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THE CREATION OF NATO

The communist takeover of my country in 1948 was a brutal victory for the forces of darkness, crushing freedom and democracy in the very heart of the European continent. Like many other events in Czech and Czechoslovak history, it left its mark on the whole of Europe. In fact, it sparked action by Western democracies to establish the North Atlantic Alliance as a bulwark against the further expansion of totalitarianism and against further attempts by the Soviet leadership to dominate the world. 

The creation of the Alliance had two dimensions. The first was its underlying idea—a common defense of the values of the Western democratic world against any threat, as embodied in the Washington Treaty. The second was the reality out of which that idea was born. The determining factor at the time was the threat of Soviet and communist expansion; the existence of that strategic threat meant that everything else had to be subordinated to it. This explains why NATO sometimes had to admit countries that then could have hardly been considered democratic. The adherence of these countries to democratic values, or their lack of it, had to take second place to their strategic importance. 

 

NATO IN THE NEW WORLD ORDER 

Four decades later, the reality radically changed; the kind of threat that led to the founding of the Alliance disappeared with the fall of the Iron Curtain. Many now wonder whether the Alliance still makes any sense. 

Those harboring such doubts see only the second dimension behind the Alliance's birth, that is, the circumstances that called it into being in the first place, while ignoring the primary dimension—the Alliance's central idea. I am deeply convinced, as you all are, that the Alliance remains a meaningful instrument. The fact that circumstances have changed has not consigned NATO's underlying idea to the dustbin of history. Quite the contrary: the changed circumstances have breathed new relevance into the idea. They virtually call for the renaissance and fulfillment of that concept in its pure form, not dictated by strategic interests alone. Without a clear and powerful strategic adversary, the Alliance has less reason to let itself be pressured by reality into making exceptions to its standards or its fundamental principles. The reality now invites the Alliance to rededicate itself to these principles in their entirety. Indeed, it is only now that the Alliance has a chance to become exactly what the Washington Treaty meant it to be—an open alliance of all democratic countries in the Euro-Atlantic region, protecting its area and its shared values. This central concept is not to be changed; it is to be infused with new life. 

This, I believe, is what NATO should declare again in no uncertain terms before the end of this year. There are many reasons why this is necessary; for one thing, such affirmation would make it clear that those who pose no threat to Alliance member states have not the slightest reason to fear NATO, nor have they any justification for playing upon such fears for political ends. 

While the danger of global conflict is rapidly diminishing, the danger of regional conflicts is, unfortunately, increasing at least as rapidly. Loosening the straitjacket of power blocs, combined with the loss of the unity that was derived from a common threat, has unleashed a potential for many small-scale confrontations. Unless a new, solid security order is built in Europe in a timely fashion, there may be more of these. NATO, in my opinion, should therefore restate itself as the principal guarantor of internal stability and peace in the Euro-Atlantic region.

Furthermore, it should, as much as possible, adapt itself and its doctrine to the new situation. This involves confronting the danger of regional and local conflicts in effective ways, even when this may include—under certain explicit conditions—action outside member-states' borders, such as the operation undertaken recently in Bosnia and Herzegovina. Combined Joint Task Force concept is heading precisely in this direction, and should therefore be given complete support. 

Moreover, the conflicts in the former Yugoslavia and elsewhere—for instance in the Middle East—reveal that it is becoming less and less possible to distinguish clearly between local armed conflict and terrorism. NATO, therefore, should also give thought to whether, or how, it can deal with such security risks, because they may play an increasingly important role in the years and decades ahead. 

Another principle that the Alliance, in keeping with its original Treaty, should unequivocally restate is that it is open to all Euro-Atlantic countries that share its values and are ready and willing to defend them within NATO's structures. Yet such a statement is no longer enough. In the foreseeable future the Alliance will have to state how it means to expand, whom it intends to admit, and when. It should announce a timetable for its enlargement and explain the logic of that timetable. Every person of sound judgment understands that if NATO wants to retain its capacity to act it cannot take in all the countries aspiring for membership overnight. On the other hand, no one should be led to think that the admission of a particular country means the end of the enlargement process. Each applicant country should be offered assurance and hope, and know the requirements it would have to meet and the rational reasons why the opportunity for admission may come sooner for some than for others. The formulation of such guidelines can undoubtedly benefit from the initial experiences gained through NATO's current individualized dialogues with its Partners. 

 

DEFINING AND STRENGTHENING THE NATO-RUSSIA RELATIONSHIP 

I know there are many doubters who question the purpose of an enlarged NATO, and I know of the wide variety of arguments with which they support their case. I shall not enter into a polemic with them. I shall just say that doubting the purpose of enlarging NATO amounts to one of two things: either the doubters are dubious about the idea behind the Alliance or they want to perpetuate the situation brought about by the Cold War, and refuse to recognize that the world we live in now is different. 

One major issue of our time is the relationship between NATO and the Russian Federation, or the entire Commonwealth of Independent States. Few people in the world, I believe, would not wish to see the best possible partnership between these two large bodies. Perhaps their relationship might be given some formal status, articulating and reaffirming the vital importance of this partnership within today's interconnected global civilization. The Russian Federation is and will always remain a power with great gravitational potential and with security partners of its own. World peace is hardly conceivable without good cooperation between the Euro-Atlantic region and this large and influential Euro-Asian entity. 

Yet, these two entities can cooperate creatively and build a deepening partnership only if both are clearly defined, have distinct boundaries and fully respect each other's identity. Unclear regional boundaries, or zones of states that are unsure of where they belong, always lead to trouble. It can spell instability, struggle for influence, mutual suspicion, and, eventually, confrontation. It is above all a matter for every state or nation to say where it feels it properly belongs and to decide about its allegiances. Similarly, the different regional groupings can and must define themselves on their own. No one else has the right to do this for them, or to veto their choices. Any social and political order can function and remain stable only as long as it is fair, that is, only as long as it respects the will of all, regardless of size, and pays heed to everyone's security interests. Whenever the large and powerful decide the fate of the small and less powerful, the outcome is always war rather than peace. The atrocities of the two World Wars give us ample evidence. 

I think this is what the Alliance should tell Russia clearly in the near future. NATO should affirm its desire to strive for the best conceivable partnership, but it should also stress that such a partnership can be built only when each of the parties knows its true identity and when neither attempts to dictate how the other should define itself, or whom the other may or may not accept as allies. 

Starting out from the belief that NATO should not expand be cause its enlargement would jeopardize Russia's security interests is the same, in fact, as saying that NATO is directed against Russia and that Russia's concerns in this regard are legitimate. This line of thinking leads only back into the past and to confrontation, not ahead into the future and to peace, regardless of whether such views are put forward in Russia, Western Europe, Eastern Europe, or America. 

 

THE CZECH REPUBLIC AND THE NEW NATO

We will soon be remembering the fiftieth anniversary of the communist coup in Czechoslovakia, and the North Atlantic Alliance will soon be observing its fiftieth birthday. I would like to express my wish that Czech Republic will celebrate the latter anniversary as a full member of the community whose founding was once prompted by our land's bitter fate. Living in the very center of Europe, on a traditional crossroads of European history, we experienced many unfortunate developments that proved detrimental to the entire continent. 

Could not this be a time for our country to be the scene of events to pave the way toward a better future for the whole of Europe? I would be delighted if I could welcome you all to Prague in June 1997 for the Fourteenth NATO Workshop. I promise that the conditions for your deliberations would be as favorable as those that were so kindly prepared for us in Warsaw by our Polish hosts, to whom I extend my heartfelt thanks for their hospitality. 

 

 

 

Poland and NATO

President of the Polish Republic Aleksander Kwasniewski

Our generation has brought about colossal, historic change. During the last seven years, we have transformed the political landscape of the European continent. In this short time we have promoted and deepened the reservoir of our shared values: freedom, democracy, human rights, the rule of law, and a free market economy. Remembering where we were in 1989, it is hard to believe the progress that has been made. 

Over the past seven years, new sovereign states have emerged on the European stage, following the breakup of artificial and undemocratic constructions. International actors have had their roles redefined. Central European states have regained the capacity to determine their own affairs and acquired significant standing in the overall framework of European politics. From objects, these states have become fully sovereign and independent subjects of international relations. 

Now we are at a unique point in history. Over the next several months, the process of opening the North Atlantic Alliance and the European Union eastward will begin to come to fruition. The December meeting of the North Atlantic Council and the ongoing European Union Intergovernmental Conference will be critical factors in determining the mechanism for bringing Poland and other Central European countries into the Euro-Atlantic community. It is our strong expectation that accession negotiations will commence soon after these events have concluded, taking a huge step toward strengthening Central European security and a decisive move toward a new security architecture throughout Europe. 

 

POLAND AND THE ALLIANCE 

I reaffirm now Poland's continuing and unequivocal aspiration to become a full-fledged member of the North Atlantic Alliance at the earliest possible date. I believe that there is no longer a need to address why we seek NATO membership. I consider that phase of the debate completed. It is obvious that every credible scheme for a European security architecture must include NATO at its core—the Alliance is the key factor of stability in Europe. Both NATO and its Partnership for Peace program have demonstrated a huge potential for designing security arrangements in Europe as well as for promoting democracy. At the critical moment of the crisis in Bosnia, NATO showed the necessary resolve to break through the persistent impotence of the international community and move toward a viable settlement. While we are no longer concerned with the question why NATO should expand, we must now proceed with the how. First, we must undertake intensive pragmatic efforts, both within the applicant states and within the Alliance. Second, we must develop a wider vision of Europe after enlargement. We welcome the Berlin North Atlantic Council decision to strengthen the role of European countries in NATO and to use the Combined Joint Task Force. We also continue to strongly support the United States' political and military presence in the Alliance. As the world moves forward, politicians and opinion-makers will need to stand up to the test of time and use creative imagination to lay the basis for a stable order in the Europe of tomorrow. 

 

RESTRUCTURING FOR NATO MEMBERSHIP 

Poland has made good progress in its domestic preparations for NATO membership. Our political system has all the characteristics of a mature and stable democracy. Civilian control of our armed forces is already rooted in our domestic law, and we are now acquiring practical experience in this crucial domain. By the time our negotiations for membership in the Alliance take place, this issue will be decisively and irreversibly settled. 

We have also moved forward in restructuring our armed forces, so that they meet NATO requirements. Poland is deeply committed to achieving full military interoperability with the Allied forces, commencing with command, control, communications, and intelligence as well as management of air-defense systems. Numerous joint military exercises involving NATO and Polish troops have strongly contributed to the development of mutual understanding between our military and the Alliance at all levels, and have resulted in a strong habit of cooperation. A Polish assault battalion's participation in the NATO-led peace implementation force in Bosnia has given our Euro-Atlantic aspirations a strong practical dimension. 

We are currently drafting a National Integration Plan that would cover all aspects of our country's accession into NATO as well as the period following, from finances to the legal issues of stationing NATO troops on Polish territory to implementing all the necessary structural and technical reforms. 

 

POLISH PERCEPTION OF THE NEW EUROPEAN SECURITY ENVIRONMENT 

 

Because we believe the enlargement of NATO is part of a complex effort to construct a new security architecture in Europe, we believe that enlargement should proceed in parallel with the development of other forms of European cooperation. The effort to expand the European Union eastward is one such form of cooperation. 

Also important are attempts to enhance the security of states that will not join NATO in the near future. Such security measures can be advanced through the continuation of the Partnership for Peace program, maintaining dialogue within the North Atlantic Cooperation Council, and through the Organization of Security and Cooperation in Europe. There must also be a close partnership between an expanded NATO and Russia, and between NATO and Ukraine, to sustain the stability of the new European construction. A cooperative relationship between those nations and NATO will greatly contribute to European security. 

Poland also believes that more attention ought to be devoted to the strengthening of confidence-building measures and conflict-prevention techniques. There must be no departure from the existing arms control agreements, which underpin the stability of the European continent. Additional arms reductions, however, may take place sometime in the future. 

We strongly feel that a pattern of cooperative bilateral and subregional relations is an indispensable element of stable order on the continent. Consequently, Poland attaches particular importance to maintaining peaceful and friendly relations with our neighbors. The Polish-German partnership has been referred to as a model for the constructive building of mutual ties in the evolving European context. We are also developing trilateral relations with Germany and France within the framework of the “Weimar triangle,” and are cultivating close, strategic relations with Ukraine. With other neighbors to the south and the east, we have reached bilateral relations that we assess as “good” or “good neighborly,” a step that has often required overcoming the barriers that have come with the baggage of history. Issues such as the status of national minorities have become a strength rather than a weakness of our relations with neighboring states, and our bilateral ties have been made more durable through the many subregional cooperation networks, including the Central European Free Trade Agreement CEFTA), the Central European Initiative, and the Council of the Baltic Sea States, in which Poland plays an active role. Poland will bring to NATO its experience as a stabilizing factor both within its particular region and on the wider international scene. 

 

POLAND'S ROLE IN THE NEW NATO 

 

As a nation, Poland is committed to accepting all the obligations and responsibilities associated with achieving common security goals within the North Atlantic Alliance. We are also prepared and willing to shoulder our part of the responsibility for implementing NATO tasks to ensure the stability of the European continent sensu largo. 

There are many parts of the world that are still subject to political turbulence, ethnic tension, instability, disputes, or crises. These areas require a more effective response on the part of the international community. The fundamental truth is that the answer to today's challenges does not lay in geopolitical egoism. Isolating oneself and concentrating only on one's own narrow political interests will not guarantee security. What is required instead is to assume one's share of international responsibility and to build greater confidence among the states of Europe by multiplying the ties of cooperation between them. 

Through its potential as a security enhancer, the North Atlantic Alliance will inject fresh incentive into the consolidation and expansion of the Euro-Atlantic zone of security, prosperity, and mutual understanding. The enlarged Alliance will extend the prospect of long-term stability to the countries of Central as well as Eastern Europe. The new NATO will reinforce the tendency toward integration and cooperation in Europe as a whole. It is such a NATO whose membership we wish to join and to which we want to contribute. 
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Senator Lugar, members of the committee, thank you for your invitation to appear before you today. There are few issues more important for American leadership in the coming decades than its role in bringing peace to Bosnia and Herzegovina and in commanding a multinational force led by a new NATO. Let me record that I speak here as an individual, as a scholar studying the former Yugoslavia for many decades, and do not represent the views of the Brookings Institution or any group of people.

No one visiting Bosnia and Herzegovina these days can fail to sense the change in mood since winter when IFOR arrived--the tentative hopefulness, the gradual improvement in physical conditions, the willingness to admit a longing to see close relatives and friends on the other side of military confrontation lines, and the hive of activity among politicians preparing for this month's elections. One cannot fail to notice also that young people sit in cafés drinking one cup of coffee all day long because no jobs are being created, except by international organizations implementing the Dayton accord, that no reconstruction on public buildings and firms has begun, that the political division of the country into three ethnic enclaves is strikingly apparent, and that there is total consensus on one thing: that if IFOR leaves at the end of the year, war will start again.

The Dayton accord and the spectacular success of IFOR in separating the warring parties, demobilizing armies, cantoning or destroying heavy weapons, and challenging violations of the accord have stopped the war in Bosnia. Now the overriding task is to prevent it from starting again. For those who say that this is up to the Bosnians, that we can only do so much to help them, they forget that the success of the Dayton process has two other goals equally important to the United States as peace in Bosnia: regional stability in the Balkans (which is not yet at all guaranteed), and the future of NATO (including the shift in burdensharing for European security between the United States and its allies, its relation to Russia, and public support for the changing missions of the U.S. military).

There is nothing in the Dayton accord that assures peace automatically. In fact, it leaves the political outcome of Bosnia ambiguous, increasing the insecurity that IFOR troops have been sent to reduce. IFOR's presence has made it possible for the parties to channel their fight into the political and economic arena, but this has not been pretty for advocates of human rights, free elections, and a rapid transfer of responsibility to civilian police. The way the Dayton accord is written, nothing can go forward--above all the next steps of economic reconstruction and investment necessary for peace to take hold--until elections create legal governments. In Bosnia currently, everything except the election campaign is on hold until the elections.

 

I. ELECTION PROSPECTS

The question of whether the elections will be free and fair if held in September is the wrong question. No, they will not be fully free and fair, but the reason is that the three parties to the Dayton accord do not wish them to be. They are political parties with partisan interests acting like sovereign governments in their respective territories, and we are contributing to this problem because we are holding them accountable as if they are governments. Why should they give up the economic and political resources of power and dominance--control over media, police, movement, and monies--especially when each one of the three views the state they have fought the war to create insecure, their political goals not yet fully achieved? As long as we in the international operation insist that it is their agreement to keep and their peace to make, we can do very little about this. Holding elections now or in six months will make no difference.

The right question to ask is, will the elections achieve their purpose? That purpose can only be, so soon after the cessation of hostilities, to take the first step in the political process in a way that gives confidence to Bosnian citizens that other steps--the setting up of legal and accountable governments, elections in two years, legislation to create economic institutions--will follow. It may be counterintuitive, but the more we treat these elections as only the beginning of a long process which will have to be supplemented by civilian reconstruction, the sooner the international military presence can leave.

Indeed, any one proposing the postponement of elections should be asked to explain what good will come from the postponement that has been decided for municipal elections. While we focus on recreating a single Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bosnian citizens are far more concerned about getting their lives back together and about getting competent people in power in their localities. The central focus of politics and community in Bosnia has always been the local level, and this is even more true now when the most pressing issues are those of local jurisdiction: housing, jobs, schooling, water, electricity, heating, busses and trams, policing.

Secondly, it was at the local level that the opposition parties in all areas had some hope to win seats. Necessarily having to take the long view, they believe that even a few victories at the local level will keep alive the hope of a restored Bosnia until the next elections, in two years' time, when they will have had the time--in conditions of peace--to organize, inform, and prove to constituents that the currently ruling parties are not really their protectors with their best interests at heart. Instead, the overwhelming victory in the all-Bosnian and entity elections of the three ruling parties, each inhtheir own one-party mini-states, will now not be diluted even symbolically. To keep President Clinton's promise to Congress to withdraw American troops at the end of the year, local elections will be held around the first of December when conditions will not have changed at all for the better--indeed, they will be worse because of the onset of winter and because all the electoral rules written by the Provisional Electoral Commission that gave some voice to opposition views will, after the September 14 elections, be written by the new Bosnian government whose interests, like all ruling parties, will be in writing rules that give them even greater advantage at the polls. Like nearly every other decision taken since Dayton, whatever the good intentions, the international presence is helping the ruling parties to consolidate their power and their territorial partition of the country.

 

II. The Political Goals of Dayton

So where does that leave us regarding the success of the Dayton process? The Dayton accord aims to restore prewar Bosnia and Herzegovina. This is not possible. Yugoslavia is gone. And wars never do end with a return to the status quo ante. Something new must be created, including a different political system for an independent Bosnia. The cruel reality which none of us want to face is that to create an independent Bosnia so that Muslims also have a national state out of the ruins of Yugoslavia and can feel secure against any more horrors will require the Bosniak leadership to guarantee the rights of minorities--the Serbs and Croats who do not want to be in a Muslim national state--and to reassure them that they are safe. For obvious reasons, that is not going to happen in the immediate future. But that does not mean, as many argue, that we should accept the fait accompli of partition. The existing division is not stable. 

Moreover, those who think that by getting rid of Ratko Mladic, in hopes that the Bosnian Serb army will collapse and, following the scenario in Croatia in 1995, Bosnian Serbs will simply leave, should put away any hopes of a peaceful resolution of the Kosovo and Macedonian problems. This is particularly important to recognize given the two most hopeful signs since Dayton that occurred in the last two weeks: the mutual recognition of Croatia and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) in their current borders, and the agreement between Serbian president Milosevic and Kosovo Albanian leader, Ibrahim Rugova, to return ethnic Albanian children to official schools.

What is the alternative? It is a slow, patient reconstruction of Bosnian society until natural processes of business contracts, labor and capital markets, migration, and antipathy to war from the younger generation are strong enough to defeat the nationalist parties. There is no reason why a Bosnia partitioned into three areas cannot gradually evolve from three nationally controlled parastates to three regions of a prosperous democracy with open borders. In the meantime, there is no way to save Bosnia unless the right to independent governance of all three peoples is accepted by outsiders as long as they remain within one country, and unless the peace implementation operation works out a plan for its staged reintegration.

There are four obstacles to this alternative, three of them originating in Congress. First is a psychological obstacle for most outsiders. We have to recognize the consequences of our decisions and actions on the ground for the political future of Bosnia, including the fact that the political party we support has long ago abandoned the rhetoric and the practice of a multiethnic Bosnia. But the SDA does not represent all Bosnian Muslims, and the first step toward any hope of stability is democracy within each of the three national communities.

The second and third obstacles are the Congressional requirements to direct all economic resources to the federation, isolating the Serb Republic, and to train and equip a federation army. These requirements are making the interentity boundary line between the two entities a hard, international border. They deny to many Muslim towns and businesses the nonantagonistic relations with Serb towns and businesses which they need to survive. There is no common ground between the conflicting political goals of the two parties, Bosniak and Bosnian Croat, in the federation. And the requirements depend on continuation of the federation, which will not survive the breakup of Bosnia. 

Fourth is the absence thus far of a capacity to plan and to execute a strategy for peace in Bosnia--a single authority over all aspects of the implementation process, civilian and military, that can both effectively coordinate and direct the separate organizations involved so that it is done as efficiently as possible. And this above all requires a follow-on force after December. 

The military goals of IFOR may be complete, and accomplished superbly, but they can unravel and be reversed in a flash. Already IFOR has had to be vigilant against violations by all three armies. But even if this were not the case, the civilian tasks that now take center stage cannot be accomplished without military assistance--in preventing a reversal in the ceasefire and demobilization; in keeping transportation moving and ensuring freedom of movement for international agencies; in providing many intelligence and logistics services that would be expensive duplication for civilian organizations to undertake, if they could do so at all; and in maintaining a secure environment for all. The result of delay on such a commitment by the United States is to prevent effective planning for the next stage of peace and therefore a resort to the far more time consuming process of muddle through--doing more of the same with fewer troops will prolong the time that troops are needed.

From all accounts, the sole obstacle to this crucial fourth element of peace in Bosnia is the U.S. Congress. Because the Dayton process cannot succeed in twelve months, and a follow-on force will be needed to prevent local armies from returning to fill the vacuum that IFOR leaves, the refusal of the United States to commit troops would mean the withdrawal of NATO allies. That would leave a force of non-NATO countries--probably Sweden, Russia, Islamic countries such as Jordan and Pakistan--under United Nations mandate. Is that preferable? Or, we could continue to use this operation to effect the reform of NATO--using a NATO-led force with American participation to develop the operational details of the CJTF during 1997 and then transferring to European responsibility the continuation in 1998 until the next Bosnian elections.

However, if we do not take this task of peace or the NATO alliance seriously and instead let Bosnia break up into its three states, whether or not the Croat and Serb areas succeed in being annexed to their neighboring national states, then the current territorial borders of the Dayton map do not work. They must be redrawn, with all the diplomatic difficulties of the previous rounds of mapmaking, or the Bosniak army will try to do it with force--a war that they will lose even more tragically than the last. And so will we.

III. Conclusion

We have invested a great deal during the war to aid civilians and contain the war from spreading; we have invested a great deal to stop the war and to help implement the Dayton accord. Everywhere you turn, individual Bosnians tell how tired they are of war and how much they want a job and normal life. This alone marks the Dayton accord a success. Whether we like it or not, we cannot abandon Bosnia at the end of the year. We now have to invest time, money, and strategic thinking to prevent this from being a lost investment--that we leave and then have to return, that Dayton fails and American leadership is shown to be hollow, and that a new NATO crisis occurs.

 

 

Foreword

by Janusz Onyszkiewicz

This report is the second in a series presented by politicians and analysts associated with the Euro-Atlantic Association. Like the authors of the former study ("Poland and NATO"), those who compiled it aimed first of all to convey the opinions of a wide circle of the Association's members as expressed in the course of numerous meetings and seminars. 

This report, dealing with NATO enlargement, is extremely timely. As final decisions are fairly close at hand, certain practical aspects of the enlargement, including the question of its costs, have now moved to the forefront of public debate. 

Some attempts have already been made to assess the costs of NATO enlargement. The best known and, at the same time, most often challenged estimate has been presented by the US Congressional Budget Office. 

This paper uses an entirely different methodology which, in our view, represents a more realistic approach to the task of estimating the cost of the enlargement. What the authors underscore first of all is the need to make a distinction between what Poland will have to spend in order to modernize and reorganize its armed forces in general, and the costs directly connected with joining the Alliance. 

The report appropriately focuses on expenditures aimed at achieving the requisite level of compatibility and interoperability with NATO forces, while focusing less attention on the cost of modernizing the country’s armed forces. Critics may argue that the admission to NATO is a major factor forcing Poland to reform its defense system. CBO estimates are based on that assumption. 

Therefore a few important points must be noted. First, we must determine, what level of combat power the Polish armed forces should maintain, and what missions they should be capable of performing. To put it simply, the Polish armed forces should be strong enough to face military challenges resulting from local conflicts or limited-scale regional conflicts. In case of a more serious threat, Allied assistance may prove necessary. Such assistance, however, will not be the result only of NATO security guarantees extended to new members, but will be driven by the interest of NATO countries in overcoming serious threats to European security. 

The probability of an unexpected large-scale attack is very small, given the current level of confidence-building contacts and agreements and the technical means including airborne surveillance to detect major troop movements. Moreover, the dissolution of the Soviet Union has resulted in a decline in the military potential from the region between the Elbe and the eastern border of Belarus. Any changes within this zone would provide a clear and early warning, allowing enough time for necessary preparations. 

Thus, one has to conclude that Poland's admission to NATO need not entail as vast an enlargement of the Alliance's military infrastructure, as was in the case of Germany. Second, the quality of the armed forces of some current NATO states, even those which, in the cold-war period, were considered as front-line members (Greece and Turkey) fall far behind that of the Bundeswehr, and the British forces stationed on the Rhine, not to mention the US army. For example, Greek and Turkish armored divisions are basically equipped with M47 or M48 tanks, which can hardly compete with T-55, to say nothing of T-72 tanks. Similar disparities are found in other military branches. 

In view of these facts it seems perfectly clear that " ... NATO enlargement would cost as much, or as little, as the Alliance decides to spend for this purpose." according to a certain high official of the US administration. Similarly, in the opinion of the British Deputy Chief of Staff, Air-Force Marshal Peter Squire, NATO enlargement will not entail new expenditures since potential costs might be covered by re-allocating the existing capabilities. 

All the same, one has to consider the possibility - however slim it may seem - of an outbreak of a major European conflict comparable to that of 1939-1945. Let us recall that during World War II Polish naval ships and Polish pilots became perfectly capable of participating in Royal Navy and RAF operations in a few months. The same was true of other Polish units, such as, the Rifles Brigade which distinguished itself in the battle of Narvik in 1940. For summation, the cost of NATO enlargement presents no major difficulty to either new or current members. There is time enough to invest in the future in order to build a new Alliance capable of facing the challenges of the 21st century. The present paper is subtitled: "A Contribution to the Debate". It contains the first Polish cost estimate for joining NATO. As an organization whose purpose is to study foreign policy and security matters, the Euro-Atlantic Association hopes the document will help to make the Polish voice heard in the on-going debate. 
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