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Draft Recommendation

on defence and security in an enlarged Europe

The Assembly,

(1)  Welcoming the decisions of the North Atlantic Council in Berlin on 3 June 1996 as rcgards the
development of the European sccurty and defence identity (ESDI) which should lead to the creation of a
visible and viable European capabulity to assume responsibulities vis-a-vis the security risks Europe 1s facing;

(1i)  Considering that the development of the ESDI within NATO can only be successful if the
Atlantic Alliance. 1n close cooperation with WEU, 1s able to implement the combined joint task force
(CJTF) concept as indicated tn the Berlin commumqué and in accordance with the guidelines laid down
by the Defence Ministers of the North Atlantic Council at their meeting in Brussels on 13 June 1996;

(n1)  Aware that development of the ESDI within NATO and implementation of the CITF concept are
closely linked with the reform of NATO's command structures for which preparations are now being
made n the Long-Term Study produced bv NATO's Military Committee:

(iv)  Considering that NATO's future military command structure should ensure military effectiveness,
preserve the transatlantic link and feature a high degree of visibility with regard to the European
security and defence identity.

(v} Recognising that, within NATO, the ESDI will be established through the identification of assets
and capabilitics, the planning and exercising of forces and the definition of European command
arrangements for WEU-led operations:

(vi)  Considering that WEU will now have to clanfv the principles and arrangements for the
participation of other European allies, who are not full members of WEU, 1n every stage of WEU-led
European operations making use of NATO assets and capabilities, including their preparation and
execution;

(vi)  Welcoming the fact that WEU 1s actively involved in the implementation of the CJTF concept and
that illustrative profiles of likely types of WEU-led operations have alreadv been presented to NATO;

(vi) Taking account of the fact that thc NATO enlargement process could seriously hamper
ratification of the START I Treaty by the Russian State Duma and lead to Russian requests for
fundamental changes n the Treaty on Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE),

(i) Considering that, as a consequence of 1ts development within NATO, Europe's security and
defence identity will be fully dependent on the North Atlantic Council, which will not only have to
approve the release of NATO assets and capabihities for WEU-led operations but will also monitor their
use and keep 1t under review, with this including the night to recall such assets in order for NATO to be
able to perform its own traditional and new missions;

(x)  Considering that in the North Atlantic Council both the decision to approve the release of NATO
assets and capabilities for WEU-led operations and the decision to recall such assets will have to be
unanimous in view of their vital importance for the success of European-led operations.

(x1)  Convinced that in view of developments in the establishment of a European security architecture,
the definition of a European security and defence identity and the process to enlarge NATO, the EU and
WEU. there is a need to review the WEU Maastricht Declaration of 10 December 1991 in order to
propose more imaginative solutions for secunty arrangements involving European non-NATO member
states,



DOCUMENT 1545

(xii) Considering that the possibility of abandoning NATO membership as a condition for granting
WEU membership merits special attention even though it is desirable for membership of both
organisations to coincide;

(xu1) Considering that any enlargement of NATO which is supposed to enhance security in Europe can
only be the result of a thorough process of negotiation and dialogue, not only with candidates for early
membership but also with all other European non-NATO member states which have an interest in
safeguarding security and stability in Europe;

(xiv) Emphasising that NATO enlargement should in no way be rushed through in order to make the
50th anniversary celebrations of the Atlantic Alhance in 1999 a more triumphant occasion;

(xv) Noting that early NATO enlargement to take in only a few select central European countries,
without paying careful attention to the security requirements of other central European countries, could
provide more security for those countries in the region who need 1t least and create more danger for
those alrcady most at risk;

(xvi) Stressing that in parallel with a limited enlargement of NATO, satisfactory arrangements must be
made with those countries which have asked to be admitted but which will not belong to the first group
of new member states;

(xvi1) Deploring the wholly unsatisfactory reply of the Council to the specific proposals made 1n
Assembly Recommendation 585 on security and mulitary cooperation in the Baltic Sea area,

RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL

1. Pay specific attention to the position of the Baltic states as Europe's security architecture takes
shape by.

(a) making plans to create a body within WEU to coordinate and establish priorities for military
assistance offered to the Baltic states by WEU member, associate member and observer states;

(b) promoting the establishment of a "Standing Baltic Sea Force" with Denmark, Estonia, Germany,
Latvia, Lithuania and Poland as founding members, while stipulating that, at a later stage. other
Baltic Sea countrnies should be able to jomn,

(¢) instructing the WEU Planning Cell to mnitiate and coordinate the operational planning of the
"Standing Baltic Sea Force" once it 1s established, bearng in mind that the tasks of this force
should include border control, monitoring of fishing and environmental regulations, shipping
control, search and rescue and, at a later stage, the implementation of Petersberg tasks:

(d) making a joint review of the situation n the Baltic Sea area in order to identify threats and
disorder and assess and counter them 1n accordance with generally-accepted criteria;

(e) supporting the establishment in one of the Baltic states of a WEU Information Centre similar to
the one opened in Bucharcst in November 1994, which has since proved that it can play a useful
role in enhancing knowledge and understanding of WEU in political and academuc circles and also
among the representatives of the media in that part of Europe.
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2. Reconsider present WEU policy as regards conditions for membership with a view to proposing more
imaginative solutions for security arrangements nvolving European non-NATO member states, in particular
by examining the possibility of abandoning NATO membership as a condition for granting WEU membership
and also taking account, with a view to a genuine ESDI, of the advantage of congruence of membership 1n
WEU, NATO and the European Union,

3. Clanify the principles and arrangements for the participation of other European allies, who are not full
members of WEU, m every stage of WEU-led European operations making use of NATO assets and
capabilities, including their preparation and execution;

4. Resume the dialogue with the Russian Federation, which could be of major interest to both sides given
that WEU is a wholly European organisation.
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Explanatory Memorandum

(submitted by Mr Marten, Rapporteur)

1. Introduction

1. What will be the future of Europe's security?
Since the collapse of the Berlin wall, this has been a
major, 1if not the major, 1ssue in security and defence
discussions in Europe from the Atlantic to the
Urals. Nobody ever expected that it would be easy
to find solutions acceptable to all concerned. It
seems, however, that much progress has been made
in recent months and that at least the contours of a
future European security framework are taking
shape.

2. Under the United Kingdom's presidency, the
WEU Council concentrated on efforts to make
WEU more operational. Structures were developed
to allow the quick and effective deployment of
forces and to ensure satisfactory systems of
command and control. Important work was done to
find ways of using NATO assets rather than
duplicating them. The Birmingham Declaration of
May 1996 marked mmportant steps in the right
direction towards WEU's operational capability.

3. In June 1996, NATO Foreign Ministers in
Berlin and Defence Ministers in Brussels made a
breakthrough in the implementation of the
Combined Joint Task Force concept and in their
consensus to build a European security and defence
identity within the Atlantic Alhance. Apart from
this, NATO continued to discuss the issue of
enlargement and its relations with Russia.

4, Altogether, there are abundant reasons to
review the present state of affairs in the efforts
being made to extend defence and security in
Europe.

5. It should be noted that for the purposes of the
present report, your Rapporteur has worked in close
cooperation with Mr Antretter, the Political
Commuttee's Rapporteur for the report entitled "The
eastern dimension of European secunty". As
regards the issue of enlargement, both reports are
complementary. In the present report, which is
partly a follow-up to the report on "Security and
military cooperation in the Baltic Sea area", special

1. Assembly Document 1494,

attention is paid to the position of the Baltic states,
Poland and Russia.

II. Security and military cooperation
in the Baltic Sea area

6. In Recommendation 585 on security and
military cooperation in the Baltic Sea area, adopted
on 5 December 1995, the Assembly made the
following specific recommendations:

"1. Make plans for creating a body within
WEU to coordinate and establish
priorities for military assistance offered
by its members, associate member and
observer states to the Baltic states;

2. Promote the establishment of a
"Standing Baltic Sea Force" with
Denmark, Estoma, Germany, Latwia,
Lithuania and Poland as founding
members, while stipulating that, at a
later stage, other Baltic Sea countries
should be able to join;

3. Instruct the WEU Planning Cell to
initiate and coordinate the operational
planning of the "Standing Baltic Sea
Force", once 1t is established, bearing in
mind that the tasks of this force should
include border control, monitoring of
fishing and environmental regulations,
shipping control, search and rescue, and
at a later stage the implementation of
Petersberg missions;

4.  Make a joint review of the situation in
the Baltic Sea area m order to identify
threats and disorder and to assess and
overcome them in accordance with
generally-accepted critena,

5. Support the establishment of a WEU
Information Centre in one of the Baltic
states similar to the one opened in
Bucharest in November 1994 and
which has since proved to play a useful
role in enhancing knowledge and
understanding of WEU in political and
academic circles and also among the
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representatives of the media i that part
of Europe "

7 In 1ts reply, commumcated to the Assembly
on 22 May 1996, the Council did not give any
reaction to these five recommendations.

8 On the other hand, the Council indulged in a
number of rather awkward generalities which bear
no relation whatsoever to the specific recom-
mendations made by the Assembly In its reply,
understandably, the Council firstly "takes note of
the recommendations of the Parliamentary
Assembly on security and nulitary cooperation in
the Baltic Sea area. and welcomes the Assembly's
interest in the secunty of the Baltic Sea area”.

9 Then, the Council subtly reminds the
Assembly "that at the time when the document on a
status of association was agreed m Luxembourg in
May 1994, a specific reference was made in the
Kirchberg Declaration to the situation in the Baltic
area”. This specific reference, made in paragraph
12 of the Kirchberg Declaration of May 1994, reads
as follows:

"Underhining the political sigmficance which
the withdrawal of foreign troops from the
territories of the Baltic states represents for
stability in Europe, Ministers welcomed the
recent Russian-Latvian agreements and
expressed their support for the early
conclusion of the talks between Russia and
Estonia."

One wonders what sense 1t makes to refer solemnly
to a rather non-committal comment on a situation
which has long since been overtaken by more recent
developments.

10 In the following paragraph of its reply, the
Council refers to the Noordwyk Declaration of
November 1994, i which 1t welcomed "the
withdrawal of foreign troops from the Baltic states,
which represents a significant contribution to the
securitv situation n the region and enhances general
stability n Europe". The Assembly cannot but
agree with this opmion, but the event to which it
refers 1s past historv and although 1t is relevant, it
should also be noted that 1t has by no means allayed
the security concerns of the Baltic states

11 The Council then states that.

"In paragraph 9 of the Kirchberg
Declaration, WEU also mstituted a process

of contacts with Russia so as to allow for the
development of the existing dialogue and of
exchanges of information on 1ssues of
common mterest These contacts comple-
ment efforts in other fora to enhance stabulity
mn Europe "

The Assembly fullv recognises the importance of
nstitutional contacts with Russia and at the time
welcomed this initiative of the Council, but it is
aware that 1t has borne little fruit so far. Indeed,
Russia has tabled a number of proposals for the
development of a serious nstitutional dialogue with
WEU, but while in Russia, vour Rapporteur was
told by foreign affairs officials that so far WEU has
not reacted to them It was said that no progress
had been made and that the dialogue with WEU was
at a dead end, notwithstanding the recent visit of the
WEU Secretary-General to Mostar.

12 In the following paragraph of the Council's
reply, 1t 1s stated that.

"The states of the Baltic region which have
become associate partners of WEU have
contributed to work in the Organisation,
notably in the drafting of the document
"European securitv. a common concept of
the 27 WEU countries”. The Council of
Ministers has recogmsed the importance of
this c¢xercise, in promoting a better
understanding among the WEU member
states, associate members, observers and
associate partners of each other's pohcies,
and as a first step towards a contribution to
secunty and stability mn  Europe, in
neighbouring areas and in the wider world,
particularly by intensifving political dialogue
and enhancing European capabilities in the
field of cnisis prevention and management "

13 This 1s all very well and the Assembly would
never dream of playing down the importance of this
exercise, but 1t would like to remind the Council that
nowhere mn the entire document "European securty:
a common concept of the 27 WEU countries” 1s
there any reference to the precarious position of the
three Baltic states in particular or even to security in
the Baltic Sea area in general

14.  In the paragraphs that follow, the Council
excels itself in its Delphic replies when 1t says:

"With regard to the adoption of specific
measures, thc Council would like to remund
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the Parliamentary Assembly of paragraph 2
of the document on a status of association,
which notes that associate partners may
associate themselves with decisions taken by
member states concerming the tasks
envisaged in paragraph I1.4 of the Petersberg
Declaration, and that when they participate
n their implementation, "they will have the
same obligations as other participants, as
well as the nght of mvolvement m the
command structures and in the Council's
subsequent decision-making process” "

15  The attention of the Assembly is further
drawn to paragraph 21 of the Madnd Declaration.
in which Ministers agreed that "on the basis of the
common ground developed m the common reflection
on the new European secunty conditions and within
the context of their present status, the associate
partners should be more involved in the ongoing
work on the development of the operational role of
WEU with regard to Petersberg missions".

16 The Assembly is perfectly aware of the text
of the document on a status of association and of the
text of the Madrid Declaration. It is most kind and
almost over-zealous of the Council to remind the
Assembly of these texts, whose content is only too
well-known since they constitute the basic frame-
work for relations between WEU and associate
partner states.

17 It 1s, on the other hand, extremely regrettable
that apart from the rather hollow repetition of these
well-known texts that have been m existence for
some considerable time, the Council cither did not
bother or was not able to reply to the five
paragraphs in the operative text of Recommendation
585 These recommendations were drafted in clear
and unambiguous terms  If the Council, for what-
ever reason, does not agree with the proposals made
by the Assembly. 1t should make that clear in 1ts
reply If the Council is not able to reply because it
thinks that the time is not npe for the imple-
mentation of such proposals, a substantiated reply
would be fully understandable.

18.  The Council's reply to Recommendation 583
concluding with the paragraph.

"The Council considers that the evolving
security dialogue with 1its nine associate
partners, including those from the Baltic area
in WEU, contributes to the stability of the
region.”

has all the hallmarks of contempt of parliament It
does not provide a single reply to the very specific
proposals made. A meaningless reply. as has now
been given more than five months after the Council
received the text of the Recommendation, makes no
contribution at all to the debate between the Council
and Assembly

19. At the end of the Birmigham Declaration of
7 May 1996, the Council "recognised the valuable
contribution of the WEU Parliamentary Assembly
to the work of the orgamsation, and expressed
appreciation for the Assembly's input to the debate
on security and defence in Europe".

20, If the Council is serious when making such
statements, it would do better to try to reply to the
Assembly’s recommendations, which are the main
ngredient of its input to the debate on secunty and
defence in Europe.

III. The reform of NATO's command structures

21, As a consequence of the manv changes in
Europe's political and military environment during
recent years, the political leadership of NATO
decided to adapt the organisation to the new
circumstances  New missions were added to the
essential core functions of consultation and
collective defence

22 The new strategic concept, as agreed at the
Rome summit meeting of 7 and 8 November 1991,
reaffirmed the core functions but added dialogue
and cooperation with FEuropean non-NATO
members as a new task. In addition. cnsis
management including peacckecping was  also
agreed as a new area of activity for NATO.
Moreover, enhancement of the role and respon-
sibilities of the Europcan member statcs was
considered an important basis for the transformation
of the Alliance.

23, The NATO summut meeting in Brussels on
10-11 January 1994 required NATO to adapt its
mulrtary structures and procedures to accommodate
the enlarged spectrum of Alliance mussions It also
endorsed the concept of combined joint task forces
(CJTF) to make allied assets available to Europeans
for conducting mulitary operations in which the
United States did not participate  Furthermore, it
endorsed the Partnership for Peace programme.
offering European non-NATO states a wide range
of possibilities for cooperation with NATO
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Finally, arms control, disarmament and counter-
proliferation were also introduced as important
NATO mussions

24 In Apnl 1994, the Alhance's Medium-Term
Resource Plan questioned the real spending power
in NATO's military budget over the vears ahead

25  Agamst this backdrop of dimushing
resources on the onc hand and the political mandate
to adapt NATO's structures on the other. the
Military Committee mutiated what came to be
known as the NATO Long-Term Study.

26 The Military Comnuttee's basic 1dea was to
update document MC400, the military imple-
mentation of Alliance strategy, in order to provide a
solid platform from which to address the ultimate
goal of reviewing the Alliance's command structure
At its meeting on 23 Apnl 1996. the Military
Commuttee, at Chief-of-Staff level, adopted recom-
mendations which were to be examined by the
North Atlantic Council i Berlin 1n June

27 At therr meeting mn Berlin on 3 June 1996,
NATO munisters referred to this study, stating that
thev welcomed

"the first results of the Military Commuttee's
Long-Term Study, which will result n
recommendations for a mulitary command
structure better suited to current and future
Euro-Atlantic security".

The communiqué then stated:

"We task the Military Commuttee to continue
its work on the Long-Term Study, consistent
with the decisions we have taken today "

28 On 13 June 1996, the Defence Mmsters of
the North Atlantic Council, as stated in the final
commumnique of their meeting,

"directed the Miltary Commuttee to continue
its work on the Long-Term Study on the
basis of decisions taken in Berlin.  This
further work should also take account of the
need for a single, multinational command
structure, respecting the pninciple of unity of
command, in which all nations should have
an appropnate role, capable of performing its
core function of collective defence and,
through flexible and agreed procedures, of
undertaking new roles m the changing

circumnstances, taking full advantage of the
CJTF concept; the need to improve NATO's
effectiveness and flexibility: the continued
mvolvement of the North American allies
across the command and force structure: the
development, with the participation of all
European allics, of the ESDI within the
Alliance; the need to be able to absorb
enlargement without major restructuring; and
the need for cost effectiveness  Adaptations
should not be dniven only by savings but
every attempt should be made to reduce
runmng costs.  Arrangements should be
developed to prowvide for increased
participation of partner countries."

29. The Mimsters "requested the Council m
permancnt session to provide any necessary further
political gwidance We look forward to speedy
progress m completing this task and have asked the
Council in permanent session, with the advice of the
NATO multary authoritics, to make recom-
mendations on the possible outlines of the future
command structure and related kev issues for
decision at our next meeting in December "

30. The Military Commuttee is now proceeding
on the working assumption of two strategic
commands, SACEUR and SACLANT. both under
a US commander, and the retention of the existing
Canada/US Regional Planning Group in a future
command structure. At their most recent meeting,
the Chicfs of Defence Staff decided to proceed, on
the basis of a working assumption. with a single
three-level command structure instead of the present
four-level model, compnsing two strategic com-
mands. four to six regional commands and a
number of sub-regional commands. Dctailed pro-
posals for the new command structure will be
presented to the Chiefs of Defence Staff at their
meeting on 20 November for subsequent pohtical
consideration bv Minusters in December 1996

31.  Detailed 1ssues such as internal headquarters
structures will be considered in phase three of the
Long-Term Study, which 1s scheduled to begin n
January 1997

32. A discussion 1s still under wayv as to whether
there should be two or three regions in Europe At
present, Europe still has three regional headquarters
AFCENT m Brunssum (the Netherlands),
AFNORTH in High Wycombe (the United
Kingdom) and AFSOUTH in Naples (Italv). A
majority is in favour of adopting the two-region
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model, which would most Iikely lead to the closing
of AFNORTH.

33. It has been agreed that further structural
work will be continued on the basis of "joint
regional commands" and of a mixture of "jont" and
"component commands" at a sub-regional level
adapted to present regional requirements.

34. It can be said that the Long-Term Study has
made substantial progress although much remams
to be done. At the next meeting of the Military
Commuttce m  Chicfs-of-Staff session.  structural
altcrnatives will be presented which will be much
leaner than the present mulitary command structure.
The future structure should ensure mulitary effec-
tiveness. preserve the transatlantic link and feature a
high degree of visibility with regard to the European
security and defence 1dentity It will also be able to
absorb enlargement and an enhanced PfP. n the
latter case mainly by applying the principle of
centralised planning and decentralised execution

35, In prnnecple, there 18 indeed little
disagreement among NATO member states over the
need to streamline the existing command structures.
Therr size can be reduced and a more flexible
organisation can be established m order to ¢nable
NATO to respond more easily to the requirements
of its new tasks and mussions The problem,
however, 1s how these new structures are gomng to
be manned. m particular to allow the Euro-
peanisation of NATO to take shape, and to make
the development of a European security and defence
identity more wisible. This thomny 1ssuc will be
examined m Chapter V of the present report

1V, Combined joint task forces (CJTF)

36.  Atits summit meeting in Brussels in January
1994, NATO endorsed the principle that collective
assets and capabilities of the Alliance can be made
available for WEU operations given that WEU will
not be able to perform any of the Petersberg tasks
successfully until 1t has developed 1its operational
capabulities. The purpose of the so-called combined
jomt task force (CJTF) concept which was adopted
at that meeting, 1s to provide separable. but not
separate, mulitary capabilities that could be
emploved by NATO or WEU. cnabling the
European allics to conduct mulitary operations in the
framework of WEU if NATO were unablc, or
unwilling, to act. Smnce the beginning of 1994,
negotiations on the mmplementation of the CIJTF

concept have been dragging on for more than two
years without any tangible result.

37 A real breakthrough became possible when,
n December 1995, the French Government made it
clear that under certan conditions. France was
prepared to take its place n NATO's mulitary
structures

38 The French Forcign Mimster. Hervé de
Charette, then declared that, from that moment on.,
France would again occupy its scat in NATO's
Military Committee and in the various military
agencies which depended on it. At the same time.
Mr de Charctte said that the French Defence
Minister could participate in the activities of the
Alhance on a regular basis At the time, French
sources noted that 1t was too early to conclude that
France would automatically participate n the half-
vearly meetings of the allied defence ministers in the
framework of the Defence Planning Committee and
the Nuclear Planning Group.

39.  Since then, negotiations on implementing the
CJTF concept have accelerated. At the munisterial
meeting of the North Atlantic Council in Berlin on 3
June 1996, munisters welcomed the progress
achieved in negotiations on the CJTF concept.
They stated that:

"By permitting a more flexible and mobile
deployment of forces, including for new
mussions. this concept will facilitate the
mounting of NATO contingency operations,
the use of separable but not separate military
capabilities i operations led bv WEU, and
the participation of nations outside the
Alliance n operations such as IFOR  We
now request the Military Commuttee to make
rccommendations to the Council for the
mmplementation of this concept to the
satisfaction of all Allies. taking into account
ongoing work to adapt mulitary structurcs
and procedures.”

40.  On the other hand. despitc the euphoric
comments of all the mumsters present, 1t 15 quite
clear that the devilish task of working out the detail
still has to be tackled.

41  The breakthrough which led to ths
reconfirmation of the CJTF concept as a wviable
solution consisted mainly 1n the acceptance by all
allies of the need to identify and prepare in advance
the military asscts, structures and staff that could be
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required for an operation undertaken by and under
the responsibility of WEU. The separable but not
separate forces may thus be given a specific
European 1dentity with a dual task.

42 It 1s thought that in the foresceable future the
most likely mulitary actions will take place n a non-
Article 5 framework of peacekeepng, peace
restoration, and humanitarian and rescue tasks.
Such actions could be put under NATO command
by a group of NATO member states or. as is now
the case mm Bosnia and Herzegovina, by a
combmation of NATO and non-NATO member
states. If such actions fitted into the framework of
the Petersberg tasks, they could also take place
under WEU command, possibly with the parti-
cipation of non-WEU member states. WEU could
then ask NATO to activate the CITF concept.

43 At present, it 1s still too early to conclude that
CJTFs are ready for deployment NATO's political
and miltary authonties, i close cooperation with
WEU, are stll working out thc many details,
involving not only technical but also major political
1ssues

44, In its Berlm commumqué the Council gave
an indication of the complexity of the 1ssues at hand,
when 1t set out the guiding fundamental objectives
for an improvement of the Alliance's capability to
fulfil its roles and missions. It stated that its first
objective was’

"To ensure the Alliance's military
effectiveness so that it is able, in the changing
security environment facing Europe, to
perform its traditional mussion of collective
defence and through flexible and agreed
procedures to undertake new roles 1n
changing circumstances, based on

— a renovated single multinational com-
mand structure which reflects the
strategic situation in Europe and cnables
all allies to participate fully and which 1s
able to undertake all mussions through
procedures to be defined in accordance
with decisions by the Council;

— HQ structures which are more deployable
and forces which are more mobile, both
capable of being sustained for extended
penods.

—~ the ability to provide for increased
participation of partner countries and to

10

integrate new members mto the Alliance's
mulitary structure;

— the ability to mount NATO non-Article 5
operations, guided by the concept of one
system capable of performing multiple
functions. We will further develop
flexible  arrangements  capable  of
undertaking a variety of missions and
taking into account national decisions on
participation in each operation, building
upon the strength of NATO's existing
arrangements ~ These operations may
differ from one another in contributions
by Allies and, as a result of Council
decisions on a case-by-case basis, aspects
of military command and control The
CJTF concept 1s central to our approach
for assembling forces for contmgency
operations and organising their command
within the Alliance. Consistent with the
goal of building the European security
and defence 1dentity withm NATO, these
arrangements should permut all European
allies to play a larger role in NATO's
mulitary and command structures and, as
appropriate, 1n contingency operations
undertaken by the Alliance;

— mcreased political-mulitary cooperation in
particular through the Policy
Coordmation Group (PCG) and effective
exercise of political control by the North
Atlantic Counci through the Military
Commuttee;

— the need for cost-effectiveness.”

45. At therr meeting m Brussels on 13 June
1996, the Defence Ministers of the North Atlantic
Council provided the Permanent Council and the
Militarv Commuttee with political guidelines n
order to enable them to mmplement mn practice the
decisions taken mn Berlm. In therr final com-
mumqué, mimsters declared the following:

"We welcomed the approval of the combined
jomt task force (CJTF) concept and noted in
particular that arrangements will be made for
the participation of all allies m CJTF nucler
estabhished in Alhance headquarters. CJTFs
— multinational and multi-service formations
established for specific contingency opera-
tions — will provide a more flexsble and
efficient means to enable the Alliance to
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generate forces at short notice. The CJTF
concept will also help to improve cooperation
with WEU. It will i addition facilitate the
participation of non-NATO nations in the
Alliance's new missions.

We directed the NAC in permanent session
with the advice of the NATO military
authorities to take forward the imple-
mentation of the CJTF concept to the
satisfaction of all allies, as a matter of
priority, including in particular the location,
size, number and structure of CIJTF
headquarters elements and their operating
procedures, taking mto account the evolving
work on the future NATO command
structure. This should include facilitating
participation by partners in CJTFs at an
early stage. There should be continuing
coordination with WEU. We requested the
Council in permanent session to report on
progress at our meeting in December. We
decided that, as part of this process, an
exercise should be conducted as soon as
practicable, based on the deployment of a
CITF for a NATO-led contingency opera-
tion. We also invite WEU to work with
NATO on the preparation for a subsequent
CJTF exercise based on a WEU-led
operation

We instructed the Military Committee to
develop rapidly the terms of reference for a
Capabilitics Coordination Cell. It will
provide staff support to the Military
Committee on contingency-related matters
and assist the Military Committee
providing planning guidance to the major
NATO commanders. We have also instruc-
ted the NATO mulitary authorities to develop
the terms of reference of the combined jont
planning staff which would perform
centralised CJTF headquarters planning
functions and coordination with all relevant
headquarters, as well as with forces that
mught serve under a CJTF headquarters, and
as appropriate with the WEU Planning Cell "

46. A summary of this shows that the CJTF
concept is intended to:

— provide rapidly-deployable, multinational,
multi-service task forces, together with
command and control capabilities, drawn
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from the Alhance's integrated military
command structure,

— enhance the European secunty and
defence 1dentity by making CJTF
headquarters and CJTFs - and/or

components thereof — available to WEU
for specific operations; and

— facilitate the incorporation of potential
contributions from non-NATO nations
contingency operations outside the realm
of the Alhance's collective defence

47.  The pnmary mission of a CJTF 1s to conduct
contingency operations outside the immediate scope
of NATO collective defence missions, ncluding
those carried out in accordance with Urnuted Nations
Security Council resolutions, or on the basis of an
OSCE mandate, either NATO- or WEU-led. The
attempt has therefore been made from the outset to
facilitate partner participation in the CJITF concept.
n close coordination with WEU NATO is now
developmg an excrcise schedule which, in the first
instance, will see an exercise based on the
deployment of a CJTF for a NATO-led contingency
operation. The next step will be to mvite WEU to
work with NATO on preparations for a subsequent
CIJTF exercise based on a WEU-led operation. It
should be noted that the valuable expenences gamed
by non-Alliance nations through their participation
in the IFOR mussion m former Yugoslavia will play
an important role i the further development of the
participation of non-NATO nations in CJTFs.

48. At a meeting at NATO headquarters, the
Defence Commuttee was mformed about some
specific issues related to CJTFs, which clanfied the
progress recently made m the implementation of this
concept

— CJTF capabilities: CJTFs are considered
to be a functional capability and an
integral part of Allance structures It
must be possible for CIJTFs to be
deployed promptly and efficiently, and for
them to be sustamnable for a whole
spectrum of peace support operations as
well as other non-collective defence
contingencies which we now face i our
emergmg security environment;,

— CJTF planning’ to support the new
planning dimension of CITF, a
Capabilities Coordination Cell has been
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established within the intermational muli-
tary staff at NATO headquarters
Broadly speaking, this Cell 1s required to
provide staff support to the Military
Committee  on  contingency-related
matters and assist the Military Commuttee
in providing planmng guidance to the
major NATO commanders Terms of
reference are also being drawn up for the
newly-established combined jomt plan-
ning staff (CJPS) at SHAPE head-
quarters. The CJPS will perform central-
ised CJTF headquarters planning func-
tions and will coordinate with all relevant
headquarters. as well as with forces that
might serve under a CJTF headquarters
and. as appropnate, with the WEU
Planning Cell;

— CJTF headquarters command arrange-
ments and headquarters are obviously an
mmportant clement of the CITF concept.
A modular approach has been adopted
for CJTF headquarters based on "nucler"
or core staffs and "modules”, in gencral
formed by double-hatted personnel
various NATO headquarters. Under this
approach, a CJTF headquarters would be
crcated by activating a nucleus in one
NATO headquarters and then expanding
mto a full CJTF headquarters with
modules from other headquarters of the
NATO command structure as well as
from other national and multinational
headquarters of Alllance members
Although the details of the CITF
headquarters model are vet to be
developed. the mvolvement of personnel
from non-allied nattons in CJTF
headquarters staffs can be assumed, as
approprnate, for planning and operations,
depending on national force contributions
A fullv-developed CJTF concept should
facilitate the incorporation of staff repre-
sentation, forces and other contributions
from non-NATO nations in CJTF plan-
ning and activation. including CJTF
headquarters, for exercises and actual
operations, as directed by the Council;

— WEU-led CJTF operations: in circum-
stances where the Alliance would choose

not to be mvolved. on the basis of
NATO/WEU Council consultations. 1t 1s
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anticipated that WEU could request the
use of NATO CJTF headquarters for an
operation under its command It would
be for the Council, taking Military
Commuttec advice into account, to
authonise the transfer of CITF head-
quarters, or elements thercof. and other
Alhance assets to WEU. The consul-
tative process, request options and
command and control issues will have to
be defined in due course.

49  In the mmediate future, the attention of
NATO's mulitary authonties will focus on the
followng specific 1ssues’

— development of a Military Commuttee
directive for the mmplementation of the
CJTF concept:

— submussion of detailed recommendations
to thc North Atlantic Council on the
establishment of CJTF nucler mn existing
NATO headquarters; and

— production of a major NATO commander
doctnnc on the functioning, size and
composition of hcadquarters, nuclei,
modules and forces

50. At NATO, it was emphasised that, to begin
with, mmplementation will be applied to current
command structures and assets, but that this will 1n
time be adapted to a new command structure which
should be the result of the efforts now being made to
adapt the internal structures of the Alliance.

51  Meanwhile, 1t has been unamimously decided
that the North Atlantic Council should. n the first
nstance, designate as parent hcadquarters with
"nucle’" or core staffs STRIKFLTLANT 1n
Norfolk, Virgimia, with the Command Ship USS
"Mount Whitney" for sea-supported CIJTF
operations, and AFCENT m Brunssum and
AFSOUTH m Naples for land-supported CJTF
operations. At the same time, this decision does not
exclude the designation of other headquarters in the
future NATO command structures.

52 Notwithstanding mimstenial euphona over
Europeanisation through mmplementation of the
CJTF concept after the Berlin meeting in June 1996,
the real gains for Europe should not be exaggerated
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53.  According to the agreement reached
Berlin, Europeans can in theory use NATO assets
in operations 1 which the United States does not
wish to participate. On the other hand, the Unmited
States has imposed its own conditions, according to
which

— the United States must agree with the
operation,

— SACEUR, a United States commander,
remains commander with  overall
responsibility for NATO assets used m a
European-led operation;

— the forces mvolved m a European-led
operation must be approved by NATO
and follow NATO procedures.

54.  In other words, as has been said in an earlier
Defence Commuttee report”, the European security
and defence identity will still be dependent on the
United States, which controls the assets that are
constdered essential for European-led operations It
has rightly been pointed out that NATO has very
few assets of its own' an air defence system, some —
mostly fixed -~ command, control and communi-
cations assets which do not serve much use in
nterventions, oil pipelines and about three dozen
AWACs aircraft. For operations of any
importance, Europeans would need American
asscts. long-range heavy transport aircraft, air-
refuelling capabilities and satellite mtelligence
systems

55  If Europeans were really serious about the
development of their security and defence identity,
they would have no choice other than to develop and
acquire their own asscts. The view taken m the
abovementioned Defence Commuttee report has not
changed following the Berlin and Brusscls meetings
It was noted then that.

"The agreement now reached on CITF
provides them with an intenm perod to put
therr own house n order. For many vears,
Europe has ensured its secunty and defence
fairly cheaply because it has been able to rely
on the United States for all possible
emergencies. In the foreseeable future, it will

2. Assembly Document 1519, paragraph 23, The
United States and security in Europe, Rapporteur Mr
Blaauw
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still be able to rclv on the Amencans for
North Atlantic Treaty Article 5 emergencies
For non-Article 5 emergencies. there 1s a non
Treaty-based grey zone. In such cases, either
the United States may participate fully and
on a voluntary basis in what can be called a
NATO operation. or the North Atlantic
Council may provide. also on a voluntary
basis, CJTF for European-led operations.
There are no obligations and no guarantees
for these emergencies, but Europe has no
choice but to accept this situation simply
because 1t lacks the means to do otherwise.

On the other hand, nobody can deny that this
inadequate security arrangement can only be
accepted temporanly. Europe will have to
meet the serious shortcomings 1n its security
and defence by starting to develop and
acquire its own strategic assets in the fields
of lift, logistics and C41. without delay, if it
seriously intends to develop a European
security and defence identity."

56. At present, however, most — if not all —
western European countnes are showing great
reluctance to develop real mulitary capabilities.
Deeper cuts are being made in defence budgets
almost every vear. France, tradiionallv an mpor-
tant defence spender, is bringmg m sweeping
reforms and is reducing 1ts armed forces and
procurement programmes, which may affect major
programmes such as the Future Large Aircraft and
the Tiger anti-tank helicopter. At the same time, the
German defence budget is under heavy pressure,
which may seriously delay wvital programmes such
as the Franco-German strategic programme to build
the Helios 2 and Horus satellites and the cooperative
programme with Italy, Spamn and the United
Kingdom to build the Eurofighter.

57  An American analyst’ has called the present
Europeanisation of NATO lttle more than a
convement myth, partly becausc the European
Union 1s apparentlv not prepared to cstablish a
genume common foreign and security policy at its
current intergovernmental conference and also
because European countnies are fiercely reducing
their defence budgets mn order to mect the budget
deficit cniteria for monetary union.

3 PhihpH Gordon, "Europeanisation” of NATO: a
convenient myth, /nternational Herald Tribune. 7
June 1996.
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V. Development of the European security
and defence identity (ESDI)

58. At the North Atlantic Council's meeting in
Berlin on 3 Junc 1996, mportant decisions were
also taken as regards the development of the
European security and defence identity (ESDI)
Thesc decisions would not have been possible m the
abscnce of parallel developments m the implemen-
tation of the CJTF concept and the adaptation of
NATO's command structures

59.  To understand the full significance of this
devclopment, 1t is essential to note the relevant
paragraphs of the commumqué issued after the
Berlin meeting, which read as follows'

"The third objective is the development of the
European secuntv and defence 1dentity
within the Alliance Taking full advantage of
the approved CJTF concept, this identity will
be grounded on sound mulitary principles and
supported by appropriate mulitary planning
and permut the creation of mulitarily coherent
and effective forces capable of operating
under the political control and strategic
direction of WEU.

As an essential element of the development of
this identity, we will prepare, with the
involvement of NATO and WEU, for WEU-
led operations (including planning and exer-
cising of command elements and forces).
Such preparations within the Alliance should
take into account the participation. including
in Europecan command arrangements, of all
European allies 1f they were so to choose. [t
will be based on.

— 1dentification, within the Alhance, of the
types of separable but not separate
capabilities, assets and support assets as
well as, i order to prepare for WEU-led
operations. scparable but not scparate
headquarters. headquarters elements and
command positions, that would be
required to command and conduct WEU-
led operations and which could be made
available. subject to decision by the North
Atlantic Council:

— eclaboration of appropriate multinational
European command arrangements within
NATO, consistent with and taking full
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advantage of the CJTF concept, able to
prepare. support, command and conduct
the WEU-led operations. This implies
doublc-hatting appropnate personnel with
the NATO command structure to perform
these functions  Such European com-
mand arrangements should be 1dentifiable
and the arrangements should be
sufficiently well articulated to permut the
rapid constitution of a militarily coherent
and effective operational force

Further. the Alliance will support the
development of the ESDI within NATO by
conducting at thc request of and m
coordmnation with WEU. mulitary planning
and exercises for illustrative WEU mussions
identified by WEU  On the basis of political
guidance to be provided by the WEU
Council and the NAC, such planming would
at a nunimum:

— prepare relevant information on objec-
tives, scope and participation for
lustrative WEU mussions.

— identify requirements for plannmg and
excrcising of command elements and
forces for illustrative WEU-led opera-
tions,

— develop appropriate plans for submussion
through the Military Commuttee and the
North Atlantic Council to WEU for
review and approval.

NATO and WEU should agree on
arrangements for implementing such plans.
The North Atlantic Council will approve the
release of NATO assets and capabilities for
WEU-led operations, keep itself informed on
their use through monitoring with the advice
of the NATO mlitarv authorities and
through regular consultations with the WEU
Council and kecp their use under review

On the basis of the guidelines agreed today,
we have tasked the Council in permanent
session, with the advice of NATO's military
authorties,

— to provide guidance and develop specific
proposals for further adapting the
Alliance's structures and procedures;
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— to develop, with regard to the European
security and defence identity within the
Alliance, appropriate measures  and
arrangements for implementing  the
provisions of paragraph 7 Among the
arrangements  which require  detailed
elaboration will be provisions for the
identification and release for use by WEU
of NATO capabilitics, assets, and
headquarters and headquarters elements
for missions to be performed by WEU:
any necessary supplement to existing
information-shanng arrangements for the
conduct of WEU operations; and how
consultations will be conducted with the
North Atlantic Council on the use of
NATO assets and capabulities, including
the NATO monitoring of the use of these
assets,

and to report to our December meeting with
recommendations for decisions

As part of this work, we have tasked the
Council in permanent session to review the
ongoing work on NATO's military command
structure and to report to us at our next
meeting with recommendations.”

60.  The Defence Ministers of the North Atlantic
Council, meeting in Brussels on 13 June 1996,
associated themselves with the abovementioned
decisions taken in Berlin. They also stated that:

"As part of NATO's contribution to
devcloping ESDI within the Alliance, we
have tasked our Permanent Representatives,
with advice from the NATO military
authonties, and with participation of all
allies, to review the defence planning process
to ensure that 1t continues to develop the
forces and capabilities needed to conduct the
full range of Alliance missions and
addition 1s able to support within the Alliance
all European allies in planning for the
conduct of WEU-led operations. This work
should be completed 1n time to be considered
at our December meeting "

6l. The Defence Ministers also asked the
Council (a) to keep under review the work on the
Long-Term Study on the implementation of the
CJTF concept and on the adaptation of the Alliance
according to the principles agreed in Berlin.
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including the building, with the participation of all
allies, of the ESDI within the Alhance, to ensure
they were conducted in a rapid. consistent and
mutually compatible way. and (b) to report to them
n December.

62. Both at NATO headquarters and at WEU,
the Defence Commuttee was assured that both
organusations are closely coordinating their efforts
to mmplement the Berlin decisions. Among other
things. NATO 1s now attempting to make a precise
definition of the NATO assets, headquarters.
headquarters eclements and command positions
which would be appropnate for use in WEU-led
operations.

63.  NATO's political-military bodies, such as the
Policy Coordmnation Group established i Berlin to
meet the need for closer coordination of political and
military viewpoints, are now working to establish
procedures to provide for continuing NATO-WEU
consultations and monitoring of the use of NATO
assets by NATO mulitary authorities. In accordance
with the Defence Mimsters' instructions as
mentioned above, NATO's military authorities arc
reviewimng the defence planming process in order to
continue to develop the full range of NATO
mussions, while supporting within the Alliance all
Europcan allies in planning for the conduct of
WEU-led operations.

64.  The mam idea behind the decision to develop
an ESDI within NATO is that, inside NATO,
Europe should be given the capabulity to plan and
lead autonomous operations for crisis management
and peacekeeping, while using Alliance structures.
It should be possible to deploy European armed
forces and assets and capabilitics from the Alliance
structure once the appropnate decision has becn
taken by the North Atlantic Council.

65  The objective is to make sure that both
NATO and WEU can employ the same command
structure in  order to prevent superfluous
duplication Additional elements of a WEU mulitarv
structure should be formed if they were absolutely
essential. It 1s thought that, in principle, the entire
NATO command structure should be at the disposal
of both NATO and WEU because it is impossible to
predict the size, scenanos, circumstances and
requirements of future opcrations, either within or
without the framework of Article 5. The question of
what requirements are needed and whether NATO
or WEU will lead an operation can only be decided
on a case-by-case basis.



DOCUMENT 1545

66 It 1s understood that NATO's regional
headquarters are to play a decisive role n WEU-led
operations These headquarters not only
accommodate the CJTF core staffs but, with
double-hatted personnel, can also put their planning
and command capacity at the disposal of WEU.
Regional commands are therefore able to support
both the operations commander and the force
commander of a WEU-led operation. The sub-
regional commands will be used as “componcnt
commands" or "joint commands" for smaller
NATO-led or WEU-led operations

67. Double-hatted structural elements and
personnel should also be provided at strategic level
in order to prepare and coordmnate the necessary
support at that level for WEU-led operations. Apart
from this, 1t 1s thought that the present major NATO
commands -~ i future to become strategic
commands — will function as Supporting Com-
manders mn the case of WEU-led operations which
requirc planning and coordmation on a strategic
level. for instance for strategic airhft or the
deplovment of AWACs aircraft  This arrangement
could pave the way for the use of US assets for
European-led operations It could make it easier for
the United States to support such operations, even if
1t did not provide troops

68.  The gencnc planming process, which builds
on the illustrative plans for WEU operations. forms
the basis of contingencv and later operational
planning by the operational commanders Respon-
sibility for the coordmnation of genenc planning, the
planning of exercises and 1utial contingency
planning could be given to the Deputy SACEUR.
who would be supported in this role by the
combined joint planning staff (CJPS)

69 It was mentioned carlier on that France's
decision in December 1995 to become nvolved
once again i certain NATO mulitary structures
greatly helped to accelerate negotiations on the
CJTF and the related 1ssue of the development of
Europe's secunty and defence identity

70.  France has apparently chosen to transform
NATO from within rather than try to circumvent 1t
by developing an independent European security
and defence 1dentity through WEU alone It should
be noted, however. that Minster de Charette has
also said "Our initiative does not mean that France
is rejoming the integrated structures, for one very
simple reason: our request for the European pillar to
be strengthened implics a review of the Alliance's
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structures. He noted that since NATO's Brussels
summit meeting of January 1994, when it had
commutted 1tself to new. non-Article 5 mussions and
recognised the need to develop a European secunty
and defence identity. not enough progress had been
made mn thus ficld.

71.  The compromse leading to the Berlin
communiqué was reached after intensive negotia-
tions and hard last-minute bargaining between the
allies

72.  The United States. apparently mspired by
SACEUR, believed that the authority of SACEUR
(@ US commander) would bc dimmshed if s
European subordmates also functioned, even mn
peacetime, as a mulitary command prepared to
handle operations mounted by Europe alonc
European allies, n particular France. Germany and
the United Kingdom. argued that the Amencan
refusal to accommodate double-hatted Europcan
subordmatcs would destroy the political purpose of
NATO restructuring and jcopardise "a momentous
opportunity to revitalise the Allance for the next

ns

decade'".

73 France has made 1t clear that it will further
ntensify its cooperation and fully participate n
NATO's militarv structures on condition that the
positive import of the communuqugs 1ssued after the
June 1996 Berhlin and Brussels mimisterial mectings
1s actually given practical effect. It considers it
essential that the adaptation of NATO's command
structures should give the Europeans pcrmanent and
visible rcpresentation at the highest levels i the
NATO command structures together with a
possibility for 1t to implement 1ts own operations,
using Alliance assets if the allies agree  In the first
place, France wants a Europcan deputy SACEUR
to be double-hatted, acting both as SACEUR's
deputy and at the same timc embodying Europe's
dentity within NATO.  Apart from this. other
things will also have to be changed. subject to
negotiation, m order to share responsibilities bet-
ween Europeans and Americans.

74  France acknowledges that WEU lacks
NATO's assets and capabulities, but considers 1t a
natural environment for cooperation between Euro-
pean countries. They should take advantage of this
framework by trving to create both the political and
mulitary capabilities for cooperation 1n their prionty

4 Le Monde, 7 June 1996
5 International Herald Tribune, 31 May 1996.
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fields of mterest and by coordinating their views on
security and defence In particular, joint traiming of
troops should be developed as a common nulitary
practice of WEU member states in complete
harmony wath that of the Atlantic Alhance’.

75. At the informal meeting of NATO Defence
Minsters in Bergen on 25-26 September 1996,
Charles Mullon, the French Defence Mmister. said
that France will halt its process of reconciliation
with NATO if French demands for a reform of the
Alliance's command structure are not met. Later,
Mr Mullon said that France wanted the two main
regional commands to be headed by Europeans.
This was an 1ssue of "fundamental importance”

76. Progress on reform of the Alliance's
command structure to allow it to expand castwards
has stalled because of French and US disagreements
about who should head the key southern command
m Europe. The United States holds the two major
posts in each of NATO's strategic commands,
SACLANT and SACEUR. However, France has
insisted that the next two major posts 1 the pecking
order — the southemn and northem commands in
Europe - rotate among the European allies. That,
Mr Millon said. would give thc Europeans
"permanent and wreversible” visibility.  Mr Millon
added that "if a certain number of conditions are not
respected, France will stay n her present position”’.
But Robert Hunter, the US Ambassador to NATO,
has stated that "it 1s absolutely essential and crucial
for the United States to retan an American
commander at the head of NATO headquarters in
Naples". Washmgton refuses to give up this
regional command because of the vital importance
of 1ts geographic situation, its area of responsibility
and the presence of the 6th Amencan fleet in the
Mediterranean. equipped with nuclear weapons®.

77. By now, 1t has become clear that France is
extremely serious m 1ts demands regarding the
restructuring and Europeanisation of NATO  If
these demands are not met, France may very well
reverse 1ts position as regards NATO.  As has
alrcady been explamed m the recent report on
"Orgamising securtty in Europe — defence aspects”
by Mr Baumel, Rapporteur, France has a number
of good reasons to reconsider its position regarding

6. Interview with Charles Millon in MNRC-
Handelsblad, 11 September 1996.

7. International Herald Tribune, 26 September
1996.

8. Le Monde, 27 September 1996.
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NATO. But it is adamant m its demands for the
Organisation's restructuring and Europeanisation.
It would appear that many of its European allies in
NATO appreciate France's attitude.

78. A solution to the present stalemate may
depend on relations between the Presidents of the
United States and of France The French President,
Jacques Chirac, has written a letter to his United
States counterpart, Bill Clinton. to explain the
French position. In 1t, Mr Chirac considers it only
natural that Europeans should take over NATO's
Europcan commands and that the deputy
commander-in-chief of NATO forces should also be
a European. He also stresses that 1t should be
possible to identify the European elements mn the
chain of command at all times including peacetime.
Mr Clinton has expressed opposition to the principle
of rotating the Naples-based southern command
among Europeans’. The Naples command will
become even more important in a restructured
NATO in which the current three regional
commands are to be streamlined under two
headquarters a southem one in Naples and a
northern one in Brunssum In view of continuing
unrest and nstability m the southern Mediterranean
and the Middle East, it is not surprising that
AFSOUTH 1s taking on more importance for the
Europeans

VI. NATO enlargement

79. In its June 1996 Berlin commumqué, the
North Atlantic Council also rcaffirmed the
continumng work on enlargement and among other
things declared the following.

"We reaffim our commutment to open the
Alliance to new members The process of
enlargement 1s on track and we are convinced
that the overall adaptation of the Alhance
will facilitate this process. As decided last
December, we have a threefold process for
advancing our preparations this year we are
conducting an intensified dialogue with
interested countries; working on a further
enhancement of PfP both to help possible
new members to jom and to provide a strong
long-term partnership with NATO for others;
and we are considering the necessary internal
adaptations for enlargement "

9. Le Monde. 2 October 1996
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80. At present, consultations are taking place in
the framework of an intensified dialogue between
NATO and cach of the 11 states which have
exphcitly asked to become a member of NATO

These states arer  Albama, the Czech Republic,
Estoma, the Former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedoma (FYROM), Hungary. Latvia, Lithuania,
Poland. Romania. Slovakia and Slovemia. Apart
from this, NATO 1s conducting an mtensified
dialogue with Azerbayan, Bulgana, Finland and
Ukrame, 1ts mam purpose bemng to extend
cooperation 1 the framework of the Partnership for
Peace It is to be noted that enlargement consid-
erations are at the same tume bemng taken mto
account in NATO's deliberations and decisions on
its internal adaptation process. The North Atlantic
Council has further reaffirmed its determination
"that the process of opemng the Alliance to new
members should not create new dividing hnes 1n
Europe, or isolate anv country”. Its objective
remains "ever closer and deeper cooperative ties
with all North Atlantic Cooperation Council
(NACC) and Partnership for Peace (PfP) partners
who wish to build such relations” with the Alliance.

81 A synopsis of the state of affairs m the
enlargement discussion last summer, including the
latest developments at that time, was included m the
Defence Commuttee's report "The Umted States and
security in Europe", submutted by Mr Blaauw,
Rapporteur, which was adopted by the Assembly n
June 1996'°

82  Since then, there have been a number of new
developments which are worth mentiomng
NATO's member states have 1 particular
recognised that Europe's secunty will not improve if
relations with Russia are neglected.

83  As regards the timetable of the enlargement
process. there now seems to be a general
understanding among NATO member states that a
formal mvitation for new members to join might be
issued at the 1997 NATO summit meeting, to be
followed by negotiations on their entry which, 1f the
present preparations are successful, could be wound
up within a few months. This might leave enough
time for an amendment to the Washington Treaty to
be ratified by the member states before April 1999,
the 50th anniversary of the Treaty.

84.  NATO is to meet in December 1996 to set a
date for a summut conference. It will probably be

10. Assembly Document 1519
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held before July and will name the first countnics
ehgible for membership. The NATO Secretary-
General, Javier Solana, has said that NATO is
engaged m a "threefold process, each part of which
should converge towards a common goal and lead to
an Alliance summit half way through 1997" The
three parts of the process are: NATO's nternal
adaptation to the new situation, negotiations on the
opening up of the Organisation to new countries and
a redefinition of relations with Moscow'’

(a) Relations with Russia as seen by NATO and
1ts member states

85. In Berlin, on 4 June 1996, thc 16 NATO
Foreign Mmisters had a meeting with Russia's
Foreign Mimster, Yevgeny Pnimakov, at which
relations between the Alhance and Russia were one
of the subjects discussed. After this meeting, Mr
Primakov declared that Russia was secking to
develop its relations with NATO and welcomed the
fact that enlargement was not "predetermimned” and
allowed room for discussion. According to Western
diplomats mvolved in talks with Russia, the Russian
leadership could agree to some central European
countries joming NATO., on condition that it cid not
station either allied troops or nuclear weapons on
the territory of the new member states. Accession
of the Baltic states to NATO 1s anathema to Russia.

86  Both Germany and the United States have
been secking actively to tensifv the dialogue with
Russia, perfectly aware that there can be no security
and stability arrangement in Europe without proper
Russian mvolvement Neither country can afford to
have strained relations with Russia for strategic,
political and cconomuc reasons.

87 At the begining of September 1996, the
United States Secretary of State, Warren Chns-
topher, therefore called for a formal charter to
govern NATO's relations with Russia  Ths charter.
providing for political consultations and security
cooperation, should be ready in time for the summut
meeting — tentatively scheduled for June 1997 — at
which NATO will announce its enlargement plans

88. At the same time, Mr Chnstopher called for
the European Union to "move forward swiftly with
an expansive programme of enlargement” Aware
that many central and eastern European countrics
would not be able to join NATO, he ventured that
this EU enlargement programme would help "lock

11 Le Figaro. 8 October 1996
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in democratic and market reforms in central and

nl2

eastern Europe" “.

89. In an mmportant address to the German
Bundestag on 11 September 1996 after visiting
President Yeltsin, Chancellor Kohl declared that he
had reached agreement with the United States, the
United Kingdom and France that, in view of the
intemnal political situation in Russia, the debate on
NATO enlargement should not resume until next
vear Russia should not be confronted with a fait
accompli during President Yeltsin's 1llness
According to the Chancellor, President Yeltsin was
prepared to have the necessary talks on NATO
enlargement. The Chancellor warned that efforts to
enlarge NATO should not stir up a hornet's nest in
the process. The enlargement process should take
account of the secunty nterests of all the states in
the region, mcluding Russia and Ukraine. Until the
end of 1996, NATO should concentrate on its own
restructuring and on talks with those candidate
countries seeking admission to an enlarged NATO

90. Addressing the Forum for the Future, in
Pans on 23 September 1996, the NATO Secretary-
General, Javier Solana, said NATO would have to
continue to work on a series of proposals giving
proper substance to the term "special relations”,
with reference to Russia  Mr Solana said there
were two aspects to NATO's stance on Russia on
the one hand. Moscow must not be allowed to have
a veto on enlargement but, on the other, it had to be
involved in European security issues.

91 A number of proposals are already on the
table: the first of these 1s a charter that would put
relations between NATO and Russia on a formal
footing; the second makes provision for mutual
representation at NATO headquarters in Europe
and at Russian multary headquarters: the third
envisages cooperation between NATO and Russia
on armaments

92.  NATO's proposal to the Kremlin is that a
charter on a strategic partnershup should contain
three parts' the first dealing with principles, the
second with procedures for consultation between
NATO and Russia on European securitv, and the
third with those areas m which there is scope for
cooperation ~ Mr Solana recently added to his
earlier statements that NATO has no intention of

12 Address in Stuttgart. 6 September 1996.

19

stationing nuclear weapons in central European
countries that might be invited to jom NATO.

93 NATO has made it clear that it does not like
the 1dea of a "non-aggression” pact, because that
could mmply that 1t, NATO. mught have aggressive
designs”’.

94. At the informal meeting of NATO Defence
Mmusters 1n Bergen on 25-26 September 1996, Mr
Perry, the US Defence Secrctary, who had earlier
stressed that the enlargement process would begin
next vear whatever Moscow said, offered to
accommodate Russian liaison officers at every level
of the Alliance's command structure, with perm-
anent offices for them and their NATO counterparts
m each other's headquarters'®. Mr Perrv declared
that NATO 1s building a circle of sccurity in Europe
and he believes that Europe cannot be secure unless
Russia is inside that circle, working together with
the Alllance. The Pentagon savs Russia could be
involved n wirtually evervthung NATO does and
that the only exception to this concerns its collective
defence obligations based on Articic 5  This
formula would enable Russia to take part in a host
of NATO committees and forums for mulitary
planning purposes'”.

95.  After a meeting in Berhn on 7 October 1996,
the French and German Foreign Minusters said
Russia should be included in any new European
security svstem  The French Foreign Mimster,
Hervé de Charette, said NATO and Russia must
agree on a "special relationship” and the Russians
should not be shut out of the process of expanding
NATO to eastern Europe. He also emphasised that
NATO's rclationship with Russia must be
"sustained m a spirt of partnership”.  Both
Minsters said thev agreed that in developing a new
European security structurc, no "grey areas" should
evolve The Ministers also said that Russia and
Ukraine should be drawn mto the new European
security process at a level reflecting their size and
influence'® The French and the Germans, even
more so, are urging that a charter with Russia be
worked out before gomg ahead with NATO
enlargement’”’

13. The Independent, 17 October 1996

14. International Herald Tribune, 27 September
1996.

15. The Financial Times. 3 October 1996.

16. The Wall Street Journal. 8 October 1996.

17. International Herald Tribune. 11 October 1996
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96. Dunng a visit to Russia on 16-18 October
1996. Willilam Perry, the US Defence Secretary,
assured the Russian Duma that "NATO 1s no threat
to Russia" Mr Perry told the Duma that the
objective was to create a wide area of secumty.
including Russia, which would also be invited to
sign a special accord that would mnstitutionalise
consultation, traiming programmes. and the
exchange of officers at milstary schools and head-
quarters Mr Perry appealed to Russian politicians
to ratifv the START II arms reduction treaty, signed
in January 1993. On the other hand, before he
arrived m Moscow, Mr Perry wamned Russia that
refusal to ratify the treaty would have no effect on
NATO's plans to enlarge by taking in eastern
European countries, and emphasised that there was
no link between the two 1ssues. It is to be noted here
that cooperation between NATO and Russia 1s
crucial to secure the implementation of the START
II strategic arms treaty, which will reduce
superpower nuclcar warheads from 6 000 each to
fewer than 3 500 cach by 2003

97.  In a major foreign policy speech delivered in
Dctroit, the President of the Unrted States. Bill
Clinton, clearly alluding to Russia, said that while
no country would have a veto on NATO
enlargement. the process would be undertaken in
such a way that all nations, Russia included. would
benefit. Mr Clinton said that the United States
msists that "NATO enlargement 1s not directed
against anyone but rather aims to promote stability
and nurture voung democracies”. Mr Clinton
pledged that no-onc would be left in "a grey zone of

18
msecurtty" .

(b) Relations with Russia — the Russian view

98  Understandably. Russia has never shown any
enthusiasm about NATO's mtentions to admuit
central European countnies.  Although NATO has
never had any offensive intentions, 1t should be
understood that Russia — even if not actually
threatcned — feels uneasy about the possible
expansion of 1its former adversarv into central
European countries which previously came under
the sphere of influence of the former Soviet Union in
every respect The Russian poltical and mulitary
leadership has tned evervthing ranging from overt
threats with countermeasurcs to friendlv and
conciliatory proposals to convince NATO that it
would be unwise, dangerous and pointless to

18. International Herald Tribune, 24 October 1996.
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cnlarge, all without much success. On the other
hand. as a consequence of all this jockeying, NATO
member states have been reminded that they cannot
trv to establish a new secunty order m Europe
without seriously taking into account Russia's
posttion and mterests.

99  Over the past months, Russia has been more
forthcommng on this 1ssue. aware that its former
central European allies are now independent statcs
free to choose their alliances. and that it cannot
claim the nght to excrcise a veto on NATO
enlargement.

100. At the NATO summit meeting in Berlin on
34 June 1996. the Russian Foreign Minster,
Yevgenv Primakov, told NATO Foreign Minsters
that Moscow acknowledged the right of eastern
European nations to join NATO but could not
tolerate western mulitary forces being deploved near
Russia's borders According to a NATO official,
Mr Primakov praised cooperation between Russian
and NATO troops n Bosnia as a model for future
operations and urged tighter coordination between
Moscow and the West on nuclear proliferation and
anti-ballistic missile research Mr Prnimakov also
saild he was "pleased to see that NATO was not
forcing the issue of enlarging 1its structures towards
Russia's border by taking unilateral decisions, but
was 1nstead 1e;ngagmg n a dialogue with Russia on

this subject” "

101, In a communiqué issued n late September
1996, the Kremlin said that while Bons Yeltsin, the
Russian head of state, could entertan the possibility
of NATO enlargement towards eastern Europe, this
would only be possible after an agreement to that
end had been signed with Russia and the proccss
could not take place the other way round For his
part, Mr Pnmakov said that if NATO went ahead
with 1ts enlargement plans, a whole series of
agreements would have to be reviewed, m particular
to "readjust the Treaty on Conventional Forces in
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Europe to the new situation™".

102 It has been known for a long time that Russia
1s expenencing problems with implementing the
1990 Treaty on Conventional Forces in Europe
(CFE). n particular because of chronic unrest on its
southern border in the Caucasus region and in
central Asia. It had specifically asked to be
exempted from implementing the CFE agreement in

19 Le Monde, 6 June 1996
20 Le Monde, 1 October 1996.
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four regions 1n the south. Fmally, on 1 June 1996,
the signatory states, meeting at the CFE review
conference in Vienna, backed an earlier United
States-Russian ~ agreement  authorising  the
deployment of Russian forces, especially in the
Caucasus, in excess of the ceilings set by the
oniginal CFE Treaty

103. Russia might now argue that if Poland and
other eastern European countries become part of
NATO, their troops should count as a part of the
Alhance, which would mean that NATO would be
violating the Treaty*'

104  Another treaty which could be a bone of
contention in the coming discussions with Russia 1s
the START II treaty on strategic nuclear weapons.,
signed in January 1993  Ths treaty, ratified by the
United States Senate in Januarv 1996 but not vet
ratified by the Russian Duma, commuts the United
States and Russia to reduce the number of their
long-range nuclear warheads to 3 500 or less by the
year 2003, while banning all land-based nuclear
weapons with multiple warheads. including Russia's
most powerful missile. the SS-18.

105 There are many reasons for the Russian
Duma to delay ratification of START II, as well as
the fact that President Yeltsin, who is facing enough
problems as it is with Russia's internal political
sitwation, has not made much of an effort to
persuade 1t to do so

106. Firstly, START II has been cnticised by
Russian hardhners for elmminating land-based
nuclear weapons with multiplc warheads. one of the
Soviet Union's strongest assets, while keeping
submarme-based systems, an arca in which the
United States had the upper hand.

107. Secondly, Russian politicians argue that
continumg economic and military problems have
severely hampered the country's ability to move
away from multiple-warhead missiles In order to
maintam its maximum START II Limuts, Russia
would have to build an additional 500 to 700 single-
warhead nussiles together with their launch systems
at a cost of US dollars 40 to 50 billion. Thirdly,
some suggest linking ratification of START II to a
US promuse that it will abide bv a strict
interpretation of the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty
and not develop an anti-missile defence system.

21. The Independent, 15 June 1996.
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108. In the Russian Duma. both commumnst and
nationalist deputies have attempted to link
ratification of the START 1I trcaty with NATO's
enlargement plans. A Russian Defence Ministry
official has been quoted as saving that his country

would seek quantitative and qualitative changes n
START II

109, On his first visit to NATO headquarters in
Brussels on 7-8 October 1996, Russia's National
Security Adwiser, Alexander Lebed, who was
dismissed two weeks later, warned NATO not to
rush 1ts plans for eastward expansion, hinting at the
possibility that the Russian Duma may not ratify
etther the START 11 treaty or a host of other arms
control treaties. Mr Lebed said Russia would not
rcact "hystencally” if NATO did decide to go ahead,
toning down his earlier allusions to a renewed
nuclear threat from Russia. He emphasised that
NATO should negotiatc with Russia about the
latter's position before extending mvitations to join
NATO to other countries in easten Europe. A
charter was not enough. A treaty should be
concluded that was "very specific about what
Russia's duties would be". Mr Lebed proposed that
NATO complete 1ts goals one step at a time,
starting with solving the Organisation's nternal
restructuring problems, and following this up with
negotiations  with  Russia  about NATO
enlargement™  Moscow continues to call for a
legally binding treaty under which the process of
NATO enlargement would be subject to joint
decisions. On the other hand, Mr Lebed
acknowledged that "politically and legally" Russia
could not veto NATO expansion. According to the
Russian Forcign Mimster, Yevgeny Primakov,
Russia must be treated as a European superpower
on an equal footing with the Western Alllance. Mr
Primakov said that a compromisc on NATO
enlargement was possible if "NATO is developed
through a dialogue with Russia and an under-
standing with Russia 1s reached before decisions on

enlargement are made'"”.

(c) The Baltic states

110 The secunity concerns of the three Baltic
states are Justificd both on account of their historical
experience, their geostrategic position and above all
their proximity to a very big country, Russia, which
in the past has at various tumes dommated the entire
region. Estonia, Latvia and Lithuama thercfore

22.The Wall Street Journal, 8 October 1996.
23 International Herald Tribune, 9 October 1996.
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regard integration m the West's three political or
politico-mulitary mstitutions, namely, NATO. the
European Umon and Western European Union, as a
guarantee not only of their mdependence but also of
their domestic stability and the security of their
frontiers At this stage it should be stressed that the
presence in Estonia and Latvia of very sizeable
Russian minorities, coupled with shared frontiers
with Russia - which are disputed m the case of
Estonia — and with Belarus arc generally considered
by the Baltic states. perhaps nightlv so, as factors
with a potential for destabilising the domestic
situation.

111. In order to ward off the abovementioned
dangers, the three governments are simultancously
stniving to tighten control over the frontiers with
their large necighbours, primanly Russia and
Belarus, develop their tnpartite cooperation on
secunitv and defence matters and improve their
relations with Poland, Russia and Belarus. as 1s
bome out by the agrecments Lithuania has
concluded with Poland, on the creation of a
peacekeeping force, and with Russia, free transit to
Kalmingrad, and by the agreements all three
countries have concluded with Russia concerning
the withdrawal of Russian troops Mention should
also be made of cooperation with certan other
countries of the region which the three Baltic states
see as a means of strengthening thetr relations with
the EU and NATOQ. Relations between Estoma and
the Nordic countries, in particular Finland (whose
Prime Minister has clearly stated that Finland can
agree to NATO admitting the three Baltic states), as
well as those between Lithuania and Poland can be
cited as examples  There 1s clearly no doubt that
improved relations between Lithuania and Poland
also carrv advantages for the latter. which 1s
aspiring to play a major role in central and eastern
Europe.

112. With more specific regard to tnlateral
cooperation, 1t has to be remembered that
consultations on the forcign policv of Estonia.
Latvia and Lithuania arc held at several levels
(heads of state, Baltic Assembly, foreign ministers),
the purpose being better coordination of nter-
national action The three states now also ntend to
Jom NATO, the EU and WEU together As for
their jomt cndeavours mn the field of security and
defence proper, 1t 1s worth mentioming that the
principle of collective defence was adopted by the
Council of Baltic Minsters and that a bipartite
agreement on military cooperation was signed in
1995  In accordance with that agreement and with
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the collective defence principle, tripartite naval and
arr defence cooperation programmes are now in
existence  The formation of a joint battalion
(BALTBAT) and the participation of a Baltic
contingent 1n IFOR operations are good 1llustrations
of the success of tnlateral cooperation among land
forces

113 However. the ratio of forces n the region 1s
such that the three Baltic states take the view that,
while therr combined armes may be able to
foreclose the possibility of a lightning victory for
any adversanies who might attack them, they do not
constitute an adequate dissuasive force in the long
term  The three governments therefore wish to
establish close ties with neighbouring countries such
as Poland, and the formation of a Lithuaman-Polish
peacekeeping unit 1s the expression of only one
example in this connection. To that end. mcreased
cooperation with other countries of the region,
whether thev are NATO members or take a neutral
stance. would be possible and even desirable In
this connection, it 1S worth mentioning the
agreement on training given to the Baltic battalion
bv Bntish and Scandinavian instructors, and, more
generally. the existence of the Council of the Baltic
Sea States, which was set up in 1992.

114 The Baltic states' accession to NATO 1s
defimtelv their pnme objective in the secunty field.
All three governments are convinced that mem-
bership of the Atlantic Alliance is the only vehicle
that can furnish them with a dissuasive element and
enhancc their stabilitv, both of which are
indispensable for mamtaining a balance in therr
societics and for thewr economic and social
development.

115, Under the present circumstances, however, 1t
has been made clear that the three Baltic states will
not belong to the first group of central and eastern
European countnies to accede to NATO. In this
framework. it 1s worth mentioning that the Prime
Minster of Finland, Paavo Lipponen, has ruled out
suggestions voiced in Europe in recent months that
the 1ssue of the Baltic states should be solved
through the creation of a regional security zone led
by Finland and Sweden™.

116. Aware of these considerations, and even

though they have not given up their NATO
aspirations, the Baltic states are now aiming at early

24. The Financial Times, 17 September 1996,
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membership of the European Union and Western
European Umon They recently stepped up the
considerable efforts they have been making for
some years to restructure their economues and have
clearly stated that they hope to become members of
the European Union in 2001 There 1s no doubt that
the entry of the three Baltic states to the European
Umon and their accession to WEU would
strengthen their security position on the nterational
stage especially as they would simultancously
continue with their consistent efforts to improve
relations with their neighbours and further their
trilateral cooperation on security and defence.

117. One remaming obstacle on the road to early
membership of WEU 1s the policy of WEU member
states, according to which full membership of WEU
can only be granted to those states which are both
members of the EU and NATO  This policy,
combined with the vanous security and defence
policies of a number of European states, has now
led to anomalies preventing the establishment of a
European security architecture which takes account
of peculiartties and positions resulting from
Europe's eventful history

118 At present, there are several EU member
states that do not wish to jon NATO because they
do not wish to join a military alliance In contrast,
some of the candidates for EU membership, such as
the Baltic states, are also asking for admittance to
NATO, which is not likely to be granted in the near
future.

119 In order to enable more imaginative solutions
for security arrangements involving European non-
NATO member states, such as some Scandinavian
countries and the Baltic states, to be found, the
possibility should be examined of abandoning the
principle of NATO membership as a condition for
granting WEU membership.®® In this framework, it
1s important to accommodate the United States' fear
that it will be drawn into European collective
defencc commitments over which 1t has no
influence. Disconnecting NATO and WEU mem-
bership would pave the way for more complete
European integration without anomalies because of
the different levels of participation in the EU and
WEU, and would also exclude an indirect US veto
on WEU membership.

25 See also Willem van Eckelen in Defense News,
19-25 August 1996.
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120.  The decisions taken i Berlin in June 1996 to
develop a European security and defence 1dentity
within the Alliance, taking full advantage of the
approved CJTF concept, do not present an obstacle.
On the contrary, they would seem to be very helpful
for making imagmative solutions more effective.

121  Under the present circumstances, it will
certainly be difficult to prevent the Baltic states
recerving the impression that they have been left in a
"grey area" by the West following the first wave of
NATO enlargement. Initiatives therefore need to be
taken in the short term to consolidate the fechng of
security 1n these countries and give them an
assurance that they are accepted as partners, if not
allies, by the rest of Europe and the West as a
whole. This could give rise to an improved military
cooperation procedure in the region, which — among
other things — would make provision for regular
consultations between headquarters, the organis-
ation of manoeuvres and cooperation on training (as
1s already the case for the training of officers and
NCOs of the three countries by Brtish and
Scandinavian instructors). WEU would be per-
fectly capable of taking initiatives to that end.

122, In this context, it should be mentioned that
during a recent Defence Commuttee wisit to Bonn
and Rostock, the German navy made 1t clear that it
considers the Baltic Sea as an area particularly
suited for cooperation and partnership. It has been
actively involved in goodwill visits and human-
ttarian aid and 1t considers the bilateral and
multilateral exercises with Partnership for Peace
countries to be an important contribution to stability
in the region. Due to the fact that the German navy
cannot accommodate all the desires and requests for
cooperation, it has now decided resolutely to
support the enhancement of cooperation within the
Baltic region and to focus available resources on the
navies of Poland, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania. As
part of Germany's special bilateral programmes, the
German navy provides matenal support, has
cstablished advisory groups and 1s conducting
training or exercise activities covermg all aspects of
mulitary affairs.

123. Germany has also proposed developing,
under the auspices of the OSCE, a regional
structure for confidence- and security-building
measures (CSBMs) in the Baltic Sea area. Such
CSBMs, which should conform to the provisions of
the CFE Treaty and the recent Vienna document,
could make a specific contribution to security in the
Baltic Sea area.
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124. In an carlier report on "Security and nulitary
cooperation 1n the Baltic Sea area", a number of
practical recommendations were made, among them
the establishment of a "Standing Baltic Sea Force"
with Denmark, Estomia, Germany, Latvia.
Lithuania and Poland as founding members. with
the proviso that at a later stage, other Baltic Sea
countrics should be able to jom. The tasks of this
force should nclude border control, monitoring of
fishing and environmental regulations, shipping
control, search and rescue, and mn due course the
implementation of Petersberg mussions  In the hight
of the present discussion on the enlargement of
NATO. which will apparently be limited to a few
countries and will certamly not mclude the Baltic
states, the proposals made m Assembly Recom-
mendation 5835 have become even more pertinent. It
1s widely recognised that western European coun-
tries, and WEU too, must make a serious effort to
meet the secunty demands of the Baltic states,
which are only too well-known and understandable
These efforts cannot be confined to drawing up
consultation procedures and holding half-yearly top-
level meetings. Cooperation among the armed
forces n such fields as planning and exercises 1s
vital Mantime force cooperation comes naturally
in the Baltic Sea region and can in no way be
interpreted as an offensive activity WEU. in which
the Baltic states participate as associate partners, 15
the logical framework for such cooperation

(d) Poland

125, Proud of its recent achievements, particularly
as regards the economy, aware of the
precariousness of geopolitical balances m the region
and reassured as to the West's political resolve to
include it n the new political and secunty structures
of western Europc (an expanded NATO., EU and
WEU), Poland 1s nonetheless realistic both about its
own objectives and the methods it mtends to employ
to gain admittance to western structures

126. In his address to thc Royal Institute of
International Affairs (Chatham House, London) on
24 October, President Kwasniewsk: clearly ruled
out any idea of statiomng nuclear weapons on
Polish territory and stressed that NATO's forth-
comuing enlargement would have to be accompanied
by a charter governing Russia's relations with the
Atlantic Alliance and by a secunty agreement
between NATO and Ukramne Eastern Europe's
security archutecture would have to be complemen-
ted by a wider cooperation programme than the
current Partnership for Peace, to take in those
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countries of the region not mcluded in the first wave
of NATO enlargement.

127  Poland's concern to improve relations with 1ts
neighbours and the security climate in the reglon,
along with 1ts efforts to jom what are purely western
structures, have been a characteristic feature of the
country's foreign policy since the collapse of
commumsm and, above all, 1illustrate the current
government's international strategy.  The sharp
improvement in the economuc situation, borne out
by a strong upswing in production, clearly bolsters
confidence among Poland's leaders and is helping to
restructure  the economy, a process that 1s
indispensable 1f the country 1s to jon the European
Union and take on the financial burden that will
result from its forthcoming mcorporation i Euro-
Atlantic structures. The country's political will to
contribute to the costs of new structures has been
clearly stated throughout the Polish hierarchy, the
most recent occasion being the President's address
in London Plans to procure 100 combat aircraft
with a view to modernising the air force are part of
these efforts.

128  Poland 1s very active i the field of regional
cooperation, which is one of the pillars of its
secunty policy. It 1s still a member of the Visegard
Group. which can perhaps be said to have been the
most important regional movement in central and
castern Europe following the collapse of com-
mumsm. The fact that it has opened up its foreign
and secunty policy to the Baltic states is equally
remarkable especially as it 1s becoming mcreasingly
clear that, at least to begin with, NATO will not
assume responsibility for the security of this region
and this 1s particularly true m the case of Estonia,
Latvia and Lithuama. More specifically, Poland
has established what can almost be described as
special relations with Lithuania, with the signature
of the 1993 bilateral agreement which, among other
things. made provision for military cooperation and
led to the creation of a Polish-Lithuaman
peacekeeping unit. The decision taken at the Baltic
Sea commercial and industnial summuit (Stockholm,
April 1996) to create a free-trade zone between the
Baltic Sca countries and Poland 1s a further
example of Polish policy.

129. The adoption of confidence- and security-
building measures (CSBMs) mn the region is also
one of the main features of Poland's regional policy.
The list of CSBMs drawn up by Poland thus
provides not only for increased naval cooperation
(accident prevention, prior notification of exercises,
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mvitations to observers and joint training) but also
for the withdrawal of nuclear weapons from the
region, together with chemical weapons abandoned
at the bottom of the Baltic Sea. It also addresses the
problem of evacuating nuclear waste

130.  Poland's regional policy, the declared objec-
tive of which 1s to promote secunty in central and
eastern Europe and in the Baltic Sea region, might
also provide the countrv with the means to assert
itself as a medium-sized power, albeit, but
nevertheless one of capital importance for this part
of the world The creation of a Polish-Ukramnian
peacekeeping battalion, the tripartite cooperation
agreement signed with Ukrame and the United
Kingdom on military traming and the organisation
of manoeuvres (the first exercise took place in
Poland m September in the presence of three
national defence ministers and with the participation
of 4 500 men) and agreements concluded with
Germany (1993) and Denmark are all examples of
Poland's classic diplomatic approach and point to
innovation in the imtiatives making up the regional
dimension of its foreign policy.

131. It was noted carlier mn this report that the
Gemman navy has decided to concentrate its
cooperation efforts in the Baltic Sea area on the
Polish navy and the navies of the Baltic states

132 In August 1996, the German fast patrol boat
flotilla based in Wamemunde and the 8th Polish
coastal defence flotilla based m Swinemunde
established an official partnership. Both partners
have now agreed on a cooperation programme, to
be approved by higher authorities, which covers
staff talks, visits, exchanges of officers and many
other activities The Defence Minsters of Den-
mark, Germany and Poland have now agreed to
widen this partnership by integrating a Danish unit.

VII. Conclusions

133. The dust thrown up by the great changes and
upheavals in central and eastern Europe is gradually
settling and the states of the region, whether newly-
independent or liberated from the hunuliating bonds
of the monolithic political culture of communism,
are trying to find or rediscover their place in what
has become a different Europe. So many important
changes have taken place that the western European
states and their United States allies have also been
obliged to redefine thewr policies and alliances.
After some early and somewhat rather panic-
stricken initiatives such as NATQ's North Atlantic
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Cooperation Council. which were not always of
much use but understandable from a historical
perspective, it was very quickly realised that more
serious mitiatives were required. The Rome summit
of NATO n 1991 and WEU's Petersberg Declar-
ation 1n 1992 heralded a new era of task redefinition
and the mnternal transformation of both security
organisations Gradually, it was admutted by some
and recognised by others that in the new
crcumstances, the Amencans wanted fewer
obligations and the Europeans wanted more
responsibilities in Europe's security and defence.
Especially in the beginming, this discussion over a
shit m responsibilities was pamful Hinting at
American disengagement was lese-majesty, to be
punushed severely, and talk about the establishment
of a European security and defence identity was
ludicrous Euro-idealism, arrogance and a disgrace-
ful slap 1n the face of the nation which had hberated
Europe from fascist rule.

134.  The debate on responsibilitics in the Alliance
is not over yet, but the earlier surrealistic phase has
fortunately been replaced by a more realistic and
down-to-earth phase in which each participant can
voice his opmion without being ndiculed mn a
kangaroo court. The conflict in Bosma was an
important catalyst for changing the tone of the
debate.

135 NATO's Brussels summut of January 1994
launched the combined joint task force concept, the
idea being to make collective assets and capabilities
of the Alhance available for WEU-led operations.
The discussions over implementation of this concept
dragged on unsuccessfully for two years until, in
December 1995, France decided to reoccupy its seat
in NATO's Military Committee while promusing to
participate even more fully if certain conditions,
such as a thorough transformation of NATO's
command structures and a FEuropeamsation of
NATO, were fulfilled. An important reason for
France was that if Europe's securitv and defence
identity could not be created without NATO, it
should be done within it. The intensified discus-
sions within NATO, where sacred cows were no
longer a taboo, led to the North Atlantic Council
decisions in Berln, which, if successfully imple-
mented, may become an important turning point in
the Alliance's and Europe's secunity and defence
policy.

136.  Directives were issued for a further thorough
review of NATO's mulitary command structure, for
the implementation of the CJTF concept and for the
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development of the European secunity and defence
identity.

137 Although there 1s agreement over the
principles of these closely related issues, 1t will not
be easv to put them mto practice. It is essential that
the adaptation of NATO's command structures
should give the Europeans permanent and wvisible
representation at the highest levels. together with a
possibility for them to mount their own operations.
using Allied assets 1f the alhes agree. The
discussion of these 1ssues is not yet closed and it
would be a muracle if solutions to all these com-
plicated 1ssues were found before the next North
Atlantic Council meeting in December 1996.

138. A major point in the discussions concerns the
occupancy of command posts. The United States
now holds the two major posts in each of NATO's
strategic commands, SACLANT and SACEUR.
France has msisted that the next two major posts,
the southern and northem commands in Europe.
should rotate among the European allies. At the
moment. the debate 1s concentrated on AFSOUTH,
which France wants to be a European command. It
should be noted that the United States msists that 1t
will not give up AFSOUTH because of the presence
of its 6th fleet under this command It should,
however, be noted that in fact the 6th fleet 1s
exclusively dependent on the United States national
command chan, of which the American AFSOUTH
commander 1s also part, in addition to holding his
NATO post

139  Remarkably enough in this stand-off between
France and the United States, the European alhes
have not sided with the United States and their
position varies from support for the French view to
neutrahty. This is a clear indication of changed
attitudes within the Alliance

140. Enlargement, or how to provide more
stability and security for central and eastern Europe
is the other important discussion in progress.
Although no countries have officiallv been named, 1t
has become quite clear that NATO 1s aiming at
enlargement, supposedly by 1999, with a limited
number of countrics NATO has repeatedly stated
that its enlargement should not create new divisions
in Europe but it can be argued that a first limited
wave of enlargement will give more securty to
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those central European countries who need it least
and will create more instability and insecurty for
those which are already at most nsk.

141 Even if there are now more nusgivings
because of what mght be some negative
consequences of early and partial enlargement, stop-
ping or postponng the process 1s no longer an
option. Under the present circumstances, this would
seriously damage the credibility of NATO and thosc
member states that have declared themselves firm
advocates of enlargement

142. It 1s also to be noted that the central and
eastern European candidates for membership are
reaching out for pohitical, psychological and mulitary
reassurance while Russia is trying to shape its new
role and identity. NATO and its member statcs
have no choice other than to be responsive to their
concerns. Even though some of those countrics are
not vet ehgible for membership, scrious efforts
should be made by the Alliance and its member
states to provide maximum comfort in the form of
cooperation and consultation. There is also an
mmportant role here for WEU which should
reconsider the possibility of abandomng NATO
membership as a condition for WEU membership in
order to produce more imaginative solutions for
security arrangements involving European non-
NATO member statcs.

143 Fmallv, 1t cannot be emphasised strongly
enough that good relations between NATO and
Russia are of paramount mmportance for stability
and security in Europe There i1s no doubt that
Russia cannot cxercise a veto on NATO enlarge-
ment or on the security ambitions of central and
eastern European countries, but 1t would be
extremely unwise for the Atlantic Alliance to go
ahead without having reached an appropnate
agreement on its relations with Russia. Nobody can
deny that Russia 1s an important player in the ficld
of European secunity and it 1s no secret that
concerns over stability in Russia are the main
reason why central and eastern European countries
are asking for NATO membership

144  Here too, WEU, as an umquely European
defence organisation with a less emotionally
charged history than NATO, can play a role m
resumung the dialogue with Russia
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