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MR. RON NESSEN: Good morning and welcome to The Brookings
Indtitution. My nameis Ron Nessen and | want to welcome you to this
briefing prior to the forthcoming NATO meeting in Prague on November 21st
and 22nd to be attended by President Bush and other heads of state.

Thisis because of the agenda one of the most important meetingsin the
history of NATO and our briefing this morning will be conducted by Strobe Talbott as Moderator. He
isthe President of The Brookings Indtitution. He will be joined here by Jm Steinberg who isthe Vice
Presdent and Director of the Foreign Policy Studies Program; Ivo Dadder, a Senior Fellow in the
Foreign Policy Studies Program and the Sydney Stein, Jr. Chair here a Brookings, and Phil Gordon,
Senior Fellow in the Foreign Policy Studies program and Director of the Center on the United States
and France.

The format this morning will be that Strobe and the pandists will discussthe issueslikely to arise
a NATO and then there will be time for questions from the audience.

I'd like to request as a courtesy to your fellow attendees that you turn off your cdlular phones
and anything ese that might beep or ring during this morning's briefing.

With that, I'll turn it over to your Moderator, Strobe Tal bott.

MR. STROBE TALBOTT: Thanks, Ron. Thank you dl for coming out
this morning to join usin our own curtain-raiser on the Prague Summit.

What | thought we might do by way of getting the discusson started and in
due course | hope as many of you as possble will participate is test the
proposition that Ron just put before you which is that the Prague Summit is
the mogt important Summit or one of the most important Summits in the history of the North Atlantic
Treety Organization.

For that to be true, of course, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization needs to be proved to be
among the more important and useful internationd inditutions on the face of the earth.

President Bush when he went to the United Nations on September 12th challenged the United
Nations to proveits relevance. Of course we've seen some evidence in the past week that the United
Nations has a least passed that test preliminarily. | think you'l find among my colleagues here some
skepticism about the extent to which NATO isliving up to that same test.

Asl think about the upcoming Prague mesting I'm struck by a contrast between this and the
previous NATO Summit in Madrid five years ago. That was atruly super-charged event. The attention
of the world was riveted on the issues, on what was going to happen. There was alot of suspense not
just on which of the applicant countries were going to be tapped for entrance, but aso whether the
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U.S-Russian relationship and the NATO-Russian relationship was going to withstand the trauma of
former dlies of the Soviet Union coming into NATO. There was of course dso acute interest in and
controversy about the role that the Alliance was going to play in the use of force in the Balkans and had
dready played in the context of Bosnia

Once the Summit was over and there were some disappointed countries, Rumaniain particular,
there was alot of concern about whether they were going to remain on areformist track, whether they
stood any chance of getting into NATO in due course. The anxiety and gpprehenson among the Bdltic
Sates was very intense indeed.

When you think back to that only five years ago and you look at what's shaping up to occur in
Prague, in away that perhaps could be interpreted as good news, there's something amost anticlimactic
it seems about this meeting. Theré's not agreat dedl of suspense about which countries are going to be
coming in. The Russian factor does not seem to be terribly controversid. Even on the Moscow end. In
some ways | suppose the issue around which there's the most suspense is whether President Bush and
Chancdllor Schroeder are going to smile at each other and shake hands at some point during the
mesting.

In any event, againg that backdrop, maybe Jm we could start with you and perhaps get the
conversation rolling with your own answer to the question of whether NATO gill matters.

MR.JAMESB. STEINBERG: I think it does, and | have three mgjor
reasons why | think it's gill enormoudy important. The chalenge at the Prague
Summit will beto try to vindicate each of these three reasons.

Thefirg reason | think NATO il mattersis that the consolidation of peace
and democracy in Europe iswell under way but it isn't over. Weve seen
enormous stridesin Centrd and Eastern Europe since the end of the Cold War, but we till have an
enormoudy fragile Stuation in the Balkans which one could hardly say isadone ded. NATO playsan
extremely important role in its security function now -- in the continued peacekeegping operaionsin the
Bakans, but dso in the broader sense, the pole of attraction for al of these countries to continue to try
to ded with their ethnic differences, their political problems, their economic problems to become part of
thet community.

It's dso true in the Eastern part of Europe. We don't talk as much these days about Ukraine,
but the stuation in Ukraine remains an extremdly fragile one. The politicd developments there are not
encouraging. Yetit's| think very important to the long-term future of Europe thet that go well.

And of coursefindly the integration of Russa

NATO playsarolein al of these by giving reassurance to countries that there's aframework in
which they can develop their palitical and economic reforms without having to worry about security
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conflicts with each other, without having to worry about the exacerbation of irredentist tendencies
among old ethnic rivdries and the like. And it's something that obvioudy takes place to some degree
through the EU and | don't think we should diminish the fact thet the EU playsarolein tha
consolidation. But it's also important to each of these countries to have alink with the United States and
that link isthrough NATO.

| think the second reason that NATO isimportant is that the partnership between the United
States and Europe still remains the centrd partnership in dealing with abroad range of political and
security challenges that we face outside the European context. The broader transnational issues that we
have to face beginning with terroriam, organized crime and the like, our common interest in degling with
consolidating democracies around the world. The United States and Europe have a unique partnership
in their ability to do that. It'sapolitica dimension of NATO.

There's been an evolution over the yearsin trying to do some of that work through an U.S-EU
channd, but it's il not entirely satisfactory because NATO is the one place in which we dl sit together
asindividud countries. It's not the EU as a collectivity againgt the United States. And while some of
these issues will beissuesthat the EU deds with commonly through EU indiitutions, many of them are
things that are still going to be done nationdly. So | think that partnership and the fact that we till are
the two sets of countries that have these shared values and interests needs a forum through which it can
be expressed.

But thefind thing which shouldn't be neglected, in some ways ought to comefirg, is the fact that
occasondly it's not just the political concertation that we need to do together but sometimes the military
concertation. NATO provides the only framework in which we can continue to work together on tactics
on how we work our militaries, how we get the interoperability of our forces, that will alow usto take
on common military chdlenges. And it's a sdf-reinforcing thing.

To the extent that we're able to do it, we're more likely to do it, and conversely, to the extent
that we become less and less able to do it well find more and more reasons not to. | think about the
willingness to use force to ded with chalenges like we may be facing in Irag. So maintaining the
effectiveness of the military structures aswell asthat palitica link seems to me to be quite important for
the future.

All three of thesethingsarein play at Prague.

Enlargement is a part of the broader consolidation of the democratic space in Europe asisthe
deepening of the NATO-Russareationship plus not just to the new members, but aso the way forward
for the countries that will not get in thistime.

On the shared interest front we're going to be dedling with how does NATO play arolein
dedling with problems like terrorism and redefining its misson.
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Then on the military component, questions like the rapid reaction force asaway of trying to
enhance the military cgpabilities of our European alies and the integration of our forces.

MR. TALBOTT: Jmif we could just maybe zero in on the German question for asec. The
four of uswerein Berlin not too long ago. The fundamenta issue that we heard so much about from our
German counterparts and that we've heard since back here is dtill very much on the table.

Do you see that as having mgor disruptive potentid for the Summit?

MR. STEINBERG: | would be surprised if it did. | think that one of the lessons that we learn
isthat when it comes to meetings of leaders, whatever differences they have, that they recognize that the
persond interactions are important. The President, although I'm sure il fedls concerned by and
perhaps persondly offended by some of the remarks in the German eection, knows that the relationship
between the United States and Germany is critical to the overall success of NATO and that the
President will want this meeting to be a success. It isn't going to be a successiif the centerpiece of the
meseting is a continued frosty, non-communicative relationship between the United States and Germany.

MR. TALBOTT: Phil, obvioudy there are plenty of topics on the table dready and please
respond to any of them, but you might in the course of that say something about whet you see asthe
implications of the Summit for U.S.-French rdations. The United States and France did at the end of the
day, | gather there was some suspense abouit it, come together in the Security Council on the Irag
Resolution. How do you see that factor playing in Prague?

MR. PHILIP H. GORDON: | think you're right to raise the U.S.-France
question because in many ways NATO's future isin their hands. By that let
metdl you what | mean.

| agree with what Jm said about NATO's continued relevance. Even if it's not
central to our security preoccupations of the day for dl the reasons he said,

it'srelevant.

The question though is whether leaders on both sides, and on that | mean more than anything
Washington and Paris, will find the logic of NATO compelling enough to invest in it and do the things
necessary to transform it to be able to be useful for the challenges that we face now.

If you think about the challenges that NATO faces, aside from the fact that the main misson, the
Cold War is over and unlikely to come back, the Balkans which for ten years saved NATO and
became the most compelling reason to keep it dive, iswinding down as a product of our success. And
you have this huge gap between American military capabilities and European military capabilities with
the U.S. raising its defense budget by $48 billion in ayear which is more than any single European
country spends, and then and this brings me to the French and the Americans, atitudes on both sides.

Professional Word Processing & Transcribing
(801) 942-7044



THE NATO SUMM T I N PRAGUE - 11/13/02 6

Inthe U.S. you have an atitude that seems to suggest that the political congtraints of doing
something in an dliance are not worth the trouble. We have the military capability to do things largely
aone, and why should we then do wars by committee and have to bog ourselves down with 19 and
soon 26 or more other countries? That attitude in Washington would have to be overcome if NATO
was going to actudly do thingsin the future.

The pardld to that on the other Sdeis the European atitude, felt more strongly in Paristhan
elsawhere, why should we submit ourselves to the leadership and even dictates of Washington so long
asthat attitude is prevaent in the United States?

And you see what I'm getting at hereis, and it's a particular U.S.-France dynamic, isa sort of
chicken and egg problem. The Europeans don't want to invest in what they would need to do to make
NATO relevant and useful, perhaps the reaction force that has been proposed, their own defense
capabilities, NATO in Afghanistan, NATO in Irag. They don't want to do those things so long as they
see an American attitude which says we lead this Alliance, we're going to do it our way or we don't
need you. That spills over onto the American atitude which isif you're not going to do dl of those things
in NATO, why should weinvest in NATO and why should we use NATO?

So it seemsto methat NATO does play avery important role and can play an important role,
but | think it's still an open question whether people on both Sides are going to seeit that way.

MR. TALBOTT: Ivo, anong other things Phil just touched on what is often cdled the
capabilities gap. For many critics, skeptics and pessmists about NATO on both sides of the Atlantic,
that is redly the wedge issue. It's more than just a disparity in military capability between the United
States on the one hand and al the other dlies on the other. It redly goes to a question of diverging
drategic culture. What's your own view on that?

MR.1VO H. DAALDER: One of the reasonswhy | think I'm alittle more
pessmigtic about the nature and future of the Alliance and its relevance for the
U.S.-European partnership than particularly Jm is, and to some extent even
perhaps Phil, maybe it's a glass hdf full, haf empty stuaion here —is because
the capabilities gap is supplemented and in fact worsened by what | think isa
Strategy gap.

The cgpabilitiesgap isbig. The U.S. is spending and continues to spend at arate of increasein
terms of defense forces, that far out-paces anything that Europe is going to do for many many years, if
ever. Which means that not only is the gap large, which we saw in Kosovo, it is getting larger every
sngle day as more and more defense dollars are being poured into new technology and incorporated
into the militaries of the United States, and not being incorporated in most of the European militaries,
with some exceptions for Britain and France. But even there the rates of change are dramaticdly
different. We dl know that part of the story. That means that as aresult the ability for countriesto
cooperate and operate with the United Statesin joint operations is going down. At least that isthe
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perception in the United States.

| would add that there is a second and perhaps more important reason why joint operations are
becoming less and less likely, which is that we look at the world in very different ways. We look &t the
role of military forcein that world in very different ways. And we look a how we use those military
forcesthat we havein very different ways.

Firg, how we look on the world. Europeans in the main are busy completing the very misson
that Jm laid out as the first misson, which is to make Europe whole and free, peaceful, undivided and
democratic, and to expand the European space. Their instrument for ten years was NATO buit for the
next ten yearsit's the European Union. And it isthe expansion of the European Union, the fact that ten
new members are going to come in tarting in 2004, which is going to preoccupy every single European
government for the bulk of itstime. Thisis a massive undertaking that will take an extraordinary amount
of effort and politica capital on the part of every sngle European leader, and they're going to be
gpending their time on Europe.

The United States in the mean time is alowed, and because of this successin Europe, to spend
less time on Europe and to spend more time worrying about the other thrests and challenges and
opportunities outside of Europe.

So we have that basic geographic and geostrategic divergence between the United States and
Europe.

The second one is about the role of military force. The European view, aswe saw inthe Iraq
debate, remains that force is fundamentaly alast resort. It is only something that you engage in when
diplomacy has absolutely failed. And then only when everybody agreesthet thisis the right thing to do.

Increasingly over the past ten years we have seen that that's not the way the United States,
views the use of force. There are many problems out there that cannot be dedlt with mostly or even
mainly through diplomatic means. Whether it is ethnic cleansing in Kasovo or the acquisition of nuclear
weaponsin Irag. Those kinds of threats require not just force as alast resort but force as afirst resort
or a least as an early resort.

So we have a divergence about when to use force.

Findly, theré's a divergence about how to use force. Increasingly in the United Statesin part
because of the technology, in part because of historical reasons and preferences, thereis areliance on
high technology, on strategic bombing from 15,000 feet, on going after critica drategic targets. What
Mike Short, the generd who led the air war in Kosovo caled the head of the snake, the strategic center
of gravity. And in Europe, in part because it doesn't have the capability, but in part because they don't
think it's the most effective way to use military force, thereis dill aview that you go after the people
who do the killing. That you have to have forces on the ground, you have to be engaged with those
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forces on the ground a the moment of impact, and that the center of dtrategic gravity isthe military as
opposed to the poalitical and command centers.

Findly, European militaries are increasingly thinking about fighting wars in ways that are
influenced by how you bring about the peace afterwards. And that you have to start thinking about how
you conduct your military operationsin away that makes peacebuilding after the war is over eeder.

For example, take Afghanistan. One of the fundamenta problems we have in Afghanistan iswe
relied on warlords who are now in power to do most of the fighting. The European perspective would
have said maybe we should have done this by ourselves, in fact regarding the warlords as part of the
problem, not part of the solution in the military srategy.

The same can be the casein Irag. How you fight the Irag war isin part, or ought to be in part
determined by whet it isthat you want to do afterwards, and because European militaries are more
inclined to think that peacebuilding and nationbuilding and peacekeegping and peace support operations
are sort of fundamenta to what they do in the world, they will ook a how to use forcein different
ways.

These growing divergences which have been going on for ten years and are being magnified by
the new world in which we live lead me to say it becomes very difficult to see how we get back to the
kind of partnership and joint operations and joint planning we had for 50 years but that seemsto be

increasingly disgppearing.

MR. TALBOTT: Ivo, from what you know of the organization that isNATO and the Summit,
do you think these fundamenta issues you're raisng are going to in any visible sense be on the agendain
Prague? Or are they going to be just part of the deep, deep subtext covered over by protocol and
politesse and the desire to preserve an appearance of solidarity?

MR. DAALDER: | think were going to have wonderful statements that are going to announce
that the NATO Alliance is ready to go into the 21t century asamgjor inditution, that it will transform
itself by whatever means necessary to get to that point, but in the end it will be stuck with its agenda.
Important, but nevertheless not necessarily the 214t century agenda of completing Europe by bringing
more membersin, by bringing Russain, but a debate about who pays for what cgpabilities, which isthe
debate we've had for 50 years.

MR. TALBOTT: Let me pick up on that and actudly turn the question back to Jm. When
Lord Robertson, the Secretary Genera of NATO was on this platform a couple of weeks ago he
delivered a gpeech which was extremely polite, very upbest, very optimistic, but nonetheless conveyed
amessage that was | think more than sublimind, and that is the importance of doing things together;
multilateral gpproaches to problems. He knew, of course, and everybody here knew thet that fit into the
context of adebate that is sometimes overamplified as unilaterdism versus multilaterdism.
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Jm, do you anticipate that that theme or that debate is going to be detectable in Prague?

MR. STEINBERG: | think it's going to be very subtle and | think the place that you may see
it most obvioudy is about thisidea of the rapid reaction force. | think there are two potentidly different
conceptions about it that have a huge implication for the kinds of issues that both Phil and Ivo touched
on.

| think for many Americans the reason that, particularly for the Adminigiration, the reason they
want to see this enhanced capability of European forcesis not to enhance NATO as an indtitution, but
rather to enhance NATO asthetool kit. That is essentialy a set of capabilities that can be then divorced
from the politica indtitutions around NATO and taken to go off and fight esewhere.

The advantage of that from the United States means that we get the ability to draw on additiond
cgpatiilities but we don't have to ded with this problem of politicaly consulting others. We get to run the
mission. We get to decide what to do. It'samission, an ad hoc codlition where the United States leads,
but it draws on capabilities that come out of NATO so we get the military benefit of that.

For the Europeans, if thereé's going to be an interest in this rapid reaction force it's to give them
more of apolitica voice in how forceis used and to try to bring it back into a NATO framework where
they have at least nominaly some say abot it.

So where we draw the lesson, or at least some in the Adminigtration draw the lesson from
Kosovo that says well you don't want to fight as NATO, you want to fight in an ad-hoc codition in
which willing and capable European dliesjoin us. | think the Europeans say we want more of a Stuation
where we have some say in deciding both what the political objectives are for the use of force and even
some of the military operations.

S0 to the extent that we get a debate about what this rapid reaction force is for and how it's
going to be used, | think we could get some of that flavor.

| think what's important here isif you listen to the U.S. discussion of thisit's about developing
capahiilities. But as Phil has suggested, the Europeans aren't going to be willing to invest in capabilities
unless they have some sense that they're going to have a voice in how those capabilities are deployed.
The motivation for investing and developing the capabilities will be because it gives them more influence
over the United States. | think they will need to hear from the United States that that's part of the dedl
that's offered.

MR. TALBOTT: Ivo?
MR. DAALDER: | just want to emphasize something that Jm said because | think it is

crucialy important to understand how big the change is that has occurred over the past two years. In
fact snce September 12th when it redly became known.

Professional Word Processing & Transcribing
(801) 942-7044



THE NATO SUMM T I N PRAGUE - 11/13/02 10

Until this moment the United States has traditionaly thought about using military force within an
dliance gtructure. Particularly when it came to big wars. Sure, there have been wars whether it is
Vietnam or the Gulf War -- in which NATO or others didn't participate. But the whole notion was that
you channd the use of force through an dliance structure.

Now we have a stuation where the whole purpose is to make sure that that absolutely never
happens again. Where the whole purpose of NATO is no longer to be able to conduct joint military
operationswhich iswhat, after al, it was founded for; but the purpose is to provide the military
capabilities for the United States to pick and choose from, to cherrypick redly -- the Czechs have good
CBW capahilities, let's grab those; the Brits have good specid forces, let's grab those -- in order to
conduct a misson as the United States wants to conduct it. That's what Afghanistan was about. It was
conducted in Tampa by Tampa. People could contribute and sent their generas, two, three star,
whatever, to contribute to that, but that's how we fight wars. The United States determines the mission,
it then builds the cadition for that particular misson. It seesno vaue in having it built within an dliance
Sructure because that is congraining, even though it may aso give you political and other benefits. And
that's the future that this Adminigration, particularly in the Pentagon, seesfor NATO. And that's a sea
change. It'safundamenta change in the way we have conducted foreign policy and particularly
political/military policy for 50 years. And somehow it has gone virtudly unremarked that that's what
redly thisisdl about.

MR. TALBOTT: Would you make a distinction when you refer to the Pentagon between the
senior palitica civilian leadership and the uniformed military?

MR. DAALDER: Sure. | think thisis areflection of what in the parlance is cdled ‘the Office
of the Secretary of Defense.” The civilian leadership. Not hecessarily the military leadership. But even
there it is gtarting to come in. The notion that -- the lesson even among senior military of Kosovo, so-
cdled, isthat when you fight warsin an Alliance context you have 18 vetoes on the trigger button. We
al know that that wasn't the case, but nevertheless that is the myth that has now emerged asfact. And
increasingly you will find people saying, we can do it by oursalves, so why bother doing it with others?

MR. STEINBERG: | guess| would take dight issue only in the sense that the vast mgority of
the American military is not connected to NATO. Something like eight to ten percent of U.S. military
forces have some rdaionship to NATO. | think for alot of military officers, many of whom never
served in Europe, many of whom have missons that are very unconnected to the NATO structure, that
they don't want to seeit either. They haven't seen the positive sde of the tradeoff. They've watched
from afar. They are the ones who have drawn the negative lesson from Kosovo.

It'sironic that the U.S. military commanders who are in theater are not the ones who are saying
Kosovo was a disaster, it was too congtraining. The people who actudly ran the war tend to be fairly
positive about the benefits that had been gotten from the codition. But the generals who were in Centra
Command, or standing back in the new FORSCOM, they're the ones who are seeing this and saying |
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don't quite get this. I'm not sure why there's any advantage to us.

So | think even within the military itsdf therés alot of skepticism about the political vaue of the
NATO inditution.

MR. TALBOTT: Pnil, did you want to come in on that?

MR. GORDON: | think Ivo put hisfinger on avery important point in the context of the
relevance debate which isthat one of the reasons everyone is struggling with this and therés anxiety at
NATO and s0 on isthe redlity that we're very unlikely in the future to use NATO aswe envisaged it in
the past which is as an Alliance where the North Atlantic Council runs an operation.

In that sense the Bakans were probably NATO'sfirst misson as NATO and last. Because of
the new way the United States sees the Alliance as atool box and a place where you develop
interoperability, you can pick and choose among the best sources.

But the point | want to make about that isit's not necessarily a bad thing. We shouldn't, as we're
judging whether NATO can be useful, it's not will the NAC run an operation at 19 or 26 or whatever. If
that's your standard, NATO is not going to be useful.

The question though is can we gtill useit so that United States forces and European forces,
which frankly are the ones were most likely to operate with around the world, and we keep doing it
whether it's humanitarian missons in Africa or peacekegping in Afghanistan or soon to be peacekeeping
in Irag. Can we use NATO as a place so that these forces know how to work together, so that they
have common operationa doctrine, so that their fud nozzlesfit into each other, so that the military
officers know each other, and | think the answer to that isyes, and | think we're seeing it in Afghanistan
where you have a French Carrier Group in the Indian Ocean cooperating with U.S. nava forces and
stopping ships. Where you have German Specia Forces and British Specid Forces clearing caves with
the United States. We have intd sharing. Y ou have in-air refuelers from one country in another NATO
country.

So that isareminder, it ssemsto me, that NATO can till be useful even when it's not used as
NATO. And that, if I may, it tiesinto the reaction force chalenge because thisis away of the United
States chdlenging the European countries to develop the types of forces that we think will be necessary
for potentia future missions together.

MR. TALBOTT: Even the most dewy-eyed optimists, none of whom are represented here or
perhaps anywhere in the room, would predict that were going to have arapid reaction force within a
matter of weeks, which is the timeframe that were looking at for Irag.

So what | would like to do is go from the generd that we've been discussing to the specific and
ask each of you to address both predictively and prescriptively -- maybe your prediction will be the
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same as your prescription but well see -- the question of what you think the outcome will be and should
bein

Prague vis-a-vis the role of NATO-quo-NATO or NATO member states plus NATO partnersin the
war in Irag. Maybe taking kind of the Afghanistan mode as a basdine.

| redlize, of course, that the answer to that in fact will depend in no small measure on where
Saddam isin his part of the cat and mouse game when we actudly get there. But take ashot at that if
you would, Jm.

MR. STEINBERG: On the predictive 9de think thisisteed up very nicely and | think the
Adminigration was not unmindful of thisin terms of the overdl timing which is, | believe Saddam is
going to agree on Friday to the ingpections so | don't think we're going to have a crigs this week.

MR. TALBOTT: Defying his Parliament?

MR. STEINBERG: No, just accepting the confidence that Parliament has resded in him to
make a wise decison about. [Laughter]

What will happen in Pragueis that NATO will solemnly avow that the Security Council
Resolutions must be fully, thoroughly implemented or ese there will be serious consequences. So | think
it's-- | don't think it's a bad thing. The posture will be such that it will be very easy for NATO to be
very united and very clear about the need for Saddam to comply and will be very unspecific about what
will happen if he doesn', other than to say serious consequences, or something to that effect.

| think that the deeper issue and my prescriptive part is going to this question we have about
whether and in what way NATO will play arolein helping to ether assemble and/or conduct the
military operations. And it seems to me that we are a a criticd moment and an gppropriate moment
now with passage of the Security Council Resolution, that there ought to be some pretty serious
planning being done at SHAPE to look at the question of how NATO military forces could contribute to
the war plan. That means there needs to be awillingness in the Pentagon to involve SHAPE in that,
whether or not thereisaformd involvement of the North Atlantic Council, if were going to get the
kinds of benefits that Phil has described which we ought to want if there isa conflict with Irag. Then you
need to bring the mechanisms together. There are mechanisms that can help identify forces.

Think about who has the capabilities. Think about what NATO's own infrastructure can do to
facilitate particularly logistic and deployment side of this operation and to give some sense that these
mechanisms that have been cregted for the Cold War are still going to be turned to and be made
operationa inthe post Cold War.

| think thereisared opportunity there, to give the dlies some sense that it is not going to be
once again trooping down to Tampa to stand outside in the cold, and maybe not so cold, and waiting
for them to be invited in one by one.
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MR. TALBOTT: Phil?

MR. GORDON: My prescription is somewhat different from my prediction. My prescription
isgmilar to Jm's. | think it would be useful for the politica cohesion benefitsto use NATO. Not in the,
if therdsawar in the wartime operation, we're not going to use NATO for that. SHAPE could be useful
in ddivering and coordinating European forces for a post-peacekegping misson. So prescriptively |
would be sympathetic to that. | don't think were going to do it.

| think the attitude of the Adminigration is going to be, in particular the military, if they want to
come aong, they can come aong. They're going to come dong for their own interests and we're going
to decide who goes where and were going to run this operation. And if they don't want to do it under
our leadership, because what Jm is getting & in the advantage of usng NATO isthat it gives them some
greater incentive to be involved because it gives them some greeter say over the operation.

But inredlity | think, just asin the early phases of Afghanistan, that's not going to be persuasve
to this Adminigtration which is just going to do it in the U.S. leadership mode and expect the others to
follow dong.

MR. TALBOTT: Ivo?

MR. DAALDER: | agree with both the prescription and the prediction. I'd add one other
prediction which isif the United States goes aone on this, it depends allittle bit on the politica
circumstances under which it decides to go to war, but if we assumethat it gains either aforma or at
least an informal consensus, from the Security Council, that thisis the right thing to do, that is Saddam
has truly breached the resolution, | would predict that the vast mgority of NATO countrieswill in fact
contribute active military forces to such an operation. Even if it's not part of NATO. That is, whether we
likeit or not, the Pentagon's caculations that countries will join in the operation no matter whether it's
done within NATO or not is probably correct. | think most of these countries will in fact want to
contribute forces to help enforce the UN Security Council Resolution. That's how they will judtify it to
their own public.

The one country that will be absent, and even there, there's a question of whether it will be
absent, is going to be Germany.

MR. TALBOTT: | think in amoment it would be good to open the discusson up to include
our guests, but first let me ask the three of you to address two questions which five years ago we were
al teased of and which now seem to ether be sdf-evident in their answers or not interesting questions.

That iswhat about the new members? In your discussions around town and on the other side of
the Atlantic did you hear any echoes of the concern about the dilution of the military effectiveness, and
for that matter the political cohesion of the Alliance? Bringing in these states which not that long ago
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were ether part of the Soviet Union or part of the Soviet Empire?

And second, what about Russia? |s there any interesting suspense or controversy about what
the enlargement of the Alliance will do to the burgeoning partnership between the U.S. and Russaand
between NATO and Russia?

Jm?

MR. STEINBERG: | think on the dilution issue, it'sironic thet the evolution of U.S. thinking,
particularly the Adminidration's thinking on this, makes the fact that there is going to be some miilitary
dilution aplus. That isto say that by bringing in countries that will be prepared to work with the United
States and accept the United States vison of how these things should go in the future, that what happens
isyou make NATO less wieldy as an organization itself and therefore more likely to play thisroleasa
tool kit providing niche capabilities and that that's perfectly fine from the United States point of view. If
you're not looking to thisto be an integrated military, then the fact that alot of these militaries are very
week and have very limited things to contribute doesn't matter very much because it redlly doesntt
detract from the tool kit.

The one remaining anxiety that's out there is the fact thet at least in the case of Romaniaand
Bulgaria, that though things are going okay, these are countries that are dill very very fragile in their
politica and economic transformation, and there is some anxiety about what happensin NATO if a
country should genuinely fail. Fail in its democracy, revert either back to some kind of authoritarian
government or a Situation where there's serious internd divisions within the country -- have we redlly got
acontingency to ded with that, is that going to be a problem for us?

But on the whole, once Russia decided that it was not going to object to this| think there was a
sense of let'sjust get it over with and then we won't have to worry about this any more in case therésa
Russan government which later changes its mind.

On Russia, the transformation of the U.S.-Russian rdaionship | think has overwhelmed any of
the issues that would otherwise have mattered. For Putin, NATO-Russiaiis not terribly important
compared to U.S-Russa. And with the increased focus now post the attacks in Moscow and the
Chechnya situation, | think that's the only thing thet's redlly front and center. Putin wants to make sure
that he has the President's full support for what he's doing in what is obvioudy an intensfication of the
campaign there, and is happy to see the NATO-Russia thing move forward but it is not the dominant
concern.

MR. TALBOTT: Judt to tease that out alittle further, Jm, would this be a correct next step
inference, that here again President Bush and President Putin's strategy and agendas overlgp and
reinforce each other, which isto say insofar as Presdent Bush and his Administration are downgrading
the importance of NATO drategicaly and militarily, that suits President Putin fine.
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MR. STEINBERG: Absolutely.
MR. TALBOTT: Phil?

MR. GORDON: I've never been overly persuaded by the dilution argument. | think for two
reasons. One isto the extent that NATO iswilling to be used as atool kit from which to draw, then it
doesn't redly matter how many boxes, | don't know what the analogy is, but are in that tool kit, and the
number doesn't redly influence that. As| said, Snce you're unlikely to be doing many operations as the
NAC, | don't think that is a serious concern.

But furthermore, even if you are going to be doing an operation as the NAC, NATO has never
been an dliance of perfect equas where the greater the number the more difficult it becomes to get
decisons. It'saways been U.S-led, it dwayswill be U.S-led, and | just have difficulty imagining that
somehow one of these new membersis going to block a consensus. If NATO wants to do an operation
in some place and the U.S. is ready to do it and they're ready to lead the Alliance, that Soveniaor
Rumaniais going to stand up and prevent NATO from doing it.

NATO might think about mechanisms on a sort of different issue for suspending amembership if
there was to be some political reversa in one of these countries so that that couldn't happen, but | just
don' think -- | think what you gain from enlargement is much grester than the tiny risk. Those of uswho
areinvolved in Kosovo in trying to keep NATO together for that and no one more than you two knows
this, knowsthat yes, it was hard and you had to work on allies to get them on board, but once you were
ableto do it and the fact that you had the Alliance and the political cohesion together was very
important.

So | think what you gain from adding the numbersis gregter than the very small risk that one of
them is going to dilute its cohesion.

MR. TALBOTT: My recollection of what Lord Robertson said when he was asked this
question about an Alliance member, new world going bad, was that he |eft the question open and
suggested that it should probably be dedt with in red lifeif it ever occurs rather than having apolicy in
advance. He didn't want to get drawn into the idea of taking what the Commonwedlth does, for
example, that kind of sanction, and putting it in placejust in case.

MR. GORDON: | think he's right for two reasons. There's a substantive one and a practica
one.

The substantive one is you would creste more, you can do thisinformaly. Just asin the past
when different NATO members, whether you had colonelsin Greece or Euro-communigtsin Portugd
or on the verge in other countries, you were able to do this and just stop sharing intelligence with these
countries. Y ou didn't have to have aforma NAC decison which would have been hard because one of
those countries would have been in and so on. Y ou found practica ways of getting it done without
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having to have anew tregaty line that says you can kick someone out. So for that reason | think it's
better.

And secondly, the practical point is, even if one thought it was agood ideato add it to the
treaty, good luck persuading al of these countries to Sgn onto something that could later be used to
kick their country out of the Alliance or suspend it. So even if you thought it was agood idea | dont
think you could get it done.

That'swhy | agree with Lord Robertson. We need to be thinking about it so that nobody has to
worry that when you take somebody in they're going to be able to block things, but that can be done
with an informa consensus, that you just won't let it happen.

MR. TALBOTT: Ivo, on the new guys and the bear?

MR. DAALDER: One of the problems | have with the enlargement debate is how we in fact
haven't had a debate for the past year plus. Here we are taking seven countries into the Alliance. The
ostensible purpose being to complete and extend the European zone of peace, and quite frankly we're
getting people into this Alliance who don't belong in this Alliance yet.

We have Slovakia which just happened to have one dection, but what happens when the next
election goes wrong? We have as Jm said, Bulgaria and Romania which have done wonderful things if
you go back to where they were in' 89 but have along road to go when you want to compare them to
Poland or to the Czech Republic.

The problem with the big bang theory, the notion that we get them dl in, has aways been that
you |lose the incentive structure which is the prospect of membership as opposed to the actud
membership. That's what leads to reform. That's lost the moment they become part of this Alliance.

And since enlargement now is fundamentaly and only about completing Europe, about building
this new Europe -- and | would argue that the fundamenta function of NATO is doing this -- we might
have thought a little harder about whether it was wise to take in seven members. If someone had said
two years ago, and in fact when some people proposed seven members, they’ d have thought they were
off their rockers. The notion that you take in seven members two years ago was just not on the agenda.
It then came on the agenda and | think we ought to ask why.

| think one of the fundamentd reasonsis, as Jm sad, having seven more members means it
becomes more of a politicd talking shop, less of amilitary aliance, and that's perfectly fine for this
Adminigtration. But having done so, it becomes more and more difficult if we ever would like to
resuscitate this Alliance for other purposes.

So | think more has to be thought about it. It's too late now. We've made -- well actudly we
haven't formally made a decision yet. Nobody in Europe iswilling to oppose the United States on this,
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though there is disquiet in Europe which has never particularly liked enlargement other than particular
countries for particular reasons, but they're not going to take the U.S. on thisissue. And | think itisa
problem.

Asregardsto Russa, | think you, Strobe put your finger on it. The NATO-Russia Council was
important and critically important when we had an Adminigtration in Washington which believed that
NATO dill was afundamentd, central insrument of its foreign policy. The rdationship with Russa can
indeed be transforming in the way that we dl tried to do this.

Now because NATO islessimportant, it is easy for Russato become part of this council and
in fact the red businessis being done on abilaterd level between the United States and Russia, and
have the council be the talking shop.

BROOKING & | MR. TALBOTT: Would al of you think it's safe to predict that there will be
virtualy no debate when this comes to the Senate? Ratification of the
enlargement?

MR. DAALDER: | think itsvery safe that a thispoint in time. Virtudly
anything will be safe in the Senate if the President proposesit. [Laughter]

MR. TALBOTT: Okay. If you have a question for one of the three pandligts, direct it to him.
QUESTION: Nicole Zemin, Russian Weekly [Torge].

Does anybody from pandists expect that during this Summit any of the Bdltic States will be
invited to join NATO?

MR. TALBOTT: All three. Does anybody in the room doubt that? Anybody want to --
Maybe you would have other preferences, but I'd be interested if anybody sees any reason to question
that al three Baltic states will get in. It seemslike as close to adone ded as something that's not
officidly adone ded can be.

MR. TALBOTT: George Condon, Copley News Service.

Could you tak about the President's goals on this trip. What does he want out of Prague? What
does he want to accomplish on the other stopsin Vilnya, St. Petersburg, and Bucharest? And istherea
temptation do you think to treet this as sort of avictory lap for him in a continent that viewed him as sort
of acowboy and he got the UN vote now?

MR. STEINBERG: Hes certainly going to the places that makes that the most likely. You
can imagine what it will be like to be in Vilnius when they findly get into NATO. Thisisgoing to be an
extraordinary moment, and well deserved. | think the President will be lionized there.
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With St. Petersburg, | think the only question is whether we have a chance to see President
Putin repeat what he apparently said the other day when journdigts tried to ask him a question about
Chechnya. But thiswill be an extraordinarily positive moment, and the same in Bucharest. The
aspirations have been achieved.

If you'll recall, President Clinton got a heroic welcome there when we didn't invite them to join
NATO. Imagine what it's going to be like when they have.

And al the places where this would be very problematic for the President to go, other than the
fact that the Summit'sin Prague too, where they obvioudy have nothing to complain about, he isn't going
to Western Europe which is where he would meet alot of anxiety. The leve of concern about Iragq even
with the Security Council Resolution is enormoudy high in Europe and there would be significant
protests in the streets. But for the President thiswill be | think quite atriumphant visit. He will get a
strong statement on Irag. Strong enough for his purposes that he can say he's achieved what he wants.
And | think whatever happens on the capability issue, well probably get some on background, off-the-
record Pentagon people complaining about how ineffective and usdess the Europeans are. But on the
whole, the public face will be very postive.

MR. GORDON: Itredly isavictory lap.

If you think about how this Summit could have been, the debate over enlargement, the bust-up
with the Russians, most importantly the debate over Irag. Now instead of dl of that he's doing the
victory lgp on transforming Europe which people doubted that the Republicans and this Administration
were interested in; and the Irag thing, I'm not saying they dragged this out for eight weeksin order to
have the timing such that the debate over Irag is going to come later than sooner, but it certainly isanice
Sde benefit from their point of view.

Weve put off, he's able to arrive saying | went to the UN, that's what you asked me to do. We
got a consenaus. | think the White House must be ddlighted with the timing of this.

MR. TALBOTT: Whatever Presdent Putin says in Petersburg, I'm sure he will not repest his
advertissment for the specid skills of Russan surgeons. [Laughter]

QUESTION: Pete Schoettle, Brookings.

This question follows up Ivo's point, and it's a Smple one that hasrit gotten alot of attention. It's
the old mother test. If Bulgariaand Rumaniajoint NATO, under Article 5 if they're attacked, U.S.
troops have to go defend them. How are you going to explain to some mother that their husband or son
isfighting to defend Rumania and Bulgaria? That issue just hasn't come up.

I'd like to see some answers from the pandists, how they would answer that question.
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MR. STEINBERG: -- whether you think Moldovais going to attack Rumania

| think that issue has become moot. That was an issue when we were first worrying about the
BAltics, but | think it islargely moot.

The only country that's in a pogition where one can imagine getting dragged into a conflict is
Turkey, and they're dready in. But | think the notion that Article 5 is going to be an issue vis-a-visthese
new membersisvery very smal.

MR. DAALDER: Let meadd dso, Article 5 ain't what it used to be. Because we had Article
5 invoked on September 12, 2001, and it did not lead to the automatic dispatch of 18 militaries being
sent to Afghanistan. Part of it did, but it's just not the same as it used to be.

MR. TALBOTT: I think the theme that's emerging from this discussion isthat NATO ain't
what it used to be and the question is whether that's good, bad, ambiguous, and whether it's relevant to
the new world.

QUESTION: Petrosaro from the Finnish Broadcasting Company .
MR. DAALDER: Yes, you canjoin too. [Laughter]
QUESTION: | am not the guy who is asking that question.

It's very interesting what you said, 1vo, about NATO becoming more and more a politica
talking shop and less amilitary aliance, and that that would suit Presdent Bush's Adminigtration
perfectly fine, in order for them to go solo wherever they want and use that tool box, etc., etc.

We have on the stage some insght from the Kosovo operation. | think it would be very useful to
know how much the argumentsthat | think have been on the forefront for making this case about how in
Kosovo it was just atotal mess with the French and the British, that you had to have the bombing plan
goproved by every one, every time, every day. This has been avery visble and loud argument for this
road that we have seen taken the past couple of years, that in the future when NATO is doing
something like this they should have very clear command of, structura command.

How much wasthisared argument ever? Was that amess? And | think thisis very useful to
know because what we are witnessing today, like Ivo sad, is the very fact that what we saw in
Afghanistan and what the French in Paris and other people, and the Germans in Berlin don't like about
it.

MR. STEINBERG: It'savery powerful argument if it weretrue, but it just isn't true. | think if
you read Wes Clark's book and if you talk to the people who were involved, and for those of us who
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were involved, were there complications? Of course there were complications. Did every country have
to review the plan? No. Were there constant disputes about targets? No. There were some big
guestions about at what point did the infragtructure become a legitimate target. How did you ded with
the way in which broadcast communications were being used by the Serbs? But these were important,
big issues and they had to do with the politica cohesion of the Alliance, not the tactica, what things
should be on the list. They were worked through. They were worked through reasonably quickly. And
the benefit of conducting this war as an Alliance so outweighed any of these minor disputes. We didn't
win because we picked the right targets, we didn't delay the outcome because we failed to pick atarget.
We won the war because of the politica solidarity of the Alliance and the recognition by Milosavic that
this was not going to end until he acceded to the political demands of the Alliance.

When NATO came together here in Washington in April at the Washington Summit and
reinforced and reiterated the war aims that had begun the war, that to my mind was the beginning of the
end of thewar and it didn't have anything to do with whether we hit adowntown target in Serbiaor the
like.

So | think unfortunately the lesson that has been learned has nothing to do with the redlity of the
conflict. And | think we re going to pay some very negative price over the long term for having mis-read
that.

MR. GORDON: | think in amilitary operation the degree to which you have to consult
paliticdly isafunction not of whether the Alliance as awhale is conducting an operation, but of what the
others are contributing to the operation.

In other words, even if Kosovo was not a NATO operation but you were using alarge number
of French and British arcraft, you would have had to consult with the French and the British on what
you targeted. Y ou dways would have the option of digpensing with that and just doing it entirely done
and then you wouldn't have to consult with anybody. That may be appealing to certain people.

But it's not that it was aNATO operation because as Jm points out, it wasn't with the entirety
of the Alliance that Washington was having to consult about targets. It was with those that were
involved, and that function | think is going to be rdevant in the future whether we're using NATO or not.

MR. DAALDER: One amdl thing. Thereisthis myth somehow that one fights wars by having
generds make al the decisions. In the societies that we live, we have a civilian leedership that has to be
involved in those decison-making processes. So even if you were fighting the war done you will have a
conflict potentidly, or a debate, a complication between military and politica leaders, and this notion
that somehow if you involve palitica leaders wars go the wrong is not true. Across the street, Eliot
Cohen has written awonderful book showing that usualy the oppositeisthe case.

QUESTION: Randy Mikelson with Reuters.
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| wanted to go back to the question of U.S.-German relations and the Bush-Schroeder flap.
Wha role are they likdly to play in this Summit? What roles does the UN Security Council vote havein
maybe bridging some of those differences or giving them a common ground to work forward? And
what's a stake for NATO if they're unable to unpoison the rdations at this Summit?

MR. GORDON: Weredl focused on handshakes and smiles and al of that, but | actualy
think the issue is much deeper than that. It's not whether Bush and Schroeder shake hands. Rumsfeld
announced the other day that the relationship was not unpoisoned. The German Defense Minister came
here, it was unpoisoned, Schroeder and Bush spoke on the telephone. The persona stuff we can forget,
even though it's interesting to talk about.

The substantive part though, is very important which is that the position of the Federa Republic
of Germany remainsthat even if thereisa UN Security Council authorization for awar in Irag, they're
not participating in it. That | think isthe relevant question for U.S.-European relaions, for NATO, and
for the EU because the whole principle is one of political support among alies with common interests
and goas and whatever. And even if Bush and Schroeder start talking to each other again, so long as
that issue is there, then | think we have ared problem and a problem for NATO and it makes the
United States -- It fuels the attitude here, to the extent there's a debate here, to what degree should we
actudly do things as an Alliance because that might congtrain us. So long as you have atitudesin
Europe that say even if you get UN legitimacy for the operation were not going to be with you, | think it
fuds those who hear what to say, | told you. They don't have much to contribute and they're unwilling to
contribute paliticaly even when they have. So seemsto meto remain ared problem.

MR. DAALDER: It'sinfact going to be area operationa problem because Germany is
joining the Security Council and that very council will in fact have to debate, discuss, assess, --whatever
the operative verb isin the resolution -- the potentiad materia breach by Iraq and the consequences that
flow from that. And Germany is now in the position where on the one hand it can say we won't
participate even if the UN decidesthisisthe right thing to do, but it now has to decide as Germany
whether the UN -- or at least it has aone of 15 votes -- whether the UN ought to do anything.
Germany will therefore possibly face the problem that it will vote for a resolution to authorize the use of
force while itsdf nationdly is saying that it won't participate. That's arealy uncomfortable position to be.

But the dternative is to vote againg the resolution because not only is Germany not
participating, it thinks that the use of force by definition iswrong. In fact when the Germans are
confronted with this dilemmait's not clear that they have resolved how they're going to get out of it.

Asmany of you know | have long thought that the way we handled this particular spat was not
the most adult way, to put it mildly, in which to have done so. But now that we're talking, shaking hands
and have unpoisoned relationships, the Germans have to sart thinking about how they're going to get off
the pogition which they are in, which in fact, having gone to the UN, having done dl the things thet the
Germans want to do, becomes more difficult to sustain.
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Remember, thiswas a position that was taken in the heat of a campaign, but more importantly in
the aftermath of Dick Cheney's speech on August 26th in which the message was we don't believe in the
UN, we don't believe in ingpections, we believe in regime change by using force if necessary, in fact,
preferable, done. That was the context in which this position was created.

Germany now needs to start thinking about the context as different and perhaps sart saying asa
member of the UN Security Council, we're going to take this question anew.

MR. TALBOTT: But Ivo, Chancellor Schroeder has not |eft any wiggle room whatsoever as
far as German troops actualy participating in awar. But has Foreign Minister Fischer |eft open the
possibility of Germany participating in some sort of after-action?

MR. DAALDER: Yes.
MR. TALBOTT: Would that possibly be the way they would get themsdves out of the --

MR. DAALDER: It'soneway. Foreign Minister Fischer has congstently asked a number of
very pertinent questions about what will happen after the war. What is the context within which thisis
taking place? If | were the Adminigtration | would start that discussion with the Germansin order to find
away to get them back into the game. Because ultimatdly it serves absolutely no one to have one of the
mogt if not the most important bilaterd relationship to the United States and the European countries
being spoiled over thisissue a a particular point intime.

QUESTION: Pat Towdl, Congressond Quarterly.

I'm having trouble with this idea that there's a step-jump function in thistoal kit thing with the
new Adminigtration and the lessons midearned from Kosovo. We had the experience of Desert Storm.
It seems to me that for an interminable period in the early and mid '90s as only European politica
scientists and diplomats can, time went down the rat hole of the Combined Joint Task Force. We could
fill haf this room with the paper that was burned away on that. My recollection is that that wasto
condruct within the Alliance a framework for coditions of the willing. Was it not?

MR. STEINBERG: But within the NATO framework. That's very different --

The Combined Joint Task Force and the Berlin Plus Modd basicaly said that you were going
to have apalitical framework within which these were going to be done. Now it alowed for thisto be
done just under the EU. One of the advantages of the CJTF wasto give it an EU dimension, but there
was certainly no discussion in the '80s of this being aframework in which the United States would be
the politica master for NATO forces to operate.

There wasn't aflip sde. There was a one-way escape hatch into the EU, but not one of saying
that were going to build these things so they can become adivison, a Joint Task Force of the U.S.
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military. Thisisavery different kind of modd.

MR. DAALDER: And the escape hatch for the EU was because there may have been
circumstances in which the Europeans wanted to use force and we didn't. Whereas there was dways
the presumption that if we wanted to use force we'd do it within the NATO framework and didn't have
to dedl with that problem.

QUESTION: My nameis Yuri Ribey. | work for the Finnish newspaper cdled [inaudible]. |
have a Finnish question.

What does the enlargement, how does it change the role of the few outsiders that ill remain
outside the NATO enlargement which probably are Finland, Sweden, and Switzerland?

MR. DAALDER: | wasflippant in my answer to your Finnish colleague earlier, but | think as
the Alliance evolves the reason for not being part of it just disgppears. | think thisistrue for Finland, it's
true for Sweden, it'strue for Audtria. You'll have to make your own decisions. It'strue for Switzerland.
But if thisis becoming an organization for and about Europe, and undergirding the economic and
palitical transformations that have taken place, why shouldn't Finland be part of it? Even though there
may be this fictitious Article 5 issue hanging out there that nobody redly beievesin any more.

So asthe Alliance evolves, the non-members, particularly the ones that -- we left out the Irish.
So those five that were talking about. The reasons for staying out become less and less, | think,
pertinent even in your own political debate.

MR. TALBOTT: | would think in the case of Finland, specificaly with Estoniacoming in, |
would expect if this were a pand with 120 of us up here, I'd put the question back to you whether the
arguments that [Mack Jacobons] has been making for quite anumber of years wouldn't have new
sdiency. And if Finland came in, how in God's name does Sweden stay out?

QUESTION: [inaudible], Embassy of Sovakia

Concerning new members. A little bit over two year ago when Foreign Ministers have met in
Vilnius they laid the groundwork for what turned out to be their mutua cooperation inspiration and a
little bit more impulse share in their own strengthening of their own indtitutions, reform of the military and
other reforms.

At severa occasions they have made themsalves clear that for them NATO is relevant because
it'sa community of shared vaues and because it has a very strong transAtlantic link.

What do you think with the potentid invitations being issued to seven countries with three other
countries being dready in NATO? Could these ten new members play in the area of strengthening the
transAtlantic link?
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MR. GORDON: | think most of the recent new members and expected future ones seem to
be and indeed are among the greatest proponents of transAtlantic cooperation. They may be behind in
certain other categories, particularly military technicd, but in terms of -- And that's another reason some
of us have pointed to maybe somewhat cynicaly, a Pentagon interest in having them in to make sure that
NATO wasn't used as a cohesive unit but rather atool box. But another aspect of it and argument here
isthat they're very Atlanticist. They may aso be pro-European, but they're not, they have no interest at
al in having some separate EU defense and getting the United States out of their business. So to the
degree that we're thinking about thisin terms of strengthening the transAtlantic link, | think enlargement
is seen as and indeed isamgor contribution to that. We're adding seven quite Atlanticist countriesto
the Alliance.

MR. TALBOTT: Mr. Ambassador, as one representing one of those seven?
QUESTION: Firg of dl | wish to thank al pandigts for your support of Bdltic [inaudible].
MR. TALBOTT: Whichwas critical in getting it done, I'm sure. [Laughter]
QUESTION: And welcometo join Bdltic cdebraionsin Vilnyathis month.

But my question was very much in follow of the previous exchange of views about where
NATO goes after Prague in terms of its membership and possible future applications as well asthe
NATO'skey rolein security, especidly assuming a greater politica role.

How would you describe, in the words of Strobe Talbott, the relationship in the future between
NATO and OSCE, another organization which at the moment has been more of a political nature, and
do you envisage any kind of change especiadly when NATO enlarges and other applicant countries wish
to join NATO and new relationships evolve?

MR. TALBOTT: If | canjust tag on to the Ambassador's question one other word which has
virtualy not come up here, and that's Ukraine. There's one relationship that is a least being downgraded
if not deteriorating, and that is the NATO-Ukraine rdationship. So if any of the three of you want to
tackle that in the course of answering the Ambassador's question.

MR. STEINBERG: | think Karl Marx was right about the OSCE. It's going to wither away. |
don't see any role, frankly, for the OSCE. | think just as the remarks of the Finnish participants here
indicated, the extent that NATO becomes a pan-European organization, it's ways hard for
organizations just to disgppear, but | less and less can see afunctioning role for the OSCE. It's another
place, another meeting, people have alot of meetingsto go to. You're certainly not going to see alot of
appearances by U.S. Presidents at OSCE meetings any more.

So | think it was an important trangitiond inditution when there was uncertainty about how in
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particular Russawas going to relate, but | think the more that Russa becomes comfortably connected
to the NATO machinery and the less and less it becomes a problem for the neutrals to be associated
with NATO, it just seemsto me that there's not much role.

| think Ukraine, as | mentioned in the opening, is one of the key remaining questions about the
gtability of the European space, and | think that therés alimit to what can be done by any of these
organizations, but | think it needs to have the two dimensions of one, kegping alife line open to Ukraine,
but dso making clear that it's not going to support the government of Ukraine a any cost. And | think
that's the one dight danger that Ivo aluded to about some of the accessions here. Isthat if Ukraine
thinks that it doesn't redlly matter what it does because NATO isforced to have to have aclose
relationship with it, that it somewhat undermines the pressure to see change. It's very hard to fed terribly
optimidtic in the short term.

So | think there needs to be a connection, but | don't think we need to fed for the sake of
Ukrainian pride that we need to somehow give them more than the government deserves. | think it
needs to be clear that if the government is not prepared to meet the basic sandards of rule of law, of
democracy and the like, that it's going to have a very limited relationship.

MR. TALBOTT: And when would you guess there would be another tranche of actud new
members?

MR. STEINBERG: | think were quite along way away fromit. In part because the next
question will be the Balkans. Certainly Croatia has done better, but | think to open up the door to
Croatian membership absent some resolution of the Situation in Serbia would be to exacerbate the
problem, and | think that unfortunately Croatiawill become a big hostage to the overal improvement of
the Stuation in the Bakans. So | find it hard to imagine that Croatiawill be admitted before there's at
least a reasonable progpect of at least Serbiaif not Bosnia and the others being able to come in. But
others may have a different view.

MR. DAALDER: On that, it depends on whether the Finns and Swedes apply for
membership. It in fact could go quickly.

| have long been a proponent of separating the Balkan countries as much as we can. There's an
important message that Sovenia, which | think should have goneinin'99, that therés a difference.
When you behave one way you get NATO bombs. When you behave another way you become a
NATO member. | think that is amessage you want to continue to emphasize. And to the extent that
Croatia solves its problems, outstanding problems, with Serbia and it moves aong the road that we al
want it to move, | think that ought to be reason enough for membership. If the Bulgarians and
Rumanians can become members, Croatia ought to be able to in the not too distant future.

One point on the OSCE because | think Jm's right. It ought to wither away. Whether it will isa
different matter because ingtitutions don't. But let's not forget what this ingtitution did because it isan
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inditution thet | think proves more than any other sngle ingtitution | can think of, of the value of thiskind
of organization.

Go back to when it was formed more than 25 years ago and what it has done in the mean time.
We're meeting in Prague. The very place in which Charta 77 was formed in part in response to what
happened in the then CSCE. What we did in terms of arms control and stabilization and confidence-
building measures that some of us broke our teeth on 20 and 15 years ago. What it has done in terms of
minority and politica rights, and continues in some sensesto do in certain aress isremarkable. That's
what the basisisfor NATO enlargement, for EU enlargement. Because without that bas's, without that
dogged persstence, it wouldn't have succeeded.

And if you want to have proof that in fact it was important, none other than Henry Kissinger
now claims that he was indeed the visonary of thisingitution and had seen dl dong thet thisishow it
will be resolved.

QUESTION: I'm Arthur Lunsberg, German Public Radio, ARD.

The European Union is aready building up arapid response force, a project the United States
never redly liked. Now Donadd Rumsfeld came up with the idea of aNATO response force. Will this
be jeopardizing the European project? Will it be the second class funerd for the European project?

MR. GORDON: There's no reason it should be. Europeans have seen in this proposd al
sorts of things as away for the U.S. to undermine the European project or for away for the Americans
to put up a chalenge to the Europeans so they'll fail so that we can walk away from NATO. There are
al sorts of bogeymen ideas here running around about this project. And maybeitisacynica idea, but |
don' think it should be seen that way.

Theré's no reason it should undermine the European force. On the contrary, you could even
have the same forces involved in both. One of the reasons -- The Europeans announced the force with
great fanfare three years ago but haven't done much to give it the capability to actudly be used. Thisisa
way of saying, -- Strobe made the andogy to President Bush going to the UN and challenging the UN
to be rdlevant, and | think thisis somewhat Smilar vis-avis NATO. The Americans are saying the only
way we can logicaly use force together isif you have the types of cagpabilities that can be used with
ours.

And hereés achdlenge. Wouldn't it be useful if NATO had aforce -- maybe you'll want to use
the EU force, and if you do that's great and if it can do things, fine. But maybe there will be a scenario in
which wed want to do things together. If we want to do things together we have to be able to do things
together. And herés achdlenge. Y ou can meet it or you can not meet it. But in no way should it
undermine the EU force and | actudly think it could be a very relevant thing. Not necessarily because
well useit asthe NATO response force on the given day when whoever isin it hgppensto bein it. But
asaway of inspiring those countries to get their forces ready so they could if the palitica background is
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there do something together with NATO.

If we ever have to go in the context of the war on terrorism to Y emen, Sudan, Somadlia, places
where we might not be keen to do done, | think it might be quite useful to be ableto do thisasa
collection of NATO countries.

MR. DAALDER: Also to emphasize, sndl point, but the European force has a different
purpose than the NATO force. The European force is above dl designed for low-end operations, or
so-called Petersburg tasks. It's when there's the high end of peacekeeping, and nobody's ever said, but
it's certainly the low end of peacekeeping, and thisis supposed to be for high intengty combat. In that
sense the nature of the forces are different and the chalenge hereis not only for the Europeansto do
what they said they would do themsalves, but in this case to do what they have long promised in the
past 50 yearsto do as part of NATO.

QUESTION: Good morning. I'm Ed Chan at the Los Angeles Times.

| wonder when the Presdent goes on this trip we all seem to think it will be avictory lap. To
what extent might he be motivated to seek some NATO involvement if not only for geopoalitical reasons
but as aas away to defray what may be a huge financia cost of an Irag undertaking?

MR. STEINBERG: | just think that on the military sde the Pentagon isjust absolutely
opposed to it. | think that there's an expectation that the European countries will want to play arolein
the aftermath because they have a big economic stake in the aftermath, and that it won't take building
NATOIntoit.

Now it will take building theindividud forcesinto it. | can't remember if it was Phil or Ivo who
sad it, but virtualy every European country will participate in this operation, but they will participate on
the terms that Tampa wantsit to participate in and not through the mechanisms of NATO.

So | dont think, even though in my prescriptive part | thought it would be a good idea to get
SHAPE involved now, | would be very surprised if the President's going to offer any of that. | think
there will be abdlief that they can pick the forces that they need to pick under the terms that they want
and that the failure to do any more won' affect the willingness of the Europeansto participate in the
recongtruction side.

MR. TALBOTT: The ever popular, ever treacherous last question.
QUESTION: Barry Jacobs, the American Jewish Committee,
You dl have touched on this but I'm going to ask it directly. NATO isamilitary dliance that at

the moment not only doesn't have the military capabilitiesto redly assst the United States out of area,
but doesn't seem to have the palitica will. Even if they were to vote for it or to politicaly decide on the
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rapid reaction force, do you al see anything at the politica leve that the actud tax funds and the monies
that are needed to make this a redlity would be appropriated?

MR. DAALDER: I'll go back to where Phil started. If the Europeans were convinced that the
United States was interested in conducting joint operations, they may well invest init. But if they're
convinced as they are now that that's not the casg, if they're going to invest in it they're going to invest in
it for their own sakes. Which is exactly what's happening. The French are increasing their defense
budgets not to build some NATO rapid reaction force, but to build up their own capabilities. The British
have been doing that for the past five or Sx years now. If the Germans do it they will do it for economic
reasons. They will reconfigure the force for economic reasons. But until they are convinced thet the
United States is committed to the Alliance as an Alliance indtitution and is willing to think about military
operations within an Alliance context, | don't think they're going to be making the investment in military
forcesfor the Alliance's sake.

MR. TALBOTT: This has been avery good sesson thanks largdly to the vigorous
participation by al of you. Please join me in thanking my three colleagues, and thanksto dl of you for
coming.

HH##
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