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• T h e re is an urgent need for seri o u s
debate among alliance members about
NATO ’s new purpose and mission in the
p o s t - September 11 securi ty env i ron m e n t .

• Europe needs to understand that for
NATO to remain important to the
United St a t e s , the alliance needs to
retain its coll e c t i ve defense ca p a b i l i ty.

• Greater coord i n a t i on and con s u l t a t i on
b e tween Europe and the United States is
n e c e s s a ry to reverse the growing perc e p-
t i on in Europe that the United States is
d ow n g rading the importance of its tra d i-
t i onal allies and to avoid com p e t i t i on
over threat perc e p t i on and re g i onal secu-
ri ty that could undermine NATO.

• Europe must strengthen and modern i ze
its defense capabilities to maintain
NATO as the pri m a ry defense and secu-
ri ty organiza t i on in Euro p e .

• The United States must remain engaged
in Europe while all owing Europeans to
take over the task of re g i onal securi ty. I t
should also encourage the EU to bear a
g reater re s p on s i b i l i ty and share in main-
taining global securi ty.

• To maintain the cre d i b i l i ty and lon g - t e rm
re l evance of NATO, candidate countri e s

that have not fulfilled the MAP re q u i re-
ments should not be offe red membership
at the Prague Su m m i t .

• NATO should establish an assessment
and rev i ew mechanism to ensure that
n ew member countries fulfill their
o b l i g a t i ons and re q u i rements as
member countri e s .

• NATO should revise its decision - m a k i n g
p rocess to replace the current con s e n s u s -
based appro a ch . This would ensure the
f u n c t i on a l i ty and effe c t i veness of an
enlarged organiza t i on .

• NATO and the EU need to assure ca n-
didate countries that the current enlarge-
ment processes will not constitute a new
Ya l t a , and that NATO and the EU will
c ontinue to engage candidate countri e s
in their activities.

• The intern a t i onal com mu n i ty needs to
engage the former Yu goslav countri e s
in broader re g i onal coopera t i ve effort s
b eyond the NATO and EU enlarge-
ment processes to address the
u n s o lved and unfinished re f o rms in
K o s ov o, M a c e d on i a , and Bosnia as
w e ll as cro s s - b o u n d a ry issues like
c rime and corru p t i on .
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Overview
The anticipated expansion of the No rth At l a n t i c
Tre a ty Organiza t i on (NATO) and the Euro p e a n
U n i on (EU) in November and December 2002,
re s p e c t i ve ly, w i ll have a profound impact on the
s e c u ri ty env i ronment in Eastern Europe—a re g i on
t h a t , a decade after the fall of com mu n i s m , s t i ll
faces a number of cri t i cal securi ty uncertainties and
daunting re f o rm ch a ll e n g e s . NATO enlargement
w i ll likely take a “big bang” a p p ro a ch with inv i t a-
t i ons issued to seven countries at the Pra g u e
Summit in Nove m b e r — E s t on i a , La tv i a , L i t h u a n i a ,
Sl ov a k i a , Sl ove n i a , B u l g a ri a , and Rom a n i a .
H ow eve r, u n c e rtainties and ch a llenges remain and
i n clude questions about the future US com m i t m e n t
to and interest in Euro p e, the cre d i b i l i ty of
E u ropean leadership in the re g i on , t e r ri t o rial and
ethnic disputes, i n c omplete democratic and eco-
n omic re f o rm pro c e s s e s , and the pro l i fe ra t i on of
o r g a n i zed crime and corru p t i on .

To address these ch a llenges and encourage mu ch
needed debate on these issues, the Euro - At l a n t i c
I n i t i a t i ves pro g ram of the St a n l ey Fo u n d a t i on , i n
c on j u n c t i on with the East European Studies pro g ra m
of the Wo o d row Wi l s on Intern a t i onal Center for
S ch o l a r s , o r g a n i zed a tw o - phase project entitled
Enlarging the Euro - Atlantic Spac e : Pro blems and
Prospects for No rt h e a s tern and Southeastern Euro p e. T h e
first phase culminated in a re g i onal con fe rence in
B u d a p e s t , w h i ch brought together a core group of US
e x p e rts and prominent re g i onal expert s . The secon d
phase will be a December 2002 con fe rence at the
Wo o d row Wi l s on Intern a t i onal Center for Sch o l a r s
in Wa s h i n g t on , DC , that will examine the findings
and re c om m e n d a t i ons of the re g i onal con fe rence in
v i ew of the decisions made at the November NATO
summit in Pra g u e .

The project seeks to examine the impact of the
anticipated dual enlargement of NATO and the EU
on the Euro-Atlantic region; on the purpose, mis-
sion, and structure of the institutions themselves; and
on US foreign policy by focusing on two subregions:
Northeastern Europe (the Baltic States) and
Southeastern Europe (the Balkans).
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The goal of membership in NATO and the EU has
served as the catalyst for the region’s democratic suc-
cess stories—encouraging institutional and societal
reform, providing stability and security for the entire
European continent, and serving as the main instru-
ments to anchor the region’s fragile states in the
West. Yet, as the dual enlargement of NATO and the
EU approaches, there is little debate and a lack of
clarity about the impact enlargement will have on
the region, on each of the institutions and their abili-
ty to undertake the necessary structural reforms to
effectively absorb new members, and on continued
US engagement in the region.

Since the end of the Cold War, NATO has been
evolving from its primary role as an organization
designed for collective defense into a collective secu-
rity organization. In the process, it is becoming an
organization increasingly absorbed with political
consultation and with a diminishing emphasis on its
traditional military mission. Dramatic capacity dis-
parities among NATO members (as highlighted by
the Kosovo campaign and the unilateralist US
approach to the Afghanistan mission); the resultant
push within the EU to develop an effective, inde-
pendent European rapid reaction force; and broader
US security interests farther east have worked to
undermine NATO’s traditional military and political
cohesion and relevance as the primary security
organization for the region.

Not surp ri s i n g ly, candidate countries are beginning
to question just what kind of an alliance they will
be joining: the tra d i t i onal NATO with its coll e c t i ve
s e c u ri ty guarantees or some new, looser politica l
c on s u l t a t i ve mechanism? Fu rt h e rm o re, g rowing dis-
a g reement between the EU and East Euro p e a n
candidate states over a range of issues—such as the
C om m on Agri c u l t u ral Po l i cy, f ree movement of
l a b o r, and the perc e i ved new barriers drawn by the
E U’s Schengen visa pro g ra m — h a ve led many ca n-
didates to question the EU’s commitment to a
p o l i t i ca lly and econ om i ca lly incl u s i ve Euro p e .
C on s e q u e n t ly, t h e re is a growing con c e rn amon g
candidate countries that NATO and EU enlarge-
ment may draw a new dividing line between mem-
ber countries and those left out and negative ly



impact opportunities for greater coopera t i on and
enhanced securi ty in the re g i on .

Overshadowing these issues is the larger problem of
the deepening schism between the United States and
its European allies over the perception of the threats
confronting international peace and stability. The war
against terrorism and possible action against Iraq
have highlighted the growing mutual resentment on
both sides of the Atlantic and have overshadowed
both NATO and EU enlargement.

Transformation of the Euro-Atlantic
Institutions: New Mission, New Purpose?
Pa rticipants identified seve ral institutional ch a l-
lenges for the transatlantic organiza t i ons as well as
d i verging perc e p t i ons of re g i onal securi ty betw e e n
E u rope and the United St a t e s .

• There is a visible, dangerous, and growing diver-
gence between European and US perceptions of
security, threats, global interests, and definitions of
collective defense. Overshadowing the issue of
NATO enlargement is the current unilateralist
behavior of the United States, driven by narrowly
defined strategic national interests, that is serving
to feed a growing negative perception of the United
States. From the European perspective, the United
States appears to be ignoring its traditional
European allies as well as multilateral instruments
for consultation and decision making. European
participants called into question the future commit-
ment of the United States to NATO as the primary
security organization in the Euro-Atlantic region.

• A division of labor seems to be emerging, especially
in the post-September 11 environment, where the
United States—either unilaterally or with a coali-
tion of willing countries—engages in military com-
bat while the European countries are expected to
fulfill the role of “broom sweepers” for nation-
building. Reinforcing this trend is the growing mil-
itary capability gap between the United States and
Europe, visible since the Kosovo campaign and
underscored by the US-led mission in Afghanistan.
Furthermore, the current candidate states’ weak
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record in fulfilling the Membership Action Plan
(MAP) criteria has raised doubts about the poten-
tial military contributions and capacities to NATO
by these candidate countries.

• The ex pe rience of the first round of NATO enlarge-
ment demonstrated that once enlargement occurs,
NATO will lose the leve rage curr e n t ly ex e rc i s e d
t h rough MAP and Pa rtnership for Peace (PfP) that
c o m pels candidate countries to complete ongo i n g
d e fense and po l i ti cal reform s . NATO needs an
assessment mechanism to ensure continued pro g r e s s
t ow a rd MAP standards and NATO obligati o n s
a fter candidates have been invited to join and pri o r
to official membership. Fo ll owing membership in
NATO, m a ny of the candidate countries will turn
their attention to joining the EU. With limited
re s o u rces and a demanding EU accession pro c e s s ,
doubts were raised about these countri e s ’ abilities to
a d h e re to NATO ’s re q u i red re f o rm s .

• A growing disconnect exists between US and
European allies over the central role of NATO as
the primary defense institution—a development
that greatly concerns the European allies and can-
didate countries. A telling sign of NATO’s dimin-
ishing relevance was the American reaction to the
invocation of Article 5 on September 12, 2001. The
United States unilaterally proceeded to organize
“coalitions of the willing” or other bilateral agree-
ments for its campaign in Afghanistan, independ-
ent of NATO and Article 5. A similar pattern is
developing with Iraq and reveals unwillingness on
the US side, due in part to experience in the
Kosovo air campaign, to fight in any joint decision-
making environment.

• US unilateralist behavior of “going it alone” only
serves to underscore the decline of NATO as the
region’s primary defense and security alliance.
Most participants agreed that unless a serious dis-
cussion occurs on both sides of the Atlantic clearly
defining NATO’s new role and mission, NATO as
a functional defense alliance will cease to exist,
replaced instead by a “political discussion club for
post-communists.”



• Three competing visions of NATO were identified:
1. A Status Quo NATO. B road enlargement will

f u rther dilute the all i a n c e’s already watere d - d ow n
d e fense ca p a c i t i e s , US and European interests will
d ri ft further apart , and NATO will be relegated to
g radual irre l ev a n cy as a defense institution .

2. A Reinvigorated, Tighter-Knit NATO. It would
remain the central defense organization for the
region, with improved coordination and consul-
tation among allies and enhanced capacities due
to a smaller, slower enlargement process with the
development of a post-invitation mechanism to
ensure continued reform and the fulfillment of
obligations by new members.

3. A New Transatlantic Partnership. This would
comprise an enlarged and deepened EU that
engages all EU members and NATO members
and keeps the United States involved in the
region through a shared partnership. It would be
buttressed by an Article 5 security guarantee that
addresses mutual global security interests and
threats with resources provided by the EU.

• A primary challenge for both the EU and NATO is
institutional reform, especially in the context of a
potential broad enlargement. T h e re is disagre e-
ment and not mu ch discussion within either insti-
t u t i on about how to more effe c t i ve ly enhance and
c o o rdinate coopera t i on , c onfidence-building meas-
u re s , and tra n s p a re n cy among member states and
b e tween the two organiza t i on s . PfP and MAP are
e n c o u raging coord i n a t i on and military and defe n s e
re f o rm among candidate states. H ow eve r, t h e
changed securi ty env i ronment after September 11
re q u i res a broadening of NATO ’s mission to deal
with non t ra d i t i on a l , c ro s s - b o rder threats such as
t e r ro rism and organized cri m e . These are issues the
EU views more as police functions rather than
m i l i t a ry on e s . This new mission reveals an institu-
t i onal short f a ll in NATO, w h i ch participants sug-
gested could be corrected by encouraging intera-
g e n cy coopera t i on among the member and ca n d i-
date countri e s ’ m i n i s t ries of interi o r, d e fe n s e, a n d
f o reign affairs.
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Participants also pointed out the need for a revised
decision-making mechanism to ensure the func-
tionality of an enlarged North Atlantic Council at
26 members and an enlarged EU. NATO, at 26,
would have difficulty effectively gaining the neces-
sary consensus for any decision and might have to
consider reforms such as weighted voting or even
majority voting on less urgent issues.

• If the status quo continues, where US security
interests focus farther east and more globally, leav-
ing Europe to deal with conflicts and instability in
Southeastern Europe, there is a real danger of an
irreparable rupture of the transatlantic link. To
restore balance to the transatlantic partnership,
Europeans would like to see the EU bolstered by
functioning foreign and security policies. The ques-
tion remains how to build on European resources
to bridge the capability and credibility gap.
Conference participants cautioned that the budget-
ary limits of the EU are already strained by the
enlargement process and economic assistance pack-
ages to Southeastern Europe. Some American par-
ticipants suggested deeper involvement and coordi-
nation with the European allies, allowing member
countries to strengthen capacities and contributions
through niche specialization. Others noted the EU
members’ inability and unwillingness to devote any
more resources to defense beyond current expendi-
ture levels as well as the potential problem some
larger members (i.e., France, Germany, or the
United Kingdom) might have in being relegated to
a specialized niche, viewing this as an infringement
of sovereignty and a downgrading of national
defense capacity.

Implications of Enlargement to
Northeastern and Southeastern Europe
An asymmetry exists as to how the Northeastern and
Southeastern Europe candidates are viewed by the
West. The Baltic States were given clear preference
before 9/11, but the growing importance of Romania
and Bulgaria to the US-led war on terrorism and
other out-of-area operations, such as Iraq, has
improved their chances of NATO membership.



Candidate countries from Northeastern and
Southeastern Europe were found to favor NATO
membership above integration into the EU. For both
Northeastern and Southeastern candidate countries,
NATO appears to remain the central defense alliance
and the instrument of choice for anchoring them to
the West.

T h e re is growing weariness among the Baltic St a t e s
of giving up hard - w on fre e d oms to Bru s s e l s . G row i n g
d i s a g reements over the EU’s Com m on Agri c u l t u ra l
Po l i cy and the free movement of labor, as well as the
p rospect of a lon g e r - t e rm accession pro c e s s , h a s
cooled the enthusiasm of the candidate countries for
EU membership. Fu rt h e rm o re, the EU’s Sch e n g e n
visa pro g ram has the potential to disrupt trade ro u t e s
and strand ethnic groups across state bord e r s . B o t h
No rt h e a s t e rn and So u t h e a s t e rn Europe ca n d i d a t e
states ultimately view EU accession as a difficult and
distant pro c e s s .

Northeastern Europe
• Northeastern Europe candidate countries have a

greater potential for making real military niche
contributions to NATO through specialized forces,
military and law enforcement agencies, and intelli-
gence sharing. M a ny agreed that the Baltic ca n-
didates are also more psych o l o g i ca lly grounded in
We s t e rn values than their So u t h e a s t e rn
E u ropean counterp a rt s , having successfully com-
pleted their tra n s i t i ons to democratic politica l
s ystems and free market econ omies and bri n g i n g
the added asset of re l a t i ve ly stable minori t i e s .
Potential problems stem from the fact that
NATO, for the first time, would be inheri t i n g
s i zable Russian minorities in both La tvia and
E s t on i a , w h i ch could have serious implica t i on s
for NATO - Russia re l a t i on s .

• Northeastern Europe candidate countries realize
NATO membership brings with it obligations and
risks as well as benefits. As they get closer to
m e m b e r s h i p, candidate states have to focus more
on the costs of integra t i on and the lower level of
public support for re f o rm s . The Baltic States are
s u f fe ring from low levels of public support for
i n t e g ra t i on into the Euro - Atlantic space—espe-
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c i a lly for the EU. Pa rticipants agreed that this
d eve l o pment is a result of not selling membership
a d e q u a t e ly to their publics.

• Integrating the Baltic States into NATO and the
EU will provide the benefit of a stable, predictable,
and reliable border for Russia. Russia is no longer
viewed as a potential obstacle to the integration of
the Baltic States or Southeastern Europe into
NATO, though views still persist that Russia could
be a potential security threat for the region. Russia’s
new partnership with NATO and the United States
is viewed as one of convenience that provides
Russia with secure and stable borders with its
neighbors. Permanently anchoring Russia in the
West is a role for the EU, not NATO.

Southeastern Europe
Though discussions centered on the candidate coun-
tries of Romania and Bulgaria, participants also
addressed the larger regional security issue of the for-
mer Yugoslav republics. With the exception of
Slovenia, all of the former Yugoslav republics are
likely to be left out of the current round of the
NATO and EU enlargement processes.

Discussants agreed that NATO enlargement to this
region is driven by the strategic location of candidate
countries’ rather than fulfillment of the MAP crite-
ria. Technically, participants recognized, none of the
candidate countries of Southeastern Europe are ready
to join NATO, but they conceded that membership
can push reforms forward. Participants also noted
that for the NATO candidate countries, the post-
September 11 security environment has meant that
bilateral relations vis-à-vis the United States are tak-
ing on greater importance than regional and multi-
lateral interests.

• Although the region is committed to fulfilling obli-
gations and reforms for NATO and EU member-
ship, there is a risk that reforms are not sustainable
in the mid- to long-term range and there is a
strong potential for political backlash. Many coun-
tries in the region still have not completed demo-
cratic and economic reforms, crime and corruption
is rampant, and governments and institutions are



weak. Discussants agreed that Romania stood a
stronger chance than Bulgaria of maintaining via-
bility and reform after membership. Participants
stressed the need for an assessment mechanism and
a dispute-solving instrument to ensure against
backtracking and the continuation of reforms after
the candidates join NATO. From the Southeastern
Europe candidate countries’ perception, NATO
enlargement is the tool to keep the region engaged
and on the path toward reform. Candidate country
representatives noted the value of PfP and MAP
for encouraging reforms and restructuring outdated
defense institutions.

• The NATO alliance is seen as the major regional
stabilizing factor by the former Yugoslav republics,
guaranteeing US involvement in the region and
embodying the primary tool for ending these coun-
tries’ isolation and restructuring outdated military
institutions. Participants from the region empha-
sized that the move toward integration with
NATO and the EU would be a slow but inexorable
process. As US interests move farther east, Europe
will be left to lead and fill the security gap—a
development not completely welcome by the
Balkan countries. Europe symbolizes security, law
and order, and tolerance, but its peacekeeping and
military credentials remain to be proven—especially
in the war-torn countries of the former Yugoslavia.

• The international community should engage the
former Yugoslav countries in broader regional
cooperative efforts beyond the NATO and EU
enlargement processes. Urgent action is needed to
address the unsolved and unfinished transitions in
Bosnia, Kosovo, and Macedonia as well as cross-
boundary issues like crime and corruption.
Participants agreed that postponement of these
issues would only further weaken Southeastern
Europe’s fragile democracies and add to an already
existing atmosphere of mistrust and insecurity.

Ensuring a Strong Euro-Atlantic Region
Since the end of the Second World War, the EU and
NATO have served as the pillars of stability, security,
and prosperity in Europe. Following the collapse of
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communism in 1989, Eastern European countries
have made joining these institutions and becoming
part of the Euro-Atlantic family their primary goal.
It is therefore incumbent on the United States, its
NATO allies, and the EU member states to make
membership in these organizations a meaningful
process and to hold member states accountable to
fulfilling their membership requirements. Ultimately,
how effective these organizations are in their ability
to maintain regional security, peace, and prosperity is
up to the member states. ■
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• Hosting an array of roundtables, conference forums, seminars,
and noon discussions.

• Disseminating relevant policy information, in state-of-the-art
format, to a wide range of audiences.

For more inform a t i on on the East European Studies pro g ram of
the Wo o d row Wi l s on Center and a complete list of activities and
p u b l i ca t i on s , please visit our Web site at w w w. w i l s o n c e n ter. o r g / e e s .
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