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1. Introduction

In 2008, at the Bucharest Summit, NATO’'s Heads titeS and Government asked the
Council in Permanent Session to prepare a “Deatarain Alliance Security”, for adoption at
the following Summit, as a first step for the deyghent of a new Strategic Concept.

The Declaration was approved by the Heads of StadeGovernment at the Strasbourg
/ Kehl Summit on theof April 2009 and in it, the Secretary General (S8EN) was tasked
to “convene and lead a broad-based group of qualifeegherts, who in close consultation
with all Allies will lay the ground for the SecregjaGeneral to develop a new Strategic
Concept and submit proposals for its implementattwrapproval at our next summit”.

Former SECGEN Jaap de Hoop Scheffer initiated tbhekvand designed a phased
program including a series of seminars with widdipi@ation of non-specialist people from
media, NGOs, industries, etc. In fact, one of b& public interventions was to present the
first of these seminars. It took place in Brusselshe 7' of July and led to some conclusions,
among which we should select the following: thecess should be transparent, inclusive and
open. It should also be political, and not a publiiglomacy or an academic exercise. This
requires an appropriate balance between NATO amsideuparticipation. And, finally, the
Strategic Concept should keep its military plannoighension, which requires a senior
military contribution throughout the entire process

Immediately after SECGEN, Anders Fogh Rasmussek t¢ffice. He designated the
group of 12 experts and made public a documenbkstiang the roadmap for the drafting
process of the new Strategic Concept.

The group of experts or eminent persons, chairedfdogner Secretary of State
Madeleine Allbright, includes former ministers, higanking officials, and personalities from
industry, universities, etc, one of them being 8manish Ambassador Fernando Perpifia-
Robert.

The road map consists of three phases: firstlgflaation phase, including a series of
four seminars to be developed during the seconidoh&009 and the beginning of 2010; a
second phase of consultations (consensus-buildiagg) with the NAC and Allied Capitals;
and a third one for drafting and final negotiatiaishe New Strategic Concept, which will be
presented for approval to the next Summit by treear2010.

Taking this program into consideration, it is e&sgee that this is the right moment to
present a vision from Spain on this new NATO Stat€oncept. But, before we go into this
vision, we need to clarify some concepts and ideathe nature of the Strategic Concept, the
need to revise it, and also to review what has lgeere in former revisions of the Strategic
Concept.

2. NATO Strateqgic Concept

2.1. Some Definitions and Previous ldeas

Let me begin with some ideas on collective actamalitions and defence organizations.
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Throughout history, nations have very frequentlingo together to face common
threats or to combat common enemies. These coditere always limited in time, as some
of their members would quickly turn into enemiesl aice versa. Three whole centuries of
European history are full of these coalitions andfmntations which modelled the classical
doctrine of “Equilibrium of Power”.

A different and more advanced kind of defence agesd is materialized by defence
organizations. These organizations are like permanealitions, in which their members
agree to defend themselves collectively even ifehg no immediate or permanent threat, or
no definite enemy.

It may seem foolish to establish these permaneatitioms, but it is by no means
neither foolish nor useless. On the contrary, iy i@ extremely efficient and cost-effective.

But working together in a highly efficient way rems a high degree of commonality
both in materials (weapons, sensors, command amttiot@ystems, etc.) and in doctrine and
procedures among member states. This is an endamehgprogressive process that cannot be
achieved in the short life span of a coalition tedao confront a precise threat.

In addition, member states should necessarily defihat they have decided to defend
through a defence organization. And they need wisage which could be their future threats,
thus making it possible to prepare to confront them

In the case of NATO we, the allies, want to defend common values of democracy,
freedom and the rule of law. And we have analyzed agreed which are our present and
foreseeable threats and risks. And we have alssedgnow we are to counter these threats
and risks, that is, our strategy.

The document which includes these agreements iSttiaéegic Concept. It is clear that
the Strategic Concept should be revised when sdnibese agreed elements vary, as for
instance when we decide to enlarge the set of eitme defend or when the threats evolve in
a way that current arrangements are no longer usefu

This is not the first occasion on which NATO hasised this basic document, the
reasons for the change not always being the sasvee avill see in the next pages.

2.2. NATO Strategic Concepts

The original Atlantic Alliance was quite differefitom the present one. Article 9 of the
Washington Treaty only establishes a North Atlagtauncil (NAC) as the highest bodp
consider matters concerning the implementationhed Treaty” This Council“shall set up
such subsidiary bodies as may be necessary; inicodat shall establish immediately a
defence committee which shall recommend measurésefanplementation of Articles 3 and
5”.

Article 3 states that the Partiedll maintain and develop their individual and cadtive
capacity to resist armed attaclkdnd Article 5, surely the most widely cited, ssatkat“an
armed attack against one or more of thghe Partiesjn Europe or North America shall be
considered an attack against them allThese two articles establish NATO collective
defence.
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At that time, NATO had a single threat: A massit@aek by the Soviet Union on
Western Europe. NATO had to defend itself from sachattack, and the way to do so was to
employ massively all available forces, including bi&lear power.

Throughout 1949, the Countiet up NATO'’s general organization. A new highelev
body called the Defence Committee, composed oMimsters of Defence, was created, as
well as a Military Committee made up of the ChiefsDefence Staff, along with a three-
nation executive body called the Standing Gfoup

The first strategic document elaborated by the @tanGroup was a draft dfThe
Strategic Concept for the Defence of the NorthraitaArea” which was finally approved by
the NAC as DC 6/1, on 6 January 1950, in fact ¢turistg the first NATO Strategic Concept
(SC) approved by the North Atlantic Council (NAC).

DC 6/1 strategy was based on the co-ordinatiorffofte by NATO nations, given that
no Military Structure was in place. Each nationwdddcontribute in the most effective form,
consistent with its situation, responsibilities amsources?. This contribution included US
nuclear weapons.

Based on the recent experience of the beginnirigeoKorean War in June 1950, three
months later, in September 1950, the creationARO Integrated Command Structure was
approved by the NAC. In 1952, Greece and Turkegegdithe Alliance, and a council of
Permanent Representatives as well as an Interahti®ecretariat headed by a Secretary
General were established.

All these relevant changes needed to be reflectelde Strategic Concept, and DC 6/1
was modified. The Military Representatives devetbze new text called MC 3/5, “The
Strategic Concept for the defence of the North ititaarea”, which was approved by the
NAC on 3 December 1952.

MC 3/5 strategy required an enormous force. Thisesgear 1952, the NAC met in
Lisbon and agreed to field almost 100 divisionshisitwo years

General Eisenhower took office as President ofUnéed States early in 1953, just
when the Korean War was coming to an end. Eiseeh@ushed the US defence policy to
the “New Look”, which had a heavy reliance on tlse wf nuclear weapons with the aim of
deterring war at minimum cost. The US strategicutioent NSC 162/2 in fact established that
“The major deterrent to aggression against Westeumope is the manifest determination of
the United States to use its atomic capability amassive retaliatory power if the area is
attacked™®.

2 At that moment, the Council was constituted onhttie Ministers of Foreign Affairs, there was ndecretary
General, and the Chairmanship was held in turnHey Rarties according to alphabetical order in Bhgli
language.

% Pedlow, Gregory W., Chief Historical Office SHAREH): “The evolution of NATO Strategy 1949-1969”,
North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO in http://www.nato.int/docu/stratdoc/eng/infpdf .

“ Donelly, C. H.: “The Strategic Concept for the Bese of the North Atlantic Area”, note by the Seamgfor
the North Atlantic Defene Committelprth Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO)NATO Strategy Documents
1949 — 1969DC 6/1(01 December 1949 http://www.nato.int/docu/stratdoc/eng/a491208l&.p

> “NATO'S Strategy of Flexible Response and the Twfitst Century”,Global Security NATO document ,
CSC 1986, Strategic Issues, in http://www.globalsiée org/wmd/library/report/1986/LLE.htm

®Pedlow,op. cit p. XVII .
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This change in US strategy provoked new NATO sgiatestudies, resulting in the
document?The most effective pattern of NATO military strénépr the next five yeargMC
48), being the first official NATO document to diss the use of nuclear weapons. Additional
studies followed MC 48.

This study and the efforts made by some Allies,nyathe UK, to reduce defence
expenditure, drove NATO to reconsider its strategy.

The result was a new Strategic Concept, MC 14/2ef@V Strategic Concept for the
Defence of the NATO area”, which was issued on 28/ M957.

This Concept was much more complex than both teeigus DC 6/1 and MC 3/5. MC
14/2 called for accurate and complete intelligetacéring NATO’s defensive posture to its
maximum efficiency, analysed the probable natura fofture general war involving NATO (a
total nuclear war), exposed threats to NATO seg(asking for the need to take into account
the dangers that might arise for NATO because eéldpments outside NATO'’s area), stated
the strategic concept, and gave guidance to devflel@e planning. In summary, “massive
retaliation” was the key element of NATO’s new &gy. Under this policy, an aggression
against any ally would automatically be followedlbayge-scale military retaliation, including
nuclear weapons.

One remarkable decision in NATO’s defence publiplathacy took place at the
meeting of the Heads of State and Government heRaris from 16 to 19 December 1957. In
the final communiqué, the HoSG statéd.To this end, NATO has decided to establish
stocks of nuclear warheads, which will be readiaitable for the defence of the Alliance in
case of need. In view of the present Soviet pelicighe field of new weapons, the Council
has also decided that intermediate range ballistissiles (IRBM) will have to be put at the
disposal of the SACEUR.”

When Kennedy became the US President in 1961, fardtlae lessons learned from the
Cuban Missile and the Second Berlin Crises, whienewaddressed without the recourse to
nuclear weapons, the White House started to ade@atronger non-nuclear posture and the
need for a strategy of “flexible response”, whicleant deterrence at intercontinental and
theatre levels, with a mix of both nuclear and @ntional arms.

The US tried immediately to convince NATO Allies &mlopt a similar strategy in
NATO, but the response was not favourable. FronEilm®pean side, a return to a scenario of
conventional confrontation on European soil waBdlift to accept.

The most belligerent country against this flexibdsponse strategy was France. The
situation became so difficult to maintain that,NMarch 1966, France decided to withdraw
from the NATO Integrated Military Structure.

In view of this situation, the Council decided 866 to task a group of independent
experts to elaborate a document to “study the éutasks which face the Alliance and its
procedures for fulfilling them in order to strengththe Alliance as a factor for durable
peace”. This document is known as The Harmel Regraattwas presented to the Council in
December 1967. It is only four pages long but st the seeds of the biggest change in
NATO strategy up to that date. It added a secondtion for the Alliance in addition of the
traditional one of “deter aggression and defendéheétory of member countries”, which was
to “pursue the search for progress towards a ntatgesrelationship in which the underlying
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political issues can be solved”. For the first tinge strictly military way of thinking is
substituted by a political argument. In fact, thecuiment states that “the ultimate political
purpose of the Alliance is to achieve a just arstirig peaceful order in Europe accompanied
by appropriate security guarantees”.

The recommendations of the Harmel Report were takenaccount in the new version
of the NATO Strategic Concept, MC 14/3, which coogd to be a classified military
document.

NATO strategy followed very closely that of the U& most of the elements were
common. MC 14/3 “Overall Strategic Concept for ttefence of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization area” was adopted by the Defence Rignmbommittee on 12 December 1967,
and, finally, issued on 16 January 1968. The DefdPlanning Committee became a body in
charge of all defence matters, and consisted ofNiieh Atlantic Council without France.
NATO strategy was consistent with that of the U] avas known as “Flexible Response
Strategy”.

The new strategy allowed the Alliance to choosdeddht options, nuclear or
conventional, to face specific threats; one of kbg differences from “massive retaliation”
was that no automatic reaction was contemplated fléxibility helped to make NATO’s
response to any threat or attack unpredictablarigrmpossible aggressor.

MC 14/3 was unchanged as NATO strategy until thet @nthe Cold War having only
slight innovations, the most important of which wtee “forward presence” strategy
developed in 1984. It was not a change in MC 1448t simply an adaptation to reduce the
unbalance of conventional forces with respect #0UISSR.

2.3. The End of the Cold War and the 1991 StrategiConcept (SC 91)

In May 1989, the Heads of State and GovernmentimBtussels and agreed thaased on
today's momentum of increased co-operation and ia@ws common challenges, we seek to
shape a new political order of peace in EuropeA. few months later, in October 1989, the
Berlin Wall was demolished.

At that moment, NATO strategy was the flexible @sge stated in 1967 at MC 14/3. It
was necessary to react quickly, and at the Londonn§t in July 1990, the Allies decided to
elaborate a new stratedy:.NATO will prepare a new Allied military strateggoving away
from "forward defence" where appropriate, towardsreduced forward presence and
modifying "flexible response” to reflect a reducetiance on nuclear weapons.”

" “NATO Military Strategy and Forces”, Global Security, CSC 1985. Strategic Issues,in
http://www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/library/report/88/DRL .htm

Last year NATO defense ministers adopted a nevi-teich strategy for the early 1990's called FOF#y, f
"follow-on forces attack.” It envisions a heavypdedence on "smart" munitions still in a costly elepment
program; long-range airborne radar, and target sglen by computer. It also calls for attacks a@dbe
border into Eastern Europe. The goal of FOFA Wi to prevent enemy "“follow-on" forces from reaghtine
front line after an initial attack. FOFA will givthe alliance an alternative to nuclear weaponségucing its
numerical disadvantage against the Warsaw Pacaiks, artillery and men. General Rogers, NATOjsr&ue
Allied Commander, said: "We must let the Warsawt Raow that if they initiate an attack, their fosceill not
enjoy sanctuary in their own territory".
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In November 1990, NATO and the Warsaw Pact signedoa-aggression joint
declaration. Eight months later, the Warsaw Pact efficially dissolved. Finally, on the 21
December 1991, the Soviet Union came to an end.

The new strategy was approved as the 1991 Stra@micept. This Strategic Concept
was a completely innovative one. For the first titn&as an unclassified document. For the
first time it went further than a military strateghnd for the first time it was not oriented
exclusively to counter the Soviet Union.

The 1991 NATO Strategic Concept (SC 91) explicidgognizes th&tthe monolithic,
massive, and potentially immediate threat which tix@sprincipal concern of the Alliance in
its first forty years has disappearedit also recognizesthe historic changes that have
occurred in Europe, which have led to the fulfilneha number of objectives set out in the
Harmel Report”.

Thus, theraison d’étreof the Alliance had been deflated. It is true tthere was still
much to do, namely to contr6both the completion of the planned withdrawal aiviet
military forces from Central and Eastern Europe ahd full implementation by all parties of
the 1990 CFE Treaty” But a reversal of the process was not discardeis.i$ why the 1991
SC states thatSoviet military capability and build-up potentiaincluding its nuclear
dimension, still constitute the most significanttée of which the Alliance has to take
account”.

In addition to this main focus, the 1991 SC deswibther risks (not threats) mainly
derived from instabilities that may arise in EastBurope, the Southern Mediterranean and
the Middle East. There is also a reference‘dther risks of a wider nature, including
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, disien of the flow of vital resources and
actions of terrorism and sabotage”.

From the analysis of the strategic context, SC &lvds two conclusions: firstly, that
the purpose of the security functions of the Allarremains unchanged, and secondly that
“the changed environment offers new opportunities the Alliance to frame its strategy
within a broad approach to security”.

And this is the point: The new NATO will develoeoader approach to security. But
the elements described to implement this new apgpraae very limited: dialogue, co-
operation and the maintenance of a collective aeferapability. Dialogue and co-operation
are specifically directed at Russia and other Eadfeiropean nations and collective defence
refers to“military aggression directed against the AllianceThe paragraphs dedicated to
crises management and conflict prevention descanbe very general way the need to co-
ordinate appropriate measufé®m a range of political and other measures, uding those
in the military field”. The comprehensive approach is described as théopment of both
political and military mearis

There is no intention to deploy NATO forces outtbé Alliance’s territory:“The
peacetime geographical distribution of forces welhsure a sufficient military presence
throughout the territory of the Alliance, includighere necessary forward deployment of

83C 91 para. 6.

® SC 91 para. 23The Alliance has always sought to achieve its divjes of safeguarding the security and
territorial integrity of its members, and estabiish a just and lasting peaceful order in Europeptigh both
political and military means. This comprehensiveraach remains the basis of the Alliance’s secydlicy.
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appropriate forces*’. However, an important mission is addédilies could further be
called upon to contribute to global stability andgze by providing forces for United Nations
missions®’. This new mission was for the first time executedSeptember 1992 when the
NAC approved making Alliance resources availablsupport efforts of the UN, CSCE and
EU to bring about peace in the Former Yugoslawieluiding protection of humanitarian relief
and support for the UN monitoring of heavy weapons.

From our present perspective, SC 91 made an aecanaysis of the new threats and
risks but, looking almost exclusively to Easternrdpie, was unable to design the new tools
required to cope with those new threats and riskkeir whole extension.

New tools tailored for Central and East Europeamnttes were immediately
developed. In December 1991 the first meeting ef Ntorth Atlantic Cooperation Council
(NACC)™ took place. In January 1994, the Heads of State Government launched the
fundamental initiative “Partnership for Peace” (Bffn Brussels, which later on came to be
considered the most successful endeavour in NAT@®ry. It was the key element in
providing security and stability in Central and tesis Europe after the collapse of the Soviet
empire.

2.4. The 1999 Strategic Concept (SC99)

After the recognition in 1996 that a European Sécand Defence Initiative (ESDI) would
be accommodated inside NATO, the creation of Costidoint Task Forces (CJTF) in 1997,
the first enlargement agreed in the Madrid Summit998, the signing of th&ounding Act
on Mutual Relations, Cooperation and Security BetwRATO and the Russian Federation”
the same year and NATO involvement in peace sumpatations in the Balkans, it was clear
that a revision of different aspects of NATO stggtevas needed.

SC 99 was approved by the Heads of State and Goeartnat the Washington Summit
which was convened the 3and 24' April 1999 on the occasion of the fiftieth annisary of
the Alliance.

SC 99 states that the aim of the Alliancé'ts guarantee a pacific, just and lasting
order in Europe’; and add$As crisis and conflicts affecting the securitytbé Euroatlantic
region could impede such a guarantee, NATO not oafgs for the defence of its members
but contributes to peace and stability in this mgi

While SC 91 was limited to Europe, SC 99 refersaatmuch broader Euro-Atlantic
region without establishing the limits of this area

SC 99 NATO'’s security tasks asecurity, consultations, deterrence and defendsiscr
management and partnershiphe task of preserving the strategic balanceiwiturope,
which was a permanent one during the Cold War ameth @ SC 91, has disappeared, but a
new fundamental one has emerged: crisis management.

195C 91 para. 45.b.

1'SC 91 para. 41.

12 NACC: A forum for consultations between NATO anoshriNATO European countries, including initially 9
Central and Eastern European countries.

13 pfp: All NACC partner countries and CSCE statgmbée and willing to participate, were invited.
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The new risks identified in SC 91 required a debpnge in order to make NATO
useful. SC 99 refined their definition avoiding egthe term “threat” and speaking only of
risks and challenges. Risks include uncertaintyiagthbility in the Euro-Atlantic area and its
neighbourhood, and the possibility of regional €sisround the Alliance’s area which could
affect to the security of the Alliance. Other ckaljes include nuclear powers out of the
Alliance, the proliferation of weapons of mass degton (WMD) and the worldwide
distribution of technologies able to be employedweapons production. Finally, it identifies
other risks of a more general character, in pddrcacts of terrorism, sabotage or organized
crime, disturbances in the flow of vital resoureesl important uncontrolled movements of
large numbers of people.

This last group constitutes what are now calledbgl threats” and has had a great
influence in subsequent discrepancies among thesAtloncerning the role of NATO in the
present security scenario.

To cope with these risks and challenges, SC 99ldesya new strategy which includes
two very important changes: The first one is thegtality of developing non-article 5
operations for crisis response. The second isaBsilpility of operating out of allied territory.

With regard to this last possibility, it is intetieg) to note that the whole text of SC 99 is
full of expressions likéthe Euroatlantic area”, “Europe and their surrounding countries”,
etc, and at any moment the requirement or evenptssibility of worldwide action is
established. All references to out-of-area actigitteem to be limited to that undefined Euro-
Atlantic area.

The SC 99 goes much further than simply establiskinese new possibilities of non-
article 5 and out-of-area operations. It develapgrieat detail what is required for this to
become a reality. For instance, speaking of fomstyre it is established that the Alliance, in
order to be able to comply with all its missiohwill dispose of essential operating
capabilities such an efficient intervention potahtihe faculty of deployment and mobility,
capacity of survival of forces and infrastructuead sustainability, which includes logistics
and forces rotation; or “Alliance forces and infrastructures should be poted against
terrorist attacks”

Concerning the so-called “comprehensive approas’,99 states thattfe Alliance is
committed to a broad approach to security, whichognises the importance of political,
economic, social and environmental factors in additto the indispensable defence
dimension” To develop this broad approach to security, NASiuld count on other
countries and organizatiofisThis cooperation with others is specifically icatied as the way
to deal with crisis managementn“pursuit of its policy of preserving peace, pneteg war,
and enhancing security and stability and as setinuhe fundamental security tasks, NATO
will seek, in cooperation with other organisatiore, prevent conflict, or, should a crisis
arise, to contribute to its effective managemeahscstent with international law, including

14 SC 99 para 25This broad approach forms the basis for the Alliaie accomplish its fundamental security
tasks effectively, and its increasing effort to elep effective cooperation with other European dfuto-
Atlantic organisations as well as the United Nation

SC 99 para 26The Alliance seeks to preserve peace and to reiefBuro-Atlantic security and stability by: [...]
the continued pursuit of partnership, cooperatiand dialogue with other nations as part of its quemtive
approach to Euro-Atlantic security, including iretfield of arms control and disarmament.
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through the possibility of conducting non-Articlesis response operatioits. There is no
reference in the whole text to civilian capabibtia NATO.

The importance of partnerships in SC 99 is so fometdal that it is included as one of
the NATO fundamental tasts To implement this task, it does not only refePf® and the
Mediterranean Dialogue, but indicates the intenttonestablish a partnership with all
democratic Euro-Atlantic partnéfs

2.5. The Comprehensive Political Guidance (CPG)

The SC 99 had introduced very important and fachiegy concepts and ideas. Issues like the
political role of the Alliance, its relationshipsttv other organizations, especially the EU, and
its role in the International Community were at ttentre of the debates announcing new
changes.

However, the real trigger of the changes was thexpected 9-11 terrorist attacks in
Washington and New York. Later on, Casablanca, Madrondon, Casablanca, Bali,
Mumbai and Islamabad confirmed the need for changes

But not only terrorism had to be considered a thi@ahe Alliance, the proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction and their means ofattglivas also of great concern.

However, the Alliance decided to maintain the ®gat Concept 99 as it was, taking
account of the risk of confronting such differeispions among the Allies as to impede the
approval of a new Concept, with the consequen@m aindesirable loss of credibility.

Looking for a solution, a seminar was held in Riganalyze possible ways of acting,
and the idea of a new document called ComprehenBnlédical Guidance (CPG) was
launched. Finally, at the Istanbul Summit in 208ATO’s Heads of State and Government
agreed to mandate the Council in Permanent Sessietaborate the CPG. This document
should reflect, on the one hand, a method to caiate the different planning processes in
NATO and, on the other, to introduce new complemgnbr explanatory strategic elements
to the Strategic Concept.

The CPG was finally endorsed by the Heads of Saa Government in Riga in
November 2006. It reaffirms the validity of the &xng security environment described in
SC 99. It identifies terrorism and the spread oBpans of mass destruction as the main
threats, and instability due to regional crises &aitbd states, availability of sophisticated
conventional weaponry, the possibility of misuse nebdern emerging technologies and
disruption of the flow of vital resources, as thaimrisks. The most dangerous mix of these
threats and risks is the one posed by terroristgywgeapons of mass destruction.

5 5C 99 para 31.

6 SC 99 para 10:Partnership: To promote wide-ranging partnershipoperation, and dialogue with other
countries in the Euro-Atlantic area, with the aifniricreasing transparency, mutual confidence areddapacity
for joint action with the Alliance

17 SC 99 para 33“Through its active pursuit of partnership, coopéom, and dialogue, the Alliance is a
positive force in promoting security and stabilttyroughout the Euro-Atlantic area. Through outreaahd
openness, the Alliance seeks to preserve peacpodignd promote democracy, contribute to prosyesibhd
progress, and foster genuine partnership with antbag all democratic Euro-Atlantic countries. Thisna at
enhancing the security of all, excludes nobody, lelpps to overcome divisions and disagreementsdbald
lead to instability and conflict”.
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It is interesting to note that in both 1991 and A®Cs, the term “threat” had been
avoided, stating only “challenges and risks”. ThBGCsensibly recovers the reference to
threats, which are in the foundation of collectiledence.

It is also important to note that there is no iatiien of the geographical area in which
NATO is expected to operate. There is not a singfierence to the Euro-Atlantic area. On the
contrary, it is stated thdtthe Alliance must have the capability to launchdasustain
concurrent major joint operations and smaller op#ras for collective defence and crisis
response on and beyond Alliance territory, on gsighery, and at strategic distanceAnd
even“defence against terrorism and the ability to respato challenges from wherever they
may come have assumed and will retain an increampdrtance”.

To make it possible, NATQrequires forces that are structured, equipped, meth and
trained for expeditionary operationsdnd “sufficient fully deployable and sustainable land
forces, and appropriate air and maritime componénts

The spectrum of missions has also been increasadintluding“the ability to support
security sector reform, including demobilisatiorsatmament and reintegration, and to bring
military support, within available means and capdieis, to humanitarian relief operations”
We can read also thdExperience has shown the increasing significan€estabilisation
operations and of military support to post-conflietonstruction efforts”.

This continuous trend to expand both the area laachature of operations to be carried
out by NATO is the logical result of the procesidwed to find a sound basis for NATO,
beyond collective defence. The immediate post-Glal years were dedicated to stabilize
Central and Eastern Europe. But after the splesdictess of PfP and the beginning of
enlargement, this was not enough. And the respwaasefirst to support UN peace support
operations and, subsequently, to participate siresponse operations.

The problem is that some NATO Allies have neitlier will nor the means to cope with
these enormous new challenges. The Allies’ cohesmnes directly from the feeling of a
common threat and the decision to cope with itemively. Wider risks are assessed in very
different ways by different Allies, sometimes inngpletely different ways. This situation has
become more difficult after the successive enlaeg@s

With respect to the means, military capabilitieguieed to operate “at strategic
distances” are disproportionately expensive, andllemcountries are in a difficult position to
dedicate their limited budget to their developmehtis resulting, as expected, in a higher
involvement of the bigger powers in those operatiaistrategic distances.

Civilian capabilities have followed a different ¢ka Lessons learned from previous
crises response operations, and especially fronmafigtan, have led to the development of
the concept called “comprehensive approach”. Th& @iRorporates this concept when it
admits that peace, security, and development aree niderconnected than ever. But
specifically it indicates thatWwhile NATO has no requirement to develop capabsitstrictly
for civilian purposes, it needs to improve its gre&l cooperation, taking into account
existing arrangements, with partners, relevant rinétional organisations and, as
appropriate, non-governmental organisations in arde collaborate more effectively in
planning and conducting operations”.
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Consequently, close cooperation and coordinatioongninternational Organizations in
crisis prevention and management is needed. Amuggetorganizations, the United Nations
and the European Union occupy the most relevagepldn particular,the European Union,
which is able to mobilise a wide range of militaagd civilian instruments, is assuming a
growing role in support of international stability”

The CPG establishes that NATO should héie ability and flexibility to conduct
operations in circumstances where the various tffof several authorities, institutions and
nations need to be coordinated in a comprehensa@er to achieve the desired results, and
where these various actors may be undertaking cgmétbilisation, reconstruction,
reconciliation and humanitarian activities simuleously”.

2.6. The Bucharest Summit 2008 and the Declaratioon Alliance Security

After the release of the CPG, the problems with @vailability of key capabilities in
operations, especially in Afghanistan, and in tb&tions of the NR¥, began to grow. In
fact, the NRF lost its full operational capability July 2007. Continuous calls from ISAF
Commanders fell on deaf ears. It was progressieielgr that in the origin of these shortages
there was something fundamental, such as the eliffesision of the Allies on the role of the
Alliance.

This situation led to the forgetting of the consemo accomplish a revision of the
Strategic Concept that ended up with the CPG ir62@60d in April 2006 the Heads of State
and Government agreed to initiate this revisione Timal Communiqué of the Summit
indicates“The Summit will provide an opportunity to furtharticulate and strengthen the
Alliance’s vision of its role in meeting the evalyichallenges of the 21st century and
maintaining the ability to perform the full rangé ibs missions, collectively defending our
security at home and contributing to stability addo Accordingly, we request the Council in
Permanent Session to prepare a Declaration on AtleaSecurity for adoption at the Summit
to further set the scene for this important task”.

In compliance with this mandate, the DeclaratiorAliiance Security was issued at the
following Summit, which took place in Strasbourgldehl in April 2009.

The Declaration is a very short document, scartvetypages long, which insists on the
increasingly global nature of new threats, suclea®rism, the proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction, cyber attacks, energy securltpjate change, as well as instability
emanating from fragile and failed states, conclgdimat“our security is increasingly tied to
that of other regions”.

To confront this situation, the Declaration regsitkat“we will improve our ability to
meet the security challenges we face [...], ematgarategic distance or closer to homeb
that“we can respond quickly and effectively, whereveeded, as new crises emerge”.

Additionally, the Declaration refers to the stréregting of the‘cooperation with other
international actors [...] in order to improve ouability to deliver a comprehensive
approach”. Among these other actors it is necessary to siaogt the European Union, given

8 NATO Response Force: Joint Combined Reaction foreated in the Prague Summit in 2002. The NRE is
high availability, technologically advanced, fleldbdeployable, interoperable and sustainable fabk to be
used as an Initial Entry Force and also as a ctfdy Allied capabilities.
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that “we are determined to ensure that the NATO-EU rel&hip is a truly functioning
strategic partnership”.

But the most important part of the Declarationtsslast paragraph, in which the Heads
of State and Governmefitask the Secretary General to convene and leadaadrbased
group of qualified experts, who in close consuttativith all Allies will lay the ground for the
Secretary General to develop a new Strategic Cdnesq submit proposals for its
implementation for approval at our next summit”.

2.7. The 2010 Strategic Concept

The Secretary General established the three-phtageam described in the Introduction. The
first two seminars have already taken place in beurg on October the $6and in Brdo
(Slovenia) on November the 13

In Luxembourg, the seminar's participants discussi@ changing security
environment, NATO’s core tasks, the Alliance’s podél role and its strategy in the 21st
century.

Among the main results we may highlifhthat NATO is a collective defence
arrangement involved in cooperative security atiéigiand a values-based political-military
alliance. The most likely future threats to memsiates are hybrid and asymmetrical, rather
than classical armed attack. Geopolitics is backicls 5 remains at the core. There is a need
to preserve a strong link between Article 5 and-Adiicle 5 tasks.

Concerning tasks, the seminar concluded that NATQ's purpose remains the defence
of its members. Other tasks are likely to includbilization of weak and fragile states;
prevention of genocide; strengthening governanak stability along NATO's periphery;
mitigating the effects of natural or man-made dm&s combating piracy; and safeguarding
energy flows. To deal with these challenges, tHea#d¢e needs to develop partnerships and
cooperative security arrangements.

In Brdo, discussions centered on five points: lassof current operations and their
implications for future strategy; dealing with ewiolg threats; facing the Arc of instability;
NATO spectrum for engagement; and new steps fongcehensive approach.

The need for a comprehensive approach in crisggorese operations was highlighted.
The possibility of acting against new threats liggorism or piracy when such threats are at
an embryonic stage was discussed. There was bgradment that NATO should pursue a
more active engagement in the Middle East. Sewsgabkers said that Allies have yet to
develop the full potential of the Mediterranean IBDgae and the Istanbul Cooperation
Initiative. Concerning NATO relations with otherganizations, it was considered that NATO
will need to accept limits to its vision and thia¢ tEuropean Security and Defence Policy after
the Lisbon Treaty has become a major element teiden

In addition to the work of the Secretary General #ime Experts Group, many other
organisms and institutions are working on NATOtsi.

" Highlights from the first Strategic Concept seminain Luxembourg, accessed from
http:/AMww.andinia.com/.../highlights-from-the-first-steafic-conc.
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Firstly we should note the important report by tléed Command Transformation
(SACT) “The Multiple Futures Project”, issued in Wp2009°. It describes four plausible
worlds in 2030 which provide common grounds foraaalysis of the risks and vulnerabilities
that will potentially endanger Alliance populationesrritorial integrity, values and ideas. The
analysis is directed at four broad insights centnedhe evolving nature of the threat, the need
to act outside NATO'’s traditional areas of engagainthe available advanced technology
and the improvement of communications with inteora! partners and populations. The
security and military implications derived from $leeinsights form the basis for a set of
recommendations grouped in seven broad focus afepting to the demands of hybrid
threats, operating with others and building insititos, counter proliferation, expeditionary
and combat capability in austere environmentstegifa communications and winning the
battle of the narrative and organizational anddatevelopment issues.

The UK Parliament published, in March 2008, “Theufe of NATO and European
defense®’. In this report we can reatiGiven the global nature of the threats facing the
Allies, there is no alternative to NATO playing lalmal role. Its willingness to act to counter
threats to its members wherever they arise is foreddal to the Alliance’s continuing
relevance. If NATO limits itself to a regional rplé risks becoming marginalized. NATO’s
willingness to fulfill a global role is critical tdhe continued support of the United States.
Without US support, NATO has no future. But US stipgepends on NATO becoming more
capable, deployable and flexible and on the Europafes contributing more”.

In the US, a “NATO Compact for the 2icentury” has been developed by some
universities and think tanfs It concludes thafTo succeed in this new world, Europeans and
Americans must define their partnership in termscommon security rather than just in
common defence, at home and away. This will reghieeAlliance to stretch. Depending on
the contingency at hand NATO may be called to fiiayieading role, be a supporting actor
or simply join a broader ensemble. Even so, NAT@eal-no matter how resilient- simply
cannot stretch far enough to tackle the full rarafechallenges facing the Euro-Atlantic
community. It must also be able to connect and vbatter with others, whether they are
nations or international, governmental or non-gaveental organizations. And, if NATO is
to both stretch and connect, it will need to geterbetter expeditionary capabilities and
change the way it does business”.

The Rand Corporation report “Revitalizing the Trttentic Security Partnershi”
proposes measures to be applied in present cenflieth as Afghanistan, Iran, etc, and

20 “The Multiple Futures Project — Navigating Towar2i330, Findings and Recommendatioristyrth Atlantic
Treaty Organisation (NATO) (April 2009), in
http://www.act.nato.int/media/Multiple_Futures/208®93 MFP_finalrep.pdf It was developed by a multi-
national, cross-functional team comprising militanyd civilian staff from HQ SACT to lead the exgton of
the question “What are the future threats and ehgs that could pose risk to the interests, vahrebs
populations of the Alliance?”.

“l House of Commons Defence Committee, Ninth Repédrsession 2007-08, ordered by the House of
Commons.

2 Hamilton, Daniel; Barry, Charles; Binnedijk, Ha$anagan, Stephen; Smith, Julianne and Townsemaes)
“NATO Compact for the 2% Century”, Atlantic Council of the United States, Center fdrafgic and
International Studies, Center for Technology andidveal Security Policy, National Defence UniversiGenter
for Transatlantic Relations, and Johns Hopkins @néity (SAIS: School of Advanced International &tsigl
February 2009; with the support of the, in httpafisatlantic.sais-jhu.edu/bin/i/y/nato_reportfipéf..

% Larrabee, F. Stephen and Lindley-French, Juli&evitalizing the Transatlantic Security Partnerstim
Agenda for Action”, RAND Corporation,A Venusberg Group and Rand Corporation projéetDecember
2008), in_http://www.rand.org/pubs/reprints/RP1382
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addresses some important strategic issues sucheagroliferation of weapons of mass

destruction, terrorism, enlargement or energy sgcun the chapter devoted to the reform of
international institutions it states th@fhe Alliance must forge a New Strategic Concept
aimed at modernizing the strategic defense architecof the Euro-Atlantic community so

that an effective layered defense can be estalliabainst all threats to territorial integrity”.

The main findings of the Wilton Park Conference BP9 are summarized in its
report as follows?A new ‘Harmel report’ is needed, based on the kiedsprinciples; NATO
transformation has not worked well (failure of me&ms#to adapt); Afghanistan requires a
Dayton-style agreement involving its neighboursrdpeans will pay a higher price to keep
the US engaged in Europe; France's reintegration NWATO is good news; NATO’s
comprehensive approach is proving ineffective iacpice; harmonize NATO’s Strategic
Concept with the EU Security Strategy; demograpkdksharply reduce future available
military manpower; and most NATO members needeadgmore and better in defence.”

In April 2009, a Citizens Declaration of Alliance@irity was launched at a “Shadow
NATO Summit® organized in conjunction with the B@&nniversary NATO Summit held in
Strasbourg and Kehl. The Declaration includes asetcommendations to be considered in
the new Strategic Concept, which are to developidemand more inclusive network of
partners, to explore the principles of ‘Non-OffergssDefence’, parliamentary accountability
within NATO, to use force only when it is authorizby the UN Security Council or in self
defence, to uphold the highest standards of intema law, to develop a comprehensive
approach to genocide prevention, etc.

Finally, we should make reference to the numeraasichents issued by different Allies
on the new Strategic Concept or on some of the@tifip elements that they consider
necessary to include. These documents addresspaitis of the Strategic Concepts, from the
evolving strategic environment, through the natanel the core tasks of the Alliance, the
meaning of Article 5 and the transatlantic link etdargement, internal reforms, etc., and are
being considered by the Group of Experts and thehN&tlantic Council.

3. Spain and NATO Strategic Concept
3.1. The Previous Years

After the Spanish Civil War in 1939, General Fraestablished a political regime similar to
those of Germany and Italy. However, Spain did paticipate in WWII. Franco limited
himself to sending a division to fight beside theri@ans on the Russian front. Once the war
finished, the non-democratic Government of Spaicabee economically and politically
isolated. Western countries withdrew their ambassadrom Madrid in 1951 while the
Marshall Plan began to help the reconstructiomefrest of Europe.

24 “NATO at 60: Towards a new Strategic ConceptVilson Park, (15-17 January 2009), in
http://www.wiltonpark.org.uk/highlights/viewstorgpk?url=/

% Davis, lan (ed.): “The Shadow NATO Summit: Optidos NATO — pressing the reset button on the Sgiate
Concept”, The British American Security Information CoundASIC), Bertelsmann Stiftung, International
Security Information Service (ISIS) Europe and NAWatch Brussels (31 March - 1 April 2009) in
http://www.basicint.org/pubs/natoshadow.pdf
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At the same time, the United States had launcheiand was building a ring of US
bases all around the USSR to deploy its nucleaparesa and the vectors to launch them:
Polaris submarines and B-29 strategic bomberstiéin logistic support.

Spain was selected by US analysts as a superhodiodat these bases in Europe, with
an almost permanent capacity for air operationstdiner excellent climate.

Cold War strategy was the US top priority and a®m@asequence, in 1953, the United
States and Spa#stablished a set of Agreements on Defence Coaperathich allowed the
US to use a naval-air base and three other aisbasgpain.

From the Spanish side, it meant the end of theai®ol and the beginning of the
reconstruction of an absolutely ruined country.

The results were so good, that the following yepai® was admitted in the United
Nations Organization, thus accepting the Francanregwhich finally became accepted by
the international community.

If Western countries were preparing to contain ssge USSR invasion, it was also a
central preoccupation for the Government of Spaime possibility of a Soviet attack on
Spain was seen by its Government as a real th&pgatin could not contain such a threat
individually, so an alliance was necessary andnitge

The Agreements with the United States never coethanclause on mutual defence in
case of an attack, which Franco tried again andnaaobtain in every revision of the
Agreements.

As this was demonstrably unachievable, an attenagtwade to get US support to join
NATO. This second approach was also a failure.

Including Spain in a collective defence system natspossible on a bilateral basis with
the US, as Franco did not wish it, nor on a muéial basis through NATO, which no one
desired, so it was necessary to delay the solutiihthe death of Franco in 1975.

3.2. NATO Membership

Beginning in 1975, the transition to democracy wasied out in Spain in an incredibly
ordered and rapid manner.

After a new Constitution was proclaimed in Novemt6i78, one of the first organic
laws approved was the National Defence Constitatidiaw, in July 1980. There was no
mention of collective defence, of the United Naipof peace support operations or even of
security in general. It was entirely devoted taoral defence, including territorial integrity,
protection of the population and defence of nafiamarests, by strictly national means.

In 1982, the right wing and centre parties congide¢hat the moment had come to join
NATO and address the common defence issue. Orotiteacy, left wing parties were against
this participation and organized a strong campawith this objective. The UCD
Governmertf initiated negotiations with NATO in 1979, and ob [day 1982, a few months

%6 UCD: Democratic Center Union was a coalition ghtiand center parties.
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before the general elections, Spain became tHe mémber of the Alliance and sent a
Permanent Representative and a Military Represeatt Brussels.

As expected, in February 1982 the Socialist Pady the elections and, immediately,
froze the integration process.

It was necessary to wait until 1986 for a reconsitien of this anomalous situation.
Spain had joined the European Union thitdf January that year, and the Government
organized a referendum on the permanence of SpANATO on 24" March.

The referendum proposed staying in the Alliancéhwgibme conditions, among which
was the non-participation in the Integrated Milt&tructure and the declaration of Spain as a
non-nuclear country.

One of the reasons for including this non-partitgracondition was the existence of a
NATO Command in Gibraltar. The political positiohtbhe Spanish Government with respect
to this British colony, made it difficult to put 8pish forces under this Command. Another
important reason was that Spain was not to bertheAdly outside of the Integrated Military
Structure. France had abandoned this Structure@@® ivhile maintaining its political and
military influence in the Alliance.

The referendum was won and the integration pros@ssrestarted, but it was necessary
to negotiate a set of six Agreements between tipeede Allied Commanders and Spain to
organize the participation of Spanish forces in KDA@perations without participation in the
Integrated Military Structufé. These Agreements provided for some responsésilifor
Spanish Commanders in NATO operations in and ar@pahish territory.

In 1998, a full revision of the Integrated MilitaBtructure, the Long Term Study, was
developed. The fourth level of Command disappeaaiad, with it, the Gibraltar Command.
This was the moment to raise the issue of fullgragon.

After a short parliamentary discussion, full papation in the Integrated Military
Structure was approv&tand it was effective on 1 January 1999, at theeséime as the new
Command Structure.

This was the end of the peculiar Spanish partiopat the Alliance.
3.3. Spanish Defence Policy and NATO

The same year the Constitutional Act on NationaleDee was approved, 1980, the Prime
Minister promulgated a policy document called thaidhal Defence Directive (NDD). These
two documents comprised the basic principles, tigarozation and the strategy for Spanish
defence.

The evolution of the situation obliged the revisiohthe National Defence Policy
several times. These revisions were done in ¥084 1986 after the referendum on NATO

2" Air Defense of Spanish Territory and Adjacent Areand Air and Naval Operations in Eastern Atlariith
signed 21 May 1990, Air and Naval Operations in Wes Mediterranean 22 Mar 1991, Preservation of the
Integrity of the Spanish Territory 5 Apr 1991, Uskthe Spanish Territory and Installations for Tgiarand
Support as Logistic Base 1992 and Defense and @amftthe Straight of Gibraltar 1992.

% The Spanish Congress authorized the Governmemedotiate the full participation of Spain in theesed
Atlantic Alliance on 14 Nov 1996 with 293 votesfavor, 23 against and 4 abstentions.
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and integration into the European Economic Commyumit 1992 after the creation of the
European Union in Maastricht, in 1996 with the gnito government of the Popular Party,
in 2000 with the new legislative period, in 2004ttwihe new Socialist Government and
finally in 2008 with the new legislative period.

In NDD 1984, in spite of our NATO membership sirk@82, there is no reference to
common defence, and the only reference to a mtithimal activity is an “action” that
prescribes the definition of the model of commitinigrat Spain should attain with respect to
security in the Western World, to which we are alslecontribute in accordance with our
objectives.

After the referendum held on March 1986, which lesuin Spain staying in NATO, a
new NDD was issued in October. NDD 86 ranges mudattemthan the previous ones,
develops detailed directions to negotiate Sparastigipation in NATO outside the Integrated
Military Structure, and depicts a two-fold strategyncerning both shared and non-shared
threats, the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact bie@rigin of the shared threat. All other
non-shared threats should be countered by natioeahs only

There was no revision of the National Defence Rahemediately after the end of the
Cold War in 1989, and the 1992 document did nduihe any change with respect to NATO.
It simply stated that Spain will continutits participation in the Atlantic Alliance, in
accordance with her model, in its adaptation to riegv circumstances”

Spain went on with its “Spanish Model” based ongixeCoordination Agreements, two
of them still in the process of negotiation, and moich attention was paid to the new NATO
Strategic Concept approved in November 1991.

The 1996 National Defence Directive, the first mieghe Popular Party Government,
was a very generic document, four pages long dingstablishes as one of its basic objectives
“to consolidate the presence of Spain in the inddiomal security and defence
organizations”. The main direction to implement this objectiva@hation with NATO is that
“The contribution to collective defence inside tAdantic Alliance will include the full
participation in its decision bodies, it will be laaced with that of the other Allies in the
Staffs and the Command Structure and proportiondhé national possibilities in the forces
structures”. The negotiations began immediately and theflJanuary 1999, in conjunction
with the new Command Structure coming into operatipain began to fully participate in it.

Again in 2000, after full entry into the NATO Integed Military Structure, the NDD
was revised, and for the first time it indicatesttthe basic lines for the defence policy
included in the document refer only to the currkmgfislative period. In its three pages, it
totally assumes membership to multinational segamid defence organizations. It establishes
three basic lines for Spanish defence policy. Titst fwo are devoted to the defence of Spain
and to the contribution to peace support and cnasagement operations. In both cases it
should be done exclusively in a collective Wayrhe distinction between shared and non-
shared threats has completely disappeared.

% The same year, the National Defence Act was asised and the figure of the Chief of Defence Steb
established for the first time.

% Priority objectives: 1) to guarantee the secusityl defence of Spain and of the Spaniards in tedrof
shared security and common defence with our partaed allies. 2) to contribute to humanitarian raidsions
and peace support and crisis response operatiorisccaut by the European and international orgations to
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In December 2004, the new Socialist Governmentedsa new NDD. It is a longer
document (9 pages) which recovers the duality betwtee maintenance of an autonomous
defence capability and a simultaneous participaitiocollective defence and shared security.
Concerning the Alliance, it states that Spain sthéattively participate in the initiatives of
an enlarged and transformed NATQdne of the main lines of action beifithe assumption,
jointly with our partners and allies, of our compngses in the fields of shared security and
collective defence”.

In December 2008, a new and still longer (14 padd3lp was approved and remains
today in force. It maintains exactly the same @ojathy as NDD 04 in relation to NATO.

3.4. Spain and the 1999 Strateqic Concept

When the first draft of SC 99 was issued in Sepmi®98, Spain was finalizing the process
of integration into the NATO Military Structure, @rull participation in all NATO issues, in
accordance with the current National Defence DivectSo the complete involvement of
Spain in the drafting of SC 99, in contrast witle timdifference observed in 1991, is not
surprising.

The Spanish position could be summarized in thev@oence of disposing of a UN
Security Council Resolution to launch non-Art 5 @i®ns, the acceptance of the “new
missions”, especially Peace Support Operationd) wito limitations (a functional one to
avoid making the Alliance the only instrument tafront the risks, and a geographical one to
limit the out-of-area operations to the Euro-AtlanfArea and its surroundings), the
importance of Cooperation in the Mediterranean iedconsideration of the Mediterranean
Dialogue as an element of the European Securityitacture, the limitation of the emphasis
on non-proliferation (there are other organizatidesling specifically with this issue), the
need to accept that ESDI could be developed aldsideu NATO, and the functional
definition of threats, avoiding references to cetercountries.

4. Spain and the 2010 Strategic Concept. A Persoridision

When in the Prague Summit, the Heads of State avei@ment discussed the need to revise
the Strategic Concept, Spain was ready to analyenplications of this revision for both
the Alliance and Spain, and to actively participatall and every aspect of the discussions.

A mixed Foreign Affairs/Defence Working Group wastablished to deal with all
aspects of the new Strategic Concept, a documetiteoSpanish Position was developed and
a Spanish diplomat was selected as one of the mendbehe Experts Group which will
prepare the Report to the Secretary General.

But the ideas that follow, are not those developedhis Working Group, but my
personal vision.

which Spain is a member... 3) to promote the c@mea of national defence in Spanish society thralefance
culture.
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4.1. NATO Security Tasks

It should not be forgotten that the main reasontlier Allies to be members of NATO is to

ensure their national defence. It is easier, bedtet cheaper to afford this defence in a
collective way than by national means only, whinhmost cases would prove impossible.
And this is the core of the Washington Treaty amatensures the cohesion of the Allies.

The Washington Treaty addresses common defence insige the NATO area, as
defined in Article 8'. SC 99 considers that crises in and around the-Btiantic area could
spill over into neighbouring countries, includinghlNO countries, thus affecting the security
of the Allies, and even considers other risks afider nature, including acts of terrorism,
sabotage and organised crime, and the disruptitimedfow of vital resources. This reasoning
is what justifies the inclusion of crisis respormat-of-area operations as a fundamental
security task of the Allian¢é It seems clear that these operations should gibvela way to
prevent subsequent Article-5 situations to occu€orfflict prevention” and “crisis
management including crisis response operatiorssstaed in SC 99, should thus be simply
considered as an extension of collective defenad. iBthere is no expectation or even
possibility that the crisis could evolve into ammad attack on the NATO area, the cohesion
provided by the Washington Treaty is notably disiv@d, being Article 7 of the Treaty
insufficient for this purposé Logically, measures taken by NATO for conflicepention
and crisis management out of the NATO area (articlef the Washington Treaty) should
have the support of a United Nations Security CduResolution if they imply the
deployment of military forces.

It is not clear that NATO should support the Unit¢gakions in peace support operations
world-wide. This should only be accepted if clealitical support and an effective provision
of forces and capabilities by the Allies ensuré ¢dolverage of the military requirements in the
corresponding force generation conferences. Inrottases, a coalition including the
interested Allies should instead be considereds Ihecessary to avoid any intention of
involving NATO as a whole in operations differenbrh the described “extended collective
defence” although convenient to implement the maticstrategy of some Allies. We should
avoid the controlled ambiguity in the use of therdvsecurity” in SC 99. If we persist in this
practice in SC 2010, we will not solve the presamablems, and it will have been better to
have issued a new Comprehensive Political Guidan@entaining the Strategic Concept
unchanged, as it was made in 2006.

One way of avoiding ambiguities and clarifying cepts is to reduce emphasis on a
very military concept, such ageterrence,and replace it with a more “comprehensive” or
“civil-military” term, such asconflict prevention The fundamental tasks of the Alliance
should be conflict prevention, crisis managemernt eollective defence, in this order. All
three of them have the same purpose of ensurindefemce of its members and contributing

31 For the purpose of Article 5 an armed attack o onmore of the Parties is deemed to include aredr
attack on the territory of any of the Parties irdpe or North America, on the Algerian departmeritsrance
[eliminated in 1963], on the occupation forces wf &arty in Europe, on the islands under the jigigzh of any
Party in the North Atlantic area north of the Tiopi Cancer or on the vessels or aircraft in tihesaaof any of
the Parties.

%2 Crisis ManagementTo stand ready, case-by-case and by consensumniormity with Article 7 of the
Washington Treaty, to contribute to effective catfprevention and to engage actively in crisis agament,
including crisis response operations.

%3 “North Atlantic Treaty”, Article 7: This Treaty ds not affect, and shall not be interpreted a<tffg, in any
way the rights and obligations under the ChartahefParties which are members of the United Nation”
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to the peace and stability in the Euro-Atlanticaaras it is defined in the SC ¥9Conflict
prevention includes military elements such as detee and other more political or civil-
military elements, such as defence diplomacy. féxee diplomacy fails and we need to face
a crisis situation affecting the security of thdigd, NATO should be able to manage this
crisis. Finally, if deterrence also fails and thisis ends in an armed attack against an Ally or
a group of Allies, the Alliance should defend its=lllectively.

In short, the new SC should address both collectefence as described in article 5 of
the Treaty, and preventive measures so that afidguations don’'t develop. It should also
permit the participation in other peace support arnsis management operations under the
auspices of the United Nations, if enough supppthle Allies is assured.

What happens with the security tasks included in99€ The first one isecurity, and
the description giveR is practically that of conflict prevention if wefer only to the security
of the Alliance. The SC 99 considers two taskerder to enhance the security and stability
of the Euro-Atlanti@rea:crisis management andpartnership. It is easier to understand crisis
management as a specific security task, becaugeritsrmance is quite different from other
preventive tasks such as defence diplom&eytnership is a tool more than a task. We will
develop it in more detail later on. The second ggctask in SC 99 igonsultation. It seems
clear to me that, again, it is not strictly a ta®e may better consider that NATO
performance is carried out in two complementary svaynsultation and collective action.
The tasks refer to the actions. The third secudask in SC 99 igleterrence and defence.
They are different both conceptually and factuallile reason for putting them together is
that they are the only strictly military tasks. A& have seen before, we should avoid too
much military language in the SC 2010.

4.2. Treats and Risks

One of the most important problems with SC 99,0if the most important one, is the lack of
specificity in defining threats and risks, emplayiexpressions likencertain unpredictable
etc.

This fact, also present in SC 91, was not so ingobron that occasion because the main
effort of the Alliance was directed at the formeaiaw Pact nations in Eastern Europe. But
SC 99, which introduced out of area and non-arfiele operations, should definitely have
corrected this dysfunction and it did not.

Without a clear definition and full agreement oe threats and risks we need to face
together, it is very difficult to reach consensuscases response operations, deployments, the
NATO Response Force, and so on. This fact has biglighted by some Allies in different
meetings and declarations.

3 SC 99 para 6: NATO's essential and enduring perpsst out in the Washington Treaty, is to safedjtiae

freedom and security of all its members by polltexad military means. Based on common values ofadeaty,

human rights and the rule of law, the Alliance sa/en since its inception to secure a just astlrig peaceful
order in Europe. It will continue to do so. The i@glement of this aim can be put at risk by crigid aonflict

affecting the security of the Euro-Atlantic areéheTAlliance therefore not only ensures the defeoicés

members but contributes to peace and stabilitiigiregion.

% SC 99 para 108ecurity: To provide one of the indispensable foundatiomsafstable Euro-Atlantic security
environment, based on the growth of democraticitingins and commitment to the peaceful resolutidn
disputes, in which no country would be able tonmdiate or coerce any other through the threat erfigorce.
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We have seen that NATO should address both thesmtgisks that could evolve into
threats to the Alliance. The 2006 ComprehensivéiBall Guidance (CPG) could serve as the
basis to analyze these threats and risks, but weeasily note that not all threats and risks
included in CPG correspond to the “extended colleadefence” as described above.

There seems to be a clear consensus on the cai®deof terrorism as a threat to the
Alliance, after the terrorist attacks in Washingtord New York in 2001, in Madrid in 2004
and in London in 2005 among others, and the nunsedeglarations of Bin Laden and other
terrorists in the media against the Western World.

It is not so clear that “the spread of weapons aksndestruction”, without further
elaboration, could be considered a threat to thiEamde. Chemical weapons have been
employed in internal conflicts without supposingheeat to the Alliance, and it is arguable
whether the disposal of short or medium range anckeeapons is always a threat to the
Alliance.

The new Strategic Concept should be more precisstablishing the present threats
and also the risks that could evolve into threatshie future. Without such precision, we
could again suffer undesirable fractures as welhas attempts to convert NATO into a
global police force, which for the time being id sapported by all Allies.

4.3. Area of Interest

Closely related to the common perception of threats risks is the issue of where NATO is
expected to carry out operations. The position arhes great powers is “everywhere as
needed”, but some considerations should be takeragtount

Concerning the risks “of a wider nature”, which a@mally identified with the so-
called global threats, it is necessary to distisuivo different types: the first one is such an
action or situation which takes place anywherehi& world and represents a risk for the
Alliance because it may evolve and pose a dirgetho the Alliance, as may be the capacity
to launch cyber attacks. The second one is thirnaor situation which takes place
anywhere in the world and represents a risk oniythiat neighbourhood but, as it spreads
world-wide, we consider it to be global, as is tlase of failed states, the proliferation of short
and middle range weapons of mass destruttimnthe disruption of energy supplies. This last
situation clearly represents a risk for the Alliano the case of Russian gas passing through
Ukraine into Western Europe, but a similar caskatin America cannot be considered a risk
for the Alliance. Most conflicts in the world, inaing those related to failed states, have a
regional influence. Only a few of them have gloindlluence.

This analysis leads to the conviction that the ahlie should mainly consider risks
originating in and around the NATO area, that msthie undefined Euro-Atlantic area, and
only in very few and specific cases, which needoéoclearly specified in the Strategic
Concept, anywhere in the world outside the Eur@utit area. This means that NATO
should continue to be a regional Organization, vattough flexibility to cope with some
situations “at strategic distance”, only to prevhritire direct threats of article-5 type to the
Alliance.

The inclusion in SC 2010 of the need to cope wperations at strategic distance,
without further elaboration, will inevitably lead fan unacceptable determination of needed

% Most nations pursuing access to WMD have onlymedjiinterests. North Korea may be the only exoepti
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capabilities. The practical consequences of sugécssion will only be lack of cohesion and
insurmountable problems in the force planning psea# the Alliance.

4.4. Comprehensive Approach

Another element that needs to be addressed inter ey than it is in the SC 99 is the way
to achieve a comprehensive approach to crisis nesmegt.

For a long time, different positions have been &eldwn the need, the appropriacy or
the possibilities for NATO to have or not to hawyilian capabilities. After endless
discussions the Comprehensive Political Guidanc2006 (CPG) stated tha¥vhile NATO
has no requirement to develop capabilities stri¢tly civilian purposes, it needs to improve
its practical cooperation, taking into account dxig arrangements, with partners, relevant
international organisations and, as appropriate hrgovernmental organisations in order to
collaborate more effectively in planning and cortthg operations”.

This decision has a similar foundation as that wbiding a Military Command
Structure in the European Union: The principle ofduplication. The European Union has
very important economic and civilian capabilitiesr fcrisis management which, through
adequate agreements between both organizationgsnitaknnecessary for NATO to acquire
those types of expensive capabilities.

It seems reasonable to maintain in general terasSC#AG prescription, but it implies
that a comprehensive approach could only be acthiéyeworking with others or, more
technically, through partnerships. And there isegahagreement on the need to apply this
comprehensive approach concept to all processedsid management we may need to face
in the future, although, as has been indicated dtgrPViggo Jakobséf “translating it into
practical policy require a lot of hard work”.

4.5. Partnerships

As a consequence, partnerships should play a Keyimahe new SC. NATO should, as a
rule, operate side by side with its partners irmbminflict prevention and, if it fails, in crisis
management. But this can be done only if both NAaR@ its partners have enough common
interests in order to act together.

Most of the common interests between NATO and ddn@r countries can be located
in or around the NATO area, in the so-called Eutta#tic Area, never precisely defined, but
clearly not including important geostrategic arsash as Latin America, East and South-East
Asia and the Pacific Ocean.

It may be difficult to find things to do togetheiitv partners, in regions perceived as
remote by the partners, most of which cannot besidened, and they do not consider
themselves, as global players.

This idea has some correlations with and a simgdulosophy to, the EU
Neighbourhood Policy. Even being a global playerttee EU self-declares itself to be, to
achieve stability and prosperity in its neighbowtido grant security to Member States is
considered fundamental for this organization.

37 Jakobsen, Peter ViggtNATO’s comprehensive approach to crisis responseragipns. A work in slow
progress Danish Institute for International Studi€d]S Reportvol. 15 (2008).
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On the other hand, things that can be done togetillersome partners are not suitable
with others. As a consequence, we need differgrastyf partnerships. Existing partnerships
are, in fact, different. Partnership for Peace JRéPdifferent in nature from Mediterranean
Dialogue (MD) and Istanbul Cooperation InitiatiME€L). And both types are different from
the strategic partnership with the European Uniad the special relations with Russia,
Ukraine and Georgia. Even more, one of the problentenefiting from the EAPE is that
PfP countries are not homogeneous, making it ditfito reach consensus in practical
decisions.

The new SC should thus consider various types h@ahips: The first one is what we
could designate as the “Eligible for Accession enghip”, open to the countries which
comply with Article 10 requisites to be a membertloé Alliance, that is to b&European
states in a position to further the principles bistTreaty and to contribute to the security of
the North Atlantic area”. These countries would have a relation with theiafite as
extensive as they wish, even apply for accessiod,tley could share doctrine, procedures,
standards, armaments programs, etc. The modéiitopartnership would be PfP, although it
IS not identical.

The new SC should also promote a set of Partnexshigh all countries in the Euro-
Atlantic Area, oriented to conflict prevention irig area, through co-operation and
confidence-building measures. The MediterraneatoDiee is a key element to prevent crises
in North Africa, and could be a reference for eksaing similar “Security Co-operation
Partnerships” in the Middle East and Central Asi@,necessarily a single one. “Security Co-
operation Partnerships” with North Africa, Middl@a$t and Central Asia countries should be
different from the described “Eligible for Accessi®artnership”, should not be related to
accession and should avoid the present confusitim RfP, which covers simultaneously
these two different types of partnerships.

Partnerships with other security organizations agthe UN and the EU or with global
powers such as Russia, should also be differentm&ie call them “Strategic Partnerships”
and they should be oriented to cooperate and toeasldhe common threats, regional or
global, through a cooperative approach. These t&jia Partnerships” are essential to
address regional crises like those in the MiddlstEand global ones like terrorism. But not
all global threats are common. They affect difféisemo nations and organizations, and in
many cases there may be a group of nations momdvie than others. In the case of non-
common threats, coalitions of interested stated,ra NATO, should be considered.

The last type is the “Common Values Partnershiperoto far away countries which
share values and principles with the Alliance, &oidthis reason usually cooperate with
NATO and patrticipate in NATO operations. This cogpen should always be agreed on a
case by case basis and it should not require $pé@aties or a permanent organization, so
that the term “partnership” could not be properypéoyed, as we do when we speak of
“global partnership”. When we refer to these “conmwvalues partners” we could include not
only Australia, Japan or South Korea, but othee-lkinded countries, even if they are not
contributors to NATO operations.

The Alliance should dedicate most of its confliotyention capacity to the area of the
“Eligible for Accession Partnership” (Balkans, Cypr Moldova ...) and to that of the

% The Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council EAPC is carsgd of all NATO allies and PfP partners, whickaité0
countries in America, Europe and Central Asia.
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“Security Co-operation Partnerships” (Israel, Afgistan-Pakistan, Iraq, Iran ...). In both
cases it should be done with the participationstrfdtegic partners”.

“Common values partners” could be invited to pgwate in all NATO crisis
management operations.

As a final comment, it should be clear that paghgrs should not be specific tools for
crisis management but fundamentally for conflievantion.

4.6. Enlargement

Partnership for Peace has been the first stepearptbcess of integration in NATO for all
post-Cold War new allies. But it is necessary ttertbat this is not a general rule and it will
not be advisable to force Article 10 of the Treatyd open NATO to non-European PfP
countries.

Consensus is more and more difficult to achievimasiumber of Allies increases. Once
Balkan countries have completed their integratioocess, further enlargements should be
seriously considered and perhaps limited only to-NATO EU countries.

4.7. Coalitions

The existence of permanent organizations dedidatesgcurity and defence does not impede
the establishment of occasional coalitions. Glgimakers, be they nations or organizations,
are frequently involved in conflicts that do noteat most of their allies and partners. In this
case, the establishment of a coalition led byglobal power is to be considered the preferred
option. In these coalitions, both nations and ogions could participate. We may even

consider the possibility that an organization ofchithe leading coalition nation is a member
could participate in the coalition or operate i@bnation with it. Afghanistan is an example

of a crisis situation involving a coalition led e United States, coordinated with an

organization of which the United States is a member

5. Conclusions

The decision to develop a new Strategic Concepti@snphe recognition of inadequacies in
the present one. Therefore, the first thing to lousd be to identify these inadequacies both
in SC 99 and subsequent strategic documents tbleeacorrect them in the new Concept.

The first inadequacy is a lack of precision in thefinition of the threats and, as a
consequence, an imprecise set of tasks. The msk) tiae one which is at the core and
provides cohesion to the Alliance, is collectivfethee as established in Article 5 of the
Washington Treaty. All other tasks should be coteteavith this one, comprising only those
which prevent Article 5 situations, namely conflmrtevention and crisis management. This
means considering a wider interpretation of Artiglewvhich is the only justification of non-
article 5 operations.

A second inadequacy is a lack of precision in ttea af interest. The Alliance should
be maintained as a regional one and should congidieal threats only through a very careful
analysis and on a case by case basis. Coalitidhsotfier organizations or with single nations
should be seriously considered as an alternatetovegpe with these global threats.
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The next refers to the lack of development of tbengrehensive approach. NATO
should avoid duplicating capabilities with otheganizations, especially the European Union,
and should address the comprehensive approachgthegooperative strategy with the UN,
the EU and others.

We then have partnerships. This is the moment ¥eldp a thorough analysis of this
fundamental tool, avoiding the employment of a Engartnership to address all the different
things that NATO needs to do with others.

Enlargement has been demonstrated to be one bk#iteelements in providing security
to the Euro-Atlantic area. However, it is almostai@ing its limits and no attempt should be
made to go further than Article 10 of the Washimgioeaty.

Summing up, this is our challenge: to develop a Bénategic Concept which addresses
the threats and risks of the*2dentury while avoiding the inadequacies of SC 99.
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