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Mr. Chairman, Senators, thank you very much for the opportunity to testify today concerning the 
state of NATO, and the challenges ahead as we look toward the 2002 Summit. 

Since departing Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe in May, 2000, I have continued to 
follow the issues associated with NATO, Europe and our security challenges in the region, and 
have also had opportunity to reflect upon many of the circumstances and challenges ahead. It is 
privilege to share these thoughts with the Committee.  

During the last decade NATO has done wonderful work in assisting in Europe's transition from 
the Cold War structures into this new period. No other multinational institution has been so 
adaptive and innovative. NATO reached out to former adversaries with the Partnership for Peace, 
the Permanent Joint Council and NATO enlargement itself. The Alliance created a new strategy 
and a new command structure. New forces and capabilities were developed. And, when 
necessary the Alliance acted to help preserve peace and stability in Europe, first in Operation 
Deny Flight to support the UN in Bosnia in the mid-'90's, then with the Implementation Force for 
the Dayton Agreement, and yet again with Operation Allied Force, to stop a Serb campaign of 
ethnic cleansing in Kosovo. Today, NATO forces remain engaged on the ground and in the air in 
former Yugoslavia. It adaptations and actions have proved largely successful. 

Nevertheless, NATO today is at a crossroads. At stake is its prominence in Trans-Atlantic security 
issues and, ultimately its future. This crossroads is formed by the convergence of a changing 
European environment and changing US strategy. This is not the first time that NATO's future has 
been in doubt, and once again, some observers are pointing out the differing interests of Allies 
separated by the Atlantic. Once again pundits are finding issues of such potent political 
significance that they could shake the Alliance off its foundations. And, once again, the issues are 
complex, nuanced, and in some ways relatively abstract. 

At the end of the Cold War, NATO lost is potential adversary, the Soviet Union. With the end of 
the Soviet threat, and the relentless growth of Soviet military power from which it was derived, 
many observers questioned the rationale for NATO's existence. In Europe, long time Gaullists 
and other, revived their dreams of a Europe free of superpower influence, or at least, domination. 
Some in positions of authority indicated to American policy makers that henceforth, Europeans 
demanded the right to take greater control of their own European matters. As these sentiments 
were emerging, Yugoslavia was breaking apart in civil war and aggression. Several of our 
European allies found themselves committed on the ground in former Yugoslavia with significant 
elements of their armies under the United Nations aegis engaged in a difficult peacekeeping 
mission. 

At the same time the United States was more or less content to sit back and watch the European 
and UN effort struggle with the hard realities of Balkan strife. We were fascinated by the potential 



and risks of democratization and reform in the newly independent states of the former Soviet 
Union. Moreover, some were citing the 1990's as the time to reorient the US focus westward, 
recognize our growing interests in the Pacific, and strengthen the US economic and security 
presence there. Others were simply reacting to the end of the Cold War and the thirst for a peace 
dividend by encouraging the United States to reduce its overseas commitments and 
deployments. 

Consequently, in 1992, consistent with the spirit of European integration expressed in the 
European Treaty at Maastricht, the EU also adopted the so-called Petersburg tasks as the 
capabilities required from a European security and defense force. These tasks ranged from 
simple humanitarian operations to difficult problems of peace enforcement well beyond the 
aggregate capabilities of European forces at the time.  

During the early years of the Clinton Administration, as our Allies struggled with the situation in 
the Balkans, we made clear our reluctance to shoulder similar burdens on the ground with them, 
giving strong ammunition to those who sought to argue that in the wake of the Cold War, the 
Americans could not be depended on to help resolve every problem of European security. It was 
only as the UNPROFOR mission began to fail in Bosnia that we accepted the obligation through 
NATO to assist our allies on the ground, if they needed to extract their forces. Subsequently, 
then, we found the will to commit up to 25,000 US troops alongside our Allies in helping to 
enforce the Dayton agreement for Bosnia. 

But by then the momentum for greater European influence had begun to build, and the notion of a 
European Security and Defense Identity became embedded in NATO at the1996 Berlin 
Ministerial meeting. In the 1996 formulation, the ESDI was recognized as "separable but not 
separate" forces and elements. A specified set of duties for the European Deputy Supreme Allied 
Commander Europe was mandated, duties which would enable him to become the strategic or 
operational commander for a European-only operation. And underlying this effort was the phrase 
"should the Alliance as a whole not be engaged." As some Europeans interpreted it this was the 
code for the US to be able to opt out of European efforts. 

Sure enough, in 1997, as chaos descended on Albania following the collapse of a pyramidal 
investment scheme, there was a requirement for a force to enter to help stabilize the situation. 
The US and other Allies agreed that the Alliance would not supply this force. The European force 
was not ready. Therefore the coalition force that entered Albania in Operation Alba was almost 
totally Italian and was under Italian command. But the signal had been sent again: the US would 
not always participate in crisis situations in Europe. 

With the implementation of the European common currency imminent, the United Kingdom 
leaders met with the French at St. Malo in December, 1998, and announced their intent to 
accelerate effort to implement a European-only force. This agreement was occurring as the 
United States was pushing the establishment of the Defense Capabilities Initiative, a major NATO 
effort to reinvigorate the force goals - force planning process after the defense cutbacks of the 
early 1990's. Even before the Kosovo air campaign, it was a political imperative on both sides of 
the Atlantic that the Europeans had to do more to strengthen their own defensive capabilities. 

Conflict in Kosovo, and NATO's Operation Allied Force further heightened public appreciation of 
Europe's lack of modern air to air and air-to ground capabilities, as well as deficiencies in 
intelligence gathering, strategic communication, and logistics. The conflict also generated intense 
transatlantic tensions due to differing interests and strategies for the conflict, although NATO 
demonstrated remarkable cohesion and succeeded in imposing its conditions on Yugoslav 
President Milosevic the tensions lingered. For the first time, in the aftermath of the war, we saw 
European aspirations for an independent force expressed following the European Summit at 
Cologne in July, 1999. 

After concerns were raised, many Europeans pulled back somewhat from the ambitions laid out 
at Cologne. But by December, 1999, at the Helsinki Summit, the European Union adopted the 



headline goal of a 60,000 strong deployable European only force. Major issues surrounding the 
force were left unanswered, but for the first time it was a mark on the wall. To many Europeans 
the rhetoric associated with the announcement of the headline goal was essential in persuading 
their publics to support the necessary additional defense resources. But not a few commented 
privately that it was the start of something more, a European capacity to act independently of 
NATO, in pursuit of Europe's Common Foreign and Security Policy. There was even quiet talk in 
some of the smaller countries that this might be the start of a European Army. 

Over the past year, as NATO troops have remained engaged in Kosovo and Bosnia, much of the 
intellectual energy of the Alliance has been distracted by the need to reconcile the sometimes 
competing agenda of greater European integration in the security area with the recognition that 
NATO is and must remain for the foreseeable future the preeminent institution for European 
Security and Defense. Currently, the European force has been defined to include sufficient 
staying power for one year's deployment, so that well over 100,000 troops will be needed. 
Arrangements are also being made to provide the kinds of specialized police units, like the Italian 
Carabineri, necessary to assist in the projection of law and order in emergencies, and various 
discussions are underway to augment European intelligence collection and logistics capabilities. 
In eleven EU countries, defense budgets are or are projected to increase in nominal terms. And 
European leaders, especially the EU High Commissioner for the Common Foreign and Security 
Policy Dr Javier Solana has repeatedly assured that NATO will be called on first when there is a 
crisis. Only if NATO chooses not to become involved will the EU act independently, he has said. 

While additional capabilities are most welcome, concerns remain about how these European 
capabilities can be reconciled with NATO. Will NATO be included in all the security dialogue on a 
transparent basis from the outset? Or will circumstances conspire to present NATO with an 
emerging crisis to which it must respond but could have headed off with prior engagement? Will 
the European Union build up redundant planning capabilities, which confound the ability to 
respond effectively in a crisis? Or will the EU be content to rely on the NATO planning procedures 
in order to facilitate common appreciation of emergent situations? And what if it is not the US but 
a European power, which desires that NATO not be engaged in meeting a security challenge 
early on and thus blocks consensus for NATO action? 

While these discussions have continued at a largely military-political- technical level they have 
masked a growing unease at the political level. The fundamental questions on which the Alliances 
future depends are these: Will the European Union truly make NATO its institution of first choice 
for meeting European security needs? Will the US pledge, and follow through, always to 
participate when there is a security challenge to Allied interests? If the answer to either of these 
questions is, No, then further problems for the Alliance are inevitable. 

As NATO has been working the intricacies of the institutional relationships, other issues also 
need tending. Among these are the continuing NATO engagement in the Balkans, the European 
response to the US decision to proceed with a limited Missile Defense, and the question of further 
enlargement of the Alliance. 

NATO's continuing operational challenge in the Balkans is the most urgent issue confronting the 
Alliance. In Bosnia, something more than 20,000 NATO troops including 4000 Americans remain 
engaged in the enforcement of the Dayton Agreement. Procedures are in place to assess 
progress, and in accordance with the completion of requirements, reduce the levels of forces in 
place. However, there is continuing European angst, in the wake of the election campaign, that 
the US may peremptorily begin withdrawals of its forces there or otherwise reduce its levels of 
engagement.  

In Kosovo, the tensions associated with the bitter relationships between Albanians and Serbs 
continue, with a small number of hard-core fighters among the Albanians who seem determined 
to intimidate and expel the remaining Serbs and open a conflict in southern Serbia adjacent to 
Kosovo. The international presence there of some 37,000 troops, including approximately 6,000 



Americans, is vital to preserving stability in the province. The American role is particularly 
important, since the Albanians view the Americans as more supportive than other troops. 

In both areas the international community and NATO need to move on three general directions: 
first, to maintain the necessary troop dispositions and commitments (or as the Europeans have 
said, "all in together, all out together"); second the NATO forces in both countries must continue 
to take an active role in maintaining security and supporting the civil implementation effort; and 
third, with the influence gained by the continuing commitment of American forces, the 
Administration must take the lead in insuring effective civil implementation. In Bosnia, this means 
disenfranchising and removing from office those opposed to the agreement, strengthening the 
institutions of the central government, moving effectively against crime, corruption and the war 
criminals, promoting the return of all refugees and displaced persons, and bringing the separate 
armed forces under unified civilian control. Bosnia-Herzegovina needs to become one 
independent state. In Kosovo, there is an urgent need to move ahead with province-wide 
elections and define a political process with Serbia, which will provide at least substantial 
autonomy, as well as democracy, to the province. The international community may well decide 
that it cannot close the door on eventual independence of Kosovo. But what it must do is 
generate movement toward political resolution at this time.  

The debate in Europe on the US decision to proceed with a Missile Defense promises to be 
painful. To many Europeans the case for Missile Defense has simply not been made. Moreover, 
any discussion will meet counterarguments from Russia and the European left. A positive 
outcome to the "consultation" will require three essentials. First, a strong case must be made for 
the need for Missile Defense. It must include assumptions about the threat, discussions of 
technological capabilities, and consideration of the new shape of global strategic stability if 
missile defenses come into play. Second, Europe's defense and industrial needs must be taken 
into account in the eventual program. Europe must be protected, and European firms must 
receive technology and manufacturing contracts for the program as it proceeds. Conversely, 
however the European contribution to the program must be affordable. Third, the system must be 
"connectable" to other efforts elsewhere, to avoid creating the impression of drawing new lines in 
Europe. 

Finally, there is the question of enlarging NATO and the consequent impact on relations with 
Russia. The simple truth is that nations of Eastern Europe believe that NATO has promised 
enlargement, not merely 'keeping the door open." NATO enlargement is perhaps the strongest 
positive incentive in Eastern Europe for reform and Westernization. But enlargement is a 
controversial question for the Alliance. Russia will not like to see NATO enlargement, especially 
not if it entails any of the Baltic countries, and though all Western political leaders insist that 
Russian objections will not prevent NATO from accepting any particular new member, Russian 
objections will no doubt remain a factor. There are also a number of other concerns raised by 
those who are skeptical of enlargement. Some suggest the prospective new members simply 
aren't ready militarily. Others cite their lack of the appropriate "culture" for membership in NATO. 
Still a third argument is to refer to Poland, Hungary and Czech Republic and cite the need for 
more time for the Alliance to absorb these new members. 

But NATO must be very clear-sighted in assessing the enlargement issue. We said explicitly for 
the first round that military readiness wasn't a substantial factor in the invitation to join. In fact, the 
three new members are all moving forward with their plans and adaptation, though not always as 
rapidly as some in NATO would like. Despite the anguished US debate in 1997-98 about the cost 
of enlargement, the record shows that we have in fact paid nothing extra for the enlargement. 
And during the Kosovo air campaign the three new members bore their responsibilities bravely 
despite extraordinary difficulty. As for Russia, it will be time for the Alliance to act on its previous 
prescription that NATO enlargement, bringing peace and stability to Eastern Europe will actually 
benefit Russia. 

At the 2002 NATO Summit, it is my belief that NATO must invite new members, and these 
invitees must include a Baltic dimension of at least one Baltic country, perhaps more. Steering 



this issue will be the responsibility of the United States. European countries are more concerned 
about EU enlargement. Some have even suggested informally that Baltic state membership in the 
EU would provide these countries sufficient security as to obviate the need for NATO 
membership. Baltic leaders have clearly rejected that idea, noting that EU members of NATO still 
regard the Alliance as vital for their security. If NATO is to remain viable, reliance on the EU for 
collective defense arrangements must be avoided. So, too, must situations where NATO member 
forces might be drawn into commitments, which NATO would then have to address. NATO 
enlargement is thus critical to maintaining NATO's relevance and effectiveness, as well as 
American leadership in critical transatlantic security issues. 

NATO has served for over fifty years as the bedrock of stability and security in the EuroAtlantic 
region. It is an institution initiated and led by the United States. It remains for farsighted and 
courageous American leadership to steer NATO safely through the difficult issues ahead.  

 


