooperation between the information of
the Member States. Hence the need for the ESDP to become operative as
soon as possible.

The Laeken European Council of December 2001, decided the final shape
and the effective and efficient European defense policy. On December 6,
2001, we had the NATO-EU ministerial meeting reconfirm the close
relationship between the two organizations and good cooperation. In fact
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everything here has stressed that EU enlargement may cause the
strengthening of the Euro-Atlantic Partnership through proper distribution
of duties and power in the European area. Furthermore, future EU members
should be given a greater degree of inclusion in ESDP and the EU should
establish mechanisms for consultation and cooperation, allowing countries
to participate in debates on European defense and security architecture and
to participate effectively in decisions to shape it.

Given that the specific objectives of NATO and the EU match it was very
useful for all countries participating in NATO and EU enlargement after the
fall of communism in Europe, combining the two processes in sizing reform
efforts. Moreover, there is no precedent for a state to enter the EU without
joining NATO and solving security problems. Without a priori excluding
such a possibility, we look further at how the EU take on a neutral, non-
NATO state, and finally, the extent to which the ESDP should be compatible
with receiving a State that manages security through guarantees provided
by a non-EU, non-NATO member with strong issues with the two
organizations.

ESDP issues are included in the negotiation chapter “Common Foreign and

Security Policy* and refer to the transposition of the acquis communitaire in

the national law, concerning the CFSP, but also the acquisition and the

implementation of CFSP objectives after EU membership is achieved.

Among the commitments made by States that became members in the

earlier stages are:

— solving all problems with their neighbours based on international law

— to support the EU (and NATO) integration of the former Yugoslavia
states in the prevailing system of values in Europe

— to modernize and increase the effectiveness of the capacity of Defense,
through a broad reform process of the Army

— Active participation in cooperative agreements with third parties and
EU security policy and defense

— to support non-proliferation of nuclear, chemical, biological weapons

— to take full EU objectives set out in Article 2 of the Treaty on European
Union (affirming EU identity on the international scene, in particular by
implementing a common foreign and security policy)
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— to take over and implement the objectives of the CFSP, as they are
stipulated in the provisions of Title V of the TEU (we return to analyze
CFSP and ESDP in a later chapter)

The EU-NATO ministerial meeting in December 2001 noted clearly that
“the processes of internal and external adaptation of NATO and the EU,
including in terms of extending the two organizations are complementary
and reinforce each other“. This was reflected by the provisions of the
assessments made by both institutions in the case of states that joined both
the EU and NATO as basically political provisions are similar, while the
economic provisions, although developed for the European Union, had the
same conditionality in NATO’s case (we will later see the economic
provisions of the package of NATO integration), while safety issues for
NATO integration package is found in EU observations.

Concerning political aspects in the integration wave of 2004-2007 for the
EU and 2002 for NATO the same priorities can be found:

— Fighting corruption

—  The situation of foster children

—  The situation of the Roma minority

— Judicial reform

— Public administration reform

In the economic aspects of the provisions of the same states for NATO and
the EU integration we find:

—  Economic restructuring

— Sustainable economic growth

— Business climate

— Legal framework for foreign investments

Thus, improving the overall situation in the areas mentioned - with detailed
development titles, institutions and legislation, in particular the EU -
supported by government action and coherent legislative reforms
parameters of performance targets for both NATO and the Partnership as
Accession to the European Union were included. The criteria for inclusion
in the two organizations are converging and mutually reinforcing, not only
at the level of joint declarations, but also the requirements for joining the
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two organizations. The economic development of countries aspiring to
NATO integration is a fundamental process that can meet the requirements
of Army modernization and the participation of a state according to the
needs of the Alliance.

2. The common package of values and reforms

Concerning the political criteria for EU and NATO accession, internal
performance parameters for membership in both organizations mostly
coincide. Thus, by satisfying the political criteria for accession to the
European Union, included in the Copenhagen criteria which allow
addressing the theme, entitlement and opportunities for application for EU
membership, a country ensures policy requirements on the internal
dimension of NATO. Thus:
a. The grounds of democracy, rule of law and protection of children
through the following elements:
— improving civil and political rights of citizens including the
freedom of association and assembly
— the restitution of property,
—  in matters of judicial reform court proceedings and the application
of judicial decisions
—  judicial independence by the rules of the Supreme Council of
Magistracy and the Code of Conduct for the judiciary
—  the criminal justice system reform through the introduction of
probation and accountability of law enforcement agencies
—  fighting trafficking through regulatory measures, institutional
plans and concrete actions
b. The criteria for protection of minorities includes provisions such as:
— Representation in national and local representative structures
— Broad rights for national minorities to preserve language and culture
for self-administration in compact living quarters
— Adoption of general anti-discrimination legislation
— The practical application of the Directive on equal traitment prin-
ciple to people regardless of ethnic origin or race — managing ethnic
conflicts, reducing their number and integration of minorities in
national political and administrative life
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c. criteria related to child protection provided by both institutions, a series
of common provisions:

Management of the foster children protection

To promote the best interests of the children in taking measures that
concern them

Community responsibility for vulnerable groups of children
Strengthening social protection of children in difficulty or in
situations of risk

Interdisciplinary and intersectorial approach to child protection,
both in the context of social policies, family and educational
policies

d. Justice and Home Affairs criteria

Visa policy

Border control

Control of migration

The establishment of foreigners law with common standards
Adopting the European system of extradition law

New types of passports, with high security to prevent forgerries
Facilities and appropriate upgrading of border points

Adoption scheme movement of persons under rules negotiated with
the EU

Border security through information exchange agreements with
neighbours

Integrated border management

e. The criteria relating to the fight against corruption contains:

Substantial reduction in tax evasion — fighting widespread smuggling
Creating appropriate institutions and mechanisms against money
laundering

Diminishing underground economy

Concerning economic criteria necessary for a state to face integration into
the European Union and NATO we also find common provisions.

—  Strengthening economic stabilization

— Strengthening sustainable economic development

— Reducing the inflation rate and maintaining it at a low level



226 Tulian CHIFU

— A growth in the volume of exports and a decrease in the balance of
payments deficit

— Improving the banking sector

— Improving budgetary performance, in particular the budget collections

— Significant increase of the Central Bank’s international reserve

— Increasing trade integration with the EU

— Stimulating the development of SMEs and strengthening the middle
class

—  Structural reforms and industrial giants’ privatisation

— Economic decentralization - the adoption criteria of a market economy
between state and private sectors

— The adoption of equal competition rules and fair competition

—  Tthe return of industrial property to former owners

— A stable legal framework for the investment climate

— Bureacracy reduction

— Reducing the number of permits and paperwork neccessary

— Equal access to licenses

— Building a functioning market economy

—  Industrial development

— Improving transport infrastructure

In all the cases of states that joined the EU and NATO after the collapse of
communism in Europe, preparations for joining the two institutions were
similar and complementary, they boosted each other and have been
instrumental in speeding up economic and social reforms, stability, welfare
and modernization in each state.

3. Lessons learned from the accession of Eastern European states to
the EU and NATO

To reveal the more pregnant coincidence criteria for joining NATO and the
EU, we will look briefly at Romania’s Preparation Plan for joining NATO,
established in Bucharest in April 10", 2002. We will see here the areas in
which preparation for admission into NATO and chapter topics included
political, economic, rule of law, the elements contained in the acquis
communitaire, then we will examine the extent to which the provisions of a
military nature and reform of defense institutions coincided with the
accession preparation for admission into the EU and the specific differences
for joining NATO.
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The Membership Action Plan contains areas such as reform of the military
body, improving planning by linking resources with objectives,
transparency of economic reform, fighting corruption and human
trafficking, protection of classified information and operation of special
services, children’s rights and national minorities. Although, apparently,
some problems are not directly related to NATO enlargement, they were
part of the reform package required for admission to the Alliance because of
the compatibility criteria of Romania with the system of rules and values
NATO.

The Membership Action Plan is prepared on the annual plan of reforms in
the MAP, and thus fully reflects the requirements of the framework of
accession negotiations with NATO but also the commitments of Romania in
the negotiations to join NATO.

The Preparation Plan chapters mostly coincide with those relating to
European Union accession criteria. We will thus focus on the other, the
second part, to see which are the common elements which are the
differentiating elements between NATO and the EU. The four specific areas
are:

—  Reform of military organizations

—  Improving planning

—  Protection of classified information

—  The operation of special services

The criteria related to military reform and improving the planning body are:

—  Generating real and effective military capabilities to ensure national
security needs as well as actively contributing to NATO’s military
structure. Noteworthy here is that the criteria needs to ensure its
national security and foreign missions of the EU and criteria of the EU
package.

— Building a modern military force, reliable, properly structured internal
needs and external missions, better trained and equipped , interoperable
with NATO (EU criteria)

—  Defense budget at least 2% of GDP. (Romania pledged to 2.38%) -
reduction of forces acting in time of peace (EU criteria)

—  Military career management
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—  Improving command and control system

—  Creating a transmission system compatible with that of NATO (criteria
in EU missions )

—  Providing aerial surveillance operation Operational Center (EU criteria
Chapters JHA and ESDP)

—  Implementation the planning, programming, budgeting and evaluation
system

—  Enhancing capacity to participate in crisis management operations (EU
criteria, ESDP)

—  Improving Air transport (EU priority and the ESDP, the EU as a whole)

—  Facilities and air bases capable of providing transit and transport plus
storage for Allied missions.

—  Ports to ensure the port and shipping capacity

— The size and structure of forces under the categories of forces
negotiated with NATO

— Adopting the military career guide

—  Compliance with the pyramid of functions and degrees, the staff use
their skills in the right position

—  Prepare NCOs and increased powers in the Army.

—  Training and learning English

A brief analysis shows that the criteria for admission into NATO either or
coincide with those for admission to the EU or are essential criteria for any
army and ensure any state’s security. Noteworthy here is that generating real
and effective military capability to ensure national security needs as well as
actively contributing to NATO’s military structure or peacekeeping
operations and crisis management, where the EU are mandatory criteria, are
sine qua non criteria for any member of the EU and NATO. It is true that
any state can alter the National Security Strategy and eliminate traditional
threats to its security, but it becomes a vulnerability not credible for the
European Union.

Also, the wording is quite clear that each state must have sufficient forces to
safeguard its own territory and population, interests, not through NATO/EU
support or capabilities or through that of another state. EU criteria does not
directly discuss the idea of neutrality, but in any case, has the requirement
categories of troops necessary to ensure its own security and contributions
to foreign missions.
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The main criteria related to information security and intelligence services
(other than those related to political criteria) are:

Matching classified information protection authority with NATO
standards (existing critetiu for the EU as well)

The reform of special services (existing criteria implicit in the EU,
although no formula developed to track points)

Launch cooperation with partner services or allied state (criteria EU)

Exercise democratic control over special services authority by special
parliamentary commission (EU criteria)

Adapt organizational structures and operational developments of
predictable security environment

Strengthening public confidence about the role and activities of special
services

Contacts with media to create a real perception of the authority of
special services

Drafting instructions and internal procedures to protect classified
information and related legal acts. (EU criteria)

Developing unique procedures in industrial safety
Training security officials

Develop mechanisms and procedures for electronic exchange of
classified documents

Adapt the objectives, tasks and missions of special services to meet the
standards of a democratic society

Balance between the principle of transparency, the activity of special
services and providing classified information

The establishment of procedures for the review of government officials
with access to classified information

With regard to these criteria, they are either EU criteria as well or
absolutely essential to consistent and reliable development of special
services in a democratic society — they come from EU political criteria and
of human rights or are nonformal criteria of the EU, which did not
originally develop military capabilities, but officially permitted any
Member State’s and EU Member States’ essential security.
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3. Formal relations between the EU and NATO

Formalized relations between the EU and NATO came into being in January
2001, and formal development, design and their relations grew rapidly after
the EU-NATO declaration of December 16, 2002 on European Security
and Defense Policy — ESDP / ESDP. The Joint Declaration reaffirmed EU
access to NATO planning capabilities for its military operations and
introduced the following principles of cooperation:

—  Effective mutual consultation

— Equality and respect for the autonomous decisions of the EU and
NATO

— Respect for the interests of EU Member States and NATO
— Respect for the principles of UN Charter

— To develop a joint consistent, transparent package of demands on the
capabilities of both organizations, that would help and support the
mutual strengthening of these capabilities

The package of documents adopted by both organizations in March 2003
contained the NATO-EU Agreement on Security of Information and Berlin
Plus Agreement, which include:

— A NATO-EU Security Agreement (which covered the exchange of
classified information based on common rules for the protection of
security)

— Providing access and use by the EU to NATO planning capabilities for
planning military operations of EU crisis management

— Use of NATO’s military capabilities and communications units and the
operations headquarters for EU — led crisis management.

— Procedures for acquisition, monitoring, return and recall of NATO
capabilities and assets to the EU, in its own operations

—  Terms of reference at deputy SACEUR (NATO commander in Europe),
who will command, in principle, EU operations carried out under the

Berlin Plus arrangements (a person who is European) and European
Command Options for NATO.
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— The EU — NATO bilateral arrangements and consultations in the context
of EU crisis management operations using NATO capabilities and
assets

— Incorporate in the NATO planning system established long-term needs
and capabilities that may be necessary for EU-led operations, to ensure
availability of trained forces and equipped for both the NATO-led
operations as well as the EU.

NATO-EU cooperation in Macedonia, taking over NATO operations by the
EU’s Operation Concordia (based on the Berlin Plus agreements), or in
Bosnia Herzegovina, which took over the command of SFOR EU and
Kosovo, where KFOR (NATO) and EULEX (EU) have transferred some
powers from first to second and further cooperate in the field.

NATO and EU are both based on common values and institutions and are
considered “the most integrated and near community in the world”. At the
same time it is a “security community”. The two organizations share a
common collective identity, Euro-Atlantic, Western, etc. We share the same
economic interdependence and mutual benefit created significant interest
other organizations. We use the same type of institutions to manage
domestic affairs and international relations. We share common values,
perceptions and counter the same threats, share the same forces, capabilities
and resources to address these threats. Since 19 states are in both
organizations this makes the two organically linked. NATO cannot survive
without the EU and EU cannot survive without NATO. The specifics of
each one reinforces and brings powe to the otherr, are complementary and
symbiotic in all.

4. Compatibility issues between CSFP, ESDP, Russia

In this part we will try to answer a few of the questions that set the degree
that political options set by the state in the National Security Strategy are
logically consistent, practical and strategic and are not contradictory. More
over, given the security options discussed in chapter 2 we want to see
exactly what is the possiblity that a non-NATO member can become a
member of the EU, while it is neutral, or its security is guaranteed by a third
party, non-NATO and non-EU.
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1. The EU as a security actor

We propose to asses the EU’s qualities as a security actors. During the first
faze we will not refer to essential elements that are usually considered in
such a case, the CFSP and the ESDP.

We will subsequently demonstrate, leaving from the European definition of
security in the broader sens that the EU is a type of security actor whose
main characteristics are developing political and administrative capabilities,
which allows it to successfully cover the “soft” elements of security, and is
a successful actor in economic, social, political and environmental security
as we shall see further on its characteristics concerning “hard security”,
mainly military security and defense institutions.

It is certainly true that EU member states do not have this component
covered but we must see how much of it is due to belonging to NATO, how
much is because of individual national developments and how much is due
to EU policies.

Basically the EU’s political and administrative capability overimposes on
the criteria that we studied in the previous chapter for NATO member
states, that of planning, programming, budgetting and evaluation capacity.
Moreover the EU behaves like an actor whose security is covered by
NATO, who is only interested that member state have the capabilities to
assure their own security (without having the instruments to check this
other than by results and democratic rules, but without being able to check
the security sectors’ reform through indicators) — and here they interact with
NATO who has the necessary capabilities to integrate force systems — and
to contribute to external missions.

Here is where the difference between NATO and the EU intervenes, where
the EU wishes to have its own capabilities, both civilian and military, for
missions that are not NATO missions. Here again capabilities are
taken/borrowed from the Alliance, according to Berlin plus agreements. The
EU looks like an actors with assured security who wants to have
capabilities for its own missions and thus creates security instruments once
it has come accross security problems that NATO cannot solve. This way
the Energy Security Strategy is explained as are its police, justice, order
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civilian capabilities, instruments that the EU uses admirably for the
administrative-political component for state reconstructions, its added value
to the notion of security.

The EU’s quality as a post-modern actor is given precisely by its multi-level
capacity, with administrative structures on different levels — sub-national,
national, regional, European — with decisions being made at different levels
according to the level that decision affects and specific attributes and
sometimes with codecision formulas between the Comission, the Council
and the member state — even foreign, security, defense policy. Unlike this
model NATO is a pure intergovernmental institution, where decisions are
made exclusively by consensus and where participation is voluntary, with
the exception of the imperative solidarity “hard” guarantee of Article 5 of
the Washington Treaty, exception which gives the orgnisation its
particularity.

Thus there is no point in discussing the importance of administrative
capacity as a component of security, precisely because many of the security
threats come from not having this capacity. The experience from the EU in
strenghtheninig comunity cohesion but also between pillars two and three
but most especially from the capacity, expertise and ability to transform
during the expansion process, the ability to integrate new members and
transform actors within the neighbourhood, the attractiveness of the
European model for neighbouring states, all are concrete elements of a
security and capability that only the EU (and not NATO) has and are
indispensable for 21 century security.

In the new forms of development and defining security we talk about an
actors capabilities to be there and generate policies and promote interest as
components of security capabilities. It is about the oportunity — presence —
internal capability trinoma which validates actiopns. Then it is obvious we
have to evaluate the thirds trinoma, action — effectiveness- efficiency in
attaining ones goals and promoting ones interests. From this point of view
the EU is truly a relevant, major actor with worthwhile capabilities,
although it rarely feels the absence of some categories of instruments that
come after having its own credible, solid military and “hard” capability.
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For the EU we can evaluate 4 types of administrative skills which are
relevant for its quality as a security actor:

a. The first type of skill is that of rights and authority. They usually come
from formal rules, are protected, interpreted by a structure of norms and
institutions. Exercising a valid authority of institutions and political
culture is absolutely neccessary for legitimicy and recognition, and
those who exercise the authority are thus validated, acknowledged and
mandated.

b. The second type of skill comes from the need for resources. It is about
the elements that allow you to do certain things or make others due
certain things. It is about money, properties, time, information, facilities,
equipment are both individual and institutional capabilities.

c. The third type of skill is given by competences and know-how.
Individuals store competences through education, expertise, experience.
Institutions gather know-how through traditions and rules.

d. None of the aforementioned skills would have any relevance if there
were not a fourth type, the organisational skills. It is important because
it allows the use of rights, authority, resources and competences, and the
skill comes from the effectivenss and efficiency of using the afore-
mentioned skills.

It is obvious that the differences between types of skills especially appear
from the limited character of others — money, properties. So if we estimate
the aforementioned characteristics, the EU is a post-modern security actor
with special instruments but with a limited and low-budget military/force
instrument — something which it feels but compensated by leaving classical
security to the states and to NATO.

2. CSFP, ESDP for states with no armed forces?

In order to answer this and the following questions we will have to choose a
few elements from EU documents. The most important one is the European
Security Strategy “A Secure Europe in a Better World”, compiled by Javier
Solana and adopted by the European Council in December 2003, it is the
first document of this kind elaborated at EU level. It start by assuming that
the “EU is a global actor”. Consequently “it should be ready to assume
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responsabilities in the area of global security”. According to the document,
the creation and the development of the EU are central elements towards
moving the new security environment. The Strategy highlights the
importance of policies based on credible military capabilities, for protecting
European interests in the world and counterstriking the new risks on
security, first and foremost concerning international terrorism.

The document mentions the primordial interest towards the new challenges
on European security that the EU can stabilise, both directly and indirectly,
because the risks of a traditional military confrontation on the European
continent have diminished significantly. It is obvious that the latest
developments could bring serious reappraisals of the document, and that the
capabilities for self defense and conflict prevention may indeed be
completely different.

But coming back to the standing Security Strategy the document considers

that the explanation comes from two aspects:

* current security interests and objectives of European states do not
generate conflicts, quite the contrary they favour cooperation and
solidarity;

* the international security enviroment is positively influenced by
European and Euro-atlantic integration processes, in fact by the
expansion of the community of states that share and promore democratic
and free market values, in the context of deepening regional
cooperation.

Faced with the new threats on security the EU can respond through three

strategic objectives:

a. ensuring stability and good governance in its neighbourhood. This will
imply extending the security area around Europe and will insure that
states in this area (Eastern Europe, Western Balkans, Mediteranean
states) are well governed. This objective will also imply continuing and
developing Europe’s involvement in solving the arab-israeli conflict;

b. creating an international order based on effective multilateralism. In a
world characterised by globalisation (global threats, global markets,
global mass media) security and prosperity depend on the existence of
an effective multilateral system (this is clearly influence by events of the
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time in Iraq and certain European states’ discontent with American
“unilateralism”). This is why one of the EU’s objective must be,
according to the Stratgy, developing a powerful international society,
characterised by the existence of efficient international institutions, as
well as by the existence of world order based on respecting laws, first
and foremost those written in the UN Charter (Here we could mention
the failure of these requisites after the failure to reform the UN, the drop
in credibility and effectiveness of the UN Security council, blocages and
the fall of the OSCE rule system etc).

The quality of the international society depends on the quality of the
governments that make it up. The best defense for European security is
given by the existence of a world formed by well lead democratic states.
This is why spreading good governance practices, fighting corruption
and power abuse, brinign rule of law and protecting human rights are
the best means of strenghthening the world order.

The European Security Strategy states, unequivocally, that the link with
NATO and the Alliances’ role in European security: “In this context an
important element of this new world order is considered to be
transatlantic cooperation within NATO”;

preparing a response to the new kind of threats. This response include
the anti-terrorist measure package adopted after 9/11'", supporting
measures to prevent weapons of mass destruction proliferation and
assisting stats with weak or unstable structures in the Balkans,
Afghanistan, East Timopr and Africa (The Democratic Republic of
congo). Identifying answers to the new threats must start from the fact
that these often come from far away, are more dynamic and more
complex.

This is why the defense line will have to be abroad for most of the time.
The dynamic character will make it neccessary to shift stress towards crisis
and threat prevention. The complex character will require solutions to
match it which will include export control, economic, political or even

mil

itary pressure. The EU has all the instruments for adopting such complex

solutions.
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The document mentions the need and the effectiveness criteria of the
security policy — as the EU does with all its policies. Thus if the EU security
and defense policy is to become more effective, the Strategy sets as
neccessary a more active pursuit of its objectives through civilian or
military objectives, a more coherent union of effort and command during
times of crisis, more skilled by alloting more resources, avoiding
duplications, better coordination of existing resources. Here it is stated that
in an form admisible to member states at the time of the drafting of the
document, in 2003, the role of the US in the security and defense of Europe
by mentioning the fact that “in achieving its security and defense objectives
the EU will have to bear in mind maintaing privileged relations with
the US”.

Among the political implications for the EU determined by these objectives

and imperatives from the Security Strategy, the document states that the EU

must become:

— more active: a strategic culture which can ensure fast, robust and timely
intervention using political, diplomatic, military, civilian and
commercial instruments/actions;

— more capable: the new European Defense Agency has a major role in
developing defense capabilities;

— more coherent: the ESDP and CFSP strong point is the belief that “we
are strong when we act together”; the current challenge is in putting
together and making different instruments and capabilities work.

Interestingly enough, for our evaluation, is the perspective determined by
the Union concerning its prospects in the military and security objective
called “Headline Goal 2010%“. The document was adopted at the Defense
Ministers meeting in May 17", 2004 and is the result of adapting the HG
2003 (Helsinki, December 1999) to the new EU security strategy and the
main objective set by the union’s decision makers: by 2010, the EU will be
able to respond to crisis anywhere in the world. According to the document,
the EU must be able to decide to launch a crisis management operation
within 5 days from concept approval by the Council, and deployment of
troops in theatre must be done 10 days since the decision to intervene.
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In this context, one of the most important developments is the initiation and
operationalisation of a tactical battle group concept, as a solid repre-
sentation of the European rapid reaction force. In this context, the new
“Headline Goal 2010* moves the focus from quantitative aspects of the old
Helsinki Headline Goal on the qualitative elements, consisting in efficiency
rise of forces and hence their utility (interoperability, sustainability,
mobility and speed of deployment in theatre). At the Ministerial Conference
of employment of military capabilities on November 22, 2004, a total of
22 Member States and Norway, a third party, pledged to carry and make
available to the EU, 13 battle groups.

We must also note the fact that the EU is not new to the crisis management
operations world, but has lead military operations in theathers. By
compiling a short summary of its intervention so far, the EU has managed
to deploy two crisis management operations (CONCORDIA, in 2003, in
Macedonia and ARTEMIS, in summer 2003 in Congo), adding to that
ALTHEA, its most important operations so far, by taking over SFOR from
NATO at the end of 2004. CONCORDIA and ALTHEA were organised
with access to NATO means and capabilities as part of the Berlin Plus
Arrangemments, while ARTEMIS was a EU operation within a framing
country, represented by France.

The facts mentioned above allow us to formulate a clear answer to the
question of whether a country may be a member of the EU without armed
forces. The answer is clearly NO, because it would not meet the two
mandatory requirements of the ESDP: ensuring self defense and security
and contributing to EU battle groups and peacekeeping operations.

3. CFSP, ESDP and neutral states at the border?

If we go further and refine the content of the question, thus exploring the
solutions Moldovan authorities have tried for their safety and the package
of policy options adopted by a majority in Parliament, we should
investigate what would, according to EU documents, formulate minimum
security and military capabilities for a Member State.

CFSP and ESDP do not explicitly talk about the possibility of a neutral state
to become a member, if the conditions of its military forces are sufficient to
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ensure their own security and contribute to the capabilities of the Union.
Obviously, in this context we should talk about a more important and
extensive topic — what is a neutral state in the 21st century, at the frontier of
Europe?

The negative answer to this question comes if we consider the provisions of
the Constitutional Treaty on this topic. But as the Constitutional Treaty was
not adopted, nor the revised — with the same provisions — someone might
object that we refer to documents that are not in force.

The draft Treaty Establishing a Constitution for Europe, presented by
European Convention President, Valéry Giscard d’Estaing, to the European
Council in Thessaloniki (June 20", 2003) and in Rome, the Italian
Presidency of the EU ( July 18% 2003) all refer to the Common Foreign
and Security Policy (CFSP) and the Common Security and Defense Policy
(PSAC), as part of CFSP.

In the European Constitution project PSAC (Common Security and Defense
Policy, CSDP) shall, therefore, replace both the old concept of ESDP and its
extended option PESAC. The Draft of the European Constitution contains
separate provisions on EU external action (Title V). The latter include a
number of interrelated elements, including:

— Common commercial policy;

— Common foreign policy;

— Common security and defense policy;

— Developing cooperation;

— Humanitarian aid.

Within everyone of these components, the main objectives of the EU’s

external actions respect these two fundamental principles:

— external actions have to rely of principles that governed the creation,
development and enlargement of the EU;,

— external action have to follow maximising cooperation between member
states on all level of international relations.

Regarding the first principle, we should mention the principles that governed
the creation, development and enlargement process of the EU, because only
based on these will we find solutions and directions within ESDP.
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These principles are:

1. democracy;

2. rule of law;

3. universality and indivisibility of human rights and fundamental
freedoms

4. respecting human dignity;

5. equality and solidarity;

6. respecting international law according to the UN Charter

The EU’s external objectives concerning common policies and actions

target:

a. safeguarding European Union’s common value, its fundamental interest,
its security, independance and integrity;

b. consolidating and supporting democracy, rule of law, human right and
international law;

c. maintaining peace, conflict prevention, strenghthening of international
security according to the principles of the UN Charter;

d. supporting sustainable development from an economic, social and
environmental point of view in developing countries towards
eliminating poverty;

e. encouraging the integration of all countries in global economy,
including through banishing restriction in international trade;

f. promoting international measures meant to maintain and improve
enviromental quality and sustainable management of natural resources
for a sustainable devlopment;

g. assisting populations, countries and regions that face natural or man
made disasters;

h. promoting an interntional system based on multilateral cooperation and
good governance at a global scale.

The ability to work in a Union of 27 or more states, will depend a great deal
on the ability of the political leadership to define its strategic goals and
boost their implementation in current policy. From this point of view, the
European Constitutional Treaty shows true progress by implementing the
President of the European Council and the Minister of Foreign Affairs of
the Union posts. The President of the European Council will be electeded
by the Heads of State and Government by a qualified majority, for a period
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of 2 years and half, renewable once. Thus we leave behind the practice of 6
months rotational presidency. The role of president will be to chair and
drive forward the workings of the Council, ensure its smooth running and
continuity and to ensure, at his level, the European Union’s external
representation. The new function will provide continuity, visibility and
consistency for EU representation both externally and internally.

Also, the foreign policy profile has been boosted with the statutory office of
the Minister of Foreign Affairs. The Minister of Foreign Affairs of the
Union will be one of the Vice presidents of the European Commission and
thereby a member of the Comission’s College. He will lead the Common
Foreign and Security Policy, will be responsible for external relations and
for coordinating other aspects of the Union’s external action, including
chairing the Council of Foreign Affairs, as a structure of Ministers Council.

Concerning the ESDP the European Constitutional project, and the Lisbon
treaty afterwards, reiterates the fact that this will include progressively
building a common defense policy for the EU, that will lead to a common
defense when the European Council shall decide it unanimoulsy. PSAC
shall to overcome the particularities in security and defense policies of the
member state, shall have to comply with obligations imposed to NATO
member states and ensure its compatibility with NATO security and defense

policy.

The draft of the European Constitution brings five important innovations in

the sphere of security policy and defense policy:

— Extension of Petersberg tasks

— setting up a European agency concerning Armaments Research and
military capabilities.

— Application of structured cooperation in international missions

— the opportunity for closer cooperation of EU Members for mutual
defense and

— Introducing a solidarity clause in cases of occurrence of terrorist attacks
and natural or man made disasters;
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Among these provisions, some are incompatible with the principle of

neutrality in the sense imagined by the Moldovan authorities, traditional

neutrality Middle Ages, which is internationally recognized:

— The existence of a foreign minister with the role of decision in foreign
policy, security and defense

— The expansion of EU missions involving the use of armed force in
missions other than the strict peacekeeping, with respect, clearly, the
principles of EU

— Solidarity clause

This is the time to subject to a debate this formula which copies Article 5 of
the Washington Treaty, the founding document of NATO. Unlike NATO,
which makes a distinction between cases of armed aggression and terrorist
attacks (on September 12, 2001 the North Atlantic Alliance activated for
the first time in its history Article V concerning collective defense and
declared war on terrorism), the European Union Lisbon Treaty makes this
difference.

Tighter cooperation for defense issues is applied in cases of armed
agression and is binded by Article 51 in the UN Charter while the solidarity
clause becomes operational in the case of terrorist attacks and natural or
man made disasters. More specifically, the solidarity clause implies
mobilising all EU resources, including military ones, for:

— Preventing terrorist threats on EU territory

— Protecting the populations and the institutions from terrorist attacks and
— Giving assitance to member states on whose territory a terrorist attack

or a disaster took place.

Under this clause, no EU member state can be neutral, it is an ally of other
European Union countries and it must react based on the solidarity clause,
with all the tools available to support other EU countries.

The only real compatibility is that which is explicitly mentioned, NATO.
But let us consider a debate where only documents that have are already
being applied are taken into consideration, not those that have not been
ratified or those which will be adopted. This implies a debate on what
neutrality means in the 215 century but also the place for a neutral state at
the borders of the EU frontier.
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Neutrality, in its classic meaning, implies not using force and not joining an
organisation that implies taking sides, as an ally. From this point of view,
neutrality is incompatible with membership of the European Union, once it
implies adopting one side, that of the EU, according to the European
Security Strategy. The ESS mentions the principles, interests, means of
action, including military, to promote those interests, and this document is
not optional for Member States.

Finally, let us assume the meaning of neutrality would be an exclusively
military neutrality, that is not to contribute troops in action against another
state or non-state actors. Without the solidarity clause and the adoption of
the Lisbon Treaty, this provision should be compatible with EU
membership and even with the ESS once participating in EU operations is
voluntary, so that every country can choose the operations it gets involved
in. Here however we face other incompatibilities. How can you be neutral
and contribute troops to the battle group document ESDP — which implies
that these capabilities can be used as a rapid reaction force in every location
determined by the Council!

Let us suppose, further, that Moldova is negotiating with the EU an opt-out
from these operations, or to choose its missions. Obviously the Member
state must compensate the costs otherwise and we do not know if this is
feasible. But if here we can accept that such a negotiation is possible, we
have to take into account the fact that the Member State is responsible for
its defense and security — under the ESDP.

From this perspective, Moldova should prove that it has the possibility and
the forces to ensure its security and defense. It is obvious that this cannot
happen by altering the National Security Strategy and excluding certain
types of risks and threats from the evaluation, which would mean that there
is no need for some categories of forces to defend the territory. In this case,
the candidate country would not be credible. The only option it would have
left would be for another Member state or member states to guarantee its
security. Without taking into account the costs of such an option the
situation would be incompatible with military neutrality.
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A last argument comes from another pillar of European scaffolding, Justice
and Home Affairs. JHA provisions for a state at the EU border are
sufficiently detailed and involve categories of non-military forces and
civilian capabilities to protect state security and the European Union in the
face of external threats and risks within the “cold war* or realpolitik
assessment, a situation that contradicts the idea of neutrality

4. CFSP, ESDP and the compatibility with Russia

We have to ask ourselves, given the particular conditions of the Republic of
Moldova, with Russian troops on its territory, but also the theoretical option
of having security ensured by the Russian Federation and having EU
membership — are the two elements compatible?

Things are very simple and have already been discussed previously; the
only situation where this would work would be if Russia were already an
EU member! Otherwise, as we have seen, the security solution compatible
with membership in the European Union excludes security neutrality or
security guarantees by a third party.

5. UE-Russia — competition or bordering conflict?

The last part of this chapter refers to the European Union’s prospects, to the
degree of convergence or competition towards Russia and, in those areas
where competition is clear, the likelihood that it may turn into conflict. This
last appraisal is needed to clearly determine a neutral state’s chance of
keeping its neutrality and having alliance-like relations — the EU and the
CIS — with both players competing. The logical and obvious answer would
be NO, and the arguments are similar to those treated in Chapter 3, when
we looked at the options for security of the Republic of Moldova,
concerning Russia and NATO. But further on we wish to demonstrate that
increasingly more, Russia and the EU are in conflict on a number of issues
increasingly more connected with security.

We will discuss two areas where increased EU involvement increasingly
affects and challenges Russian interests, who is prepared to defend those
interests violently already creating a state of conflict with the EU. First of
all we must mention EU efforts to diversify energy transit and transport
routes, which is not only competing with Russian projects, but also with
Russian interests to keep direct control over all categories of transit of these
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resources to Western consumers. The European Union has acknowledged
the incompatibility between EU and Russian interests on the matter, but
also the reactions that betray Moscow’s standpoint on this issue as
opposing the EU. The lack of cohesion and different interests have
prevented, until now, the development of an EU Energy Policy, but such a
project is underway.

Secondly we have to look at the European Union growing urge to assert its
interest in being involved in all processes of conflict resolution in the
extended Black Sea region, primarily in the case of frozen conflicts. This is
contrary to the Russian-American arrangements of 1994, that left Russia
this important lever of control on non-slavonic countries in former Soviet
space and is contrary to the interests of maintaining the current status quo in
the area of frozen conflicts, which, conflicts which, as we have seen, Russia
can “warm up‘ as it pleases. In this area, the European Union is left to
recognize that its interests are opposite to those of Russia — it has not yet
done so but may choose to after the recent Russian-Georgian war in South
Ossetia.

It is obvious that because it has blended interests to engage itself in the
conflict resolution processes in the Black Sea extended area and because it
wants to reach its goals of promoting a stable, secure and democratic
neighbourhood the EU finds that it is becoming increasingly difficult to
promote its interest in the region while remaining passive to Russian
policies in the area, which have adverse effects.
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CONFERENCE PROCEEDINGS

C.P. 1
Getting right security in NATO’s wider neighbourhood:
does this still matter?
The future of NATO’s partnership network.
A special focus on the Balkans and Wider Black-Sea
Caspian region

Catalin Predoiu
Acting Minister of Foreign Affairs

I would like to welcome you all to this workshop on NATO’s future
strategic directions and the prospects of Alliance’s partnership network.

Many thanks to the Center for Early Warning and Conflict Prevention and
to the Public Diplomacy Division of NATO, which along with the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs of Romania contributed to the organization of this
seminar.

Undoubtedly, NATO’s 60-year anniversary represents the right time for the
Alliance to define its future objectives, taking into account the new types of
threats and the dynamics of the security environment.

NATO’s future posture depends on the way the members of the Alliance
will harmonize the common strategic goals of the Alliance with their
individual interests and respond to the new realities and challenges, having
in mind the need to find a common ground and a unique voice of the
Alliance in relation to these developments.
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With the aim of strengthening security for all in the Euro-Atlantic area, the
Declaration on Alliance Security, adopted in Strasbourg-Kehl, triggered the
process of renewal of the NATO’s Strategic Concept.

As we speak, the discussions on updating the Alliance’s Strategic Concept
have already begun in many Allied capitals.

These events, including our today’s workshop, are designed to stimulate
ideas and approaches on Alliance’s trends and to provide a valuable
conceptual basis for the experts responsible for drafting the preliminary
version of the New Strategic Concept.

Our goal is to engage in debates representatives of the diplomatic
establishment in Bucharest, well-known political analysts, experts from
governmental and academic circles. Once again, I would like to commend
the Center for Early Warning and Conflict Prevention for the initiative of
organizing, this fall, a series of seminars in Romania, in close cooperation
with the NATO Public Diplomacy Division.

This will provide us a framework to draw round a broad and innovative
perspective on the security challenges of the 215 Century with special
focuses on NATO’s wide neighbourhood.

The New Strategic Concept will be a document with substantial political
weight, at the disposal of NATO leaders, officials and academics in the field
of security policies.

In general, the post-Cold War historical changes generated a revision in the
strategic thinking of the Alliance. This revision was done by keeping a
constant core of basic values, such as collective defense, solidarity, support
for democracy, individual freedom, rule of law and a global but dynamic
perspective, related to the evolving security environment.

Therefore, the development of the Strategic Concept should not be a
process of re-invention, but one of refinement and adaptation to the new
security challenges.

It will not affect the basic principles and functions of the Alliance -
collective defense, transatlantic link, the indivisibility of security, Allied
solidarity — as settled by the Washington Treaty.
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Our basic philosophy for NATO in the future is a strong and sustainable
transatlantic Alliance with both political powers and military “muscles”,
able to properly deal with the challenges of the 215 Century.

Expanding and strengthening NATO’s partnership network, including the
Euro-Atlantic Partnership is part of this vision. NATO’s ability to project
coherent demarches and a proper image in the extended neighbourhood of
the Alliance helps in finding solutions — for example in the Western Balkans
— to the “unfinished business” that still carries potential for generating
instability.

Major stakes pursued by Romania with respect to the strategic thinking on
NATO’s wider neighbourhood refer inter alia to the preservation of values,
principles and commitments as basis for NATO’s cooperation with
partners. They also refer to the continuation of the “open door” policy with
emphasis on compliance with membership criteria. Also to strengthening
NATO’s partnerships and cooperation with the EU, UN, and the OSCE and
to specific contributions to the building of defense and security institutions
of states and/or organizations.

Reality shows that no one can act alone in the new security environment.
That is why, the New Strategic Concept will have to determine the manner
the Alliance will interact and cooperate with other actors and the way
NATO will adjust its ideas, processes and, very important, capabilities to be
compatible with other organizations.

In April 2009, Romania gladly celebrated five years of NATO full membership.

As a general assessment, we could say that Romania shaped the profile of a
consensus-generating Ally with balanced approaches, interested in drawing
the attention of the Alliance on developments in its immediate vicinity,
particularly in the Western Balkans and the wider Black Sea region.

We believe that NATO should continue to improve and demonstrate more
clearly its ability to meet emerging challenges on and beyond Alliance
territory, including at the borders of the Organization.

NATO enlargement to countries of Central and Eastern Europe was a
remarkable success for the transatlantic Alliance. It proved to be a very
powerful tool to stabilize regions, encourage reforms and consolidate
Europe. Due to this process, NATO continues to play a special role in
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unifying a continent divided for nearly half a century. And that is why
NATO should continue to promote tailored partnerships to foster greater
stability throughout the Euro-Atlantic area.

We believe that the problem of “global NATO versus regional NATO* is
only a false dilemma. In terms of geography, the main security challenges
for NATO originate from its wide neighbourhood, from the former Soviet
space to the Western Balkans, the Mediterranean and the broader Middle
East. And that makes peace and stability in the wider Black Sea region and
the Western Balkans essentials to the entire Euro-Atlantic security.

The Black Sea region is part of the European project of consolidating
stability throughout Europe through democracy, cooperation and
integration. It is an indispensable component of the Euro-Atlantic
community of security, democracy and prosperity. It is also important in
terms of diversification of energy sources and transport routes.
Furthermore, it has also an important stake for the new approach on missile
defense.

Substantiating Alliance’s added value in managing new challenges (energy
security, maritime security, arms control, terrorism, proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction, missile defense) means also a more secure
and stable Black Sea area, and an increased security in the Euro-Atlantic
environment.

Romania has no interest in remaining the Eastern border of the West.
Instead, we are determined to act as a catalyst of regional cooperation and
Euro-Atlantic engagement in this region. Our goal is to have a secure,
democratic and prosperous Wider Black Sea Area at our borders.

We believe that such a perspective is of regional and European interest and
that it is something worth striving for.

Let me conclude by underlining that the process of upgrading NATO’s
Strategic Concept provides an opportunity for underscoring the profile of
NATO’s partnerships and for highlighting the need for NATO to contribute
more to strengthening security in its neighbourhood - the Western Balkans,
Eastern Europe, the wider Black Sea-Caspian region, Central Asia,
Mediterranean and others.
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This is the reason why we will adopt - during the upcoming debates - an
active and balanced stance, a creative and consensus-building posture,
which will reflect Romania’s specific interests, including those related to
the security of its immediate neighbourhood. We intend to play a
constructive role in the conceptual debates on the future role of the Alliance
due to a special expertise resulting from our location at the Alliance borders
with the Western Balkans and the Black Sea-Caucasus-Caspian regions.

Romania strongly supports a consistent policy of strengthening and
developing NATO partnerships, with a special emphasis on the Euro-
Atlantic Partnership, while encouraging NATO’s proficient involvement in
the Western Balkans and the wider Black Sea-Caspian region. Beyond the
attention given to NATO-Russia relations, we are also interested in
substantiating the distinctive partnerships with Georgia and Ukraine, as well
as the relationships with interested countries of the former Soviet space and
the Western Balkans. Consideration should be given as well to NATO’s
relationship with the Republic of Moldova.

We are convinced that the Alliance will continue to pay right and proper
attention to its wide neighbourhood and Romania will make every effort to
support this strategic process.
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C.P.2
Opening remarks

Military General Staff

It is with distinct honour and pleasure that I welcome all the participants to
this workshop hosted here at National Defense Ministry. I would also like to
address a warm welcome to our distinguished guest from the NATO HQ in
Brussels, Admiral Gianpaolo di Paola, Chairman of NATO’s Military
Committee, who is going to join us in a few minutes via Video Tele
Conference (VTC).

We are going to look, today, at a challenging subject: “Protecting the
Alliance security at the strategic distance or closer to home: correct
estimations and false dilemmas”. 1 strongly encourage you to take the
opportunity provided by this joint project of Center for Conflict Prevention
and Early Warning and the NATO Public Diplomacy Division with support
of Ministry of National Defense and Ministry of Foreign Affaires to have an
in-deepth and open debate on this topic of high interest for Romania and for
NATO, as well as for our friends and neighbours of the Euro-Atlantic area.

For six decades, NATO has successfully adapted to evolutions and managed
to steer the allied energies in a constructive way and in a positive direction.
After the end of the Cold War, NATO has become a global player,
conducting missions away from the allied territory and projecting security
in its neighbourhood. The security environment changed and NATO built up
the common, allied approach to those evolutions that affected member
countries. Working around the consensus principle helped the Alliance to
generate cohesion. Thus, the 2009 Anniversary Summit has a special
symbolic value, conveying a strong message on the unity of the Alliance in
front of an increasingly provoking strategic environment.

With the aim of strengthening security in the Euro-Atlantic area, the
Declaration on Alliance Security, document adopted in Strasbourg-Kehl,
started the process of renewing NATO’s Strategic Concept.

As we speak, the discussions on “upgrading” the Alliance Strategic Concept
have already begun in many Allied capitals as well as within NATO
Headquarter in Brussels. The need for a new concept is obvious for all of
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us. NATO has consistently updated its functions and tools at hand in facing
the new realities of the strategic environment. This reality has to be
reflected in the content of the strategic concept that guides allied actions.

At the same time, NATO needs to determine the role it should assume in the
3 Millennium in order to efficiently set its vision, level of ambition, as
well as necessary structures and instruments.

The process of upgrading the Strategic Concept will be a major exercise.
We support the prospective of a clear and precise document, which will be
easily understood by populations of all NATO states, bearing in mind that
the Alliance cannot work without the support of the public and parliaments
of the Member States.

For Romania, the process of drafting the New Strategic Concept is as
important as the final result. That is why — today and during the upcoming
debates — we should adopt an active and balanced stance, a creative and
consensus-building attitude in reflecting Romania’s specific vision and
interests, including those related to the subject discussed today: protecting
the Alliance security at the strategic distance or closer to home.

The New Strategic Concept will be approved by the Heads of State and
Government at the Allied Summit in Portugal, 2010, and until then we want
to be as involved as possible in the process of drawing it.

Let me conclude by underlying the significance, for the Ministry of
National Defense and for Romania, in general, of this process of multiple
consultations and debates on the content of the strategic concept. Not only
that we clarify our position and find the best way of promoting it, but we
also learn about the concept, about other nations’ perspective on the issue
and about the value of fostering wide consultations within the system for
supporting NATO’s core values and objectives.

I am sure that this session will be successful and I am looking forward to
learning about the findings and conclusions of the seminar. I am convinced
that these findings will turn out to be valuable not only for writing the
strategic concept, but also for MoD’s activity in general.
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C.P.3
Talking points for the seminar
on the review of NATO’s Strategic Concept

Mihaela Matei,
advisor to the director of Romanian Intelligence Service

My short remarks will refer to two main issues on the agenda for the future
NATO Strategic Concept: political consultations within the Alliance and the
development of NATO’s capability toolbox.

e First issue: What is the main trigger for revising the Alliance
Strategic Concept? Most common answers mention as primary cause
the changes in risks and threats to Euro-Atlantic security, although
equally important is the evolution of NATO’s political and military
objectives.

Since the end of the Cold War there is no international organization, NATO
included, that has not seek, persistently, to extend its responsibilities to cope
with emerging security problems. It goes without saying that each of these
organizations has followed a specific political orientation — either on human
security problems like UN, or democratization like OSCE, development of
crisis management capabilities like EU or improvement of out-of-area
deployable forces like NATO. However, in the midst of these almost
permanent transformations, the idea of partnerships amongst different
international institutions, to deal with complex situations has emerged only
quite recently, mostly catalyzed by the evolutions in Afghanistan.

This is why, beside future risk assessments, the definition of political
objectives of the Alliance, commonly understood and supported by all
Allies is critical: what are the main NATO missions, what should be
considered as secondary or better covered by other organizations or even by
nations, themselves? It is mainly a political decision, not a decision simply
based on an objective academic risk assessment.

It goes without saying that the current non-conventional risks to NATO
countries are not covered by Article 5. NATO’s collective defense, as it is
right now, cannot deal with issues of climate change, energy shortages,



NATO NEW STRATEGIC CONCEPT, ROMANIAN APPROACH 255

economic crisis or in some cases, not even with terrorist threats coming
from second or third generation of immigrants in Europe. NATO cannot
respond militarily to all security risks and it has little other-than-military
means or mechanisms to react to a crisis as an organization. Should we
define collective security by building new instruments for Article 5?7 But let
us face it: Article 5 is not a universal panacea. Moreover, our day-to-day
challenges do not come in the shape of an Article 5 situation — it actually
happened only once in the last 20 years.

What NATO can do is to think about re-interpreting the Article 4
provisions of the Washington Treaty to offer a better cooperation and
understanding on common security interests at stake and the military and
non-military common responses to them. NATO should forge better
forms of political consultations and search for solutions when the
different interests of its members are threatened. It can provide a forum
for coordination and support, including technical one if possible, in cases
of civil emergencies — which it already did — or in case of cyber attacks or
risks to energy supplies. Also, NATO can and should develop extensive
partnerships with global or regional organizations to ensure that a
common approach could be developed in relation to all its old or new
functions: be it deterrence, prevention, response or post-conflict
intervention. It is not enough to held high level discussions amongst
different Secretary Generals of different organizations — what might be
needed is joint task-forces or expert cells for in-depth discussions to
improve NATO’s comprehensive stance vis-a-vis other international
institutions.

e This leads me to the second issue I would like to raise: Some years
ago, there were two apparently conflicting paradigms under debate in
relation to the role of the Alliance: on one hand, NATO as a toolbox
available for different coalitions of willing, on the other, NATO as a
political forum for consultations. But those two are not necessarily
conflicting; instead they can be developed as a two-faced approach:
NATO is both a political forum and a toolbox — there might be only a
need to better match them, to ensure that the right capabilities are
developed for the missions that everyone agrees with. In my opinion, it
is also a false dichotomy to put in opposition the capabilities for out
of area missions and the ones for territorial defense, since all
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capabilities should be flexible and usable enough to be offered, once
any of the two types of operations is decided. There should not be an
army for Europe and an army for Afghanistan, but an army that can be
deployed wherever necessary when our interests are threatened. We
should also broaden our perspective on contingency planning and
enhance the collective political input or contribution to this process:
most of the crisis that occurred recently at NATO borders, have been
politically triggered and their consequen