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ALEssaNDRO MiNnuTO-R1ZZ0
President, NATO Defense College Foundation, Rome

FOREWORD

NATO, for a special anniversary, the current state of affairs and a fu-

ture perspective. I am really delighted to be here at the Atlantic Council
among friends and very competent people trying to offer the best possible frame
for discussion. I wish to warmly thank the Council for the hospitality, cooperation
and assistance. A warm welcome to the speakers, the moderators and of course to
you the public for being with us here.

Why today and why on this subject? We are accustomed to anniversaries but
this one seems to be a little special to us. The Atlantic Alliance was born exactly 70
years ago, the initial Treaty being signed here in this city, Washington, in 1949 by
12 founding countries. The project had from the beginning a historical dimension:
to put together North America and Europe, what was called the free world, the
most relevant democracies, to defend common values and shared interests against
Communism and the threat of the Soviet Union.

I draw your attention on the ambition of this endeavour. The preamble of the
Treaty says that the Alliance was established to promote the stability and wellbe-
ing of the North Atlantic area and its people.

NATO is still there and the fact itself means something. It has 29 members and
has survived successfully through many crucibles: a Cold War that lasted for two
generations, Bosnia, Kosovo, 9\11, Afghanistan; just to mention some important
dates.

In all instances the transatlantic bond worked successfully: Americans, Canadi-
ans and Europeans acting hand in hand and becoming fully interoperable. That is
why we use to say that it is the most successful political-military Alliance in his-
tory. Seven decades have proved that the Unites States and Europe are a winning
ticket.

After saying that, it is clear that the world is changing fast, perhaps too fast, and
that we cannot live on past glories. The international environment has become

Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen, welcome to this event focussed on
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increasingly difficult, more actors are emerging, and we have to reflect on the kind
of change and adaptation that appears to be necessary. Fragmentation is danger-
ous; we need security providers more than ever and in some way to project security
around us.

It is a good reason to reflect on those issues and to discuss them seriously, be-
cause they are not easy and this is what we are going to do today.

We all thought that we should not lose the occasion of the anniversary to reflect
on the current state of affairs of the Alliance and to foresee some guidelines for
the future.

We have two very engaging panels with the best possible speakers, the first one
chaired by the Dean of the NATO Defense College in Rome, Stephen Mariano,
will develop issues linked to the present international environment. The second
panel, moderated by Ian Brzezinski, is going to focus on possible future strategies.

We have the honour to have Secretary Madeleine Albright for the concluding
remarks.

We should profit from this occasion. What kind of future NATO? Keeping the
fundamentals? A NATO with world partners? How to reconcile strategies with
threats? How to keep alive and strong the transatlantic bond?

I wish to conclude thanking all those who made this event possible. In the first
place the Atlantic Council with its experience and generosity.

Special thanks go to Philips Morris International, Leonardo S.p.A., MBDA,
National Defense University, NATO Defense College and to all those who con-
tributed with their work in Washington and in Rome. Thank you for your atten-
tion.



A1rLEssaNDrRO MinuTO-Ri1zZ0
President, NATO Defense College Foundation, Rome

ALEssANDRO PovriTi
Director, NATO Defense College Foundation, Rome

POLICY BACKGROUND PAPER

ATO is the most successful political-military alliance in history, and yet it

is time to focus once again on the purpose of the transatlantic relationship

that is at risk of whittling due to inertia and complacency. NATO’s old
quip “to keep the Russians out, the Americans in, and the Germans down” today
is evidently out of touch with reality. Russia is considered by some a potentially in-
teresting partner; a part of the US public is not sure about staying in NATO; and
after reunification, Germany has long since overcome its initial minority status.

From its inception until recently, NATO was an integral part of a rather co-
herent project centred on democracy, free market, and international cooperation
up to the point of agreeing to an extensive body of international laws. The strong
reference to the United Nations Charter has been, for good or for bad, a strong
political Iynchpin for an international rules-based order.

Part of these laws consisted of arms and proliferation control and disarmament
treaties that, even if bilateral, had significant impact at a global level. While the
enforcing mechanisms for these agreements are still around, the disregard for trea-
ties seems to have become a convenient political and diplomatic tool in the eyes of
different governments.

Moreover, NATO made impossible any great power violent confrontation in
the space from San Francisco to Vladivostok, leaving indirect belligerence con-
fined outside the area covered by the Mutually Assured Destruction deterrence
practice and doctrine. Today, the discourse is seemingly returning to great power
competition within NATO’s area and near its borders. For the time being, article
V contingencies are excluded, but hybrid and violent conflicts are occurring even
inside Europe, and the lines separating deterrence from war are not always clear,
especially vis-a-vis emerged regional and global powers (although China is never
mentioned officially in major documents).

If one compares the political tenets of the 2010 Strategic Concept with the
2018 Brussels Summit Declaration, a few points are clear. Firstly, there is a more
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nuanced will to closely cooperate with the UN and the EU. Secondly, both the
commitment by NATO to create conditions for a nuclear-free world and to keep
a credible NATO deterrent are considerably diluted. Thirdly, shared values within
the community of the Alliance are upheld in principle, but not always applied in
practice.

Interestingly, even 10 years ago, the Strategic Concept captured effectively many
strategic trends that are still present: common defence, crisis management, and
cooperative security. The latest Summit Declaration adds to the broad picture:
non-state actors, irregular migrations, hybrid attacks. But it also shifts the atten-
tion from technologies like laser, electronic warfare and space denial weapons to
improvised explosive devices and NBCR diffusion and terrorist misuse or on the
diffusion of cruise missile and UAV technologies.

On the other hand, the 2010 Strategic Concept stressed the importance of key
environmental and resource constraints (health, climate change, water scarcity and
increasing energy needs), while in 2018, most of these concerns are muted, with
the exception of political or coercive manipulation through energy supplies.

Notably, in the Brussels Summit Declaration cyber defence is part of NATO’s
core task of collective defence. While an important development, in its political
determination, this seems to overlook the possibility of entangling cyber security
with nuclear deterrence, a concern that has been voiced at least by one major
NATO member.

In conclusion, the Alliance needs more than incremental and ad hoc adaptation;
it needs to reassess in depth its raison d'étre in terms of transatlantic relationship
and the probable strategic consequences of specific political choices. It should re-
main as the most important security provider in this fragmented and potentially
dangerous environment. The transatlantic bond has proven on several occasions
through seven decades to be a formidable added value to project security and sta-

bility.



FrepERICK KEMPE
President and CEO, Atlantic Council, Washington D.C.

WELCOME REMARKS

you all to this important event NATO at 70: Refocusing for Change?
We are so delighted to be co-hosting this in partnership with the
NATO Defense College Foundation under Ambassador Alessandro Minu-
to-Rizzo’s leadership.

I would like to thank as well our partners at the NATO Defense College, rep-
resented today by its Dean Dr Stephen Mariano; and at the National Defense
University, represented today by Dr Richard Hooker; and at MBDA.

We are also very grateful to Leonardo S.p.A. for their support to the Atlantic
Council and to this important event. Specifically, I would like to give a special
salute to William Lynn, Chief Executive Officer of Leonardo North America and
Atlantic Council Board Member, for his steadfast support. He is represented here
today by Joe Militano, Senior Vice President for Public Affairs and Communica-
tions.

O n behalf of the Atlantic Council, it is my distinct pleasure to welcome

I'am glad you are all able to join us for what will be a fascinating conversation on
the importance of NATO and its ongoing adaptation for the challenges of today
and tomorrow.

Inlight of NATO’s seventieth anniversary this year, today marks an opportunity
to not only celebrate NATO’s achievements over the last seven decades, but also to
readdress fundamental questions about the Alliance purpose in today’s world and
to highlight its enduring mission going forward.

It is also a chance to make the case that, in today’s troubling security environ-
ment, a reinvigorated NATO Alliance — one with a strong US leadership and
transatlantic commitment to its mission — is a cornerstone of peace and security in
Europe and beyond.

In 1961 we founded small clubs in support of NATO. Then Secretary of State
Dean Rusk urged those clubs to come together to deal with what was considered
an inflection point in history because of our military and nuclear monopoly loss, an

NATO AT yo: Refocusing for Change?
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ideological challenge test across the developing world and the Berlin crisis. Now
it is another defining moment. We face a new major powers competition between
authoritarian capitalism and democratic free-market capitalism; and questions
about the future US role in the world and how it will be executed, and about the
very nature of the global system institutions and practices.

This past April, on the margins of the NATO foreign ministerial and official
State Department-led commemoration in Washington, we hosted our signature
NATO Engages town hall event.

There, we were joined by foreign ministers from allied nations, as well as Vice
President Mike Pence, and a range of experts and next-generation leaders to dis-
cuss why NATO matters — yesterday, today, and tomorrow.

Leading up to and building upon this effort, we also launched a digital media
campaign to gather public perspectives and increase awareness about NATO that
kickstarted a lively debate with a wider American audience.

Today, we have a fantastic line-up of speakers that will help us tackle tough
questions about the transatlantic state of play and how the Alliance must adapt
to overcome the evolving threats we all face. Many thanks to all our panelists for
making the time to join us.

Before we dive in, I would like to thank again Ambassador Alessandro Minu-
to-Rizzo.

Ambassador Minuto-Rizzo is the president of the NATO Defense College
Foundation and previously served as Deputy Secretary General of NATO from
2001 to 2007.

As Deputy Secretary General, he focused strongly on adapting the strategic di-
rection of the NATO Alliance, a fitting mission for today. He worked to expand
the Alliance and build partnerships throughout Europe and the wider region.

Once again, I would like to thank all of you for being with us for what will be a
captivating conversation.



FROM ORDER TO DISORDER
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Ricuarp HookEer
Professor, National Security Strategy,
National War College, Washington D.C.

HANDLING RUSSIA... WITH CARE

he common view of the West Wing — certainly in the United States and

also France and Germany — is to consider the probability of conflict with

the Russian Federation on NATO’s territories as very low. I would de-
scribe this as conventional wisdom.

On the website of President Vladimir Putin figures a speech he held in 2014 in
front of the Ambassadors and Representatives of The Commonwealth of Inde-
pendent Statesl, right after the crisis in Ukraine erupted. He said “/ez me be clear,
we will defend our bothers abroad with all available means”. 'The following year, in
2015, the State Prosecutor, certainly at Putin’s directions, formally challenged the
legality of the State Council’s decision in the early 90s to recognise the indepen-
dence of the Baltic States.

If you look at what President Putin tells to the Duma, if you look at what his
closest advisors have told us in the West, and if you look at the transcripts of any
number of our track two interactions, or track one-and-a-half engagements, where
tormer diplomats and military officers meet with Russian counterparts, they get a
unified line that comes back which is: not strengthening in any way the defensive
or deterrent posture in NATO’s Eastern Flank — the Baltic States, Bulgaria and
Romania — otherwise you have to expect a very strong reaction.

There are four factors we ought to consider:

* Scholars generally agree that the one thing President Putin fears and detests
more than any other is the presence of colour revolutions, successful economi-
cally viable Western integrated democratic countries on his doorstep and even

1 The Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) formed when the former Soviet Union totally dissolved
in 1991. At its conception it consisted of ten former Soviet Republics: Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyr-
gyzstan, Moldova, Russia, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Ukraine, and Uzbekistan.
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more in the former Soviet territories. He has four of them in his periphery now
(Poland and the Baltic States);

* We know that strategic depth has always concerned Russian leaders and mili-
tary planners. After the experiences of the invasion of Charles XII of Sweden in
1708, Napoleon, the conflicts with Poland and the Nazi Germany, the question
of strategic depth absorbs the Russians and they lost much of it after the collapse
of the Soviet Union. As Newt Gingrich pointed out during the 2016 American
Presidential Campaign, Estonia and NATO’s territories are perceived as sub-
urbs of St. Petersburg;

* Putin talks a lot about Russia greazness. This represents not only a desire but
the need of restoring Russia to its former place of greatness on the world stage.
'The reincorporation or the re-extension of influence over these former Russian
territories constitutes a huge part of that narrative;

* Finally, we are all aware that if there was a reasonably low-cost way to fracture
NATO, President Putin would certainly take advantage of that.

'This is my analysis. Furthermore, I personally put the chances of Russia aggres-
sion on NATO territories — probably the Baltic region — in the next five or ten
years at 33% to 50% which means not a very low probability or non-existent.

From our side, what is the state of NATO’s deterrence right now? I will pose
three questions:

* Would President Putin be deterred by the possibility that NATO or the core members
of the Alliance could use nuclear weapons in defense of NATO territories? 1 have not
found many experts saying that NATO member states would threat of using
nuclear weapons if Estonia was attacked, for instance;

* Would be the Alliance able to defend itself through already deployed forces? Every ma-

jor think tanks in Washington D.C. and Europe arrives at the same conclusion,

which is that the forces deployed on the Eastern Flank are not sufficient for
defensive purposes even for a limited period of time;

Would NATO be able to mobilise and retake any territory that Russia may occupy?

Again, NATO readiness to cross the boarders is not a good new story. The

French, the Germans, the British would take a minimum of three or four months

to put a single division into place in order to participate to a similar campaign.

As well, the United States have limited forces in place: a small airborne brigade

in Italy, a Stryker brigade in Germany — far from the scene of the action —, and

a heavy brigade in Poland.

The 30-30-30 Initiative, or NATO Readiness Initiative, that was touted last
year on the occasion of NATO Ministers of Defence Meeting, 7-8 June 2018, in
Brussels, was a great step into the right direction. However, if we are concerned
about the state of deterrence today in the Alliance with respect to the Russian



Federation, we have to conclude that there is a lot of work to be done. Russia’s
ability to project its military power far from its boarders it is not good, but Russia’s
ability to carry out military operations along its periphery in Eastern Europe is
actually quite formidable.

This speech represents a personal point of view and not the interests of the United States
Department of Defense.
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ANTHONY CORDESMAN
Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy, Center for
Strategic and International Studies, Washington D.C.

THE 2% PARAMETER IS USELESS:
TIME FOR OUTPUT BASED
MEASURES

do not make any sense, but that are actively destructive and mathematical-
ly absurd. The goals I refer to are spending 2% of each member country’s
GDP on defense and 20% of its defense budget on equipment.

If you look at these goals on a country-by-country basis, they are remarkably
counterproductive and call for NATO to spend vastly more than Russia. There are
no public official intelligence estimates of what Russian military expenditures are
today. But, I think that most of the American intelligence community would agree
on what The International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS) said about this
issue: officially somewhere around $62 billion a year and probably, in purchasing
power, somewhere closer to $68 billion.

Before we focus on spending as a percentage of GDP, regardless of what each
country actually needs, we should consider what NATO is already spending. If
you look at the NATO figures the Secretary General issued in his 2018 posture
statement, the European member states of NATO alone are spending about
$282 billion dollars a year. This is some 4,5 times what Russia is spending. If you
remember that Finland and Sweden contribute forces on the Northern Flank,
NATO Europe’s ratio of superiority is much higher.

NATO’s spending estimates for the United States are too low. NATO, for
some reasons, does not seem to believe we spend money on nuclear weapons and
does not believe in US outlay reporting. Its figures for US spending are about 85
billion dollars lower than our actual national defence budget. However, even if we
do use NATO figures for both European and the United States military expen-
ditures, NATO as a whole spends some 14 times what Russia and Belarus spend.
Accordingly, either all our estimates of Russian spending are incredibly wrong, or
we have problems with the ways in which we use our existing resources that has
very little to do with making massive increases in national expenditures.

We also need to remember that we are not dealing with the Soviet Union. The

Today we are trapped in a burden-sharing debate over goals which not only
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Secretary General’s Report states that NATO already spends close to what it spent
in 1989 in constant dollars. In contrast, the breakup of the Soviet Union has re-
duced Russia spending to about a half or less of what it spent at the end of the
Cold War.

The picture is very different, however, if we focus on the NATO goals in per-
centage terms. If one makes a country-by-country analysis of the NATO data,
most countries in NATO’s central region do not spend close to 2% of their GDP.
Moreover, even if they did spend 2% on the same forces, they could not possibly
sustain and modernise their force posture. This is clear if you examine a country
that did spend more than 2%. Great Britain is spending 2,2% of its GDP. How-
ever, it now has: 227 active tanks versus 870 active tanks at the end of the Cold
War. The Royal Air Force has about 38% of its combat air strength in 1989 and
the British Navy is about a half. At the same time, a number of other countries
have significantly increased their defence expenditure over the last four years. They
do fall short of 2%, but they get no credit for these increases, and no one seems to
pay attention to resulting size and mission capabilities of their forces.

There also are some absurdities to the way NATO is forced to assess the burden
each country bears. When NATO assesses burden-sharing, the Alliance is forced
to count US defence spending as if our entire budget somehow contributed to
NATO and, while European allies spend some 70% of their defense expenditures
on the Alliance, the USA actually spend much less. In fact, the USA now only
deploy a small fraction of the forces for NATO that it did at the time of the Cold
War, and even then the Department of Defense reported a percentage of around
37% to the Congress.

Where do we stand as Americans?

We Americans do have ongoing wars, but we still have the lowest active levels of
personnel deployed overseas since 1957. The Department of Defense reports that
the USA only deployed 14% of its active forces overseas in March 2019, and only
3% were forward deployed in NATO Europe on a permanent basis. If you think
that this kind of burden constitutes a real reason for the USA to consider leaving
the Alliance, you have a real problem with math.

As for the goal of spending 20% of national defense budgets on equipment, this
goal has no relation to what a country needs to spend to create effective forces and
develop an effective level of defense and deterrence. Once again, meeting the goal
says nothing about capability. In the Secretary General’s Report, Luxemburg is the
most successful equipment spender in the Alliance. Moreover, spending more can
waste money on the wrong forces. If you look at what many countries are actually
spending on over time, you do not see any major move towards more interopera-
bility, any standardization or coherent effort in modernisation; particularly in most
of the NATO countries closest to the borders of Russia.



What do we have to do?

We need to focus on Alliance-wide force planning goals that are based on a clear
net assessment of the threat and comparisons of our efforts with those of Russia.
We need to have clear mission priorities for spending tailored to the current forces
in each country focusing on creating the best possible collective defense efforts.
Rather than percentage goals, we need to revive the NATO force planning ex-
ercise of the 1960s, and the attention we had in dealing with the SS-20 and in
shaping CFE.

This can be somewhat embarrassing. I worked on that NATO force planning
effort. It collapsed in the end for several reasons. One was that was the United
States starting to lie about its contribution to the Alliance because of shifts of
personnel and equipment to Vietnam. Second, no one wanted a serious debate on
what individual countries were doing was right and wrong. The Defense Planning
Committee simply accepted whatever countries reported to NATO, and Minis-
terial policy decisions were made irrelevant since they did not affect meaningfully
any aspect of the strategic planning.

So what do we really need?

There are three clear priorities that should shape the goals we set and determine
the kind of spending we really need:
* Realistic assessment of the threats;
* Effective force planning;
* Honest effort to coordinate countries in pooling their resources together.

Most importantly, on the American side, we need to stop this mindless bullying
exercise in burden-sharing and get back to the core values which built up NATO
as a meaningful Alliance.

For the extended version of the intervention: Burden-sharing’ and the 2 percent of
GDP Solution: A Study in Military Absurdity, https.//www.csis.org/analysis/burden-
sharing-and-2-percent-gdp-solution-study-military-absurdity
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KatuLeEeN McINNiS

International Security Analyst, Congressional Research
Service; and Nonresident Senior Fellow, Scowcroft
Center for Strategy and Security, Washington D.C.

FACING POLITICAL WARFARE
WITH ARTICLE 2

e are witnessing the erosion of the world order established in the wake

of World War Two. This erosion of rules and norms has led to signif-

icant implications for the future of international relations and NATO
itself.

But, what if we consider another side of the prism of this strategic landscape?
What if we are not witnessing an erosion per se but our adversaries using our norms,
institutions and values against us in ways we had not necessarily envisaged? What
if our adversaries are using our international and domestic institutional hardware
trying to run new software on them?

China, for instance, seems to be translating its economic influence into a grow-
ing geopolitical power and, as a consequence, recipients of the Belt and Road Ini-
tiative funding are beginning to derecognise Taiwan as a state. One more example,
China is trying to use international bodies, such as the International Telecommu-
nication Union, to promote its own standards of cyber governance; as The Atlantic
wrote, they are trying to create “the [ferst competitive alternative to open Internet,
a model that is steadily proliferating around the world.” Another possible example,
China established a UN Peacekeeping academy which increases its understanding
and access to foreign military apparatus, and finally China is using our same argu-
ments during the war on terrorism to justify its oppression of weaker communities
and the replacement of these communities into re-education camps.

Turning to Russia, it also appears to use our democratic norms and values of
free speech against us. Peter Singer tells us as how Russian online trolls are finding
and exploiting existing themes in our public, such as the anti-vaxxers debate. They
have been exploiting disinformation and local dissent to create pretexts for the
“little green men.”
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What all this means for NATO?

What do we do when confronting with political warfare or comprehensive co-
ercion - which are terms to describe the use of a variety of instruments of national
power - even in our own domestic and international institutions?

Could the past be instructive?

Article 2 of the Washington Treaty states “The parties will contribute toward the
Sfurther development of peaceful and friendly international relations by strengthening
their free institutions, by bringing about a better understanding of the principles upon
these institutions are founded, and by promoting conditions of stability and well-being.
They will seek to eliminate conflicts in their international economic policies and will
encourage economic collaboration between any or all of them.”

We talk a lot about NATO article three, four and five and we tend to think that
NATO is a military alliance. Instead, article 2 is one of the pillars of the Organisa-
tion, and we have never mentioned it with the consequence that NATO does the
military stuft and the other institution do the rest of it. Yet, looking at article 2, I
can’t help but be struck that our predecessors thought about these issues in a more
holistic way. To them the military was necessary but certainly not sufficient to
win the emerging strategic competition with the Soviet Union. Today, one can’t
help but wonder whether NATO is missing out on a critical role it could play in
fostering article 2 collaboration amongst treaty allies.

In conclusion, if you agree with this analysis, a number of questions start to flow:
* How do we counter our international institutional hardware being taken over by

malware by other actors?

* How do we build a common understanding between our business, trade and
national security communication about the security challenges at hand and their
implications?

* Might NATO itself play a role in fostering these conversations and strategies ?

* Returning to the topic of this intervention, there has been a shift from conven-
tional and nuclear to hybrid and cyber, or, it has it always been all at once but in
different degrees?

This speech represents a personal point of view.



Barry Paver

Senior Vice President, Arnold Kanter Chair, and
Director, Scowcraft Center for Strategy and Security,
Atlantic Council, Washington D.C.

WORLD DISORDER AND MAJOR
POWERS COMPETITION

is growing back’.

First, the last 70 years have been relatively a historical and we are witnessing
great powers and other powers start to act geopolitically once again. This means
a bit of friction in various regions and a lot of nationalism in Europe, in Asia and
in the Middle East. We are going to see more of this and it is very different from
what I have experienced in my entire lifetime; therefore, we have to think about
it differently.

Second, we are at the very beginning of the digital age. It is still going to unfold
in many ways, fundamentally affecting our society, economy, security, and geopol-
itics. This is something that great powers will be looking to leverage for opportu-
nities, although there could be also darker applications of all the technologies that
are unfolding and among the ones I am watching, the most I am interested and
concern about is biotech.

Third, we are in a new information environment. We produce roughly 2,5 quin-
tillion bytes of data every single day. There are 4 million Google searches every
single minute but the problem is that this data is of highly uncertain quality and
integrity. We have to come up with new mechanisms and approaches for authenti-
cating what we are reading, what we are hearing and now, with the advent of deep
fake videos, what we are seeing. Over the next two years and more, we will see the
proliferation of artificial videos. Our competitors are weaponising these platforms
against our interests and we need to get a handle on how to address that.

Fourth, as Matt Burrows (Director of the Foresight, Strategy and Risks Initia-
tive at the Atlantic Council) projected, we are experiencing a domestic unravelling
within our societies, an increased polarisation and disintegration.

Fifth, we do not know whether the end of the predominant US global role was
August 2013 when President Obama chose not to strike 50 targets in Syria, but
it may be the case. This is something we have agency over, so it is not final, it is

Iagree with Robert Kagan definition of great powers competition: “7he jungle
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reversible, but we will need to head in a very different direction if we want the
United States to continue underwriting vast aspects of the global order as it did

for so many years.

Those are the five elements of the order that I think we are in. Now, I will list

five thoughts on what we can do about this situation.

1.

The US. National Security Strategy and US National Defense Strategy have
said that we are in a great power competition but they have not yet said what
our goals are. Thus, we are in a race without knowing where the finish line is.
'The United States have to define goals working with its allies — working with
NATO allies. What do we want from our relations with China and Russia?
How those goals, once defined, will affect allies and alliances on achieving
them?

There was a great article by Robert Kaplan in 7he National Interest about deal-
ing with the coming Chinese Empire’. His main point was that the United
States had better start prioritising. We can’t do everything and he said China
would like nothing more than for us to get involved in more messy wars in the
Middle East. With limited resources the US and NATO strategists need to

think about where to apply them in smart ways;

. We have to deal with our domestic unravelling, to be more coherent and have

more functional policies;

. 'There is a critical geopolitical need for strengthening our alliances. In my opin-

ion, the United States is going to need both NATO and Asian alliances very
badly within the next five to eight years. We have to start building those at all
levels from head of state downwards to the many operators and other people
who are part of the alliances;

. We need to stop regionalising. In other words, China is in Europe in many

ways; Russia in in the Pacific. We need to get over our nice comfortable Cold
War regional boundaries and put European allies and Asian allies together in
a daily confrontation over the same challenges.

One more, NATO should offer a NATO-China Council to China. At this

time China would not take the offer but just making this offer will have benefi-
cial effects. This is going to happen at some point so we might as well get started
because the top of the agendas that I have seen in many discussions with our Eu-

ropean colleagues is China.

1 Robert Kaplan, American Must Prepare for the Coming Chinese Empire, The National Interest, 17 June 2019
(https://nationalinterest.org/feature/america-must-prepare-coming-chinese-empire-63102).
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want to talk about is that progress is not inevitable. We began our con-
versation about a2 movement from order to disorder as we look out across
the world today.

If you think about the last seven decades, it has been the United States, along
with NATO allies, that has led the international order built on a foundation of
democratic values, human dignity, and open markets. This delivered better lives
for our citizens and for billions of people around the world. It is easy to take all this
for granted. The purpose of today’s conversation is a caution not to do things that
put the world, as we know it, at risk. Our task is to figure out how we forge a new
transatlantic leadership in a dramatically changed world.

I graduated from high-school when the Berlin Wall was coming down; I had the
chance to begin and pursue my career as NATO was going through an extraor-
dinary historic adaptation of its own, out of area or out of business — the Alliance
got involved in the Balkans. Very young, I was working at the State Department
led by Secretary Madeleine Albright when we opened the door of the Alliance,
so that former adversaries could become allies, creating as well a different kind of
potential strategic partnership with Russia.

When I was born there were 29 democracies; by the time I was in College they
were 77: the majority of the world, for the first time in history, was living in a dem-
ocratic environment. When I went to work to NATO with Ambassador Minu-
to-Rizzo, we felt like we had the wind at our back; then things began to change:
9/11, the financial and economic crisis, various turmoil around the globe... we are
at an inflection point whose outcome is still uncertain.

Here, at the Atlantic Council, we have framed a set of defining challenges that
the world is facing right now: the potential major power competition, the doubts
on the future of democracies and open markets, the threats to the international

Thinking about NATO’s 70th anniversary, the starting point for what I
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system of rules and institutions, the new technologies which have disrupted our
societies, and a real uncertainty about America’s role in the world.

For NATO this means that a revisionist Russia has continued its conventional
and hybrid provocations in the East, while brazenly interfering in our democra-
cies, and that China seeks to expand its influence and authoritarian ways on to its
neighbours and Europe. Even the mounting war of words and actions between the
United States and Iran constitutes an evidence that the international rules, values,
and order is under challenge. We see also instability across the Middle East and
North Africa, which is a real risk to our European allies.

These challenges both internal and external only serve to make us look more
vulnerable to our enemies. Republicans and Democrats fighting, the United States
divided from its allies.... but these fault lines, I do not think tell the whole strategic
story about where we are right now.

I argue that when you take a closer look at what is happening in the national
security debate in this country, you see the Congress and the Executive Branch
that, despite their dramatic differences, have a degree of commonality in the stra-
tegic outlook; in a sense that the United States is entering an era of great power
competition whether declining Russia, that disrupts our interests, or rising China
that risks displacing them.

In Secretary General Stoltenberg’s statement before the Congress there is a real
sense of support for the Alliance and its role in safeguarding peace, justice and
security in Europe, but also the democratic values that it is built on.

In our relation with Europe right now the harsh rhetoric has taken the transat-
lantic relationship down on a tumultuous path. A path that some say could funda-
mentally change this relationship. When I am in Europe now, I hear very serious
conversations about how European can hedge in the future between the United
States and China. That is a very different vision of the one we had when we have
tried to build the idea of a transatlantic link institutionalised through the Alliance.

I fear that we could be on the wrong path.

I fear we might be getting off track.

I would argue that, despite some of these divisions, the United States and many
of our allies are actually strategically aligned in grand strategy perhaps more than
we have been since 9/11 or even 1989. Indeed, if you set aside some of the seri-
ous feuds between our leaders and political differences, the United States and our
democratic allies in many respects acknowledge that the great challenge of the
21* century will be the competition between the free societies and authoritarian,
corrupt, state-led capitalism.

The current issues that we have been debating, from burden-sharing to trade
questions, should not overshadow the sense of potential strategic agreement in
the future.

We should now reinvest in our sense of alliances, not thinking about divesting.

We are here to commemorate the 70™ anniversary of NATO, the most success-



tul alliance in history which ensured peace and security of its members in large part
because of its ability to adapt, to change over time. Therefore, it is appropriate that
we move into this conversation to focus on not the past but the future.

Our nations begin to prepare for what is probably a long period of strategic geo-
political competition. We need to avoid getting it backwards, we need to under-
stand that in this context we have to put our alliances — and NATO in particular
— at the core, not the periphery of our strategy and to make them more effective.
'This requires leadership as a key ingredient. Furthermore, we need to connect the
dots that the USA are best served when Washington and its allies act together.
Our allies are multipliers for our interests and values, particularly when we nego-
tiate with Moscow or Beijing.

For NATO this means responding to Russia’s aggression today, while preparing
for the challenge posed by China’s growing global reach in the future.

With regard to Russia, we have to continue the Alliance’s efforts to bolster its
deterrence and defense in response to the revanchism of the Kremlin, seeking to
threaten its neighbours and our allies. In my view, this requires continuing the
US military presence in the Baltic States, in Poland, in the Black Sea, and in the
Balkan region. The Russian challenge is likely to remain asymmetric and that is
why we need to persist our support working with NATO and with the European
Union in order to strengthen the resilience of our democratic societies whether it
is energy, diversification, or democratic defense of disinformation.

At the same time, it is necessary a common approach on how to handle China’s
and trade challenges. It is essential to set global standards, supporting our allies
with foreign investments to concert a transatlantic strategy ensuring that the free
world is able to harness new technologies together, such as secure 5G, before the
authoritarians do.

In an era of great power competition, our goal should be to keep and expand our
allies thought an alliance structure that provides the security necessary for democ-
racies to face their own difficult issues at home. To this purpose, we should stand
by NATO’s open door policy recognising that welcoming new members is about
expanding the zone of security and the community willing to defend freedom. This
is in our interest, not just in the interest of the aspirants.

The US Senate will have an opportunity to weigh in on NATO’s 30" member
North Macedonia, that shows that our engagement is working and that Russia’s
attempts to disrupt our efforts in the Balkans is not.

Today’s competition is global. Russia is back in the Middle East, Latin Amer-
ica witnessed China’s global reach. We have to recognise this reality to lead a
more concerted effort to thicken the political bonds and operational ties between
NATO and its global partners. Today these partnerships are under invested assets
at NATO Headquarters.

We should start by focusing on the south where instability is an existential chal-
lenge for Europe. There we sort of have dropped the ball, and we need to raise
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our level of ambition and how to forge meaningful partnerships in North Africa,
the Levant, and the Gulf. At the same time, we might consider formalising our
links among us treaty allies in Europe and in Asia (Japan, South Korea, Australia,
New Zealand). The aim is to build alliances with the United States at the centre
to provide a more capable and international global democratic response to the
authoritarian challenge.

Indeed, we have to face the budget expenditure on what is strategically im-
portant. The United States is right expecting its allies to do more but we need to
remember that our own efforts are in our interest, they are not acts of charity.

In an era of geopolitical competition, America’s friends and allies are the Unites
States comparative advantage. Viewing our allies that way would compel consis-
tent policies that would lead our alliances towards united fronts and standing up to
aggression. In addition, our defense strategy should inevitably drive Washington
to bolster and expand its alliances.

Indeed, the Congress, the Administration, the American people could view our
alliances as national strategic assets been built over time. As such, you could claim
that each administration serves as a steward of these assets with the responsibility
to defend, strengthen and lead them. US leadership after all will remain the deci-
sive element in determining the success of NATO’s future.



TOWARDS A FUTURE
NATO’S STRATEGY
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will begin by offering what I hope will be an upbeat opening comment.

We are here at the Atlantic Council to mark the 70" anniversary of the

Washington Treaty. Ironically, we gather at a time when we are probably
more anxious about the Atlantic relationship than any time since World War II.
But I come out of the last couple of years struck by how resilient NATO has been
in the face of both internal and external challenges.

To have an American president insulting allies and talking about withdrawing
from the Alliance are serious developments. But I am uplifted by the degree to
which supporters on both sides of the Atlantic have rallied to defend NATO. This
leads me to believe that the political and strategic foundations of the Alliance are
actually in very good shape.

'The US House of Representatives and the Senate have been passing resolutions,
one after another, in support of the Atlantic Alliance. The Secretary General of
NATO was invited to give an address to a joint session of Congress; that was a
statement to the President of the United States saying “Do not mess with this Al-
liance’. In addition, if you look at public opinion in the United States, the needle
has not moved during Trump’s presidency. A recent Chicago Council on Global
Affairs survey showed that 75% of the American public believes that the United
States should either maintain or increase its support to NATO. It is exactly the
same percentage of support that existed when Barack Obama was president.

Yes, there is a lot to worry about, but we should also see the last couple of years
as a sign that the Alliance has an enormous amount of staying power on both sides
of the Atlantic.

In terms of my wish list to align national priorities to make the next ten years
a strong decade, the first would be to get Europe to actually turn the corner on
defense and to ensure that the current push — whether you focus on PESCO, a
European intervention force, the framework nation concept — produces real prog-
ress on building European military capability. This is the time for Europe to finally
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make good on its longstanding interest in becoming a more capable actor on de-
fense. The stronger the European pillar is, the stronger the Atlantic Alliance will
be. Furthermore, I believe that the United States would value the Alliance further
if it had a more capable European partner on the other side of the Atlantic.

It is not just President Trump who wants more from Europe. President Obama
and those before him have encouraged Europe to be able to assume more defense
responsibilities and acquire greater geopolitical heft. That has not really happened
yet. There has been a lot of talk; now Europe really needs to make it happen. Also
keep in mind that there will be times in the future, perhaps the not-too-distant fu-
ture, when something bad happens in the European theatre and the United States
is not in a position to come to the party, meaning Europe will need to act on its
own. We all know this will happen; it might be in North Africa, in the Caucasus,
in the Balkans. Europe cannot wait for that rainy day and find itself unprepared.

Second, I think that all NATO members need to be mindful that the Alliance
is not just about the hardware, the strategy, the command structures, but it is also
about values, about defending countries not just because they are of strategic im-
portance but because of who they are, countries that stand by liberal democratic
values. Today, I worry that we are passing through a historical moment in which
NATO’s liberal democratic foundations are being tested: in Poland, Hungary,
Italy, Turkey. And in the UK and the United States as well. Given what NATO
stands for, it should be in the game of secking to turn back the rising tide of illib-
eral politics on both sides of the Atlantic.

In the first instance, in the European context, it is the European Union that
has been trying to defend liberal values and institutions, in particular by putting
pressure on Poland and Hungary to redress some of the steps they have taken that
are at odds with the rule of law. However, NATO should participate in this effort
too because it is an institution that is about defending values and not just terri-
tories. How does it get into this game and play this role? I do not know. Perhaps
there should be some kind of new political committee that assesses how member
states are performing when it comes to the rule of law and democratic norms. That
committee could call out member states that are backsliding. This issue of the
welfare of liberal democracy should be on NATO’s agenda. That is what NATO
is all about.

There are also additional issues that should be on the agenda of the Organisation
that are not traditional ones. China’s Belt and Road Initiative should be discussed
among the allies, as well as Nord Stream 2, cyber security, Russian interference
in elections... these are core security issues for Europe and North America and
should be part of the Alliance conversation.

Third, we need to find a mechanism for creating coalitions of the willing when
it comes to NATO operations. I think we are moving into a world in which the
main action of the Alliance is not going to be along the so-called “central front”. It

has still a lot of business to do with Russia but if T had to guess where NATO will



be seeing action over the next years, it is not in the Baltics, it is not in Poland, it is
in non-members states. Thus, I think NATO should begin to think about flexible
mechanisms for creating coalitions of the willing when you cannot get full agree-
ment from the member states. A kind of plug and play system that would allow a
sub-group of NATO to act and that would open up opportunities for some of the
partners to participate, just as they have done in Afghanistan.

Finally, I think that NATO has done a very good job of quietly getting ahead
of the curve and sharing its good practises, knowledge, expertise, and experience
with other regions. In the Middle East, NATO has made a difference through
the Mediterranean Initiative. I think we should be very active with the African
Union, with ASEAN, with the Gulf Cooperation Council, with other regional
bodies. We are moving into a world in which the US and its NATO allies are not
going to be the providers of last resort anymore. NATO has to help other regional
organisations become more effective actors and backstop peace in their regions just
as it has done in the North Atlantic.

The world is changing. NATO should lean into its partnership programmes
around the world to pass on its own legacy, good practices and experience to other
regions.
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TOWARDS A NEW STRATEGIC
CONCEPT

trategic concepts have played a very large role in the history of the Alli-
S ance. I count seven through the seven decades that we are celebrating today.

These strategic concepts have come at inflection point in the health of the
Atlantic Alliance. They tend to shift the focus of the Organisation and build new
consensus.

During the Cold War we had four strategic concepts. The two most important
themes were agreement on the strategies of massive retaliation and flexible response.
Indeed, during the Cold War, strategic concepts were primarily about hard defense,
nuclear weapons, and nuclear deterrence.

After the Cold War, three other strategic concepts were issued. The first one
came out at the Rome Summit, in 1991; the second at the Washington Summit,
in 1999, and the third at the Lisbon Summit, in 2010.

Historically, each of these strategic concepts has created new consensus when
the old consensus was withering. Today, we are at a new inflection point and we
do need a new strategic concept. However, we are not politically ready right now;
maybe in a year or two we will.

In the meantime, there are still some valid elements in the 2010 Strategic Con-
cept. The most relevant are the three core tasks of NATO: collective defense,
crisis management and cooperative security. The Alliance was able to use those
three “buckets” to operate throughout the changing environment we have been in
during the past decade. Other aspects of the 2010 strategic concept are also still
valid: the open-door policy, the need for reforms and for military transformation.

Since 2010, there have been three key summits — each going beyond the Lisbon
Summit — whose declarations have taken additional steps toward the modification
of the 2010 Strategic Concept. Furthermore, we have recently had a new NATO
Political Guidance (February 2019) and are reviewing the MC 404 Military Strat-
egy. Each of these documents has adjusted the 2010 Strategic Concept in relation
to the environment we are living in. I do think that these initiatives need to be
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consolidated, but before this can happen, NATO nations need to trust each other.
Right now, we lack this needed degree of trust and in the past this process took
some 10 months.

What I remember most vividly about the 2009-2010 experience, working with
former Secretary of State Madeleine Albright to prepare the 2010 Strategic Con-
cept, is the importance of the process. We came out with a solid NATO consensus
document, but the consultation process lasted ten months. We built a Group of
Experts and went everywhere throughout the Alliance. By doing that we built
trust. Hopefully, we can use a similar process again to rebuild that trust.

What I would like to see in the new strategic concept?

* An articulation of a new consensus on the nature of the threats. There is not a consen-
sus on the Russian threat or on the Chinese challenge, or on what to do about
Iran;

* A restatement of the fundamental purpose of the Alliance. It is about defense, but is
also about values, maintaining democracy and the rule of law;

* Additional steps to enhance deterrence. We have made progress on the convention-
al side of deterrence and we need to do more, but we do not really have a NATO
nuclear doctrine today and we need a new one;

* A better understanding and clearer policy about hybrid war. There is a hybrid war
underway and we are losing it. Part of it deals with cyber, the other with the
“little green men” problem. But from my perspective, the biggest problem is
strategic communication. Social media are used to divide the Alliance and we
are not adequately equipped to deal with it, so we have to figure out how to
respond to that menace;

* A better Southern Strategy. We do not have a solid Southern Strategy within
the Alliance. The Alliance has talked about “projecting stability” and about 360
degrees security but we really do not seem understanding the complex nature of
the threats coming from the south. A main element is instability but also the
interference of Russia and China;

* Better management of grey zones. As Russia continues to disrupt countries such
as Ukraine, Georgia, and Moldova with troops on their soil and constant social
media attacks; NATO needs a better consensus on how to manage and reverse
Russian gains in these areas;

* A new decision-making process. We talked before about operating in coalitions
when it is not possible to make decisions within NATO. Besides, the consensus
rule may not apply to everything. There might be cases where we have to go
beyond that by finding new ways to make decisions especially in time of extreme
crisis;

* New approaches to burden-sharing. We have to move from the current input
measures — the 2% of GDP spent on defense and the 20% of total spending



dedicated to defense investments - to additional output measures which more
accurately reflect contributions that nations make to the Alliance.

It is also true that the 2% issue is a historic heritage and politically useful to
squeeze military resources from the allies. During the post-Cold War period the
European allies showed a constant decline in expenditures from 2,5% to 1% of
the GDP, while the USA showed a V curve after 9/11. In any case, all this money
needs to support the 2+6 operational ambition of NATO and, in this new context,
one has to split operations letting the European allies handle some by themselves.
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the strength of the Alliance from a military perspective.

A few weeks ago, I was in Norway for the 75* anniversary of the D-Day
and with some friends we discussed that NATO was really born on the beaches of
Normandy. Since American troops entered the continent of Europe, along with
the British, the Canadians and others allies, they have never left and Europe has
experienced an unprecedented period of peace.

This highlights the importance and impact of NATO that I believe being the
strongest and most effective alliance that the world has ever seen. I say that as a
military professional and in terms of strength I refer to the combined gross domes-
tic product; the population; the size of militaries and the defence budgets.

Article 5 of the Washington Treaty is at the core of NATO collective defense.
As an American I want to restate it: article 5 was invoked to come to our aid and
our allies came to our assistance after we were attacked. They came to Afghanistan
and they are still there, 18 years later, providing 1/3 of the boots on the ground.

As a soldier, I will never forget that.

One of the impact of this has been that the relationships among the senior com-
manders of the military forces of NATO have never been better. The cohesion is
tight because we have worked very close together for years and this has created a
sort of intellectual and personal bond which enables us to deal with challenges as
they come forward — no matter what they are.

Coalitions have never been easy and always take work. However, from my point
of view, the legitimacy that comes from our operating as an alliance cannot be
bought by money. When you look at what has been a very long and challenging
time in Afghanistan, our legitimacy has not been questioned because it is based on
the United Nations, NATO and these nations that continue to step forward and
demonstrate their legitimacy with their own presence.

For the United States, even though from time to time we need the capability to

In this intervention, I will touch upon some of the points that I think bring out
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act unilaterally, I think going into the future acting as a member of the Alliance is
essential to our success.

Making alliances work requires qualities that you do not normally find on a
list of military virtues such as patience and humility; emotional intelligence and
stamina. Again, the experience within NATO has improved these qualities among
military leaderships. These qualities enable us to attain a unity of effort and in-
teroperability.

Interoperability is critical because our ability to operate quickly and responsively
as an alliance provides options to our policy makers short of war. Still, interopera-
bility costs money in terms of readiness, modernisation, and training. We are still
missing the marker.

My biggest concern going forward — as a Senior Commander within NATO —is
the lack of dialogue with the Russians. After the retirement I joined a group run by
Harvard University called the Eva group and as we prepared for a recent meeting
in Reykjavik, it was striking to me how little dialogue is occurring between the
United States and Russia.

From a military standpoint this could create a situation where a miscalculation,
or a mistake leads to a confrontation which could create dangerous circumstances.
Therefore, figuring out how we should dialogue and open those communication
channels is essential.

Internally, the future is focusing on our cohesion and interoperability; external-
ly, on dialogue, communication, engagement and trying to deter future conflicts
before they turn into actual ones.
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nants of World War II. It has its origins in a group of nations coming
together to form the European Coal and Steel Community that gradually
expanded geographically and in terms of its competences as the world changed.

The European Union is now constituted by 28 sovereign nations, who under-
stand that in order to address current challenges they need to work together. This
principle extends also outside of the EU in terms of working with third partners in
a whole range of areas, including security and defence. 22 EU member states are
also members of NATO, and we need to continue to work together to defend our
shared goals and values.

Regarding defence spending, European countries have been focused on mov-
ing towards the 2% goal. Considerable progress has been made in recent years in
this respect; indeed, the figures from 2018 show that the European allies are now
spending more on defence than ever before, although there is still a long way to go
to achieve the NATO target. In terms of other areas necessary to ensure security,
the European Union can play a complementary role to NATO. We have developed
the so-called integrated approach which focuses increasingly on combining various
foreign policy tools to promote security and stability in our partner countries. This
includes the possibility to deploy civilian and military missions overseas but also a
range of other tools such as development cooperation, diplomacy, trade promotion
support for security sector reform, the rule of law and governance.

'This is the approach we have taken inter alia with the Western Balkans coun-
tries, trying to help them to achieve higher democratic standards and undertake
important security sector reforms. Furthermore, we work closely with our Eastern
partners, such as Georgia and Ukraine, across a wide range of areas, including on
security assistance and the rule of law. This is what the European Union can con-
tribute in terms of soft power.

Concerning EU-NATO cooperation, we have come an extraordinary distance

’ I \he European Union is essentially a peace project started from the rem-
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since 2016 when the first EU-NATO Joint Declaration was signed in Warsaw.
'The second Joint Declaration was signed during the Brussels summit in July 2018.
Work is now ongoing on 74 agreed actions of cooperation, from cyber to coun-
terterrorism, the operations in the Mediterranean and so on. There is also close
political dialogue at all levels, including regular meetings at the Ministerial level,
joint meetings of the EU Political and Security Committee and the North Atlan-
tic Council as well as close cooperation between the staff at the working level. This
progress and the extent of cooperation are not always understood.

In recent years, considerable progress has been made on developing European
security and defense initiatives. This arises from a recognition at the European
level that we need to be able to take more responsibility for our own security,
increase our contribution to burden sharing and do more to develop European ca-
pabilities. This includes the creation of the European Defence Fund that will have
at its disposal 13 billion euros from the next EU multiannual budget starting in
2021. While this is not a huge amount of money in the context of overall defence
spending, it is intended to support and encourage Member States to undertake
more collaborative defence projects. This is also intended to help reduce the exist-
ing duplication and fragmentation in European defence markets and thus lead to
more efficient spending over time. Member States not only need to spend more,
they need to spend better. The combined defense budgets of EU Member States
are not insignificant, worth approximately 227 billion euros, but it is not spent in
the most ineflicient way because each of the 28 countries spend separately. As the
capabilities developed with the co-funding of the European Defence Fund will
continue to be owned by the individual Member States, they will also reinforce
the European pillar of NATO.

Finally, military mobility represents an example of very practical cooperation
between the EU and NATO. The EU can bring substantial value added in terms
of facilitating the regulatory side of cross border movement of dual-used goods
between the Member States. 6.5 billion euros has been earmarked under the next
multiannual EU budget (2021-2017) that can be used to co-fund the necessary
upgrades of transport infrastructure in Europe.
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versary in his history and I have to say that has kept me quite busy. In March,
I traveled to Warsaw where I had the opportunity to give a speech in honor of
my former professor and boss Zbigniew Brzezinski.

Then I went to Prague and I was able celebrate there. Throughout the trip I
stressed the importance of fidelity to NATO’s founding principles and his alliance
of democracies.

Just a few weeks later, I watched as Secretary General Stoltenberg delivered
that historic address to a joint session of Congress in honor of the Alliance’s 70™
birthday. Later that day, thanks to the Atlantic Council and its partners, it was
organized the NATO Engages conference and I got to perform at the Anthem,
which is the most fashionable place in Washington D.C. now.

You may think that this was the end of celebrations, but in fact it was more of
a midway point because I went to the Truman Presidential Library in Indepen-
dence, Missouri, to meet I have to say my favorite group of former foreign minis-
ters. The official name of the group is The Aspen Ministers Forum.

We went there because is where I signed the accession of Czech Republic, Po-
land and Hungary to the Atlantic Alliance on a table that Harry Truman himself
had used. It was really a wonderful time.

A couple of weeks ago, I traveled with President Bill Clinton to Pristina to
commemorate 20 years since the end of NATO’s successful air campaign. There,
after a large ceremony, we laid a wreath at the KFOR memorial in honor of all
the NATO personnel who contributed to the peace and security of Kosovo. 1
have to say that it was truly a spectacular experience to walk through the streets
of the city with thousands of people welcoming us and standing on balconies, and
on rooftops waving the flags of NATO member states with signs saying “Thank
you NATO” and “Thank you USA”. This reaffirmed to me that our Alliance did

In the past few months it seems as though NATO has celebrated every anni-
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the right thing by acting in Kosovo, no matter what you hear from the American
newspapers.

Speaking of the Russians, I have to say that my visit to Prague and Warsaw, and
the discussions at the Truman Library strengthened my conviction that we made
the right decision by admitting qualified new members to NATO, rather than
leaving a vacuum in the heart of Europe for Russia.

I think that one of the things not enough people have been aware of is that we
were actually very careful about making sure that those that were coming in were
prepared. When I was ambassador at the United Nations in 1994, I was asked
to go with General John Shalikashvili (who was Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff at the time) to the various countries in order to explain what our process was
going to be.

Thus, we first went to Warsaw and they were not very happy with the message
that they were not going to get in right away. Thus, I started out by saying it is
an accident of history that two of the five members of the principal committee
of the USA decision-making process were born not very far from there. General
Shalikashvili in Poland, and I in Prague. General Shalikashvili said that one day
they would be able to come to NATO Headquarters and to have a telephone, and
a filing cabinet.

We were able to persuade them all on that, and then we had to go to all the
other countries in Central and Eastern Europe. We ended up in Prague and we
really worked very hard thinking about how the countries would come in. Indeed,
NATO Partnership for Peace process continues to be a stepping stone of the ac-
cession of new member states. We also made very clear to everybody that NATO
was not a charitable organization: you had to pay your way.

I did grow up in Eastern Europe, my father was the Czechoslovakia ambassador
to Yugoslavia, and I watched what was going on with the “salami tactics” that
Russia was using throughout Eastern Europe in order to acquire its colonial em-
pire. What really happened was that the USA was not paying much attention at
the time till the coup in Czechoslovakia in February 1948 which was the reason to
begin NATO. Therefore, I have always felt very close to the whole operation and
I studied how it worked.

From then until the fall of the Berlin Wall, NATO defended freedom in the
West while preserving hope in Europe’s East. As a daughter of Prague living in
America, I have one foot on each side.

Since the end of the Cold War, the Alliance has remained open to qualified
members, and it has responded to threats both inside and outside the North At-
lantic region. In addition, it has begun with other partners to counter global chal-
lenges, including proliferation, terrorism and cyber-attacks.

I think it is also important what we are doing with Russia. I can assure you that,
as we were expanding NATO, we spent a lot of time talking with the Russians. I
personally met with President Boris Yeltsin and made clear that we were open to



the fact that, if Russia was in a position, it might ultimately become member itself.
He said that we would not need NATO because the Soviet Union did not exist
anymore. I answered that NATO was not against them.

We signed a NATO-Russia Founding Act, we did all kind of things to respect
Russia and to make clear that this was not against them.

Nowadays I think we have a lot of things to do, but we need to remember the
advantages and the things that have happened. In the Balkans people were living
in fear because ethnic cleansing was taking place. Not everything has been settled
but it is certainly better. We have tried very hard as we have expanded to make
sure that the Baltics were part of it, and we are careful about what is going on in
the northern seas.

What about the Strategic Concept?

I remember the leaders of various countries were meeting in Strasburg to cele-
brate the 60" anniversary of the Alliance and Anders Fogh Rasmussen was named
Secretary General. On this occasion, it was decided that there would be experts
to advise him. Every country named an expert - Secretary General Rasmussen
established that only 12 members out of 28 would have experts — and I was named
by the United States. Then, Secretary General Rasmussen asked me to chair them.

'This was one of the most difficult things that we had to do. We spent a lot of
time on consultations and there were two things that came out: whether a cyber-at-
tack was an article 5 attack, and what about Russia. Concerning the cyber-attack,
we decided we were not prepared to consider it as an article 5 attack because it was
hard to find the genesis of it. So, we decided it would be an article 4 that needed
to be discussed.

As for Russia, we went there and we met with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Sergey Lavrov. I remind that from the beginning they acted as if everything we
were doing was against them. We need to remember that we are not the provo-
cateurs; they are.

The other part about the strategic concept that is very interesting is that the ma-
jority of all the activities of NATO had been out of area. There were experiences
from the Balkans and Afghanistan, and we started talking about what the role of
the Alliance would be if there were going more and more operations out of area.
We also discussed about the fact that NATO has more partners than members, so
we began to figure out what would have been the relation with the partners.

However, the bottom line is that everything changed and all of a sudden we are
now in area; NATO troops are in various places in Poland. This is an example of
having flexibility in this institution.

At that time, we had also a hard time with the European Union when we went
to consult. I also remember spending an inordinate amount of time when I was
Secretary to make clear that there should not be any duplication with NATO.
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‘There was a real issue about the identity of European defense force, if should have
been one. The other question was Turkey.

I think there is a lesson: that people and institutions at age 70 must have a little
refurbishing, and we have to look at which are the real issues NATO has to deal
with: 2% is important but 100% for democracy is more.

If you read article 2 of the Washington Treaty, it talks about the relevance of
democratic institutions and we have not stressed that enough. The Declaration
of Principles is basic to the Alliance and we need to refurbish this document too.
When I talked to Secretary General Stoltenberg, he said that the Alliance does
not have an internal system good enough to deal with the democratic questions.
Something to work on.
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