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Abstract

Die vorliegende Arbeit beantwortet die Frage, welche Faktoren die Politik von externen
Staaten gegeniiber der NATO beeinflussen bzw. warum diese mit der NATO
zusammenarbeiten. Die Organisation hat in ihrem strategischen Konzept von 2010 kooperative
Sicherheit als eine ihrer Kernaufgaben definiert und ein Netzwerk offizieller und informeller
Partnerschaften auf der ganzen Welt aufgebaut, um ihre Missionen zu unterstiitzen und ihre
Legitimitdt zu unterstreichen. Jedoch heiflen nicht alle Staaten das Engagement der NATO
auBlerhalb ihres Territoriums willkommen. Basierend auf der Theorie des neoklassischen
Realismus ermittelt die vorliegende Studie, wie die Variablen Bedrohungswahrnehmungen,
Interesse am Status Quo sowie Revisionismus und Statuswettbewerb erklaren kdnnen, warum
einige Staaten mit der NATO zusammenarbeiten, wihrend sich andere gegen das Biindnis
positionieren. Diese Analyse stiitzt sich auf qualitative Fallstudien zweier siidamerikanischer

Staaten, ndmlich Kolumbien als Befiirworter und Brasilien als Ablehner der NATO.

Die Studie kommt dabei zum Schluss, dass die NATO-Politik von externen Staaten eher auf
der Maximierung ihrer absoluten Macht als ihrer relativen Sicherheit basiert, da NATO-
Partnerschaften keine gegenseitigen Biindnisverpflichtungen beinhalten.
Sicherheitsiiberlegungen haben jedoch Vorrang, wenn Staaten ihre Souverénitit aufgrund des
globalen Engagements der NATO als gefdhrdet ansehen, denn dann tangiert die NATO den
sensiblen Kern der Strategien vieler Staaten zur Sicherung ihres Uberlebens und ihrer
Entwicklung. In diesem Fall konnen Staaten mit NATO-Mitgliedern zusammenarbeiten, um
Profite zu erzielen und sich gleichzeitig gegen die NATO als Organisation stellen. Angesichts
dieser Komplexitidt konnen weder Stephen Walt's Balance of Threat-Theorie noch Randall
Schwellers Balance of Interests-Theorie das Verhalten externer Staaten gegeniiber der
transatlantischen Allianz vollstindig erkldren. Die Analyse geht schlieBlich auch auf die Rolle
des Statuswettbewerbs als intervenierende Variable ein und zeigt auf, wie das Streben nach
Status zur Motivation der Staaten beitrdgt, sich aktiv gegeniiber der NATO zu positionieren.
Diese Ergebnisse bilden die Grundlage fiir die ermittelten Handlungsempfehlungen an die
NATO. Um die Effizienz und Effektivitit ihrer Bemiihungen beim Aufbau neuer
Partnerschaften zu steigern, sollte sie sich auf sogenannte neutrale Staaten konzentriert, anstatt

zu versuchen ihre Kritiker umzustimmen.
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Abstract

Abstract

This dissertation explores the origins of external states’ behavior towards NATO. The
Alliance has adopted cooperative security as a main task in its strategic concept of 2010
and has spun a network of official and informal partnerships across the globe in order to
support its missions and legitimacy. However, not all states welcome NATO’s
engagement outside of its territory. Based on the realist school of international relations,
this thesis tests how the variables threat perception, interest in the status quo or
revisionism, and status competition can explain why some states cooperate with NATO
while others position themselves against the Alliance. The analysis relies on qualitative
case studies of the South American states Brazil and Colombia, a denouncer and

supporter of NATO respectively.

It concludes that external states’ NATO policies are generally driven by maximizing
power rather than relative security because partnerships do not entail mutual defense
commitments. However, the study also suggests that security considerations prevail if
states view their sovereignty at risk due to NATO’s out-of-area engagements, a concern
that touches upon the sensitive core of many states’ strategies to ensure survival and
development. In this case, states may simultaneously soft balance against NATO for
security and bandwagon with the organization’s members for profit. Given these
complexities, neither Stephen Walt’s Balance of Threat theory, nor Randall Schweller’s
Balance of Interests theory can fully explain external state behavior towards the
transatlantic Alliance. The analysis also considers the role of status competition as an
intervening variable, pointing out how the desire for status adds to the motivation for
states to actively position themselves towards NATO. These results provide the basis for
the study’s policy recommendations for NATO to increase the efficiency and
effectiveness of its efforts to build new partnerships by focusing on neutral states, rather

than aiming to appease its critics.
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Preface

Preface

“Why don’t you want to work with NATO? Do you know any organization that is better
equipped to address the international security challenges of the 21* century?” I naively
asked a former Indian General in 2011 when I was in New Delhi for my first research
project on NATO’s external relations. He scrunched his eyes, answering that NATO is a

Cold War organization and should resolve.

A year later, I found myself sipping coffee on a black leader couch in Brazil’s Itamaraty
Palace, asking the same question to a senior diplomat. After hesitating, he jumped up,
looked around, and asked me whether this was a joke and if he was being recorded by a

video camera.

On another research mission to Ulaanbaatar in 2014, I was standing on Genghis Khan
Square, cold calling government officials to inquire about interviews on Mongolia’s
relations with NATO. When the first one picked up, I could see his smile through the
phone: “NATO? Please let me know where our driver can pick you up so I can treat you

to lunch”.

And similarly in 2015, inside Bogota’s heavily guarded Defense Ministry, I was proudly
received by a group of senior officers, assiduously listing all of Colombia’s cooperation
activities with NATO, stressing that their country regards the Alliance as the most
capable actor in international security, and that they believe a partnership with NATO to

be “one of the country’s highest strategic priorities”.

These reactions illustrate the diverging opinions of NATO, going back to a whole set of
reasons ranging from India’s identity as a nonaligned country, over Brazil’s
understanding of sovereignty, over Mongolia’s geopolitical situation, to Colombia’s
evolving foreign policy strategy. Examining the individual cases, these reasons seemed
rather obvious, but considering the broader landscape of NATO’s external relations, it

was not easy to spot a pattern of those states that support and those that denounce the



Preface

Alliance. No matter the geographical region or the political system, one could find

countries on both ends of the spectrum.

This dissertation aims to make sense of the plethora of factors that determine a state’s
policy towards NATO by applying theories that help explaining their alliance formation.
By doing so, my results shall contribute to international relations theory that helps us
explain state behavior based on specific variables. In other words, I aim to add a piece to

the puzzle that makes us understand how the world works.

Of course, my efforts would not be possible without my strong support network.
Therefore, I would like to thank my family: My parents, Frank and Kati, who have
shaped my outlook on the world, have encouraged me to write this thesis, and have
supported me throughout the process. My girlfriend, Eluisa, who I met in the library
writing the first chapter of this dissertation, and who has been my source of joy, passion,
and vital intellectual feedback. And the rest of my family who has put its trust in me and

my work.

I would like to thank my advisor Prof. Dr. Carlo Masala, who has been the perfect
“Doktorvater”, assisting me with concise and extremely valuable feedback, supporting
my professional and personal goals, and enriching my understanding of international
politics with his forthright and engaging analysis of world affairs. In addition, I would
like to thank Prof. Dr. Stefan Frohlich who has agreed to serve as second supervisor of

my dissertation.

This work would not have been possible without the financial and intellectual support of
the Konrad-Adenauer-Stiftung that has also been an important source for my empirical
research because of its strong network of political stakeholders abroad. In addition,
participating in the foundation’s international PhD colloquium on security and
development was a particularly enriching experience because it provided the chance to
engage with of young and passionate scholars as well as leading professors, including

Prof. Dr. Beate Neuss, Prof. Dr. Stephan Georg Bierling, and Prof. Dr. Nikolaus Werz.
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I am also indebted to the many organizations and persons who have helped me to
navigate my activities abroad. This includes my alma mater American University and
The Fletcher School at Tufts University, which have served as the source of my curiosity
to understand international relations and have thereby laid the practical and theoretical
foundations for my research agenda. I also wish to thank the Fundagdo Getulio Vargas in
Sdo Paulo and the Universidad EAFIT in Medellin, which have hosted me during my
field research in Brazil and Colombia as a visiting researcher and provided valuable
resources for me to gain insights into their countries’ foreign policies. But most helpful to
facilitate the dozens of interviews that served as the dissertation’s empirical backbone
were the connections I built throughout the years — the contacts from NATO and the
German government, and especially my Fletcher family. Lastly, I am sincerely grateful to
my friends for their welcoming and supportive attitude, and for keeping me sane during
my research stays by providing me with the opportunity to really immerse myself in Latin
American society, which is deeply influenced by human and geographic nature, and

which is the source of both the region’s cultural beauty and its systemic failures.
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Introduction

1. Introduction

Today’s NATO is an organization with limited regional membership, but with a truly
global reach. As soon as the Alliance took on security commitments beyond territorial
defense in the light of instability on the Balkans and the fight against terrorism, many
debates about NATO’s future broke out: Should the organization widen its scope of tasks
to act in the global interests of its members, and even invite democracies outside of
Europe to join the Alliance; or should NATO shift back to a limited focus on its initial

task of territorial defense?

The question has never found a distinct answer, but one could claim that NATO has been
aiming to put further out-of-area engagements on hold after Russia once again became a
genuine security threat for Eastern European states after its aggression in Ukraine since
2014, making the Alliance more critical for defense at home than for security abroad. As
NATO has finished its counter-piracy operation in the Gulf of Aden, and hoping to wrap
up its engagement in Afghanistan in the foreseeable future, the Alliance concentrates its
activities in and around Europe’s periphery. In addition, the debate about a global NATO
— an organization in which democracies around the globe would unite — led to nothing
more than the realization that the majority of the current NATO states are neither willing
nor able to grand security commitments to further members. Given this backdrop, why

should one care about NATO’s global relations?

While the idea of a global NATO has been dismissed and the current state of Afghanistan
and Libya showcase the limits of the Alliance to establish security abroad, current
developments have not diminished the need for partners in the light of the globalization
of threats and limited resources at home. Therefore, NATO has been putting ever-great
emphasis on cooperative security as one of its main tasks. By reforming its approach to
partnerships — making them flexible and focusing on practical cooperation rather than
membership preparation — NATO utilizes its external relations to gain mission support,
legitimacy, and influence far beyond its membership. Developing an outside perspective

has also helped the Alliance to further its ability to manage international security in a
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genuinely cooperative fashion with powers around the globe that might not be inclined to
contribute to NATO’s missions, but that have an interest in coordinating their actions

abroad, for example with China in anti-piracy operations off the Horn of Africa.

The Alliance of 29 members already counts over 40 partners to which it devotes a whole
division in its headquarters (HQ), and involves its military commands to coordinate over
1,400 possible joint activities. While many analysts continue to relate NATO’s external
relations to its borders in Eastern Europe and North Africa, the Alliance has actually spun
a network of official and informal partnerships across the globe in order to advance its
capacity, which led NATO to rely on partners from Australia to Mongolia to contribute
troops to its International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) in Afghanistan, and to
engage in flexible international cooperation formats, such as training with the Colombian

Navy off the coast of Somalia.

NATO’s out-of-area operations, along with its expanding external relations, has led
virtually every state that is active in international security to form an opinion about the
Alliance, reflecting a broad set of notions from being a reliable security provider over
being a Cold War relic to being a tool for American imperialism. External states’ policies
towards the Alliance are often puzzling and ambiguous, leading to important questions
about their motivations: How can India be a staunch critic of NATO while building
increasingly close defense ties with the US? Was Ukraine’s sudden rapprochement with
NATO after the Maidan Revolution a result of the country’s national identity or
international security interests? And why are authoritarian states, such as Azerbaijan and
Qatar, more inclined to work with NATO as an alliance of liberal democracies than other
major democratic states, say, Brazil and South Africa? I.e., what factors prevail in state’s

foreign policymaking towards NATO?

Analyzing individual cases, one could point to security interests, material benefits,
domestic factions, ideational factors, and historical relationships, among the many
motivations behind a state’s NATO policy. This study aims to make sense of this plethora

variables by lifting the research question of why states cooperate with NATO on a
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theoretical foundation that applies leading alliance theories, thereby shedding light on the

main drivers for states to support NATO or position themselves against the Alliance.

The following chapter starts by providing an overview of how the organization’s external
relations evolved after the Cold War, highlighting that partnerships have become a
central goal for reasons of operational capacity, legitimacy, and regional stability, rather
than a tool to prepare for membership. After the chapter explains the motivations behind
the evolvement of NATO’s partnership policy, it provides an overview of how internal
dynamics shape the Alliance’s engagement with external actors, and introduces an
outside view on NATO, explaining the principal motivations for states to cooperate with

the Alliance or oppose its actions in the international arena.

Chapter three introduces the theoretical aspects of alliance formation in international
politics. Developing the rationale for applying the realist school of international relations,
the section explains how power and security form the basis of balancing and
bandwagoning, and how the domestic level comes into play to filter international
influences, leading to rational decision making in an anarchic self-help system. Hereby,
the chapter highlights Stephen M. Walt’s Balance of Threat theory, Randall L.
Schweller’s Balance of Interest Theory, and the dynamics of status competition based on
the works of William C. Wohlforth and Deborah W. Larson, among other leading

scholars, as the basis for the case studies that shall help answering the research question.

The fourth chapter explains the study’s methodology, defining the dependent,
independent, and intervening variables: state behavior towards NATO, resulting from
system-level threats and interests in the status quo or revisionism, and filtered at the unit
level by a state’s specific status strategy. The section explains the study’s approach to
data analysis and why it relies on qualitative case studies, before presenting the case
study criteria and the selection of Brazil and Colombia as the case states — two

democracies from a state-centric region; one supporter and one denouncer of NATO.
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Chapters five and six provide a detailed analysis of Brazil’s and Colombia’s foreign
policy during the case study period of 2001 until 2016, explain their posture towards
NATO, and apply the theories that shall be tested in this dissertation. Chapter seven
compares the results of the case study, thereby drawing conclusions about their
applicability and the true motivation of states’ foreign policy towards the Alliance. The
last section, chapter eight, applies these theoretical results to reality, suggesting practical
advice for NATO policymakers to refine their approach to external relations, which has
been somewhat ambiguous and opaque, driven by ad-hoc factors, rather than an explicit

political or strategic agenda (Edstrom et al. 2011: 2).

The results shall also contribute to the body of literature of in international relations
theory because alliances are of key importance for the field’s scholars, but they remain
vastly understudied. Carlo Masala and Alessandro Scheffler Corvaja (2016: 349, 357)
point out that “research is lacking on why alliances are formed” and that “what is lacking
is a dynamic approach focusing not on the question of why NATO still exists, but on how

NATO is developing”.

In addition to filling empirical gaps of alliance studies and NATO’s development, the
case studies will shed light on fundamental questions of foreign policymaking: What are
the true motivations of states to enter into alliances — maximizing absolute power or
relative security gains? And therefore, which factors prevail in foreign policymaking —

threats, interests in the status quo or revisionism, or the desire for status?

Studying these variables in combination will be especially helpful to develop the
understudied concept of status competition: Underlying a neoclassical realist logic, how
does status affect the state’s interest in accumulating power and gaining security? How
do the ideational components of status refine the notion of threats and interests, and

thereby bring the Balance of Threat and Balance of Interests theory even closer to reality?
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Given the complex analysis of relationships between the systemic forces and their
translation at the unit level, determining the status strategies of the case states will also
shed light on the states’ self-perceived place and potential in the international status
hierarchy, their confidence in the stability of the unipolar system, and their rationale of
forming alliances or forgoing them, which shall provide significant insights into states’

grand strategies and into NATO’s external image around the world.
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2. On NATO

This chapter starts by providing an overview of how NATO’s partnership policy evolved
from a being tool for promoting democracy to becoming one that serves the Alliance on
rather practical terms. Subsequently, the section points out factors guiding internal
policymaking and thereby shaping the practical aspects of the Alliance’s commitment to
cooperative security. In the last part, the chapter provides an outside view on NATO,

which introduces the research puzzle and the theoretical foundation of this dissertation.

2.1. NATO’s evolvement as a global actor and the evolution of its

partnership policy

As NATO has reformed itself since the 1990s, taking on more tasks with a broader global
footprint, the Alliance naturally expanded its engagement with external states. Therefore,
NATO has adopted cooperative security as one of its core tasks in its 2010 strategic
concept, on par with the tasks of territorial defense and crisis management. This is a
significant development considering that partnerships used to be a tool for preparing
Central and Eastern European states for membership, as indicated in the 1990 London

Declaration:

“We recognise that, in the new Europe, the security of every state is inseparably
linked to the security of its neighbours. NATO must become an institution where
Europeans, Canadians and Americans work together not only for the common
defence, but to build new partnerships with all the nations of Europe. The Atlantic
Community must reach out to the countries of the East which were our
adversaries in the Cold War, and extend to them the hand of friendship.” (NATO
1990)

Over two decades, twelve additional members, and more than a dozen international
military and humanitarian relief operations later, partnerships have become daily business

of the Alliance for reasons of operational capacity, legitimacy, and regional stability.
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Former Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen (2014: 15) highlighted the

importance of partnerships to enhance legitimacy and security reasons alike:

“Well beyond the Euro-Atlantic area, partners contribute to the political
legitimacy of our actions, and today strong partnerships are as important for
NATO as modern military hardware and flexible forces. They are part of NATO’s
core business. [...] This is not about NATO expanding its footprint into other
parts of the world or assuming global responsibilities. It is about NATO being
globally aware, globally connected and globally capable. I believe there is still

considerable scope for strengthening our Alliance in such a way.”

In order to understand the drivers behind the transformation of partnerships, it is essential
to trace the progress of NATO’s engagement in cooperative security. Trine Flockhart
points to the development of the international security environment to explain how the

functions of partnerships have evolved:

Stream/Year  Trigger Functionality/Outcome Rationale
111990 End of Cold War Expansion and strengthening  Integration
of the Euro-Alantic Influence
Community
2/1995 Balkan Partner participation in Intervention
operations operations
3/2001 9/l Meeting global security Influence
challenges Intervention
4/2010 Global security Sustaining the practices Integration
challenges and shifts of liberal world order Influence
in the power balance Intervention

(Flockhart 2014: 29)

The first three streams were initiated by shocks that influenced the member states’
perception of security: the fall of the Berlin Wall, War on the European continent, and
9/11. The fourth one started after a readjustment of NATO’s grand strategy as a result of

the changing international security landscape that featured emerging threats and a shifting
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balance of power. By 2014 — just after Flockhart’s analysis — one could add Russia’s
aggression in Ukraine as another shock that led NATO to shift its threat perception, to
advance territorial defense, and therefore focus on capability development as a primary
function of its partnership policy, for example by stepping up defense cooperation with

its Scandinavian partner Sweden.

Similarly, leading NATO officials have described the Alliance’s development in four
stages: a Cold War NATO (1.0), a post-Cold War NATO after 1990 (2.0), a post-Lisbon
Summit NATO after 2010 (3.0), and a post-Wales Summit NATO after 2014 (4.0). These
stages were marked by different international security environments, including the
distributions of power, security challenges, and threat perceptions, which led to the
adjustment of NATO’s missions and institutional setup. Taken together, the functional
and institutional evolvement went hand in hand to shape NATO’s conception of
cooperative security and to serve as a roadmap to explain the evolvement of the

Alliances’ partnership policy.
2.1.1. NATO 1.0

NATO was founded in 1949 with the goal “to keep the Russians out, the Americans in,
and the Germans down”, as NATO’s first Secretary General Lord Ismay famously
remarked (quoted in Steinmeier 2015). The Alliance remained the West’s' military
bulwark against the Soviet Union-led Warsaw Pact throughout the Cold War. Thought
the two superpowers of the time maintained extensive relations with third world
countries, especially in Asia and Latin America, the US and Soviet Union did not utilize
NATO or the Warsaw Pact to work with them actively. As the clearly structured world
order was to be managed by the superpowers alone, the military alliances served the

purpose to defend territory without a mandate to engage in cooperative security beyond

"The thesis will treat the “the West” as the sum of countries representing the political West through
institutional membership in regimes founded and highly influenced by the US and Western European states
after WWII. Scholars that conceptualize communities beyond state borders even use NATO and the West
interchangeably, hinting to the close association between the West and NATO (Stiinkel 2010: 37).
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their boundaries. Therefore NATO 1.0 did not even have a partnership program, nor did

the Alliance foster extensive external relations.

2.1.2. NATO 2.0

NATO?’s partnership policy took off right after the Cold War when Secretary General
Manfred Worner declared NATO’s changing outlook on its external environment during

the 1990 London Summit:

“The Cold War belongs to history. Our Alliance is moving from confrontation to
cooperation. [...] Never before has Europe had such a tangible opportunity to
overcome the cycle of war and peace that has so bedevilled its past.” (Worner

1990)

The institutional shift resulted in the 1991 strategic concept that guided the Alliance’s
during the 1990s, and led to the establishment of the North Atlantic Cooperation Council
(NACC) in December 1991, NATO’s first partnership program, preparing Central and
Eastern European states from the former Warsaw Pact members to become part of the
Alliance. The NACC was overtaken by the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC) in

1997 as NATO’s main Eurasian forum to build trust through long-term consultations.

Meanwhile, by 1994, the Alliance had created the Partnership for Peace (PfP) program to
institutionalize bilateral practical cooperation, including virtually all of NATO’s
partnership activities, from security sector reform over military-to-military cooperation to
assistance for science and environmental issues (Kaim 2016: 5). As PfP was successful in
building military capacity and promoting democratic standards in the security sectors, the

framework was also key to prepare aspiring members for membership.

While not including the same spectrum of partnership activities as PfP, NATO also
reached out to its Southern Flank by establishing the Mediterranean Dialogue (MD) in
1994, together with Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Mauritania, Morocco, Tunisia, and later

Algeria (Moore 2012: 59).
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In addition, NATO institutionalized its relations with the two largest post-Soviet states,
establishing bilateral fora with Russia and Ukraine. Although the Alliance initiated the
bilateral cooperation with Moscow and Kyiv simultaneously, they were designed for
different reasons: while the most optimistic liberals may have voiced their desire for
Russia to join NATO at some point, institutionalizing bilateral relations with Russia was
actually a measure to reassure Moscow of the Alliances’ friendly intentions of its
eastward expansion. In the 1997 NATO-Russia Founding Act on Mutual Relations,
Cooperation and Security, the parties committed themselves to “build together a lasting
and inclusive peace in the Euro-Atlantic area on the principles of democracy and
cooperative security” (NATO 1997), establishing a Permanent Joint Council (PJC) for
consultations and coordination of security issues. The PJC was replaced by the NATO-
Russia Council (NRC) in 2002, after Moscow approached Brussels for closer cooperation

following the 9/11 attacks on the Alliance (Moore 2012: 59).

In contrast, the NATO-Ukraine Commission (NUC), established as a result of the 1997
NATO-Ukraine Charter on a Distinctive Partnership, arguably served as a tool to prepare
Kyiv for membership, as was announced at the 2008 NATO Bucharest Summit
Declaration: “NATO welcomes Ukraine’s and Georgia’s Euro-Atlantic aspirations for
membership in NATO. We agreed today that these countries will become members of
NATO” (NATO 2008: Abs. 23). Since 2014, however, Moscow’s aggression in Ukraine
has deterred most NATO allies from continuing to aim including Ukraine as a member.
Instead, Russia’s illegal annexation of Crimea and the Kremlin’s support of pro-Russian
rebels to wage war against the Ukrainian government in the regions of Donetsk and
Luhansk have led the NUC to become a forum to discuss possibilities for NATO to assist
Ukraine within the given partnership framework as a wider effort to contain Russia’s

influence in Europe.

After Russia’s invasion of Georgia in 2008, the Alliance also inaugurated the NATO-
Georgia Commission for consulting on regional security concerns and enhancing
military-to-military cooperation. This initiative became part of the US’s and Europe’s

efforts to transform the country’s institutions, supporting its rule of law and democratic
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reforms, while helping to establish Georgia as one of the most interoperable allies,
capable and willing to support NATO missions, from the Mediterranean Sea to

Afghanistan.

Driven by the belief that the West won the Cold War, as Flockhart (2014: 29) explains,
NATO?’s partnership policy towards the post-Soviet space was a natural result of aiming
to integrate former communist states into the Euro-Atlantic security framework and of
influencing those states that will remain outside of the Alliance. While allies were
originally motivated to invest in partnerships to promote democracy and security sector
reform in the post-Soviet space, as soon as NATO undertook its first out-of-area
operations, partnerships started to take on an additional function: adding firepower to

NATO-led interventions.

The Alliance engaged in its first out-of-area mission ever in the Balkans in 1995 and
naturally turned to its partners for support. The Implementation Force (IFOR) and
subsequent Stabilization Force (SFOR) in Bosnia and Herzegovina were not only joined
by all NATO members, but also by states from Europe, North Africa, South America, and
Oceania.” Similarly, the NATO-led peacekeeping force in Kosovo (KFOR) has been
supported by post-Soviet, North African, Asian, and Arab states.’ The partners were
integrated into the decision-making apparatus and were able to gain practical experience

of operating with NATO forces.

Since NATO’s engagement in the Balkans, partners took on an increasingly important
role in contributing to the Alliance’s forces on the ground. And when NATO became
involved outside of Europe, partnerships took on another vital function: adding

legitimacy to the Alliances’ global endeavors. As Janne Haaland Matlary (2011: 69)

? Albania, Austria, Argentina, Bulgaria, Estonia, Finland, Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania, Morocco, Romania,
Russia, Slovakia, Slovenia and Sweden; and by special agreement with the UK: Australia and New Zealand
(SFOR 2005).

3 Argentina, Armenia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Chile, Finland, Georgia, India,
Ireland, Malaysia, Moldova, Mongolia, Morocco, Philippines, Russia, Sweden, Switzerland, UAE, and
Ukraine (NATO 2012, NATO Parliamentary Assembly 2008).
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notes, “[t]o have a large coalition of states behind an operation is increasingly important,
especially if some of these are Muslim states and the operation is linked to anti-terrorism
causes”. Suddenly, partners were no longer primarily regarded as a means to convey
democratic values, but rather to add to NATO’s image as an appropriate institution to
promote security and stability beyond the Alliance’s neighborhood. This was especially
significant as states became concerned with NATO infringing on their sovereignty as
well as disrespecting international law, for example when the Alliance interfered in
Kosovo without a United Nations (UN) mandate and later when it overstretched its

mandate to overthrow the regime of Muammar Gaddafi in Libya.

NATO’s out-of-area engagement also led the Alliance to work and institutionalize
relations with other international organizations, such as the UN and the Western
European Union (WEU), the EU’s former military branch. As early as 1992, NATO and
the WEU assisted the UN in the Mediterranean to monitor an arms embargo against
former Yugoslav republics. Based on the continued commitment to the North Atlantic
Treaty that pledges to the “purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations”
(NATO 1949: Preamble), NATO has taken on more mandates from the UN, most notably
in the Balkans and later in Afghanistan, Iraq, Sudan, Somalia and Libya (NATO 2016d).
Therefore, relations with the UN are a natural evolvement of NATO as an organization
looking outward to support international security, resulting in cooperation in fields of
peace operations, counter-terrorism, non-proliferation, arms control disaster relief,

protecting children in armed conflict, and even gender issues.

Given the overlap of member states — counting 22 European allies (before the United
Kingdom’s decision to leave the EU) — it was also natural for NATO to coordinate
responsibilities and cooperate on common challenges with the EU. During the 1990s, the
WEU developed as a pillar within NATO with the aim for Europe to act more
independently of the US, as well as to balance the financial burden so that Europe spends
more on its own defense. Though some had feared that the two organizations would
compete for competencies in European security, policymakers generally welcomed

European defense initiatives because a more capable Europe also makes NATO stronger
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(though some allies that are members of both organizations generally prefer to act

through the EU rather than NATO, such as France).

Practically, the NATO-WEU relationship enabled European states to utilize NATO assets
— including command arrangements and assistance in operational planning — for WEU
missions, a set-up that later led to the 2002 Berlin Plus agreement. At that point, the EU
had already established its European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP) that de-facto
replaced the WEU. As the EU is an organization mainly concerned with civilian security
aspects, cooperation between the two Brussels-based institutions allowed for cooperation
under the umbrella of the comprehensive approach, aiming to coordinate military and
civilian responses to crisis management and operations. Therefore, NATO and the EU
initiated regular meetings at the ministerial down to the staff level, and the exchange of
military liaisons. They cooperated and supported each other in the operations in the
Balkans, Afghanistan, Sudan, the Mediterranean, and at the Horn of Africa (NATO
2016a).

As a third partner organization, NATO established relations with the Organization for
Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE), an institution with a unique membership,
comprised both of NATO states and Russia with the goal of fostering cooperative
security from Vancouver to Vladivostok. The OSCE does not only serve as a
communication channel between the West and Russia, but it also allows NATO states to
engage in practical cooperation with Moscow that they would not be able to in a NATO
setting. In addition to its political significance, NATO recognizes the OSCE’s practical
importance for civilian security issues, such as border security and election observing that
ensures democratic standards in some of NATO’s Eastern member states. Though NATO
and the OSCE hold regular staff-to-staff talks since 1998, the relationship between the
two organizations has not become as institutionalized as that with the EU (NATO 2016c¢).

The bilateral relations between the international organizations (IOs) serve to coordinate
policy and engagement in the field, not to strengthen NATO’s material capabilities

(mostly because military assets are in the possession of states, not IOs). They further the
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comprehensive approach to security issues and reaffirm the importance of managing
international security through multilateral cooperation. And the regular exchange on
different levels serves to ensure that they actually cooperate, rather than compete over

their responsibilities.

Whereas NATO’s relations with other 10s can be regarded as a result of the Alliance’s
growing stake in managing security beyond Europe’s borders, it were the 9/11 attacks on
the US that triggered a new era of cooperative security with further emphasis on practical
cooperation to enable the Alliance to counter novel security threats that originate abroad
and require partners in areas of concern (Flockhart 2014: 29). By expanding its
partnership after 2001, therefore, NATO was aiming to increase its effectiveness to
influence and intervene wherever the Alliance saw its security threatened. From a US
point of view, NATO became a tool for effectively integrating coalitions-of-the-willing

into US-led operations (Kay 2011: 28).

In practice, NATO deepened its network in regions that suddenly attracted urgent
attention in the wake of the fight against international terrorism, initiating an outreach to
countries from Asia to Africa, and especially enhancing the cooperation with the five
Central Asian Stans — Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan
— within the PfP framework. Thereby, as Rebecca Moore (2012: 60) explains, NATO was
able to enact important measures from setting up bases, over establishing transit routes, to

enhancing border security in order to operate effectively in Afghanistan.

By 2004, the Alliance also enhanced the cooperation with its southern rim by upgrading
MD, offering to participate in activities that were previously only accessible for members
of the PfP framework (Raeder 2014: 52). NATO was reaching out to Africa well beyond
its Mediterranean neighborhood, initiating a dialogue with the African Union (AU) and
supporting peacekeeping operations on the continent, for example by providing airlift for
the AU Mission in Somalia (AMISOM) and stationing military personnel in the AU
headquarters to advance its capacity (Appathurai 2014: 42).
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In addition to deepen and widen relations with its African partners, NATO set up the
Istanbul Cooperation Initiative (ICI) in 2004 with the Arab countries Bahrain, Qatar,
Kuwait, and the United Arab Emirates (UAE) to foster trust-building and inter-regional
cooperation, including defense planning, information sharing, and maritime operation
(Moore 2012: 59) — specifically aimed at “adopt[ing] a bottom-up approach by building
practical military-to-military ties to flesh out the political rapprochement” (Samaan
2012). By 2008, NATO also started to engage in dialogue with the Arab League.
Although the cooperation remained mostly limited to NATO’s 2011 Operation Freedom
Falcon in Libya, the Alliance utilized the dialogue for public diplomacy to improve its
image in the Middle East and thereby enhance its legitimacy to engage in nearby theaters

(El-Kouedi 2013: 2, 6).

Markus Kaim (2016: 12) argues that NATO’s effort to build relations with groups of
African and the Middle Eastern countries yielded limited results, mostly because of the
groups’ heterogeneity and the lack of common security challenges among the diverse
partners. As an example, he mentions the differences within MD between Tunisia’s
interests in defense sector reform, Jordan’s aim to cooperate in the fight against the self-
proclaimed Islamic State (ISIS), and Israel’s desire to consult on questions of missile
defense. NATO’s Deputy Assistant Secretary General for Political Affairs and Security
Policy James Appathurai (2014: 41) adds that the heterogeneity of membership —
including Israel among the Arab states — made it particularly hard to utilize the format for
cooperation on the political level. The lack of progress to engage with the diverse
partnership formats resulted in a push to build closer bilateral collaboration, for example

with Tunisia, Jordan, and Qatar (Kaim 2016: 21).

NATO also expanded its network of bilateral partnerships beyond members of the
regional frameworks. Since 1998, NATO set up relations with Australia, Japan, the

Republic of Korea, and New Zealand — the Contact Countries, mostly major non-NATO
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allies (MNNA) of the US® from Asia — inviting them to participate in exercises,
conferences, and military-to-military cooperation on an ad-hoc basis (Kaim 2016: 16).
From the 2006 Riga Summit on, these relationships were structured further to increase
their operational relevance, until they were streamlined with the other partnership

programs and finally called Partners Across the Globe or Global Partners.

The Alliance adjusted its cooperation with the Global Partners in the light of its out-of-
area missions, engaging with them either on the basis of their contribution to NATO
missions or on the basis of their shared security challenges. For example, the Alliance
promoted Pakistan and Mongolia to official partners because of their support for NATO
missions. The latest partner Colombia also offers operational value because of its unique
expertise in guerrilla warfare. Contrarily, NATO entered into a partnership with
Afghanistan and Iraq not on the grounds of their potential for mission support, but rather

because of the perceived need to strengthen NATO assistance (Kaim 2016: 15-17).

Beyond official partnerships, NATO started to engage in bilateral talks with non-partner
states including China, India, Singapore, Indonesia, and Malaysia because of their value
as capable dialog partners to consult on global and regional security issues, as well as
their potential for practical cooperation in the future. For example, NATO and China
have exchanged high-level and working-level visits of civilian and military delegations to
consult on security issues, ranging from NATO’s Afghanistan operation to the stability of

North Korea (Moore 2012: 62-63).

NATO’s efforts to build relationships across the globe have resulted in significant
support for its missions. Taking ISAF as NATO’s largest mission, for example: the
Alliance was supported by twenty-three non-NATO states (NATO 2015a); its successor,
the Resolute Support Mission (RSM), continues to be supported by eleven external states

(NATO 2016e). Even when taking the Alliance’s whole missions record into

* MNNAs: Australia, Egypt, Israel, Japan, South Korea, Jordan, New Zealand, Argentina, Bahrain,
Philippines, Taiwan (de facto), Thailand, Kuwait, Morocco, Pakistan, Afghanistan, and Tunisia (listed by
date of recognition as major non-NATO ally, US House of Representatives 2017).
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consideration, partners have been constant contributors: NATO’s maritime Operation
Active Endeavor in the Mediterranean See to prevent the movement of terrorists and
weapons of mass destruction has been supported by Georgia, Israel, Morocco, New
Zealand, Ukraine, and even by Russia (NATO 2016b). During the anti-piracy Operation
Ocean Shield at the Horn of Africa, NATO troops have worked with partners from with
Australia, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Japan, Malaysia, New Zealand, Oman,
Pakistan, Russia, Saudi Arabia, Seychelles, Singapore, Somalia, South Korea, and
Ukraine (NATO Maritime Command 2016). NATO’s Training Mission in Iraq has been
supported by Egypt, Japan, Jordan, Ukraine, and the UAE (Sharp/Blanchard 2007). And
partners even donated supplies for the NATO airlift in Pakistan following the 2005
earthquake (NATO 2010a).

In sum, the post-9/11 development stage of NATO’s partnerships has been marked by
expanding the Alliance’s networks. The choice of new partners and the activities were
inspired by the mindset shift that partnerships would no longer be a tool for fostering
democracy and prepare countries for the integration into the Euro-Atlantic security
community — but that partnership serve a tool for increasing firepower in military

operations and to enhance legitimacy in the light of NATO’s global engagement.

2.1.3. NATO 3.0

By 2010, NATO had clearly transformed since its search of a mission in the 1990s and
the adoption of its previous strategic concept from 1999. The Alliance had been engaged
in a decade-long fight on terror and it had been facing new global security challenges —
from cyber warfare, over energy security, to climate change — as well as a shift in the
international balance of power, exacerbated by the financial crisis in the West, and the
ongoing economic success of developing states in the Global South. It was time to agree
on a new Strategic Concept during the 2010 Lisbon Summit to lay a new roadmap for the
organization’s future that includes cooperative security as one of the Alliance’s main

tasks.
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At this point, it was essential to evaluate the goals of NATO’s engagement with external
actors. Flockhart argues that the international environment called for investments in the
liberal world order and required NATO to utilize its partnerships across the whole
spectrum of functions: integration, influence, and intervention (Flockhart 2014: 29). Her
liberal internationalist view should be complemented by NATO’s realist perspective to

gain resources and advance security by operating more effectively.

This is because NATO increasingly judged individual partners by their contribution to
NATO’s military apparatus. As Arif Bagbaslioglu (2014: 75) concludes, “it is obvious
that NATO’s new partnership policy has been transformed from a supply to a demand
orientation”. In other words, NATO did not continue to follow its “customer-driven
approach” (Friihling/Schreer 2011: 42) to supply security, but shifted the focus towards

demanding partner contributions.

It made sense to expect individual partners to be more proactive because they also benefit
from NATO operations — at least indirectly, for example by the protection of the sea-
lanes of communication. It also allowed NATO to evaluate its own commitment to its
relationships partly based on what the Alliance receives. Partnerships have become a
two-way street and there is no one-way sign in sight, especially if members continue to
fail living up to their financial commitment to NATO’s overall mission (Kaim 2016: 15)

and if the US government tightens its transactional outlook on international security.

Moreover, partnerships became important because cooperating with regional actors
abroad also helps to legitimize NATO’s actions (Flockhart 2014: 18). For example,
regional partners who voice their approval of NATO’s engagement are politically
important to gain UN mandates and legitimize NATO’s out-of-area operations — actions

that can infringe on the sovereignty of other states.

Local support also helps NATO implementing its missions more effectively: partners can
provide vital information and intelligence, allow NATO to set up bases, grant overfly
rights, establish transit routes, and increase border security — as was the case of the

Central Asian states during the ISAF operation. Being able to consult on security issues
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in far-away regions helps the Alliance to detect potential threats. Working to increase
interoperability prepares partners to assist NATO when needed. And political contacts on

the ground serve NATO to help to build a stable post-conflict environment.

With this spectrum of functions in mind, from sustaining the liberal world to practical
mission support, NATO decided to reform its partnership policy accordingly. As a
symbolic start, the Alliance highlighted the importance of cooperative security — to build
military partnerships — as one of its main tasks (NATO 2011b). In addition to its formal
ties, the Alliance stressed the importance to engage with “key global actors and other new
interlocutors beyond the Euro-Atlantic area with which NATO does not have a formal
partnership arrangement” (NATO 2011a: Abs. 7). The 2010 Report of the Group of
Experts chaired by former US Secretary of State Madeleine K. Albright similarly
recognized that NATO must review its partnership formats to ensure “teamwork” in a

flexible format (NATO Group of Experts 2010: 22).

In order to advance cooperative security in practice, NATO decided to reform its
partnership policy in 2011 in Berlin for it to become more efficient and flexible
(Reisinger 2012). While leaving the existing partnership frameworks in place, NATO
offered each partner to sign an Individual Partnership and Cooperation Programme
(IPCP), a bilateral document to agree on specific areas of cooperation, offering
individualized agreements with over 1,400 possible joint activities in its Partnership
Cooperation Menu (NATO 2014). Thereby, NATO also combined all partnership tools,
increasing the availability of partnership measures previously limited for specific
frameworks to a wider range of partners, such as extending the Individual Cooperation
Programme (ICP) to MD and ICI partners, the Tailored Cooperation Packages (TCPs) to
the global partners, as well as the Individual Partnership Action Plan (IPAP) and the
Planning and Review Process (PARP) programs to partners outside of PfP/EAPC on a
case-by-case basis (Moore 2012: 65). By considering each case individually, NATO was
now able to respond to the partners’ concerns, thereby building relations based on mutual

interests rather than geographic considerations.
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The focus on partners continued at the 2012 Chicago Summit, where thirteen partner
states’ were invited because of their significant contribution to NATO missions (Gorka-

Winter/Znojek 2015: 87). The summit declaration highlighted the legacy of partnerships:

“For twenty years, our partnerships have facilitated and provided frameworks for
political dialogue and practical regional cooperation in the fields of security and
defense, contributed to advancing our common values, allowed us to share
expertise and experience, and made a significant contribution to the success of

many of our operations and missions.” (NATO 2012: Abs. 22)

It became clear that NATO has embraced cooperative security as one of its main tasks,
practically and diplomatically, by reforming the way it deals with partners and by

highlighting their importance to the Alliance’s success.
2.14. NATO 4.0

The development towards a globally engaged NATO that caused the expansion of its
partnership network was partly a result of the loss of an enemy by the end of the Cold
War; in other words: NATO was taking on the core task of cooperative security as a
result of committing to missions to advance its member states’ security beyond defending
their territory from unknown threats. By 2014, however, when Russia illegally annexed
Crimea and supported the outbreak of a civil war on Ukrainian territory, Central and
Eastern European allies once again relied on NATO’s value to deter against the Russian
threat. This required NATO to put more emphasis on territorial defense, while remaining
engaged with emerging threats in and beyond its neighborhood, as laid out by NATO’s
Deputy Secretary General Alexander Vershbow just before the Wales Summit:

> Australia, Austria, Finland, Georgia, Japan, Jordan, Republic of Korea, Morocco, New Zealand, Qatar,
Sweden, Switzerland, and United Arab Emirates (Flockhart 2014: 26). The logic of inviting exactly these
members has not been spelled out clearly, especially since there was no follow-up meeting, illustrating
NATO’s ad-hoc and sometimes enigmatic approach to partnerships (Kamp/Reisinger 2013: 3).
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“In the coming years, NATO will have to walk, chew gum and juggle at the same
time. It’s a difficult task because we live in a dangerous world, and it’s all the
more necessary because of that. Make no mistake: We must be prepared for every
challenge the world throws at us. We need to do all our missions, political and
military, extremely well. This is an Alliance that must multi-task, while remaining
proficient at every task. But we also need the right connections so we can take
advantage of the strengths of partner nations and organizations. This is the NATO
version 4.0 that we have launched here in Wales. And you have been present at its

rollout” (2014).

In order to maintain agile abroad while hardening its defense at home, the practical
aspects of cooperative security became ever more important. In fact, NATO used the
Wales Summit to further enhance the effectiveness of its partnership programs, for
example by announcing the Partnership Interoperability Initiative (PII), a continuation of
past interoperability formats, including the Connected Forces Initiative (CFI), helping to
establish an Interoperability Platform (IP) of twenty-four partner states to advance
consultations and cooperation on interoperability (Kaim 2016: 18). The Alliance also
launched a Defence and related Security Capacity Building Initiative (DCB) to further
support, advise and assist military forces of partner states (Kaim 2016: 20). In addition,
NATO used the chance to highlight the Alliance’s relations with the EU and to announce
cooperation on relatively new tasks with civilian components, such as energy security,

cyber defense, and hybrid threats.

In regards to individual partners, the Alliance was able to agree on a Substantial NATO-
Georgia Package (SNGP), which led to the launch of the NATO-Georgian Joint Training
and Evaluation Centre (JTEC) in 2015, a flagship project that may be expanded to other
capable partners (Kaim 2016: 19). Kaim (2016: 17) argues that such initiatives signal
NATO?’s intention to utilize partnerships to further advance the capabilities of partners,
enabling them to fight alongside NATO, even for the collective defense of the Alliance.
In addition, investing in partner states’ militaries shall empower them to tackle regional

security challenges alone, without the need for NATO interventions (Kaim 2016: 20).
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Appaturai (2014: 36) voiced a similar functional approach to partnerships: “The general
direction of travel of NATO’s partnerships seems likely to follow three main tracks:
preparing together, consulting together, and acting together”. In preparing together, he
refers to increasing the interoperability of NATO and partner forces; in consulting
together, he refers to the political interoperability to achieve a common understanding of
a problem and its solution; and in acting together, he refers to the partners’ support for

NATO missions.

Looking back to over twenty-five years of enhancing cooperative security, one can see
that NATO’s partnership policy has been underlying different logics, but nevertheless
expanded geographically and functionally, driven by NATO’s institutional evolvement as
a response to the international security environment and its member states’ interests.
Initially, the Alliance’s cooperation activities were directed by its neighbors’ motivation
to help modernize their defense sectors (Haaland Matlary 2011: 66). Today, NATO
broadened its partnership policy to all states willing and capable to contribute to its

missions, transforming partnerships to become a tool to advance cooperative security.

Though cooperative security follows the goal of “increase[ing] international harmony and
cooperation, synchronizing efforts to deal with the new multidimensional threats and
providing a better understanding of common problems” (NATO 2011b), the Alliance’s
engagement with external actors is often viewed in geopolitical terms and therefore
limited by third parties’ geopolitical interests. Therefore — while “[t]here is no indication
that NATO aimed to achieve the effect of a larger geo-political reach” (Haaland Matlary
2011: 68) — NATO’s relations with important partners, such as Georgia and Ukraine, will
continue to be regarded will suspicion by NATO’s adversaries with the potential to lead

to aggression and security dilemmas.

In order to achieve the spectrum of NATO’s economic, political, and security objectives,
cooperation was made more flexible, allowing for ad-hoc individual cooperation on
different levels, even with non-partner states. “Bilateralizing” helped NATO to assess the

value of individual partners and base the partnerships on practical terms, leading the
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Alliance to offer formal partnership agreements to far away states. It also opened the
opportunity for establishing a hierarchy of partners, an idea proposed by Kamp and
Reisinger who aimed to group partners in political categories that guide the level of

cooperation (Kamp/Reisinger 2013: 6-7).

Nevertheless, the outdated formats remained in place in order not to abandon the political
relationships with those states that are currently not ready to contribute to NATO’s
missions. This proved vital in the case of Ukraine: While Kyiv was less interested in
deepening the cooperation with the West under pro-Russian President Viktor
Yanukovych, the Maidan Revolution reversed Ukraine’s outlook toward EU and NATO
integration. At that point, Kyiv and Brussels were able to draw on the existing structure
of the NUC to quickly advance their close cooperation in their light of serious security

challenges in Eastern Ukraine.

Given the Alliance’s immediate security challenges, from hybrid warfare to instability in
the Middle East, the value of cooperative security is not expected to drop. But the
complexity of emerging threats as well as the members’ economic and political
constraints will likely lead NATO to a further prioritize individual partnerships with

those states that offer capabilities, experiences, and expertise in the defense sector.

2.2. It takes two to tango: Views from both sides

2.2.1. The NATO view

In order to understand NATO’s management of cooperative security, it is crucial to
recognize that the practical application of its partnership policy is greatly affected by
developments within the North Atlantic Council (NAC), NATO’s decision-making body
representing all member states. Consequently, external relations are filtered through the
state level, shaped by the members’ political, economic, and security interests, resulting
in the lowest common denominator of all 29 nations. This is why all of NATO’s
partnership activities rest on the interests of all members (or at least the agreement of all

NATO states’ governments).

33



On NATO

NATO’s external policy is made in the Partnerships and Cooperative Security Committee
(PCSC) — initially called the Political and Partnerships Committee (PPC) — and executed
by NATO’s Political Affairs and Security Policy Division (PASP) that is in the lead to
manage the organization’s relations with currently over forty partners (see: Annex I). The
lean division acts demand-driven as a foreign ministry equivalent of a state, responding to
both the interests of NATO allies and the requests of external states, coordinating most of

the partnership programs, and managing institutional change.

While this sounds straightforward, the scope of interests that influence policy is nearly
endless given that the Alliance of 29 democracies represents over 900 million citizens,
deploys tens of thousands of soldiers abroad at any given point, and is managed by 2000+
military and civilian employees who work under the roof of one HQ. One could group the
interests on all levels (individuals in the NATO HQ and missions, the member states, and
the international arena) and consider them from different viewpoints and ontological
assumptions. But it would simply be imprudent to aim providing a complete list of
dynamics that lead to the Alliance’s practical engagement with third parties. Therefore,
the following discussion limits itself to common internal factors in order to complement
the previous section and to help the reader understand the Alliance’s rationale behind

some of its external relations with a focus on the state level:

Economic rationale: The failure to adhere to the agreement of spending two percent of
each country’s Gross Domestic Product (GDP) on defense has become a source of
common concern within the NAC. The defense budgets of the majority of European
member states have dropped dramatically after the end of the Cold War — to an extent
that they can barely fulfill their military obligations. Financial crises in the Eurozone and
domestic politics have made it even harder for the majority of NATO states to sustain
spending on military operations abroad. The US’s announcement to “Pivot to Asia” is
worsening the Alliance’s prospects to fulfill its obligations in Europe because the US
may shift its resources to other theaters. Though partnerships cannot balance the uneven
spending within the Alliance, they can be a vital addition to increase firepower in out-of-

area operations. Therefore, NATO states have put emphasis on cooperative security at
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least partly as a means to secure economic mission support from partners (Kaim 2016:
25), which should be regarded in context of NATO’s broader “Smart Defense” initiative
to achieve “greater security, for less money, by working together more flexibly”, as
former Secretary General Rasmussen (2011) announced at the Munich Security

Conference.

Practical mission support: Similarly, the unwillingness of members to engage in
dangerous and uncertain tasks abroad, from combat operations to nation building-like
missions, have led NATO to transform from an alliance in which all members jointly
contribute to a common cause (as was the case during the 1990s in the Balkans) towards
a platform for military coordination and cooperation of a coalition of the willing,
including partner states. In the case of NATO’s Libya operation, for example, over half
of the allies stayed home, while the organization relied on additional support from
Jordan, Qatar, Sweden, and the UAE. Capable allies also provided significant resources
for ISAF in Afghanistan, such as Australia that was among the largest troop contributors,
and Mongolia whose troops volunteered for unpopular tasks, such as guarding military

bases.

Functional aspects: The focus on non-traditional threats to security has triggered debates
about how NATO should prepare for and responds to these challenges. For example,
since the 2007 cyber attacks on Estonia (allegedly by Russia), Tallinn has been at the
forefront of dealing with cyber security. The Estonians are not only hosting NATO’s
Cooperative Cyber Defence Centre of Excellence (CCDCOE), but they have also secured
important posts such as the head of the Cyber Security Section in the NATO
Headquarters (HQ). While they push for closer cyber security coordination and for
including cyber attacks within the realm of NATO’s collective defense agreements under
Article V of the Washington Treaty, the level of sensitivity of cyber security has deterred

some members to pool resources and share information beyond best practices.

The Alliance’s reluctance towards taking on new mandates has resulted in limited

cooperation with partners on these issues. This is why, when NATO cooperates with
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partners on cyber security, it means that NATO offers minor defensive measures to
harden the partners’ hard- and software, rather than offering substantial cooperation on

cyber in a military context, let alone integration into NATO’s networks.

The same holds true in the case of energy security, where NATO serves to share best
practices to protect critical infrastructure, rather than actively sending troops to protect
pipelines or atomic power plants. This relates back to the interests of member states to
channel specific concerns through other organizations, such as the EU. It also goes hand
in hand with some states’ interests not to militarize certain policy field by providing

NATO a more substantial stake.

Diplomatic differences: “[Plartnership is a highly political issue, containing all kinds of
sensitive questions”, Karl-Heinz Kamp and Heidi Reisinger (2013: 2) remark, most
notably because the relations between individual members and external actors add an
extra layer of complexity. For example, Turkey’s strained relations with the EU member
Cyprus has led Ankara to veto much of NATO’s engagement with the EU
(Szymanski/Terlikowski 2010). The same held true for the Alliance’s cooperation with
Israel, whose forces have raided the ship of a Turkish non-governmental organization’s
(NGO) that was going to break an Israeli maritime blockade of the Gaza Strip in order to
deliver humanitarian aid to Palestinians in 2010 (Aygun 2016). Another example is
Germany’s historically close relationship with Russia, having led Berlin to caution US
intentions to enlarge NATO further into the post-Soviet space. Therefore, it was Berlin
that pushed against offering Ukraine and Georgia membership to the Alliance (Bucharest
NATO Summit 2008).

American leadership: Lastly, it remains a political reality that the US — as the first
among equals — has the loudest voice in shaping the agenda, as well as the strongest veto
within the NAC (Kaim 2016: 7; Flockhart 2014: 17; Edstrom et al. 2011: 12). James
Goldgeier made a case for why it was the US that made the decision to enlarge NATO’
membership, inspired by the liberal ideas to build a collective security framework. In

addition to utilizing membership as an instrument to further US interests, Sean Key
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(2011: 18) points out that “[p]artnerships emerged in American grand strategy during the
1990s as a way to signal reassurance to new friends and old adversaries about American
power”. US partners were naturally adopted by NATO, which is why NATO partnerships
outside of the European and post-Soviet space represent an assembly of major US allies

and states with a particular strategic or geopolitical value for Washington.

Beyond its liberal internationalist policies since the end of the Cold War, the US
promotes partnerships with practical and economic advantages in mind: by promoting
interoperability with NATO standards, the relationships became vital for managing
coalitions for military operations, empowering potential allies to take part in US-led
operation. Michael Paul (2013: 3) underlines the potential for NATO’s partnerships in
East Asia to ensure interoperability with regional partners, thereby supporting the US’
forward-partnering strategy in the context of Washington’s “Pivot to Asia”. Besides, as
NATO’s largest producer of defense equipment, the US also increases its pool of
customers. Taken together, Key argues that NATO partnerships are a “key mechanism
for American grand strategy [...] serving both political and military needs [...] as an
instrumental tool for achieving responsibility sharing in security management

worldwide” (Edstrom et al. 2011: 8).

Though the US arguably has the largest leverage, expanding NATO’s partnership
initiatives are also in line with those of other key members.® However, it should be
highlighted that many do not follow the US’s view that NATO may take on a greater
global ordering function beyond the Euro-Atlantic area (Friihling/Schreer 2011: 43).

Again, this is not a comprehensive list of how internal dynamics shape NATO’s external

relations. But these examples shall illustrate that members’ domestic politics and foreign

% Germany, for example, has launched the Enable and Enhance Initiative to assist developing countries to
prevent or manage conflicts, allowing Berlin to fund projects under the political umbrella of the NATO
Defence Capacity-Building Initiative (Puglierin 2016: 2). The 2016 White Paper on German Security
Policy underlines that “Germany is firmly committed to further strengthening [NATO’s] partnership policy.
This will expand and enhance opportunities for targeted and also military cooperation and interoperability
with partners outside the Alliance” (German Federal Government 2016: 65).
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policies, as well as their resulting vision of the future of NATO and commitment to
partnerships, serve as both drivers and obstacles to NATO’s task to engage in cooperative

security.

2.2.2. The other side

Of course, external states have a say in NATO’s global relations as well. As NATO
expanded its role outside of Europe, the Alliances’ actions have produced reactions by
states across the international community. Naturally, some states are in agreement with
NATO while other states’ interests do not coincide with those of the Alliance. The
following section will provide an overview of reasons that drive state policy towards
NATO, which also introduces the research puzzle of why some states support NATO

while others denounce the Alliance.

2.2.2.1. NATO supporters

As NATO’s partnership policy has developed from a tool for integrating Europe’s
neighbors into the Euro-Atlantic security framework towards one that ensures mission
support, enhanced legitimacy, and regional stability, partners also transformed their

outlook towards the Alliance. As the Japanese scholar Michito Tsuruoka (2010) notes:

“NATO’s new partners outside the Euro-Atlantic region see NATO very
differently from the Alliance’s traditional partners in the PfP (Partnership for
Peace) framework. New partners do not seek membership. They are not countries
in transition from communism either. They do not need NATO’s advice on how to

ensure the democratic control of armed forces, etc.”

Nevertheless — even without the need for building integrity and the aspiration of
membership —cooperation with NATO remains an integral part of countries’ foreign and
security policies for a range of reasons relating to both NATO’s practical and ideational

value:
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Complementing foreign and security policy strategy: Countries may cooperate with
NATO as part of their security strategy to balance against threats by gaining NATO
support (tough short of the Alliance’s mutual defense commitment). For example, one
may argue that Ukraine and Georgia have been allying with the broader West — and
specifically with NATO — in order to balance against Russia, ultimately hoping to gain
membership to be included in the Alliance’s mutual defense commitment. As Tor
Bukkvoll (2011: 96) notes, “NATO membership might be the only economically
sustainable way to achieve a satisfactory level of deterrence against Russia”. In addition,
states may engage with NATO simply to diversify their foreign relations, for example as
part of a multi-vectored or omni-enmeshment strategy; in other words: states can use
their relations with NATO as a bargaining chip with another power, or to overlap other
actors’ spheres of influences and entangle their interests in order to restrain them (Goh
2007). Examples mainly include states situated between rival powers, such as Belarus,
Azerbaijan, and Mongolia. Relations with NATO can also serve to gain prestige and
differentiate itself from its neighbors, as in the case of Argentina (that had supported

NATO in the Balkans) vis-a-vis Brazil (Merke 2011).

Gaining practical benefits: Being a partner of NATO provides access to no less than
1400 partnership activities of the Partnership Cooperation Menu, from building
capabilities and interoperability to supporting force transformation through defense
planning, education, training, and exercises. Although NATO is increasingly evaluating
its commitment to individual partnerships by considering the partners’ contribution to
NATO missions, the infrastructure provided to NATO partners is likely to outweigh the
partner’s contribution to NATO missions (ideally, partners should have an interest in

supporting NATO missions because of common goals anyhow).

Edstrom et al. (2011: 14) point out that “NATO standards have become close to universal
in peace operations”. Carrying the gold standard of interoperability, military-to-military
cooperation with the Alliance helps other forces to study multilateral ways of planning
and operations, for example by participating in NATO’s operations, exercises, and

seminars (e.g., at the NATO Defense College in Rome and the NATO School in
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Oberammergau), and by adopting standards necessary to be included in multilateral force
structures. Once interoperability is ensured, NATO can be used as a hub to coordinate
multilateral operations, for example as it did in Afghanistan where far-away partners such
as Australia and New Zealand could plug in their forces relatively easy, or in the case of
the Libya operation when non-member Sweden was able to contribute fighter jets within
two days of its parliament’s decision to partake in the mission. NATO’s utility in
enabling its partners to modernize their forces, gain experience in multinational settings,
and promoting international standards often makes partner states’ militaries and their
industrial complex the staunchest supporters of cooperating with the Alliance (though
industries are aware that NATO is not a customer itself, they often assume that affiliation
with the Alliance advances opportunities to demonstrate and sell their products, see

Bukkvoll 2011: 103).

A partnership with NATO can be particularly valuable for smaller and less capable
partners who already benefit considerably from low-level NATO assistance, such as
supporting defense education, implementing science projects, and building capacities for
countering specific threats, including training centers and secure computer hardware.
More established actors in international security benefit practically by gaining
experiences in managing international conflicts and by increasing interoperability to be

able to plug their forces into multi-national structures.

Raising profile in international security: While multilateral efforts have become the
norm among leading actors in international security — often mandated by the UN — these
undertakings are still new for most countries in the world. In order for states to take part —
let alone to take the lead — in such operations overseas, they need to have undergone

extended training and have gained experiences in multinational settings.

Thus, those states aiming to become actors in international security — for whatever
political motivation — may intend to cooperate with NATO as a venue to gain the
necessary capacity to partake in multilateral operations. For example, during the 1990s,

Argentina viewed NATO as the “armed wing of the UN” (Merke 2011: 183), making the
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Alliance the natural contact point for Buenos Aires to take responsibility in the

international security realm.

Association with NATO also implies military strength because NATO is mostly entering
into partnerships with states that it recognizes to be capable. As Tsuruoka (2010)
explains, “NATO’s image in the outside world as an influential security actor is arguably
stronger than NATO itself recognises”. Therefore, being upgraded to become an official
partner provides utility in itself by conveying the status of a qualified actor in

international security.

Consulting on security challenges: In addition to its military component, NATO is a
political alliance at heart, making diplomatic consultations on security issues one of the
core components of engaging with external actors. A seat at the table in a 29+N format
(29 NATO members + an unspecified number of external states) can be a large asset for
the partners: it provides the opportunity to gain a shared understanding of security
challenges, to voice concerns of NATO’s engagement, to offer advice on regional

security matters, and to develop a common strategy to tackle challenges together.

Chris Donnelly (2004) explains that especially “countries of North Africa and the Greater
Middle East want first and foremost a means of getting their voice heard, and of
influencing Allies’ decision-making”. Others, such as far-away China, entered into talks
with NATO to reassure itself of the Alliance’s intentions when it suddenly engaged in
neighboring Afghanistan. Some even use their access to NATO to actively design policy.
For example, Azeri energy experts have (unsuccessfully) lobbied for NATO to include a
defense commitment in case of an attack on Azerbaijan’s oil pipelines that lead towards
Turkey and on to Europe because of their common shared in ensuring energy security for

NATO states (see: Aslanbayli 2014).

Bey