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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) has declared its intent again to admit
new members. At a summit in Madrid this coming July, NATO’s 16 heads of state and
government plan to invite specific states from among the new democracies of Central and
Eastern Europe to start accession talks to join the Alliance. President Clinton and NATO have
stressed their support for admitting the first new members by 1999 as part of a broad strategy
to foster a peaceful, undivided, and democratic Europe. This report, submitted to Congress
pursuant to Section 1048 of the Fiscal Year 1997 Defense Authorization Act, describes the
rationale, benefits, costs and other considerations related to NATO’s enlargement.

This report also reflects the administration’s commitment to work closely and in a bipar-
tisan manner with Congress as it pursues this policy. Adding new members to NATO requires
ratification by the United States Senate and requires both chambers of Congress to approve the
resources needed to implement this initiative. If the security guarantees that will be extended to
the new members are to be meaningful, they must represent an expression of informed national
will. It is therefore essential that NATO enlargement proceed with the active participation and
support of the American people and their representatives of both parties in Congress.

The major conclusions of this report include:

* NATO enlargement contributes to the broader goal of a peaceful, undivided and
democratic Europe. NATO enlargement is one part of a much broader, post-Cold War
strategy to help create a peaceful, undivided, and democratic Europe. That strategy has
included many other elements: support for German unification; assistance to foster
reforms in Russia, Ukraine and other new independent states; negotiation and adaptation
of the Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty; and the evolution and strengthening of
European security and economic institutions, including the European Union, the Organi-
zation for Security and Cooperation in Europe, the Council of Europe and the Western
European Union. NATO enlargement is also part of a much broader series of steps to
adapt NATO to the post-Cold War security environment, including adaptation of NATO
strategy, strategic concept, command arrangements and force posture, and its willingness
to carry out new missions beyond NATO’s territory, as it has in Bosnia. As part of this
broad series of steps, NATO enlargement aims to help the United States and Europe erase
outdated Cold War lines and strengthen shared security into the next century.

* Enlargement will yield benefits for the United States, NATO, and Europe. Adding
Central and East European states to the Alliance will: foster democratic reforms and
stability throughout Europe; give NATO a stronger collective defense capability; improve
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relations among the region’s states; improve burden-sharing within NATO; improve
general security that will benefit Russian security and the security of other former Soviet
states by improving general European stability; create a better environment for trade,
investment and economic growth in Central and Eastern Europe; and help all of Europe
become a stronger partner for the United States in political, economic and security affairs.
As President Clinton has said, in this way, “NATO can do for Europe’s East what it did
for Europe’s West: prevent a return to local rivalries, strengthen democracy against future
threats, and create the conditions for prosperity to flourish.”

NATO enlargement carries costs. Security is not free. The United States and its allies
will, by enlargement, extend solemn security guarantees to additional nations, and NATO
members must provide the capability to back them up. Enlargement will not, however,
require a change in NATO’s military doctrine, which has already shifted from positional
defense against an identified enemy to a capacity for flexible deployment to areas of need.
Because the United States already has the world’s pre-eminent deployment capability, and
substantial forces forward deployed in Europe, there will be no need for additional U.S.
forces. Current European NATO members are already investing in improved capabilities
to operate beyond their border, and Central European states, including likely new
members, are likewise investing in modernizing and restructuring their forces. These
efforts have already begun and would continue whether or not NATO adds members.

Costs to the United States will be modest. The Department of Defense has estimated
both the direct enlargement costs (e.g., for interoperability between the forces of current
and new members and for extending NATO’s integrated command, communications and
air defense surveillance systems) and the costs of force improvements already being
pursued by existing and new members which will also contribute to carrying out NATO’s
missions in an enlarged alliance. The direct enlargement costs are estimated to average
$700-900 million annually, for a total of around $9-12 billion between 1997 and 2009, the
date by which new NATO members are anticipated to have reached a “mature capability”
as discussed later in this report. The U.S. share of these costs, chiefly for our share of the
NATO budgets for direct enlargement costs, would largely be incurred in the ten years
following formal accession in 1999, and would average about $150-200 million annually
during that period. The estimated costs for new members associated with restructuring
their forces are estimated to be about $800 million-$1 billion annually, while those for
improvements of our NATO Allies’ regional reinforcement capabilities are estimated at
$600-800 million annually—respectively $10-13 billion and $8-10 billion over 1997-2009.
These costs, in accordance with long-standing NATO financial principles, would be borne
by those nations. The United States would share in these costs only to the extent the U.S.,
with Congressional approval, may chose to continue or expand the current modest assis-
tance being provided to the military modernization of the new democracies of Central and
Eastern Europe.

There are greater costs and risks to not enlarging NATO on the current schedule. The
security of Europe has been a vital interest of the United States throughout this century,
and it remains so, including for the new democracies to the east. If we fail to seize this
historical opportunity to help integrate, consolidate, and stabilize Central and Eastern
Europe, we would risk a much higher price later. The most efficient and cost-effective
way to guarantee stability in Europe is to do so collectively with our European partners,
old and new, through NATO. Alliances save money. Collective defense is both cheaper
and stronger than national defense. A decision to defer enlargemeit, much less to withhold
it altogether, would send the message to Central and Eastern Europe that their future does
not lie with NATO and the West. It would falsely validate the old divisions of the Cold
War. The resulting sense of isolation and vulnerability would be destabilizing in the
region and would encourage nationalist and disruptive forces throughout Europe. NATO
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would remain stuck in the past, in danger of irrelevance, while the U.S. would be seen as
inconstant and unreliable in its leadership and withdrawing from its responsibilities in
Europe and the world.

e The United States and NATO are committed to constructive relations with Russia.
The United States and its NATO Allies are committed to building a strategic partnership
with a democratic Russia; indeed, that effort and NATO enlargement are both part of the
same enterprise of building a peaceful, undivided and democratic Europe. While many
Russian leaders have expressed opposition to NATO enlargement, this initiative can serve
Russia’s own long-term security interests by fostering stability to its west. The United
States and NATO already have worked with Russia on specific tasks, including the peace
process and military operation in Bosnia. Parallel to NATO enlargement, the United States
and NATO have proposed a series of initiatives, including a NATO-Russia Charter and a
permanent consultative mechanism, in order to ensure that Russia plays an active part in
efforts to build a new Europe even as NATO enlargement proceeds.

In summary, the addition of new members to NATO will strengthen the Alliance, contrib-
ute to a stronger and more peaceful Europe, and benefit American security interests. It is one
of the President’s highest priorities for American foreign policy.
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