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Abstract

The post-Cold War period saw North Atlantic Treaty Organisation
(NATO) being expanded not once but twice. In foreseeing the security
threats of the 21st century, NATO is seeking to recast its strategic
response. The EU and the US are united in their opinion about the need
for a stronger and cohesive NATO, and a wider out-of-area role for the
alliance. If both the sides start working together and address future
challenges, it may bring about a ‘symbiosis’ in the Atlantic Relationship.
In a globalised world where interdependency is a norm, it is pertinent
for the policy-making and academic communities to take cognisance of
the developments within NATO.

Introduction

The September 11, 2001 Al Qaida attacks in the US saw terrorism
emerge as a vital international security threat. These events also forced
NATO to conduct its first out-of-area operation in Afghanistan and in a
different form in Iraq. Indeed, NATO had begun to seek a new raison
d’etre soon after the end of the Cold War. By 1997 NATO had expanded its
membership to include Central and East European countries. Certain
differences emerged within NATO with this transformation. These
differences can broadly be brought under two areas: (a) lack of commitment
of the allies to send forces outside Europe, and (b) lack of political consensus
on cases fit for intervention by NATO. Many States are concerned about
the transformation of NATO into a Global Policeman to guard Western
interests. Even some of the West European members in NATO are sceptical
and concerned. In the light of this, building up of consensus amongst its
members in particular and with regional powers in general about the role
NATO desires to play through its expansion and Out-of-Area Operations
are crucial for the success of the new NATO.



With the end of the Cold War, Western Europe was left without any
major threat to its security. It also brought to an end the era of ideological
and military rivalry between the Eastern and Western blocs and most
security analysts expected peace to prevail. However, the 1997 Madrid
Summit sparked off a new debate when the Czech Republic, Hungary
and Poland were invited to join NATO. Even while some were questioning
the rationale behind NATO’s continued existence, the Madrid Summit
triggered the process of an eastward enlargement of NATO. Seven years
later, NATO was enlarged again when Slovakia, Slovenia, Estonia, Latvia,
Lithuania, Bulgaria and Romania were inducted as members.1

Throughout the Cold War, the Europeans faced the threat of a nuclear
conflict. Security thinking in that period was deeply influenced by the
ideological conflict between the two power blocks – East and West – with
nuclear weapons making the threat imminent. The Europeans saw the
alliance system as an arrangement to consolidate their security.2 Therefore,
the alliance system was designed accordingly to meet the security needs of
that period.3 The disintegration of Soviet Union had already initiated a
process of the restructuring of ‘New Europe’ – a Europe without any East-
West divide or a power vacuum in Central and Eastern European Countries
(CEEC)4. However, this power vacuum was vulnerable to politico-military
and economic challenges. Also, a series of new non-state threats particularly
terrorism were on the ascendancy. To address these challenges a security
arrangement was necessary. ‘Cohesiveness’ in decision-making and a ‘multi-
facet’ approach were the pre-requisites for such an arrangement. Both the
European Economic Community (EEC) which already proved its inability
in building a consensus among its 12-members on vital issues during the
Persian Gulf War and the Yugoslav crises5 and the 53-member Conference
on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) also lacked that
‘cohesiveness’. The choice fell on NATO.

But the security arrangements during the Cold War had a state-centric
character.6   Some neorealists even argued that in the years to come NATO
may loose its cohesion due to the absence of a common external threat.7 If
one goes by the logic that NATO came into existence due to a credible
threat posed by the Soviet Union8 then by the same logic NATO renders
itself useless after the latter’s break-up. However, constructivists and
institutional theorist argued in favour of its continued existence. David G.
Haglund candidly observes:
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…alliances can withstand the loss of their great foe if they can continue to
be useful by ‘reinventing’ themselves in the security realm, which is what
the ‘new’ NATO managed to accomplish through its 1990s focus upon
‘cooperative security’ and ‘conflict management in Balkans’.9

In the Cold War strategic-security discourse, ‘threat’ had an external
dimension. Threats in the post-Cold War period are largely non-strategic
in nature,10 of which terrorism has become the most dangerous. NATO
attempted to expand its strategic horizons realising the need of addressing
the present day security challenges. The summits in London and Rome in
1990 and 1991 respectively redefined the new political and military goals
for NATO.11 It adopted the policy of transformation and change through
expansion.

As a part of the process of enlargement, NATO re-defined its role
through ‘Out-of-Area’ operations and reviewed its geographical limitations
under Article 6 of the NATO Treaty.12 Subsequently, NATO has undertaken
operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, knocking the doors of Southern Asia.

Enlargement of NATO

The Process

NATO’s decision to enlarge membership after the demise of the Soviet
Union was based on a set of new threat perceptions and a redefined role:13

• First, US-led NATO did not regard the disintegration of the Soviet
Union as a complete disappearance of threat, and was wary of
Russia. Collective defence remains an essential function of NATO.14

• After the Kosovo and Afghan wars, NATO finally found a new
mission of carrying out ‘humanitarian intervention’ and keeping
peace after the wars. NATO has now deployed peacekeeping forces
in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Kosovo and Macedonia.

• NATO has taken anti-terrorism and prevention of the proliferation
of weapons of mass destruction as a new global mission for itself.
To complete this new mission, NATO has expanded its defence
area.

• NATO is an indispensable link between the US and Europe.15

Without NATO, European defence would head for complete
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independence. Are the Europeans capable of holding together as a strong
cohesive unit?16

Observing the nature of the new security threats in the post-Cold War
period, NATO had to shift its emphasis from defending common territory
to defending common interests. Harmonising the interests of the Alliance
partners became pivotal for the effectiveness of the Alliance.

The second enlargement took place on March 29, 2004, when Bulgaria,
Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia formally became
members of NATO. This enlargement dramatically changed the geopolitics
of Europe. The enlargement highlighted NATO’s alertness against the
resurgence of Russia and likewise Russia saw it as a threat to its security.17

Some security analysts were worried about the Russian reaction but
scholars like Ivo H Daalder regarded the Russian opposition as one
influenced by the history of NATO during the Cold War.18

The Purpose

The primary objective of the Alliance has always been one of providing
security to its members, defending their common interests and
consolidating peace and stability in the continent19 and Post-Cold War it
ensured that it did not drift away from this fundamental security task.20

The rising concerns from non-strategic security threats provided a
secondary purpose for NATO. In order to respond to these new threats, it
was necessary for NATO to adopt a multi-focal approach – conceptually,
strategically and tactically. In this context, during the Washington Summit
in April 1999, NATO allies approved a strategy to meet the security
challenges of the 21st century and to guide its future political and military
development. This was called the ‘strategic concept of the Alliance’. The
first clause of Part III of the concept brings out the Alliance approach to
security. It states:

the Alliance is committed to a broad approach to security, which recognise
the importance of political, economic, social and environmental factors in
addition to the indispensable defence dimension. This broad approach
forms the basis for the Alliance to accomplish its fundamental security
tasks effectively, and its increasing effort to develop effective cooperation
with other European and Euro-Atlantic organisations as well as the United
Nations. Our collective aim is to build a European security architecture in
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which the Alliance’s contribution to the security and stability of the Euro-
Atlantic area and the contribution of these other international
organisations are complementary and mutually reinforcing, both in
deepening relations among Euro-Atlantic countries and in managing
crises. NATO remains the essential forum for consultation among the Allies
and the forum for agreement on policies bearing on the security and defence
commitments of its members under the Washington Treaty.21

The operations in Afghanistan, NATO’s first out-of-area operation, and
Iraq demarcated a new tactical role for NATO. In these two countries,
NATO is offering the role of an arrangement to build institutions of peace,
stability and democracy. Secondly, as NATO’s primary objective at the
formation stage was to consolidate security of Europe, it will be of great
importance to look at the developments in NATO-European Union (EU)
relations. This relationship is strategic as well as provides a holistic
framework for addressing a whole range of security threats in the post-
Cold War period.

Security Perceptions in Europe

The member-states of EU are now coming to terms with the changed
strategic scenario as evident from the key security threats outlined in the
European Security Strategy, 2003. The threats identified are terrorism,
proliferation of WMDs, regional conflicts, state failure and organised
crime.22

 Subsequently there is a fresh thinking on the use of coercive power.23

While the Europeans are striving hard to reconfigure threats and reshape
and consolidate security accordingly, the US has been demanding a stronger
‘European Pillar’ in the Atlantic Alliance since the NATO operations in
Bosnia, which underlined the EU member-states limitations. The Europeans
were initially convinced that the American presence even after the end of
the Cold War is essential for the security and stability of Europe. Gradually,
the Europeans started worrying about the size and the composition of the
US troops in Europe.24  Some serious contestations were raised within
Western Europe over the leadership role of the US in NATO.

 While the Europeans were worried about the US dominance in NATO
and its unilateral agenda, the Russians were worried about the NATO’s
expansion. As NATO expanded eastward, the Russian worries increased.
The Russian Military Doctrine published in November 1993 has the
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underpinning that any expansion of military bloc in Western or Eastern
Europe will be considered detrimental to the security of Russian Federation.
The Russian military thinkers considered this expansion as bringing the
world’s most powerful military alliance to the very borders of Russia and
creating a strategically untenable position for Russia.25  NATO-Russia
relations took a big step forward by signing a Founding Act on Mutual
Relations, Cooperation and Security with Russia on May 27, 1997 in Paris.
The Act expressed the common goal of building a lasting and inclusive
peace in the Euro-Atlantic region, and providing a true basis for the
development of a strong and durable partnership.26 The Founding Act
also envisaged the setting up of a Permanent Joint Council (PJC).27 The
NATO-Russia Council (NRC) later replaced the PJC in the year 2002.28

These developments in the NATO-Russia relations were also seen as
recognising the status and role of Russia in the region.29

Transatlantic Relations: Concerns Ahead

The rivalry between NATO and the Warsaw Pact countries was a
distinctive feature of the Cold War. However, NATO outlived the Warsaw
Pact and by 1997 had suitably enlarged and restructured itself by giving
membership to former Soviet bloc countries. However, sceptics started
questioning the very existence and the excessive enlargement of NATO.
Robert Kagan described this in the following words:

 …in gathering of peoples who had been forcibly excluded from the West
and wanted to be part of it again, they saw NATO as not only or even
primarily (as) a security organisation but simply as the one and only
institution that embodied the transatlantic West.30

The proposal by France, Germany, Belgium and Luxembourg at the
mini-summit in April 2003 to establish a separate EU operational planning
headquarters sent strong signals of moving away from the “Berlin Plus”
formula.31 Washington viewed it as a first step towards creating an
independent European military capability which could pose a threat to
NATO.32 These developments raised doubts over the cohesiveness of the
Alliance. NATO’s decision to conduct out of area operations lead to clash
of interests between the Europeans and the Americans within the Alliance.
Scholars like Philip H. Gordon and Jeremy Shapiro believe that:

…ever since the end of the Cold War removed the common enemy,
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American and European strategic perspectives have diverged. During the
1990s, Europeans turned increasingly inward, focusing on the historic
and difficult efforts to create a common currency and to complete the
political integration of Europe. Accustomed to interdependence and acutely
aware of the limits of their power, they sought to develop a rules-based
international order built upon multilateral agreements such as the Kyoto
Protocol on climate change and the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty.
Americans, by contrast, confident in their power, began to focus on new
types of threats, particularly weapons of mass destruction, terrorism,
and ‘rogue states’.33

The synergic reaction of invoking Article 534  by NATO in the aftermath
of 9/11 can be seen as a united step towards addressing the issue of
terrorism. But the US’ unilateral decision of invading Iraq and necessitating
regime change once again sparked off differences in the Atlantic Alliance.
Europeans accepted Iraq as a problem but disagreed with the pre-emptive
British-American solution. The strategic understanding led to serious
differences, jeopardising the cohesiveness of the Alliance. The expansion
process has to be analysed considering these facts. A comparison between
the US and European perceptions of security may be done to evaluate
whether it augments the cohesiveness of the Alliance. The rationale behind
NATO enlargement and its utility in the post-Cold War period can be
determined after understanding the complex matrix of the Atlantic
Alliance.

The restructuring of NATO highlights its efforts to cope with the
changing security dynamics. Clearly NATO’s existence depends on a
harmonisation of interests and objectives within the alliance. Since the
end of the Cold War, Transatlantic differences over the rogue states or
states of concern have come out openly.35 Also, there is a strong belief of a
permanent rift in the Atlantic Alliance due to US’ unilateral policies. In
fact, some contemporary literature on US-Europe relations points to a
departure in the behavioural patterns of the two.36

 The US strongly believes in the policy of containment, while their
European counterparts prefer negotiations.37 The French and Germans
have been pressing for a separate European Security Force as a purely
independent one without the North American partners.38 A further
deepening of the rift was due to US’ war in Iraq. Such differences reflect
the clash between the two different approaches towards security.39
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The shift in US foreign policy from engagement to intervention and
the difference in its strategic priorities are hampering the cohesiveness of
the Atlantic Alliance. Much of it depends on how NATO-EU relations evolve
in the years to come.

NATO-EU Relations

NATO and EU share common strategic interests and cooperate in a
spirit of complementarities and partnerships. However, the US has always
shown scepticism over European burden sharing in NATO. The recent
developments also indicate a change in US priorities. Europe no longer
remains a high security priority. The US strategic focus has shifted from
Europe to the Koreas, Taiwan, the Caspian Sea basin, the Middle East and
South America. The Europeans have already realised the need for a
Common European Security and Defence Policy to complement with the
economic and political integration40. With significant changes in the
international system, EU crafted its own post-Cold War security responses
to emerging threats. Discussions were renewed on how foreign policy
should be shaped. Defence dimension was incorporated in the later stages
at Maastricht in February 1992.41 This effort resulted in the formation of
the Common Foreign and Security Policy.

In the post-Cold War period, the US always demanded for a powerful
European pillar in the Atlantic Alliance hence it supported the European
endeavour in establishing  Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP)
in the 1993 treaty of the European Union signed in Maastricht.42 A
European Security and Defence Identity (ESDI) – now called by the EU as
the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) – was established.43

These initiatives were based on the goals set up by the EU treaties of
Maastricht (1992) and Amsterdam (1997)44 and were supported by NATO.45

Basically the West Europeans were driven by three elite worries for hastening
the process of the formation of CFSP. These worries can be enlisted as
follows:

• To constrain the strength and power of the newly unified Germany.
he main worry was that a unified Germany may dominate the
political and economic centrestage of Europe. So, to prevent
Germany form ‘Germanising Europe’ and instead ‘Europeanise
Germany’ there was a need for Europe to stand as a cohesive unite.46
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• There was a need for Europe to stand on its own as the US was
more attentive towards other regions with the end of the Cold War.

• Lastly, the Europeans were aware that if the US is out of the
European theatre, there is a large possibility that the Europe may
revert back to its ‘warring’ past which was influenced by ‘destructive
nationalism’.47

The real debate was over the relationship between the ESDI and NATO.
This debate ended up with a “grand bargain”48 that was to prevent both
organisations finding themselves at loggerheads over the roles and missions
for post Cold War security in Europe. The WEU states were determined to
acquire a capacity to take military action independent of NATO, i.e.,
without the US. On its part, the US was more concerned about the
weakening of NATO’s capacity due to the promotion of an independent
WEU. Thus, emerged the “grand bargain”, which essentially talked about
the help NATO would offer to facilitate the creation of ESDI. The bargain
was that the ESDI would not be a completely independent entity, but be
built within the NATO structure. Finally the agreements in Berlin and
Brussels created a scope for designing an effective military arrangement.49

This meant that ESDI would act as a European pillar in the Atlantic Alliance.
For two years no controversy surfaced with regard to NATO-EU relations
but the debate re-emerged with the Anglo-French Summit at St. Mâlo on
December 4, 1998, where Prime Minister Tony Blair and President Jacques
Chirac issued a joint statement discussing the ESDI’s capacity to conduct
autonomous actions.50

 The ‘duplication’ of NATO in the Atlantic Alliance was discussed, with
the US expressing concerns. At the semi-annual NATO Foreign ministers’
meeting in Brussels on December 8, 1998, the then US Secretary of State
Madeleine Albright talked about US support for an ESDI “within the
Alliance” and referred to the enthusiastic support US would extend to
enhance European capability.51 She went further to chalk out three sets of
standards for judgement which soon became famous as the ‘three Ds’:

The key to a successful initiative is to focus on practical military
capabilities. Any initiative must avoid pre-empting Alliance decision-
making by de-linking ESDI from NATO, avoid duplicating existing efforts,
and avoid discriminating against non-EU members.52

    On January 24, 2001, the NATO Secretary-General and EU Presidency
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exchanged letters defining the scope of cooperation and the modalities of
consultation between the two organisations, including on security issues.53

This cooperation accelerated with the institutionalisation of NATO-EU
Declaration on European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) on December
16, 2002. This Declaration not only reaffirmed assured access to NATO’s
planning capabilities for the EU’s own military operations, but also reiterated
the following political principles of the strategic partnership:

• effective mutual consultation;
• equality and due regard for the decision-making autonomy of the

EU and NATO;
• respect for the interests of the EU and NATO member-states;
• respect for the principles of the Charter of the United Nations;
• coherent, transparent and mutually reinforcing development of

the military capability requirements common to the two
organisations.54

The Declaration paved the way for the ‘Berlin Plus’ arrangements in
the area of crisis management, which was adopted on March 17, 2003, by
the EU and NATO and provided the basis for the NATO-EU cooperation
by allowing EU access to NATO’s collective assets and capabilities for EU-
led operations. In effect, they allow the Alliance to support EU-led operations
in which NATO as a whole is not engaged. It consists of the following
major elements:

• a NATO-EU security agreement (covers the exchange of classified
information under reciprocal security protection rules);

• assured EU access to NATO’s planning capabilities for actual use in
the military planning of EU-led crisis management operations;

• presumed availability of NATO capabilities and common assets,
such as communication units and headquarters for EU-led crisis
management operations;

• procedures for release, monitoring, return and recall of NATO assets
and capabilities;

• terms of reference for NATO’s Deputy SACEUR – who in principle
will be the operation commander of an EU-led operation under
the “Berlin Plus” arrangements (and who is always a European) –
and European command options for NATO;
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• NATO-EU consultation arrangements in the context of an EU-led
crisis management operation making use of NATO assets and
capabilities;

• incorporation within NATO’s long-established defence planning
system, of the military needs and capabilities that may be required
for EU-led military operations, thereby ensuring the availability of
well-equipped forces trained for either NATO-led or EU-led
operations.55

NATO Out-of-Area Operations: A Tactical Change

In the wake of the 9/11 attacks on the US, NATO members, for the
first time, invoked the treaty’s mutual defence guarantee, i.e., Article 5. A
role reversal was witnessed – the Europeans coming to aid of the
Americans.56 Subsequently, NATO undertook two operations, Afghanistan
and Iraq, as a tactical change in its process of adopting a multi-focal
approach.

NATO in Afghanistan

The International Security and Assistance Force (ISAF)57 was created
in accordance with the Bonn Conference in December 2001 after the
ousting of the Taliban regime. Afghan opposition leaders who attended
the conference chalked the process of reconstruction. A new structure,
namely the Afghan Transitional Authority was formulated. To create a
secure environment in and around Kabul and to support the reconstruction
of Afghanistan, an UN-mandated international force was established to
assist the transitional authority.58

NATO took command and coordination of the ISAF in August 2003.
The ISAF became the first out-of-area operation for NATO with the North
Atlantic Council (NAC) providing the political direction and coordination.
The NAC works in close consultation with non-NATO nations taking part
in ISAF. The joint Force Commander (JFC) based at the Joint Force
Command in Brunssum, the Netherlands, is responsible at the operational
level for manning, training, deploying and sustaining ISAF. According to
the update as of November 23, 2004, ISAF had 8,000 troops from 47 NATO
and non-NATO countries.59
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NATO in Iraq

The US started the campaign against Iraq in 2003 with coalition forces
from different countries. NATO had no role in the decision to undertake
the campaign or its conduct.60 In response to a request by Turkey in
February 2003 for assistance under Article 4 of the North Atlantic Treaty,
the Alliance undertook a number of precautionary defensive measures to
ensure its security in the event of a potential threat to its territory or
population. On May 21, 2003, the Alliance also agreed to support Poland,
a member of NATO, in its leadership of a sector in the multinational
stabilisation force in Iraq.61

Initially, the Iraq campaign sent tremors in the transatlantic relations
resulting in a rift between the traditional allies. The French and the Germans
opposed the idea of NATO’s involvement in what was clearly a US
endeavour of ousting Saddam Hussain. This rift was at two levels. At one
level, it was between the US on the one side and Franco-German alliance
on the other. And at the other level, it was between the old members and
new members of NATO. The rift between the European members of the
alliance was interesting. It was heavily influenced by the past experiences
as well as the strategic cultural predispositions of these countries. 62

However, at the Istanbul Summit on June 28, 2004, NATO Heads of
State and Government agreed to assist Iraq with the training of its security
forces in response to a letter sent to the NATO Secretary-General on June
22, 2004, by the then interim Iraqi Prime Minister Ilyad Allawi. In his
letter, Allawi requested NATO to extend support to his government, which
was established on July 30, 2004, through training and other forms of
technical assistance.63

 On September 22, 2004, the North Atlantic Council agreed to expand
NATO’s assistance, including establishing a NATO-supported Iraqi Training,
Education and Doctrine Centre in Iraq. On December 9, 2004, as a
continuation of the policy of expanding the mission, the NATO Foreign
Ministers, meeting in Brussels authorised the Supreme Allied Commander
Europe (SACEUR) to start the next stage of the mission, which would
increase the number of training personnel to 300. This stage also saw a
change in the name of the mission from ‘NATO Training Implementation
Mission’ to ‘NATO Training Mission-Iraq’.64
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Following the successful conduct of elections in Iraq on January 30,
2005, all NATO members agreed to provide planning support to Poland,
which has taken a leading role in south-central Iraq. Thus, the elections in
Iraq may lead to a significant shift in NATO’s mindset at both the strategic
and conceptual levels. Earlier, the Europeans were only concerned about
the legitimacy of the US invasion of Iraq. But now it seems that their main
strategic concern may become how the alliance assists the Iraqis in
developing a stable country.

For India NATO’s Out-of-Area operations are much more relevant than
any other country as India has been facing the bane of terrorism since the
last couple of decades. But the cooperation between India and NATO on
the counter-terrorist operations will not be easy or smooth. The US, by
designating Pakistan as a Most Favoured Non-NATO Ally (MNNA), created
intellectual and political ferment in India regarding NATO’s counter-
terrorism operations. India has always put forth its concerns over Pakistan
sponsored terrorism in India. Making Pakistan a frontline state in NATO’s
Out-of-Area Operations sends out wrong signals.

As far as India’s relationship with NATO goes, it is seen  in the light of
EU-India Relations and the commitments between the two to examine
the security related issues. Besides, Indian attempts to intensify its relations
with the US are taken by NATO in a right sense.65

Conclusion

The post-Cold War period has seen a paradigm shift from geopolitics
to geo-economics in the international system. In the European context the
need was to have a Europe without any East-West divide.

The non-strategic nature of the threats and challenges in the post-Cold
War period made the international system highly complex. Perhaps these
challenges influenced the decisions of enlargement of EU and NATO with
the intention of restructuring a Europe that is stable and militarily secure
– a shift from protecting common values to protecting common interests.

NATO has outlasted the Cold War and transformed itself to meet the
goal of restructuring a ‘New Europe’. It has not only expanded its
membership but has also started undertaking operations outside its
transatlantic area. These Out-of-Area Operations have taken NATO to
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Afghanistan and in a different form to Iraq. An organisation meant for
‘collective defence’ of the transatlantic area is thus working towards a
mandate covering a larger collective and common security in the
international arena.

The Europeans have also felt an urgent need to address their security
needs independently of the US. ESDP was seen as an arrangement and
not a duplication of NATO, through which the Europeans could tackle
security challenges without  US involvement. However, differences in the
strategic perspectives of France and Germany on the one hand, and the
US on the other, and the institutional overlap of ESDP and NATO at times
strained transatlantic relations.

The US has tended to view EU as a ‘political dwarf’ on issues like security.
The Europeans saw the American ‘coercive’ techniques of addressing new
security challenges as unilateral, particularly during the American
intervention in Iraq. Despite all these differences, the European Security
Strategy (ESS)66 of 2003 as well as NATO’s Strategic Concept of 199967

recognised terrorism, proliferation of WMD, and ‘failed states’ as principle
security challenges. Furthermore, both proposed a need for non-military
policy dimensions in addressing insecurity. For the accomplishment of a
‘New Europe’ a stronger Atlantic Alliance is a prerequisite. Likewise for a
stronger Atlantic Alliance, a strong NATO-EU relationship is equally
important. Stronger ties between these two organisations will determine
the future of the Alliance.

With the enlargement and out-of-area tasks, NATO has shed its Cold
War character. With eastward expansion it has already reached the borders
of Russia. Russia raised its grievances when NATO took a decision to expand
in 1997. However, this opposition was overcome when President Boris
Yeltsin grudgingly accepted the NATO-Russia Founding Act68  on May 27,
1997 in Paris. NATO has made some efforts by establishing NRC, but still
the irritants in this relationship exist. Basically the irritants remain due to
the Russian apprehensions regarding the US approach towards security
in the CEEC and Central Asia.

As NATO plays a wider security role in the post-Cold War period it
needs to develop stronger ties and understanding with major regional
powers outside Europe. It is necessary for NATO to have consultations
with regional powers. NATO would also have to arrive at a common
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understanding on certain key security issues, especially terrorism. Building
political consensus within the alliance is a key to the success in these
exercises. However, given the diversity in the approaches, a convergence
of interests over issues seems difficult. Short of consensus, the worry of
NATO being labelled as a ‘Global Police Force’ will loom large and its’
‘Out-of-Area’ Operations will remain controversial.
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