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An Expanded NATO Confronts Terrorism and Instability

Why did the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NAJ outlast the end of the
Cold War in 1989-91? Further, what impelled tHmate to expand its membership by
two-thirds between 1999 and 20047 After all, thar¥dw Treaty Organization
disappeared within a few years of the end of thiel @¢ar, and some seemingly
prophetic voices proposed that NATO would followe game fate. The answer to such
guestions lies in the lethal combination of tesoriand instability. Both forces destroy
lives, undermine confidence in existing politicabgesses, and fan each other’s flames.
The thesis of this paper is three-fold. First,tgosld War terrorism and instability
reinforced the need to preserve and expand the Né&g@nization. Second, raging
terrorism and instability both coincided with arahwplicated the NATO admission
process. Third, an expanded NATO offered botheiased capabilities and new
challenges in devising strategies to counter tesmoand instability. Most of the
evidence in the paper will more fully develop thed part of this thesis.

First, the peace dividend that was eagerly antieghafter the collapse of the
Soviet Union and its East European Empire neveenadized. By 1992 major wars in
the Balkans erupted from pre-existing ethnic indgitgb Many asked why traditional
West European powers did so little to control tigpe of conflict. Why could the
neighborhood not police itself? Given the reluctnf individual countries to react,
eyes turned toward NATO. The military alliancd Begin to respond by taking a
series of proactive steps to contain the BalkanswWatendrickson (2006, pp. 39-116)
demonstrates how a series of NATO Secretaries @Getomk gradually escalating

actions to dampen the conflict. For example, Mashiworner was able to get NATO to



endorse a more aggressive stance in 1994 to ptdestfe havens in Bosnia. Willy
Claes prodded the organization to use limited amiforce in Bosnia just prior to the
Dayton Accords of 1995. Javier Solana coordinatads with the United States to carry
out the Kosovo bombing campaign of 1999. Given tindulent situation, expansion of
the military alliance also made sense, for the NeW O members would be much closer
to the Balkans and more able to contain the inktgberrorism spiral.

Second, once NATO planners had opted to expamddiganization through the
Partners for Peace Program of the mid-1990s, theaBa&onflicts clearly propelled
movement to the next step of full NATO membershijne organization admitted three
nations in 1999 and seven more in 2004. In thadhaidf that process, the attack by
al Qaeda on American targets took place on Septe@@901. Since the source of the
attacks was in the Persian Gulf region, further KDAdxpansion took on a greater
urgency. In fact, Bulgaria and Romania were adddist of potential new members in
part because they offered a kind of buffer agammstviolence that threatened to flow in
from the east. Although the Irag War of 2003 wasaaNATO mission, the organization
and its Secretary General George Robertson toplonsgility for protecting alliance
member Turkey from retaliation by Iraq (Hendrickspp. 117-141). The admission
process was further complicated by the emergenoewfnuclear powers at roughly the
same time. Both India and Pakistan successfuhgtenuclear weapons in successive
weeks in 1998. Accelerated work on nuclear captegsilproceeded in Irag, North Korea,
and possibly Iraq (Terzuolo, 2006, p. 45). Thekvafance reaction was partly based

on preoccupation with the demanding NATO admisgi@tess.



Third, after NATO had expanded from sixteen to ttyesix members by the
middle of 2004, the alliance was positioned to comifin a more broad-based way the
confluence of terrorism and instability connectathwhe Balkans, al Qaeda, the war in
Irag, and actual nuclear proliferation. On the bard, an enlarged alliance was able to
manage the Kosovo conflict from start to finisturtRer, this larger organization planned
the peace-making operations in Bosnia before tgroirer technical control in 2004 to
the European Union (EU). Then in 2006, NATO took ¢harge of the military missions
in increasingly troubled Afghanistan. Also, tha teew alliance members were more
likely to feel some obligation to “help out” in tleoalition of the willing” in Iraq, in
light of their recently acquired NATO obligation@n the other hand, the expanded
alliance of necessity had more potential interoaflict to manage. Would Bulgarians
and Turks work smoothly together when on the sassgament, in light of the historic
ethnic conflicts between them? Would troops frowa Baltic countries in the north of
Europe be easily integrated in units that contain@ops from nations formally occupied
by the Soviet Union?

Exploration of this three-fold thesis will includieur specific steps. First, what
has been the reality of joint NATO operations ia tdonflicted areas between 1995 and
2006? What kinds of missions have been most irapofor the alliance, and how have
old and new members worked together? Second, heilhave recent NATO summits
worked both to address common problems and tongletstrategy? Third, how is the
expanded alliance developing new capabilities ¢taatmore easily contend with the joint
dynamics of terrorism and instability in the exteddeighborhood? Fourth, what

elements from NATO’s immediate neighborhood coudtabute to the missions of the



alliance? What future membership opportunitiesteiar close-by states in the east?
What will be the relationship between NATO and bliegeoning defense infrastructure
of the EU to the West? Perhaps, careful analydisi® three-fold thesis can illuminate
more fully the fragile relationship between the axged military alliance and the
atmosphere of instability and terrorism in whicksihow forced to breath.
An Expanded NATO and Military Missions that Confront Terrorism and
Instability

Iraq
Expansion of NATO paid dividends initially for am#erican bent on invasion of

Irag. The alliance itself confined its missiongisarantees of Turkey’s security. Initially,
Turkey had considered permitting its territory ®used as a jumping off point for troops
going into northern Iraq. Even after they back&drom that plan, there was concern
that their link to NATO might make them into aniitvg target by Iraqi forces and their
allies in other nations. Thus, the organizationegdnem protection but did not endorse
the wider plans for full-scale war in Iraq. Howewhe three nations that had joined
NATO in 1999 teamed up with the seven who weresdlédr membership in 2004 to
sign the Vilnius Ten Agreement just before the egan. The Agreement gave actual
support for the U.S. plans to eliminate Saddangsme from power (Terzuolo, 118).
While this support was partly based on the fearweapons of mass destruction were so
close to the new member states from Central Eulitgp@/as also predicated on the
parallel experiences of those nations with leaddrs had also unleashed terrorist acts
against their own populations.

A number of the new alliance members also providede concrete support for

the mission both during and after the initial plsaskthe war. For example, the Czechs



led a twelve-nation Chemical/Biological/Radiolodidauclear (CBRN) Defense

Battalion during the course of the war. They $bair own CBRN unit to Kuwait to be
on hand for any use of such weapons, and theytdispd their field hospital to Iraq itself
(Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Czech Repub#005a). After the first few months of
war, the Czechs sent a one hundred person contityaain local police officials and to
strengthen policy security for the multinationaldes (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the
Czech Republic 2006a). Soldiers have rotated choan of that unit every three months
and have worked as military policy instructors akeav academy called JTA. In this way
an important new NATO member has had direct expeeavith the instability in Iraq
and with the terrorism that has accompanied thieegmbst-2003 operation.

Poland also was a major player after the fall afdsen, for they received major
command responsibilities of the Central South afdeaq, just south of Baghdad. More
than half the nations making up this strategicafiportant peacemaking operation were
new NATO members. The others included Hungaryyihat.ithuania, Romania, and
Slovakia (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Slovakiab@5a). Although Bulgaria was not
part of that Polish-led operation, they did senar faundred troops to the mid south
region (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Slovakia 2BB). Similarly, the Slovaks during
this time period kept 105 defensive personnelan,land they also trained a small
number of Iraqi security forces. These Slovakpsoalso played a role in de-mining
operations and destruction of munitions (SME 2005a)

NATO as a military alliance did provide a trainiognter in Iraq for senior Iraqi
security and defense officials. Some alliancergagt actually assisted on the ground in

Irag, while others provided equipment and finarfoes the outside. NATO did not



manage the mission by itself but shared administratith the U.S.-led Multinational
Force (MNF) (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Slovaki2005c).

Most of these new members of NATO began to thirdual pull out of their
troops at the end of 2006 or sometime in 2007. s€hmations undergoing such a debate
included the Czech Republic Estonia, Latvia, artddania. However, they promised to
continue their work in training Iraqi officers amdengaging in patrols and searches.
During the summer 2006 elections in Slovakia, cardgtion of troops entered the
political campaign itself. The political party Snweon the June elections, and it had
promised during the election to pull out all trodysFebruary 2007 (SME 2006a). Even
such a staunch ally as Poland began to rethinkittal willingness to take on such a
large role in the program to stabilize post-wagqlrdn late 2006 stories emerged about
the request of Secretary of State Colin Powelbfoinitial dispatch of 1,000 Polish
soldiers. At the time he justified the requestlombasis of al Qaeda activity in Iraqg.
However, the controversy in Poland in December 2086tered on the issue of whether
he actually had knowledge of such al Qaeda movest(@NES 2006a).

In this way, new NATO members got a taste of whatas like to send military
forces into a highly unstable situation enmesheawhirlpool of various kinds of
terrorist activities. While very little of the aaty of their militaries was linked to NATO
operations per se, the fact that all of them hatjpined NATO made them both more
willing to follow the U.S. lead and to prove thealue to the alliance. However, after
several years the leaders in most of these coarfeieincreased pressure from their
populations to re-think this particular commitmenthe global battle against terrorism.

In fact, several of these new alliance members wmdlwhether involvement in Iraq



might make their own territory more vulnerable toadtack by terrorists, a worry that
would emerge on a number of other NATO-relateddssas well.
Afghanistan

Afghanistan was also the sight of considerablevagtby new NATO members.
Both key themes of this paper are dramaticallyesg@nted by this involvement. The
country itself has been characterized by continunstability since 2001, and the

terrorist bin Laden has continued to operate othefcountry or somewhere along its

border with Pakistan. The NATO connection in thegerations became a formal one at

the end of 2006, when the alliance assumed redmbtysior all military activities there.

The original name of the allied mission in Afghdarswas the International
Security Assistance Force (ISAF), and thirty-fivATND and non-NATO nations
contributed over 12,000 troops. Romania playedréqularly significant role that force.
For example, in October 2004, they took part inG@ member team whose key goal
was maintenance of security during the electiomsgoleeld there. The same team
monitored the September 2005 national legislatha @ovincial council elections. In
2005, Romanians also sent thei"26fantry “Red Scorpions” Battalion to assist the
Afghan Transitional Authority in developing secyr#tructures and identifying
reconstruction needs (Ministry of Foreign AffaifsSlovakia 2005d).

Czech soldiers also played a role in peace-makpegations in Afghanistan at
several points in time. First, in 2004, they salitary units to assist in disarmament,
demobilization, re-integration, anti-drug policpoadefense of the Kabul airport. In
addition, they worked with provincial reconstructittams outside of Kabul, guarded

VIP’s and NATO vehicles, and took on additionalp@ssibilities in the remote



northeastern part of the country (Ministry of FgreAffairs of the Czech Republic
2006b). Then, in March 2006, their 60Group of Special Forces set up P¥ust Base
in Kandahar Province. This 120-person unit way geecialized and included
parachutists, divers, pyrotechnicians, and new i g®linistry of Foreign Affairs of the
Czech Republic 2006c).

Throughout 2006 a number of additional issues eetktigat added to the
complexity of the activities by new member statesMay, the U.S. Senate approved an
immigration bill that would temporarily interruptsas for Poles. The rationale was that
Poles had not fulfilled their promised quota ofops for Irag and Iran. Czechs and
Slovaks were similarly threatened (iIDNES 2006by. 32ptember the Poles had
responded by promising an additional 900 troopgheda 100-person contingent already
in Afghanistan. However, the Poles delayed thpatish of the additional troops until
February 2007, and they refused to permit thenetddployed in the volatile south of the
country (USATODAY 2006a). In the fall Romania agaromised more assistance in
the form of an additional 190 troops, for a gramigltof nearly 800 soldiers (iDNES
2006c¢). The biggest change occurred on Septendher @ate on which NATO decided
to take full control of all military operations ass Afghanistan. In fact, in July the
alliance had taken control of all operations intiieeibled southern portion of the
country, and so this was an extension to the enéten (USATODAY 2006Db).

Further, in 2006 the ambiguity of reactions by maember states became
apparent. There was, of course, some pride indh&ibutions made by the small
NATO newcomers. For instance, Prime Minister Mifledpolanek visited the Pra@gbv

Base actually located in the Czech Republic, andseel the occasion to hand out medals
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to Czech researchers and pyrotechnicians who Isadgturned from Afghanistan
(iIDNES 2006d). The new Slovak government underdRioBico initially responded to
NATO Secretary General Jaap de Hoop Scheffer bgeagy to locate its 570-member
engineering unit in the conflicted southern parAtghanistan (SME 2006b). Later they
decided to delay that decision until March 2007 ESR006c). At the same time, many
of the new NATO partners had requested “caveatd’ltimited their operations in
Afghanistan. Some were concerned about the inadeaquipment provided to their
troops. Romanian troops at the base in Qalat aliggossess military vehicles that could
navigate the difficult terrain, and thus U.S. tredp Humvees took over such operations.
Others added conditions that prevented their trdages going into combat
(USATODAY 2006¢).

Obviously, the movement into Afghanistan of trofqasn NATO exposed the
militaries of some new members to the risks thabampanied the battle against
terrorism. They met their obligations with growiognfidence but also developed doubts
about the price paid for such obligations.

Kosovo

Kosovo was a third site of NATO peace-making openat and the new alliance
partners made significant contributions. Since thission was in Europe itself, the
contributions to it were a logical extension of Bertnership for Peace Plan of the 1990s
and an answer to the critics who said Europe didittbe during the 1992-95 Bosnian
War. The operation was called KFOR, and by 2006& alliance members were
involved in the province in some way. It was aidagjfollow-up to the NATO-led

bombing campaign of 1999. Estonia, for examplet eae platoon to a specialized
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police unit that operated in PriStina. They intéed with the local population in order to
build trust and also investigated both organizesierand crimes in the military (SME
2005b). Further, Estonia and Latvia contributegrmection of the economically
important Mitrovica area in the northeast (MinistfyForeign Affairs of Slovakia
2005e). Polish and Lithuanian troops located iadgvac worked to switch law and
order functions from military units to a civiliag@ncy (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of
Slovakia 2005f). Bulgaria and Romania found thdweseinvolved in quite a different
category of activity in the southeastern city azRm. They helped to protect minority
enclaves, patrimonial sites, and freedom of moveémBnlgarian engineers helped
deactivate mines and unexploded ordnance in the saea (Ministry of Foreign Affairs
of Slovakia 2005g). A similar mission involved feaction of the Serb minority in the
southwest of the province. Czechs, Lithuaniand,3lovaks assisted in ensuring the
right of return of refugees, in supporting the woflhumanitarian operations, and in
monitoring the Serb-Kosovo border (Ministry of Hgre Affairs of Slovakia 2005h). As
well as these operations went, Slovaks in partidelrned that potential costs to them
could be high. In January 2006, a plane bringivey dorty of their soldiers back from
Kosovo crashed on the Hungarian-Slovak border tlagck was only one survivor (SME
2006d).

Czechs were particularly proud of their contribngon Kosovo. Like the Poles
in Iraq, the Czech Republic received command resipdities of the multinational
brigade “Sted,” a unit with the important task of administerthe central hub of
Pristina. Their overall troop number there was,%0@ they commanded units

consisting of 1,600 troops. These responsibilgegnded from July 2005 until the end
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of 2006 (Ministry of Defense of the Czech RepuBli©6a). They acquired a number of
unanticipated functions such as presenting schr@girams on the danger of land mines,
protecting the forests against illegal tree cuttengd halting the drug traffic through the
area (IDNES 2006e). Even after the end of the canthportion of this activity, the
Czechs would remain active in the unit under neadégship in 2007.

In sum, Kosovo had been highly unstable in thetgiart of the 1990s. A
province with a 90% Albanian majority was stapletbithe nation of Yugoslavia in
which the Serbs were overwhelmingly dominant. dsva classic example of instability
that afflicted former communist space after the ehtthe Cold War. Following the
NATO air strikes of 1999, there was a desperatd te@revent future violent outbreaks
and terrorist actions by one ethnic group agahmsither. NATO peacemaking forces
helped to keep the lid on after 1999, and new NAiénbers played a critical role. This
made sense as they were closer to the scene o actd able to offer positive models of
post-communist development. As such, they contetbtid the twin battles against
terrorism and instability in ways quite differendbiin tactics needed in Iraq and
Afghanistan.

Bosnia

Bosnia presents yet a very different case studgoiirity needs in the post-Cold
War period. Both instability and internal terronidy various ethnic groups against one
another were common features of the country’s egpee during the three years leading
up to the Dayton Accords of 1995. Against muchpskesm NATO established its
SFOR unit in order to prevent future outbreakstbhie unrest and violence. For the

most part, the mission was a successful one, stessful in fact that NATO turned the
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operation over to the EU at the end of 2004. Rerlast two years, nations have
contributed to that regional peace-making missiotieu the aegis of EUFOR. New
alliance members were involved in the original NATEd mission but have continued to
contribute in recent years under EU leadership.

In fact, a number of new members played a role ewen they were simply
engaged in the Partnership for Peace Programexammple, a 250-member Slovenian air
force unit flew helicopters and planes into Belgrad late 2002. Their medics, doctors,
and nurses were also part of an important medelbat Butmir (Ministry of Foreign
Affairs of Slovakia 2005i). Then Hungarians andhiRmians joined them in a unit
trained in riot control (Ministry of Foreign Affarof Slovakia 2005j). In fact, Slovakia
made its first contribution to a NATO operatiortle same year in the form of a small
helicopter unit (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Skakia 2005k). Hungary too became
involved, as they sent a light cavalry regimenagsist in hostage rescue as well as search
and rescue missions (Ministry of Foreign AffairsSébvakia 2005l).

After the EU took over control of the mission, amher of the new NATO
members continued on in the same vein under thdeeership. Czech airmen based a
Prerov operate helicopters in investigative flightgioBosnia, and they also transport
military material. A unit of eighty Czech soldiesgpplements the Austrians in
protecting the base at Tuzla (Ministry of Foreigifiaks of the Czech Republic 2005b).
They are also involved in rooting out corruptiord am defeating organized crime. Of
course, these kinds of activities redound to tleelitiof the EU rather than NATO.
However, in most cases, skills, infrastructure,ipopent, and experience are bequests of

the military alliance.
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Activities to control instability and terrorism Bosnia are interesting and useful
for a number of reasons. Many have worried abdoeipbtential connections between the
Islamic or Albanian community there and unrestlacps further east. Further, in a
sense Bosnia is a microcosm of a larger strugglengmsome of the world’s great
religions/cultures. Also, activities by new NATCGembers have actually occurred at
three distinct points. Some contributed when theye Partners for Peace. For three
nations that period extended up until 1999, andifoadditional seven it continued until
spring of 2004. Further involvement continued Iy three nations admitted to NATO in
1999. From 1999 until 2004, they contributed disdiliance members. Those countries
included Hungary, Poland, and the Czech Repulblioally, a third period of
involvement was the period beginning in early 208% that point all ten members were
technically part of an EU mission. However, tHeckground in NATO and in its
admission process prepared them for the challetogekich they had grown
accustomed.

Summitry

SeveraNATO Summits have underlined the importance ofrtee members for
the continuing struggle against terrorism and imitg. The 2002 summit in Prague was
notable for several reasons. First, it was actdald on the territory of one of the new
members admitted in 1999. Already, the Czech Rigpbhbd something of a track record
of support for alliance activities. After extend#idcussion they had given the green
light to the bombing campaign in Kosovo the samer yieey joined. As the summit was
held in November of 2002, it was clear that requesiuld come to the Czechs for

assistance in the form of specialized units inupeoming Irag War. Second, it was at



15

the Prague Summit that the decision was made tanekghe alliance by seven during the
next few years. Inclusion of the Baltic states afvia, Lithuania, and Estonia was
meaningful, since they had formerly been part efSloviet Union. Slovakia received an
invitation that it had not obtained in 1999, thawa which the Czech Republic came in
with Hungary and Poland. Elections had removeshgfily nationalist forces from their
leadership, and by 2002 their patterns of politeoad economic evolution matched those
of the Czechs. Slovenia was the post-Yugoslawndhat was most prepared to
contribute to NATO and thus they entered the adomssack. As noted above, the
surprising choices were Bulgaria and Romania. Beoecally, they lagged behind the
others being offered admission, and they also rieemake further progress in political
democratization. However, they did offer a largéfdr against the violence and
instability so characteristic of the gulf and Saw#ist Asian regions. Thus, their
admission itself was linked to the new type of oagil and even global war.

Another significant meeting was the one held atetheé of September 2006, in
Slovenia. Again, the site was one of the new memaeémitted only two years before.
Much of the discussion centered on Afghanistan,aakely concern was obtaining
commitments of more troops. In addition, pressuae put on all alliance partners to
consider donations of equipment to the Afghan Arewen if it was not possible to
increase troop levels from individual countriesolitfems also existed in the restrictions
that some members had put on the operations afdina troops in the country. Some
had prohibited their militaries from operating hetmost dangerous parts of the country,
and others had permitted their forces to operadidg during the daylight hours. In

particular, the Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfekhed the new members to loosen
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these restrictions so that American troops shoatchave to such a heavy burden of
risk(USATODAY 2006d).

In November 2006, Riga, Latvia was the site of RaoNATO Summit. Of
course, Latvia was one of the new members adntist®&tATO in 2004. In addition,
some of the new alliance partners played a crucialin the security arrangements for
the meeting. Security was particularly challengiiug to the existence there of a port.
The renowned Czech chemical unit, for example,ivedethe job of setting up a
decontamination center in the heart of the cityNES 2006f). Crucially, the alliance
made decisions about admitting additional new mesbe&hey invited Serbia,
Montenegro, and Bosnia-Hercegovina to become merdiehe Partnership for Peace
Program. However, they also warned both SerbiaBarsthia-Hercogovina that they
needed to cooperate closely with the World Couiitret Hague in turning over alleged
war criminals from the Balkan Wars of the 1990sesBmably, the Partnership for Peace
period would be a time of testing of their resalvéhose important matters. Alliance
leaders commented on the progress being made @ti&rbiacedonia, and Albania.
However, they did not set any timetable for the emoent of those nations onto the
NATO track (iDNES 2006 g, SME 2006e).

Overall, it is clear that NATO used its summitstbti cement the activities of the
new members into the alliance agenda and to prepaneay for additional members in
the future. Their newest Partners for Peace werstrongest remaining non-NATO
members in the Balkans, and their potential coatians to the battle against terrorism
further east seemed to outweigh their decade-lesigtance to overtures from the World

Court to turn over suspected war criminals in a&tiimanner. Location of a number of
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summits on the territory of the new member stat@sdsas a symbol of their military
contributions and of their general support for Lbferations in Afghanistan and Iraq.
New NATO Capabilities

In light of the alliance’s complicated battle wi#rrorism, thoughts turned in part
to new capabilities and infrastructure. Severdahote plans in which the new partners
were most necessary were creation of a NATO Rea€wwce (NRF) and location of a
new U.S. and future NATO base on the territory aEa member. The Reaction Force
would enable alliance strategists to count onxaldle, mobile unit that could move
quickly to meet an emerging threat. A new baselavba located closer to the Persian
Gulf region and would also be geographically iroardry that had been more accepting
of U. S. military operations after 9/11. In bothtloese debates, the new members were
counted on to play an important role.

NATO’s Rapid Reaction Force was a product of theZ2Brague Summit. Its
potential missions were to include civil defenseagekeeping, enforcement of sanction,
demonstrations of force, and evacuation of civiauch activities would not duplicate
current missions like KFOR in Kosovo, for the NRBudd not stay long in one place. In
particular, this new capability would offer an itlepportunity to integrate new members
with older ones and, at the same time, spreadroaidby the responsibilities entailed in
its future missions (Ministry of Foreign Affairs tfe Czech Republic 2004a). A good
example of its usage was the radiological and cba&nsbmpany that came into existence
at the end of 2003. Some if its earliest exerame® held in Valencia, Spain. In those
exercises four senior NATO members played critiolds. However, the Czech

Republic, Slovenia, and Poland also took partfatt, the Czechs played the lead role in
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this unit from December 2003 to January 2005. hat point, the Spanish took over the
guiding role (Ministry of Defense of the Czech Reiri2005a). Leadership was thus
evenly shared between old and new members. Theh@epublic is a good example of
the types of additional contributions that wereamntpd. They also supplied a
mechanized battalion, a chemical defense compaspeeaal forces company, a mobile
unit for a passive tracer system, and severaladtr{ivinistry of Defense of the Czech
Republic 2006Db).

Hopes existed to have the NFR fully operationali®yend of 2006 and they
announced at the Riga Summit in November that tiaglymet that goal. Although it was
fully operational and ready for dispatch to anycpl#éhreatened by terrorist actions, there
was some controversy over its usage. Francensbamce, had blocked its use in
Lebanon in summer 2006, a time at which the Israety and Hezbollah were fighting
one another (SME 2006f). In general, this unitsessed the capability to re-locate to
anywhere in the world with five days notice (Mimysof Foreign Affairs of Slovakia
2006a). A level of flexibility of this nature wasstep in modernization of a military
alliance set up for set piece battles in Européenduhe Cold War.

Discussion peaked in 2006 in reference to placemfeafuture U.S. anti-rocket
base in one of the two new NATO members. Afteeaqa of transition, the base would
shift from American to NATO control. Poland wasearountry that received careful
consideration, and the Czech Republic was anotRer.example, American experts
checked four sites in the Czech Republic and sedmid leaning towards one in Libava
near Olomouc. The American experts gave the inspeghat they wanted the exclusive

rights to make decisions about use of the bassgrty out inspections, and to control
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information about which weapons were actually anlihse. Czech officials tried to
reassure the population that mutual agreement eetthe United States and the Czech
Republic would determine key issues about the bassvever, Czechs citizens remained
concerned about the base making their nation imoe likely target of a terrorist

attack. For some, the idea of a foreign basesét/a superpower was too reminiscent
of the period in which they were occupied by Sowaietl Warsaw Treaty Organization
forces. At one point in the middle of 2006, a proemt public opinion poll revealed that
83% of the Czech population opposed constructidhisfbase. (iDNES 2006h).

In fact, NATO representatives signed an agreenteabnhstruct a system of anti-
rocket bases only several hours before the opefitite Riga Summit. They noted that
it had been one of their announced objectivesdiatehe Prague Summit of 2002. The
NATO Secretary General sought to sell the basenasnstrument for protecting alliance
soldiers who were involved in military operatioesgen in the Persian Gulf. It would
also be useful in light of the nuclear potentialrah and North Korea. He noted that
soldiers in both Gulf Wars had been vulnerablenid wctimized by rocket attacks
(iDNES 2006i). Estimates for the date of openimg lbase ranged from 2010 to 2012.
Since the Czech Republic was a prime candidat®dation of this base, public opinion
polls there became increasingly detailed. Findingkided the fact that persons who
were generally content with NATO membership wergeniikely to support the base
than those who had drawn the opposite concludbany Czechs did not think that
deterrence of a nuclear attack from North Korelanr should be a top priority of the

alliance. If the base only possessed radar cagedilthen public support increased.
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Emplacement of anti-rocket capabilities was theuieaof the plan that led to sharp
reduction of support (iDNES 2006j).

Both of these new NATO programs addressed defimenwted in a number of
on-going post-Cold War conflicts. In particuldretnew capabilities would provide
important added resources for combating terroristhé Gulf region. NRF would
provide the alliance with a temporary offensivel that could perhaps deter enemies and
aggressors. Construction of the anti-rocket bas@dvwrovide parallel defensive
capabilities in case of an unanticipated attacknfeorogue state anywhere in the world.
It would also provide a bit more cover for alliaroditaries engaged in the seemingly
unending and dangerous conflicts in Irag and Afggtan

Further Expansion

Already, at the end of 2006 summiteers made thesidecat Riga to add three
Balkan states to the Partners for Peace Prograsmoted above, Serbia, Montenegro,
and Bosnia-Hercegovina were the nations givenagpportunity. All had been part of
the larger Yugoslavia that existed from 1918 ul@91. Those nations offered
geographic position as an advantage to NATO irgtbkal battle against terrorism.
They also offered more strength than did some®bther potential members in the
Balkan neighborhood. Croatia may have carriedbeggage from the Balkan Wars of
the 1990s than did Syria, but they had less ta &&TO. In contrast, Serbia had
provided much of the military muscle and officergoto Cold War Yugoslavia. At the
same time, each of these new Partners had muchiexpe with ethnic unrest inside
their own nations. Thus, their own tribulationghtigive them more understandings and

skills in operations further east.
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Georgia was another potential NATO partner butaffiected by both its own
civil wars and hostility from and towards Russf@eorgia is further distant from the
NATO geographic core than even the Balkan natibuasits leaders had clamored for
consideration by the alliance. In the fall of 2(®€rgey Ivanov, the Russian Minister of
Defense, charged that NATO was providing illegahp@ns to Georgia and thus
strengthening it in the battle of wits with Russla.fact, lvanov pointed at the new
alliance partners from the former communist coestas the key culprits (SME 2006g).
Clearly, inclusion of Georgia in the alliance wasmrg way off, in spite of their
geopolitical importance as a country borderinglanttoubled Persian Gulf area.

Ukraine, since the 2004 Orange Revolution, is agrgplotential partner. This
vast nation had the potential to offer much andinlihct contribute to post-9/11
peacemaking missions in the Gulf area. Howeverddaths of several of its soldiers
both gave the leadership pause and increased pajasdaes to pull troops out as soon as
possible. In fact, in the fall there was a deltatieveen President Yushchenko and Prime
Minister Yanukovich over NATO prospects. The formas the Orange Revolution
winner and in some sense a representative of thelyaUkrainian western portion of the
country. The latter is an ethnic Russian who regmés so many Russian speakers in the
eastern part of the country as well as Crimea. |&Wushchenko had been dropping
hints about possible overtures to NATO, the Primeisfier was able to get the entire
cabinet behind his conclusion that Ukraine was epared for alliance membership
(IZVESTIYA 2006a).

Finally, expanded capabilities were on the west@mizon in a very different

form. The EU had been strengthening the posséslior its Common Foreign and
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Security Policy since the mid-1990s. Although thasits would need to depend on
NATO capabilities and infrastructure for some timt the future, they did offer hope
for expanded resources in battling terrorism amsthinlity. For example, their Rapid
Response Force could strengthen NATO’s own Respeoise in a crisis of large
magnitude. Further, the Slovak Defense Ministankgek KaSicky announced in
October 2006, that a joint Czech-Slovak battle-graould be in operation by 2009. It
was anticipated that the unit would contain 1,50ldisrs. The Slovaks would contribute
one-fifth and the Czechs four-fifths. This batjleup would be one of several that could
participate in the activities of the EU Rapid Rasg®mForce. Even though this was an
EU rather than NATO force, the new Czech Defenseidttr Jii Sedivy reminded his
audience that this joint unit would consist of teichkans. He said this presumably to
allay fears that combat fatalities might result (SSRD06h).

At the moment, NATO does not benefit from any a&fgh potential new members
and capabilities. Each potential member is veffedint from the others, and each
differs largely from the type of new member adnditie the 1999-2004 period.

Certainly, the three Balkan states, Georgia, andhidk have all been troubled by their
own civil wars. In part, such experience weakdes potential to contribute much to

the alliance at an early stage. Further, the vesitbm their civil wars still resonates in
all of them. In part, they each offer an intriggiopportunity to include new members
who have had more experience with internal temoagd instability. In that vein, they
may have valuable wisdom and insights to offeraliance as it undertakes future

challenges.
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Conclusion

The history of NATO since the end of the Cold Was been full of surprises.
Shortly after 1991, some wondered if the alliancaid have anything to do in light of
the collapse of the communist empire that had drbtige organization into existence in
the late 1940s. At the end of 2006, there wereymdro wondered how the organization
could possibly handle all of the challenges thaad inherited. Thus, the heavy
workload is a surprise in light of earlier queston

The reach of the NATO missions themselves haseadseeded expectations.
Involvement in Bosnia as a follow-up to the Day#ecords is understandable in light of
the criticism of Europe for inaction during the B War. Continued policing of
Kosovo is a kind of extension of that effort torgistability to the Balkans. However,
NATO’s complete assumption of a broad-based opmrati Afghanistan the end of 2006
would have been unthinkable in 1990. Even morprging would have been decisions
by many alliance partners to support preemptiveamarits aftermath in Saddam'’s Iraq.
Emergence of new patterns of terrorism and instat@kplain these expanded missions,
but they do not totally eliminate the surprise otem.

In a sense, NATO planners handled these surpragrglopments by
transforming the alliance. By opening the membherdbor to former members of the
communist bloc, they empowered former enemy stateglp out in the expanded
missions. The smaller Baltic and Central Europsates were able to offer specific
skills and capabilities to assist in managemenheftroubled nations of the Balkans.

Although further a-field, Afghanistan and Iraq o#d settings in which the new member
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states could round out peace-making units andegerience in operations that were
not for the most part NATO directed.

The new members of the alliance could also plagt@a role in building new
capabilities that could help cope with the new dltgen the international environment.
Participation in the Response Force better enghkedlliance to move towards a more
flexible position and to play a larger role in tast-inspired crises that surprised
everyone. Willingness to accept limited U.S. ardili® bases on their soil made more
meaningful NATO membership and placed the allignttgsically and geographically
closer to the edge of danger. Given the succeggealecisions to incorporate ten new
NATO members, it should be no surprise that atbentihen turned to inclusion of future
members and renewed use of the Partnership foeHdan.

However, future NATO summits will need to deal witle unexpected by-
products of this expansion in both membership aission. Surprisingly, the alliance is
now dealing with aroused and sometimes hostileipaplinion, not only in the
traditional alliance partners but in many of thevremes as well. Conditions imposed to
protect the lives of combatants provided by thellemaew members are understandable
but undermine the morale and effectiveness of tleeadl organization. After decades of
Cold War exercises and war gaming in a succesHtut ¢o deter a large and bulky
enemy, it is difficult to switch to fluid warfaregainst dexterous and shadowy forces.
Even the new members with their restructured nniégare unprepared for continuous
danger and wars than never end. A final surprigelavbe the emergence of a
transformed alliance that was capable of distingag between those missions in which

it could make a difference and those in which itldanot.



25

References

Asmus,Ronald D. 2003. “Rebuilding the Atlantic AllianteForeign Affairs
82(5): 20-31.

Eichler, Jan. 2006. “Hrozba globalni terorismejavyhodnocovani.”
Mezinarodni vztah¥1(3): 19-45.

FrederkingBrian. 2003. “Constructing Post-Cold War ColleetSecurity.”
American Political Science Revié(3): 363-378.

Hendrickson, Ryan C. 200®iplomacy and War at NATO: The Secretary General
And Military Action after the Cold WarColumbia: University of
Missouri Press.

IDNES. 2006a. Article Cited from Polish Newspapkimes.czDecember 15.

Accessed December 15, 2006. Available onlindtat/fwww.idnes.cz.

. 2006b. “Nafje Polaki na cestu do USA bez viz posililaltines.cz.

May 26. Accessed May 26, 2006. Available onabhéttp://www.idnes.cz.
. 2006c¢. “Rumunsko slibilo posily pro Afgisdan.” Idnescz.. October 19.
Accessed October 19, 2006. Available onlinktat://www.idnes.cz

. 2006d. “Topolanek: Prmbujeme své nové hrdinyltdnes.cz.October 27.
Accessed October 27, 2006. Available onlinktat://www.idnes

. 2006e. Cesti vojaci kontroluji v Kosovigtbu deva.” ldnes.cz.June 5.
Accessed June 5, 2006. Available online at lttuv.Idnes.cz.

. 2006f. ¢esti chemici jsou v pohotovosti, chrani summit zeRi
November 27. Accessed November 27, 2006. Aviailabline at
http://www.idnes.cz

. 20069g. “Trojice balkanskych zemi uzda partnerstvi s NATO.”
December 15. Accessed December 15, 2006. Avaitabline at
http://www.idnes.cz

. 2006h. “Vojenskou zéakladnu USA nechce 83eehi.” iDNES.cz.

July 19. Accessed July 19, 2006. Available ondhe
http://www.idnes.cz

. 2006i. “NATO z&alo budovat protiraketovou obranuDNES.cz.
November 28. Accessed November 28, 2006. Availabline at
http://www.idnes.cz

. 2006j. “VyzkumCesi by povolili americky radar, rakety negt
IDNES.cz.Decembed5. Accessedecember5, 2006 Available

online at http://www.idnes.cz.

IZVESTIYA. 2006a. “Yushchenko i Yanukovich ne mitl NATO.”
izvestiya.ru.September 25. Accessed September 25, 2006.
Available online at http://www.izvestiya.ru.




26

Kiiz, Zdergk. 2006. “Kdo vyzbrojil Irdk?”Mezinarodnivztahy41(3): 71-82.

Ministry of Defense of the Czech Republic. 2008da chemiky dopadlairo¢ni
pohotovost.” Army. Accessed October 15, 2005. Available online at
http://www.army.cz.

Ministry of Defense of the Czech Republic. 2008@perace NATO ‘Joint
Enterprise’ Kosovo.”Army. Accessed August 31, 2006. Available online
athttp://www.army.cz

. 2006b. Vyleneni sil ArmadyCeské republiky pro NATO.’Army.
Accessed July 5, 2006. Available online at hitywAwv.army.cz.

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Czech Republi2004a. “NRF & eské republika.”
MZV. Accessed October 23, 2004. Available onlinktigt://www.mzv.cz.

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Czech Republi2005a. “Postugeské republiky
pri humanitarni pomoci a obnéwéaka.” MZV. Accessed October 3, 2005.
Available online ahttp://www.mzv.cz

. 2005b. “Piloti vrtulnik odlétaji do Bosny.”"MZV. Accessed
September 21, 2005. Available online at http:Awmizv.cz.

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Czech Republi2006a. “Vojensti policisté trénuji
V Irdku.” MZV. Accessed August 30, 2006. Available online at
http://www.mzv.cz.
. 2006b. “Vojaky v Afghanistariekaji gtidenni hlidky.” MZV.
April 19. Accessed September 15, 2006. Availalléne at
http://www.mzv.cz
. 2006¢. “6CF1Group of Special ForcesMZV. Accessed September 14, 2006.
Available online ahttp://www.mzv.cz

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Slovakia. 2005aNATO and the 2003 Campaign
Against Iragq.” MZV. Accessed October 16, 2005. Available online at
http://www.mzv.sk
. 2005b. “Velitel NATO chvalil bulharské vkjav Iraku.” MZV. Accessed
October 23, 2005. Available online_at http://wwvgy.sk.

. 2005c. “NATO'’s Assistance to IragiZV. Accessed October 19, 2005.
Available online ahttp://www.mzv.sk

. 2005d. “NATO in Afghanistan.’"MZV. Accessed October 7, 2005.

Available online ahttp://www.mzv.sk

. 2005e. “Multinational Brigade North EastMZV. Accessed October 21, 2005.
Available online at http://www.mzv.sk.

. 2005f. “Multinational Brigade EastMZV. Accessed September 28, 2005.
Available online at http://www.mzv.sk.

. 2005¢g. “Multinational Brigade SouthwesMZV. Accessed

September 27, 2005. Available onlinéneip://www.mzv.sk




27

. 2005h. “Bast SR v operéaciach na podporu vedenim NATRIZV. Accessed
September 27, 2005. Available onlinéheip://www.mzv.sk

. 2005i. “SFOR Slovenian Airlines.MZV. Accessed October 4, 2005.
Available online ahttp://www.mzv.sk

. 2005j. “MTU Trains Slovenians and Romanian§iZV. Accessed

October 13, 2005. Available onlinetdtp://www.mzv.sk

. 2005k. “SFOR.MZV. Accessed October 13, 2005. Available online at
http://www.mzv.sk

. 2005l. “Goodbye SFOR, Hello EUFORMZV. Accessed October 14, 2005.
Available online at http://www.mzv.sk.

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Slovakia. 2006aMtnisters Underscore Commitment

to NATO Response ForceMZV. Accessed January 2006. Available
online at http://www.mzv.sk.

Pond, Elizabeth. 2004&riendly Fire: The Near Death of the Transatlantic
Alliance Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution Press.

SME 2005a. “Do Iraku odide v najblizSichath 97 vojakov.” SMEsk
2005. Accessed 2005. Available online at hitpuv.sme.sk.
. 2005b. “Multinational Specialized UnitSME.sk2005.
Accessed October 20, 2005. Available online gt tvww.sme.sk.

SME 2006a. “Riceova: Slovenski vojaci by malitady Iraku” SMESsK.
September 24. Accessed September 24, 2006. Alabaline at
http://www.sme.sk

. 2006b. “Scheffer: SR by mohla prestmdjakov na juh Afganistanu.”
October 30. Accessed October 30, 2006. Availablme at
http://www.sme.sk

. 2006¢c. “O presune vojakov na juh Afganistanuozéiodne v marci.”
December 18. Accessed October 18, 2006. Availabline at
http://www.sme.sk.

. 2006d. “Po pade lietadla zahynulol4@li, prezil jediny.” January.
Accessed January 2006. Available onlinbtgt://www.sme.sk

. 2006e. “NATO rozSiri svojdlensku zaklatiu. November 29.
Accessed November 29, 2006. Available onlinketgt//www.sme.sk

. 2006f. “NATO: Jednotka rychlej nasadenia je phperabilna.”
November 29. Accessed November 29, 2006. Availabline at
http://www.sme.sk

. 2006g. “Ivanov: Krajiny NATO nelegélne dodav@liuzinsku zbrane.”
September 29. Accessed September 29, 2006. ablaibnline at
http://www.sme.sk

. 2006h. “Slovensko @esko vytvoria spokn( bojovi jednotku.”
October 10. Accessed October 10, 2006. Availablme at
http://www.sme.sk.




Stokes, Gale. 1993The Walls Came Tumbling Down: The Collapse of Consnu
In Eastern Europe New York: Oxford University Press.

Terzuolo, Eric. 2006NATOandWeapon®of MassDestruction RegionalAlliance
Global Threats New York: Routledge.

Thompson, Wayne C. 2004. “Transatlantic Respots&lobal Challenges.” In
Redefining Transatlantic Security Relations: Thalig@mge of Change
Eds. Dieter Mahncke, Wyn Rees & Wayne C. ThompsS¢ew York:
Manchester University Press.

USATODAY 2006a. “150 Militants Storm Police HQ Afghanistan.”
USATODAY.conSeptember 14. Accessed September 14, 2006.
Available online at http://www.usatoday.com.

. 2006b. “NATO Adds U.S. Troops for Afghangsion.” September 28.
Accessed September 28, 2006. Available onlirgtpt//www.usatoday.com

. 2006¢. “Troops Needed to Fight Taliban.” Decemd Accessed
December 4, 2006. Available onlinehdtp://www.usatoday.com

. 2006d. “Rumsfeld, NATO Defense Ministers to Méebeptember 28.
Accessed September 28, 2006. Available onlirgtpt//www.usatoday.com.

28



