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Ihe North At:antic Ireaty Jrganization «Ne:iU: nas
surwvivea many Cold wac ~Ti1ses gver the Dast Forig-uwine years.
ornly to be faced now with the most crucial test to Ailiance
sgirldarity: ihe dissolution of the warsaw Pact and tre
effect of the war in the Gulif. This paper examines ttne
future of NATO in ilight of these two cataclysmic events. it
is the author's thesis that unless NAT0J accepts the
cout-of-~area mission for its military forces. it will become
a hollow shell and collapse upon liiself. The method of
analysis is simple and direct: First, demonstrate that
there is histarical precedent far NATIO military forces being
employed out-of-sector; second, review the basic NaTQ
Charter to ensure that it does not expressly prohibit NATO
forces operating out of the Central Region; third,
illlustrate that Germany 's Basic Law does not prohibit their
military forces from being deployed out of the Central
rRegion: and finally, persuade the reader that no Eurcpean
only organizatiomn (wWEU, EC, or CSCEs couid handie this
out-of ~area mission.




Today [ can reovcrt to you that the
Soviet Uniorn has taken a decision to reduce
its armed forces. within the next two years
thelr numerical strength will be reduced by
500,000 men. The numbers of conventional
armaments will also be substantially reduced.
Mikhail S. Gorbachev
Speech at the united iNations
CDecemper 8. 19868

Iihe future ain t what it used to bpe.

Yyogli Berra

Introduction

On february 25, 13991 in Budapest, Hungary, the rore:i:gn
ministers of six Eastern European countries and the Soviet
union accomplished with the stroke of a pen what the North
Atiantic Treaty Organization has spent the last forty years
trying to achieve: The elimination of aggression, or fear
of aggression, posed by the Soviet dominated warsaw Pact.
On that historic day in Hungary, the member "states of the
warsaw Ireaty, acting as sovereign states with egqual rights.
decided that by March 31, 19391, they will dismantie the

military organs and structures of the Ireaty. 'C1l]

what was lnconceivable one year ago 1s inevitabie

today. Compiete German reunification. Germany remains in
NATO. The collapse of Communists governments in all of
1




FEastern Europe. [he 1nitial signing of the Conventional
rorce 1n Europe (CFE.) Agreement by 22 members of both biocs
in Paris last November, with the commitment of "not to
resart to force' to resclve disputes. The warsaw Pact., with
its three miliion troops - mast of them Soviet - would ro
longer be able to use force, Or threaten to use force,
against any NATO member, or more significantly, against it's
cwn membher states., C(ertainly such an event would dominare

the worid news: The Cold war was over and the west nad won:

BUT walt a moment, why was this on page sixteen of the
first section o The washington Post? As momentaus and
truly historical as this occasion was, 1t palied in current
news significance when compared with the war in the Gulf.
the massive counterattack by coalition forces to evict
Saddam Hussein's occupation troops from Kuwait that was
occurring at precisely the same time. The complete
coalition victory, a mere twenty-four hours later, would
culminate the most significant forty-eight hour period in

European history since the end of the second World war.

Much has already been written about this historical
watershed in the affairs of Europe, but these two events
frame the fundamental question this paper will attempt to
examine: Does NATQ have a future into the twenty-first

century, and if so, what should it be?{2]




As NATO's former Secretary General, Lord Carrington
pointed cut. "It 's much easier to hold the [NATQ)] ailiance
tagetrer wpen they re frightened than when they re not. (3]

cven though the 1mmediate threat of a conventignal attack

ied py the Soviet uniaon against NAID member states seems
remote, there currently appears littie i1nterest oy any of
the Aliiance mempers for the quick dissclution of the most
successful alliance in history. It 1s cleariy toO eariy for
the heads of government of each member nation of NATO to
have determined what lies ahead, but the cataciysmic events
nated above have inexorably pushed NATO in a new direction:
The issue of employment of NATO military forces in

out-of —area contingencies.([4]

My thesis is twofold. First, unless NATO accepts this
out-of -sector chailenge a prioril instead of ad hoc. ail
attempts te maintain the alliance for any other reason,
barring a complete reversal of Soviet conventional force
projection capability, will ultimately result in faiiure.
And second, for the foreseeable future. NAIQ is the only
organization that has the military forces, command
structure, and capability to respond to these out-of-area

threats to Alliance members.

This brief essay will not, indeed carnnot, examirme all
the vectors currently facing the NATO planmners as they
attempt to peer into the twenty-first century. As always,
there is much discussion of converting the Alliance into
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sometning 1t never was intended toc be: A political faorum
ror demcocratic vaiues for the emerging fastern Europear
democracies.(5] n~NkhIO. although by cefimition a politica:
a..lance of western aemocratic nations. was created to
grovige r©or coilective defense and ror the oreservatlion of
peace and securlity,’ as stated 1n tnhe Jreamble Ot tne Noron
ntiartic reaty. in soite of the many anciiiary pererits
enjoued Dy lts member nations, it remains oredominantiy and
primariity a8 defensive military alliance, and as such, absent
a convincing and grand military strategy, wiil soon fade

intoc obscurity.C[B]

"My method of attack will be quite simple and direct:
To debunk some existing and emerging myths corcerning MAT0’'s
forces. First, that there is no historicai precedent for
NATQO miiitary forces being employed ocut-of-area. Second,
that the NAIO Treaty specifically prohibits NATO depioying
rorces out-of-sector. Third, that a united Germany wou.id bpe
constitutionally unable to sena any military rorce under ul
or NATUO command out of the Central Region. And finally,
that there are other organizations., such as the western
European uUnion (WEU), the European Community (ECJ, or the
Conference on Cooperation and Security (CSCEJ that are
better suited for this out-of-area military mission. TIhese
issues being understocd, the essay returns the reader to its

fundemental aoriginal thesis: Unless NATO accepts vital




cut-of -sector military challenges, then it wiil die a

natural death,

But first, a brief primer on each organizaticn

ment.cned above:

CSCE - Lonference on Security and Cooperation 1n
Eurooe. [t 1s a voluntary organization of thirty-tnree
nations, created 1n 13975 with the signing of the He:sinkl
Accaords. To date, its primary mission has been to provide a
rorum for confidence building measures between NAIJ and the
warsaw Pact, and to monitor any Human Rights violations
occurring in any of the signatory nations. In the past,
members of CSCE would visit training areas and major
maneuver exercises of both alliances. WwWith the end of the
Cold war and the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact, CSCE is now
seeKkling new roiLes and missions. lts greatest strength, and
some wouid argue, potentially greatest liability is that all
member nations have one vote. Both the United States and

the Soviet Union are signatory members.

WEU - The western European Union. [t was estaplished
in 1854 with the aim of furthering European integration and
security through increased cogperation among Seven (Now
nine) western European nations (France, Britian, the Benelux
caountries, Spain, Italy, Germany and PartugalJ). It has been
iargely on the NATIO sidelines until the Gulf crisis: many
are now envisioning a great military role in the future for
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rorces from Wi member states. Neltrer tne Sov.iet JTict Noo

The _rlteq States 1s a memper.

[l

EC - ne turopean Community. iT 15 orimari.y a
Sc..tiza: and economic umpre.ia wnNder whlicn Lurooean natiors
are 3tTemMptlng to establish a single market arnd tar.ff free
zone by L352. The EC bhas tweive member nations, nine crat
ceicng to the wkEy nius Greece., ireiand arnd Denmark. Ine oo
1S ais0o cotentia.iy viewed as the parent crgani:zat.ar uncer

which the wtu military forces would deploy arc ocerate.

ct

Neitner the Soviet Jnion nor the united States 1S a meTmcer.

NATO: why it has worked so well, sc long

S every nNlgh school history student kKkNows LOr at .east
shouid xnNow), the North Atlantic Ireaty Urganization was
formed in ApDrii S48 when President Harry Iruman signed tne
Treaty., stating that this new alliance. "wouid create a
shieid against aggressian and fear of aggression - a bulwark
which wili permit us to get on with the real business ot
achieving a fuller and happier life for all our citizens.’
7] The sixteen member nations have certainly enjoyed the
peace and prosperity promised by this alliance for more than
forty years. The Warsaw Pact, which was formed as a Soviet
dominated Eastern European alliance against NAIO., has bpeen
dereated, and NATO has emerged the complete v1CcTOr. ihe

Central Region 1s no longer threatened by a massive

conventional faorces attack.




Urme can argue. and indeed many have. as to the many
specifi1:c reasons for NATQ s success. The North At.iantic
~...ance nas survived when different security organizati:crs
such as SEAI3J, CENTO. the Baghdad Pact anrd ANZULS bhave a.l.l
Jeccme T-e tiplc Oof alliance gbituaries. [B] Of course. tre

gquestian 1s why.

(08 MOST compe.lilng characterlstiC er‘oyea D4 ...
LT NgT TNese Qtner grganizations, 1s the c.arity and
Spgecic iClty Of the gercelved threat oposed Sy the ooviet
Jriar. ihe observation py former NaAIJ Secretary Genrera.
Scaax that Josepn Stalin was the "true fatner' o©f the
mll:ance may not be far from the truth. It is thus apparent
that bipoiar specific alliances stand a much greater chance
of success than multipolar, less specific defense
arrangements. [n the absence of such a powerful common
interest (or fearJ, '"these extra-European alliances either
colilapsed under the weight of competing particuiar concerns,

or died of neglect. (8]

~nAlld, thus facing the bipolar competiticon between the
united States and the Soviet Union, has been abie to remain
rocused as the Coid war chilied and warmed over tne last
rorty years. This singuiar purpcse, miiitary 1n nature, Hhas
enapied the wiliance to form not only a8 common Securlty
caonsensus among its democratic member states, but aisu kKey
elements of military strategy that will remain relatively
unchanged over the foreseeable future. These include the
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enduring ro.e of miiltary power for stability, and as a
declisive factor 1n times of tension and crises; the
e-.stTerce Cr nuc.ear weapons and their deterrent etffec:t.
W~ ~mrerican and curopean statloneg reinrarcement -t orces:
aTc tr."a..,. IL/e (ClNnt gerense p.lanning ana 1"tegratec
ccmmang ang CCenNtrci structure and coctrine. el c.ra.
SCLNT Could Ce the mcst importanrt. 401Nt arc cocmoinec
cperat.larns are tne Mest clfficult OF any Lybe Cr mi.icarg

CTerat.on. SuCh arrangements take years Lo Geveido. arc

™m

decaces to oerfect. NATDC member states. 1n Ccount.ess
exercises over redglons from tre tio of northern Norway to
the Turkish-iragi border. have developed operationa:
tecrniques and procedures that enable this multirnationail

aiLrlance to be effective. No other coalition in history car

ppast of such accomplishments over so iong &a time pericc.

in spite of, and in some respects. pecause af this
centinulty of military focus and purpose since 1345, there
are those 1n and outside the Alllance who woula argue thac
Nt 1D can now shift i1ts focus to non military matters.[ 101
Sucn Talk 1S not nNew. in December 13967, then Beirgian
roreign tlinister Pierre Harmel argued 'that thHe ultimate
Solltical purpose was to achleve a just and iasting Beaceru.
order in Europe "through military and non-military
means. [11] This Harmel concept of defense and diaiogue was
reaffirmed and expanded upon in both the July 13830 London
Deciaration of the Heads of State and Governments of NATIQ

8




member nations and the North Atlantic Council ilinisterial
Communique of December 1930.({12] Envisiormed in these
documents are a decreased military role of NATQO; the
transformation of CSCE into a more robust organization with
enhanced miiltary responsibilities; and finmaily., rew
non-miiitary vistas for the North Atlantic Ireaty

Organization.

Such discussion, | fear, is leading NATO biissfully
down the path of many now defunct aliiances: A miiitary
grganization that has iost focus and sees itselt as
sometning it nas never been. The Alliance’'s military might.
and most importartly, its command and control infrastructure
to respond to crises, would be lost just as the member
nations would be facing their most difficult chailenge, the

out- 1 -area threat to their collective security.

Qut-of-Sector Arena

NATO out-of-sector debates have raged, or more
appropriately whimpered, since its founding in 1849.(0131]
Not that these 1ssues have not been i1mportant, but with the
great Soviet bear staring at you from across the table., one
does not worry too much about the crumbs the mice are
stealing from the flocor. [t was not untii the Soviet unian
invaded Afghanistan in 13738, that NATO, and :Fe rest ot the

western world sat up and took notice.[1%4]




From the 1848 Suez Crisis to the 1987 reflagging or
Kuwaiti oil tankers, Dougias Stuart arnd wiiiiam Tow have
chronicied more than thirty or these extra-regional
chai:enges to NAIO's soiidarity in their fine work. Limits
of an Alliance. Endemic to all out-of-area disputes were
miititary conflicts to which forces of NATO countries. but
not NATO forces, were sent. [his is key. ALl the
extra-reglional disputes invoived the use of force, ar the
projected use of force. There was no discussion of the

concept of out-of-area dialogue of detente.[15]

In addition, Stuart makes the observation that the
disputes could be broken down into two distinct
chronological periods: The first two decades are
characterized by unsuccessful Euraopean solicitation of
American heip; the second twenty years finds the raoles
reversed.f16] All of this within the rubric of a dominating
Soviet military threat, maintaining the cohesiveness of tne
western alliance, while allowing the extracurricuiar
activities of NATO member states. With the collapse of the
warsaw Pact, the retrenchment of Soviet conventional
military pouer and the democratization of the former Eastern
Bloc, the Soviet glue that has held the alliance together
for so long appears to have dissolved. Any projection into

the future must keep this in perspective.

NATO's Basic Charter: Is Qut-of-Arma Force Allowed?

10




AS one pursues the cut-of-area issue for NATO, the most
persistent theme one encounters is the 'alleged’
geographical Limitation of NATO military force deployment.
Guite cilearly. Article b6 of the Basic Treaty speils out a
distinct geographical region in which an attack on one
member nation shall be considered an attack on ali.(17] But
is this an exclusianary roie? Clearly not. Those who argue
most vociferously against the cut-of-sector mission for NATT
forces do not ruie out this possibility from the NAIOD
Charcter stand point.(18] Articie 3 ailows the member
nations to develop their "individual and collective capacity
to resist armed attack, " while Articie 4 allows them to
consult "whenever the territorial integrity or politicai
independence or security of any of the parties is

threatened. '[19)]

There are no Treaty prohibitions against NATO member
nations conducting military actions, under the umbrella of
the United Nations, but using the command and control
infrastructure of their own organizations, directed at
out-of —area threats to its collective security. In fact,
Harmel recognized this as his fourth point in his report
presented in 1967. [t was addressed specifically at the
NATO Ministerial meeting in December 1888, and Secretary
General Manfred Woerrner has discussed repeatedly this opbtion
these past two years.(20] Even Stuart and Tow argue that a
NATO directorate for out of area issues would be a useful

11




initiative, although they remain steadfast in their belief

that NATO should not transcend its borders.[21]

.t appears certain, therefore. that the founding
rathers ot the North Atlantic Ireaty Organization
gstaplished not one, but two conditions within which membper
states could employ military force. UJne limited by
geaography based on an attack upon a member nation, and
another, without borders, to protect alliance members when
their security is threatened.[228] In addition, Articlie 3 of
the Basic Ireaty speaks against any limitation of a NATQ
operational area when it provides that "the Parties, separ-
ately and jointly, by means af continucus and effective
self-help and mutual aid, will maintain and develop their
individual and collective capacity to resist armed

attack. ' [23]

Assuming there to be no NATO Treaty limiting
prohibition for out-of-sector military force projection,
what about the individual member states’ military deployment
policies? I[mmediately, the controversy surrounding
Germany's ability to send forces out of the Central Region
comes into question. Even if NAID did adopt an out-of -area
policy, would this simply be a moot initiative because of
the inability of reunified Germany, NATO's richest European
partner with the largest continental-based armed forces, to

deploy its military ocut of the region?

12




Germany and the Out-of-Area Controversy

Among all Alliance partners. the roie of the recent.iy
reunited Germany seems to be pivotal. In no NATO country
does the d.:scussion of sending forces outside of the Central
European reglion stir such passions. Social Democratic Party
t5P0.) opposition leader, Hans-Jochen Vogel has repeatedly
stressed that any deployment of German military forces
ocoutside of Central Europe wouid definitely require a change
in Germany's Basic Law, its Constitution.[24] He 1s not
aiLone i1n oppositian. Even Otto Graf Lamsdorff, the ieader
of the free Democratic Party (FOPJ) and ruling coaiitian
partner with Helmut Kohl's Christian Democrats, as recentiy

as January 2l, 13981, has made very similar arguments.(29]

Is this necessarily so? In reviewing the former
Federal Republic of Germany’'s (FRGJ contribution to NAIQ
over the last thirty-six years, it is clear that the German
Armed Forces, the ‘'Bundeswebr’, were viewed, quite rightly,
as a purely defensive contribution to the larger body of
NATO, whose primary mission was to protect the FRG along
with the other member nations. There has been no
controversy concerning the Basic Law limiting this clearly

defined NATO military mission.

In order to avoid the politically unpalpable issue of
committing Bundeswehr forces outside of NAIO., an apparent
ban in the German Constitution has been invented so as not

13




Lo pDermit tne gepiouyment of forces cutside the R0 arera.
RArticies 8-a and 21 of tne Baslc Law OnNiy DEBrscridbe tnhat
cermary snou.id depioy forces rfor Jefense. whilcn pars any
wars of aggression.[26] TIThis 1s the first great misuncer-
stanc.ng. ine secand is that the Basic Law does not ban
miiitary defensive action in a NATO context. As argued
above, the North Atlantic Treaty does define a certain area
in which an attack on one of the members is considered an
attack gon all, and requires the assistance of ali countries
to one anpther. Ihis area could be defimed as NATO's
guarantee area. However, no articie forbids its members
from warding of f threats ocutside the guarantee area.(27]
inese arguments of a German ‘constitutional ban . aitnough
extremely emotionally cnarged, seem little more than a

ref lection of stromng politicai reticence.

Chancelior Kaohi, perhaps desiring to ctitarify and
demonstrate newly forming German resoclve on this 1ssue, has
ailready stated that he will introduce a change to the German
Constitution that will make the preceding arguments moot, in
fact, will aliow German military forces to deploy out-of-
area.[28] In his eagerness to resolve this constitutional
crisis cited by the opposition and the FOP, Kohl could be
creating the caonditions to cause a true constitutionail

dilemma.

Lhanging the Basic Law of Germany has been a reiatively
routine occurrence since its ratification in 1849. In facrt.
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there have been thirty-five changes. not inciuding the
massive adaptatlon that occurred concurrent wlth German
reunification.(29] Even though change is reiatively
freguent and routine, any proposea modification of the Basic
Law requires a two-thirds majority of the 'Bundestag' . the
German parliament.(30] Therein .ies the rub. In order to
garnish such a large majority of support. the SPD
opposition, with the help of the FOP, will likely try to
include a stipulation linking the use of German forces
cut-of -sector with certain conditions, such a reguest by the
United Nations and under UN command, the WEU or even the
CSCE.L31] what was well intentioned could, in reality,
become an ill advised obstacle. Instead of deploying forces
with NATO for an out-of~area mission that is clearly
defensive 1n nature and protects German interests, the
disposal of troops, if subject to the vate of CSCE, coulid be
dependent on the desires of Romania, Malta or whatever nart

of Yugoslovia is left with its vote.

Reexamining the Threat to NATO

In the first blush of analysis after the stunning
American-led coalition victory over Saddam Hussein, the
concept of what is a threat to NATO security interests is
clearliy to be redefined. In August 1930, had Saddam Hussein
pursued his aggression into Saudi Arabia and occupled its
key oil fields, Iraq would have been physically holding more

1S




than forty percent of the world's known oil reserves. The
specter of a ruthless dictator being able to manipulate
access to uil. and by default, economic policy of the
western deveioped nations, caused an immediate reevaiuation
of how a threat in the 'New World Order as envisioned by
President Bush would be defined. Quite remarkably. most
member nations of NAIO, ailong with thirteen other nations,
determined 1T wasS 1n Ttheilr natiponal 1nterest to senda forces
to join the antli-iraqg coalition.(32] NAIQ Secretary uvenera.:
rlanfred wgerner toid a recent meeting of the North ~Atiantic
Assembiy in London that "the NATO Treaty does not limit the
scope of our security planmning or coordination; nor does it
exclude all joint action.”'(33] In Woerner’'s view, NATO's
security is not only defined in terms of overt aggression,
but also should include factors and forces, both military
and econamic, well outside the geographically defined

Central Region.

Thes role of CSCE, WEU and EC

As the crisis in the Gulf developed., so did the
predominantly European discussion on forging new importance,
and more succinctly, mnew roles and responsibilities for
CSCE, WEU and the EC. The Gulf war provided the catalyst to
stimulate a great debate over the role that any of these
organizations would have in future defense and security
issues. They are all scrambling to cut out an appropriate

16




plece of the pie. Although somewhat premature, there are

some clear indications 1n what direction the wind wiil ol0w.

LONSEeNsuUsS appears to be growing that the Wby could ne
tne miiltary arm of out-of -sector actilion 1n future Crisis.
Serious discussion, rrom academics and politicians alike,
seems to favor the long dormant WEU as the conventional

Rapid Deployment Force'.[34%] Almost ail cite the lLack of
geographical boundaries in the basic charter of the WEU that
allows the military to respond to threats "in whatever area
this threat should arise" as well as to threats toc economic
security.f35]) The current Secretary General of this
European alliance, Dr. wWilliam van Eekelen, stated "the WEU
is tailor made for the current (Guifl] crisis. we have not

peen viewed as an arm of the United States."(361]

[n WEU’ s current condition, the term ‘'tallior made' can
oniy be used if one is referring to a handmade patchwork
quilt. Before the enthusiasm of the resurrection of this
long moribund alliance sweeps NAID aside for the European
Pillar, the WEU's organizational structure and recent

performance in the Gulf must be examined.

WEU's Organizational Architecture - [t would be
appropriate here to provide the obligatory figure showing
the integrated and redundant lirmes of command and control
for this Eurcopean security organization. Unfortunately,
there are none - no slides because such a structure does not

17




exist., TIhe nine members of the WEU meet regulariy only
twice a year. Even though a Parlimentary Assembly exists,
there are no standing military committees, no permanent
miiitary staffs or representatives., and no formal or direct
interface with NARIO's military command ard control or its
crisis action staff. Not surprisingliy, i1t took the WEU
neari:y three weeks tc meet and then decide to send a jgint
naval. mission to the Gu.f, "partiy because many af the
minlsters uere 2lther on vacation or had to attend to autles

at tne nationai ievei. '[37]

It should alsc come as no SUCrprise that Nno military
forces are dedicated solely for employment by the WEU.
Although Dr. van Eekelen strongly favors an integrated
command and control structure for the WEU, there is
considerable controversy among the member nations., British
Foreign Secretary Douglas Hurd objects to any separate WEU
command infrastructure, fearing that it wouwld exclude the
united States, and as such, could further fuel isolationist

sentiment in wWashington.(361]

The French, not wanting to be upstaged by the British,
paradoxically support the same position, but for much
different reasons. Former French Defense Minister
Jean-Pierre Chevenement stated that a planned multirmational
force using eiements of NATO for its command and control
(which would be essential. since the WEU has none of its
cwn) would be strongly opposed by his nation because it
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could be interpreted as an ‘covert return’ by France to

NAIQ ' 's integrated military command structure, something the
rrencn quit in 1966.039] How the current Defense ilinister.
iet aione fFresident Mitterand stands on tinlsS 1SSUE. 1S noOC

yet c.earc.

»nd firmally., one must now only looOkK at tne map of
Europe to see that, with the dissolutiaon of the warsaw Pacet,
and the yet to be ratified CFE agreement, Central Europe
would seem to be the area least likely for armed conflict
well into the next century. With all the troubles the
Soviets are having in thelr outlying Republics, especially
the three Baltic states., and with the rise of fundamentalism
and nationalistic fervor on the Southern flank, a prudent
WEU military plamner (if he existed) wouid certainiy be
focusing his out-of-region contingencies on those areas.

But the turopean countries to whom these flash points coulid
potentialiy be most threatening - Denmark, Greece, Turkey,

and Norway - are not members of the WEU.[401]

To bring more order to the WEU, there is currentiy a
plan afocot that would eventually place the WEU under the
direction of the EC.[%1] This would only exacerbate the
already convoluted and confusing command and control
organization which would be thrust upon the WEU.
Structurally, the EC could not directly discuss with NATO

any deployments of European military forces to the Gulf,
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because at present, the wEy and EC have no secure

communication link between thelir two headquarters. (42]

Jn a more fundamenta: level, the ability of the EC to
piay a@ major role in any such fast-moving interrnationail
events as the Gulf crisis has been made nearly impossibie by
the 1ncredibly inare complexity of 1ts own institutlions.
under the Ireaty of Rome, the EC’'s main charter. mliltary
matters cannot even be discussed. Tlore recent attempts to
oring a narrower range of miifitary amd security matters
under the authority of the EC 1tseif, as were maage during
the 13986 revision of the Ireaty of Rome, have peen
consistertly and voclferously blocked by the neutral

[rish.[(43]

A finmal word on organizational architecture must be
reserved for the CSCE. The Jurne 18380 London Declaration on
a transformed North Atlantic Alliance adopted six specific
proposals to transform the CSCE into a forum for more
intense political dialogue.f44%] While all six proposals
will certainly reinforce the confidence building nature of
the organization, none of them would be an appropriate
infrastructure for command and contral of military forces.
The CSCE currently does not even enjoy regularly scheduled
meetings, and it is trying to establish a new headquarters
in Prague.C(4S] Finally, the Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe depends on unanimity of opiniaon trom
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1ts 33 member states to reach a consensus,. In this current
farm. 1t 1S 1nconceivable that there could be such agreement
among sSo many diverse governments to send a military force
17tc any reqglon that would mMmOsSt Llkely De in a nation that

1S sigratory o CSCo.

wkEU’'s Performance in the war in the Gulf

.M tne remarkap.le dlsp.dy Ot briiilant gperaticona. arect.
suners sc:dlers amc orficers. Compuiex nigh-tech weapons
SyStems ana filaw.eSS exXecutlon, ThRe miiltary components rranm
tne memper states of the western turocpean union perrormea
exceptional:y welil. Their air, iand and sea forces were ai.
1ntegrated 1nto General Schwarzkoptf s overalli miiltary
strategy ana campaign pian. These combat forces played a
key, aibeit fairiy minor, role in what former Air Force
Chief of Staff INMichael Jugan has ordained as history's

First examplie of hyperwar: the term blitzkrieg 1s no longer

accurate. ' [4B61]

But Just as certain as the seeds of Eisenhower's
victory in Europe 1n world war (I were sown in the fieids ot
fort Leavenworth, kKansas some ten years Drior to that
conf.i1ct, the seeds of this spiendid military victory 1n the
Gu+f were sown 1n NATO and numerous REFORGER exercises.

Oni1y forty years of working together as Alliance members.
wlth an 1ntegrated command and logistics infrastructure,
could have:
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- ‘loved the largest corps 1n the U.S., Army wtwitr
mare tharn 75,000 soc.diers, 36.000 vericies and o00
aircrafrt, from bases i1in Germany to Saudl mraplra 1n

iess than ninety days.

- insured that standard support from fuel (JP-85.. tc
caommunlication interfaces and ammunition were avallabp.e

to all depioyed forces.

- ~licwed all NATO commanders the comfort of kKnawlng
that the rir Land Battle Doctrirme, practiced numeraus
occaslions during previous commana post ara maneuver

exerclses. would be the operational. art usea Lo

defeat massive the ilragqi army.

- Reinforced the confidence among all NATIOQ
participating members concerning the ability and
capability of their coalition partners., based Qn years

of practiced interoperability.

Thus, even though member nations of the WEU nlayed a
vital role in the military action against Saddam Hussein's
Irag, their overall success was only possible because of
NATO 's forty-plus years of working together 1n exercises and
crises alike. Without the uUnited States contribution to
NATO, which provided 80% of the logistic support, 75% of tne
command and control and 100% of the strategic and
gperational 1ntelligence, there could have been no
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deployment of forces from WEU nations, much less any

tactical contribution.

Conclusion

Une must never torget the purpose of a defen_ive

military ailiance:

- lo deter war

- Shouid deterrence fail, prosecute the campaign
as rapldly as possible to bring the conflict to
a favorable resolution, based on the parameters estab-

lished by the palitical leadership

[t is in this light that this brief essay focused upon
the role of NATO in a post-Gulf environment, and ancillary
thereto, the role of any European based institution, such as
WEU, EC or CSCE to project forces cut-of-area for defense of
the Alliances’ vital interests. The intention was to debunk
some persistent misconceptions of Treaty limiting
geagraphical restraints on NATO forces, as well as
constitutional restriction an the use of German miiitary
faorces in an ocut-of-sector role. Although there 1s, and
will remain for the foreseeable future, a general hesitancy
of NATO member states’ political will to accept this
interpretation, the argument of statutory limitation appears
largely based on existing protoceol, rather than actual

prohibition.
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Inis short analysis aiso tried to 1liustrate that tne
WEL., the rising star for any nNAILU out-or-reglon contingency,
1S v.Ttuwal.y 1Ncanabie of projecting forces angwhere without
massive support from United States liogistic, communication
and inteiligence infrastructure. wwhen combined with the
compiete lack of any internal military staffing and crisis
response capability, the currency of a wEU deterrent force

is greatly devaiued.

This ieads me to the final, and maost important, point:
uniess NATO accepts this challenge, then it will become what
all other western alliances with a lack of a central focus
have evoived 1nto - a living corpse. Even though the
freedom and security of Washington’'s European Alliance
parctners will remain a vital U.S. interest as far into to
future as anyone will predict, it 1s extremeiy naive for our
European partners to assume that with America reducing 1ts
combat forces forward deployed in Europe to ore corps, the
logistic, communication and command infrastructure existing
today in NATO would remain in place forever. If the WEU, or
any other exclusive European organization lays sole
proprietary claim to the out-of-sector mission, then NATO
would be relegated to a supporting role. Would any
American, especialiy those in Congress looking for a 'peace
dividend’, endorse such a role? [ think not; this is my
greatest fear. By pursuing so rapidiy such a European
option for out-of-area threats. threats that most certainly
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will pose the greatest conventiconal danger to NAID welil into
the twenty-first century, the very Alliance that has the
cCapabiilty to project the appropriate military forces could
be discarded for lack of a mission. And without NATQ. its
forty-oius years of responding to crises, interoperability.
and deplaoying and redeploying millions of soldiers and tons
of equipment, the WEU would be unable to deploy a creaib.e

miiitary force i1nto Luxembourg.

IThis brief essay does not rule out a mission for the
WEU under the NATO umbreila, but it cannot be so critical as
responding to out-of-sector threats. The WEU and other
European organizations could provide military forces to the
United Nations for peacekeeping or other purposes. IThey
could be used in disaster relief, or deploy into a nation
requesting specific military assistance. Assuming final
ratification of the CFE Treaty, they could be quite useful
in providing skilled military professionals to verify
compliance. Fimally, within the rubric of NATO, they could
be the forum to reinforce the European pillar of defense
e.g., by conducting joint operations that would enhance
interoperability as NATO military structure evoives toward

muitinational corps.

History is replete with examples of grand strategic
opportunities missed, ignored or simply set aside. We are
currently at such a juncture. Instead of clinging to a
military strategy of the past, NATO must take the lead and
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boidly praoject 1nto the future. There 1s room for the WEu

1n N«IO., but not exclusive of it. Even though aii who today

are advocating an out-of -sector contingency force do so

witnpin the context of NAIQ, divorce this mission trom the

primay rocus of Atlantic Alliance, and oniy a holiow snelil

will remain,

certcain to collapse upon itseir.
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