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1 INTRODUCTION

Europe is special in several important respects. Hence, one should
always be cautious about using the European experience as a model for
other regions. Nevertheless, there may be some lessons to be learned,
and these will be highlighted in the following. The paper focuses on
those aspects of the European experience which appear particularly
relevant for security in a moderately enlarged sense of the term. The
suggestions of what may be relevant for (Southern) Africa are
deliberately very tentative, as this is a question that the Africans
themselves will have to resolve.

1.1 Europe: From War to Peace

Until quite recently, Europe was one of the least secure places in the
world. Just remember the Thirty Years” War, the Napoleonic Wars and
the two world wars of the 20th century, each of which was at its time a
disaster without precedents in human history.

Even though the Cold War has been described by some as a “long
peace”,! its “peace” was built on the risk of mutual annihilation in a
nuclear conflagration. It thus hardly deserves the label “negative peace”,
much less that of “positive peace”.? Moreover, the peace did not extend
much beyond Europe, but left most of the Third World with little peace to
speak of. Indeed, the relative peace in Europe may even have come at
the expense of the Third World, which was used as a convenient
battleground for “proxy wars” between the two bipolar blocs as, for
instance, happened in Angola ®

Gradually, however, most of Europe was transformed from a
“conflict formation” into what Karl Deutsch aptly labelled a “security
community”, defined as a group of states “where there is real assurance
that the members of that community will not fight each other physically,
but will settle their disputes in some other way”"—i.e. almost synonymous
with what others have called a “zone of peace”.* While certain parts of
Europe remain outside this community (the Balkans, for instance), the
very fact that a community has emerged and apparently grown in most of
Europe is significant and in need of explanation.

Several  explanations recommend themselves as inherently
plausible.

Europe may simply have “learned the lesson” that war is a futile,
costly and destructive endeavour.®

Europe now consists almost entirely of such democracies as,
accordina to “demaocratic neace theorv” never (or at least verv rarelv)



wage war against each other.®

Europe also contains mostly such “trading states” as (according to
another version of “liberal peace theory”) are unlikely to go to
war’—especially against each other, and even more unlikely to do so
when they have become truly interdependent.®

In the present paper, however, the focus is placed on a fourth
explanation, namely that war has been prevented by virtue of the
presence of instututions and regional organisations,’® more specifically
NATO, the EU and the OSCE. Even if a case can be made to this effect,
this would not contradict the other theories, as it is quite possible that
European peace has been “overdetermined”, i.e. that there are several
sufficient, but not one necessary, cause of the same phenomenon.

1.2 Institutional Architechture
If institutions matter, the density and configuration of a region’s institutional
“superstructure” is surely a matter of some signifcance.

Even during the Cold War, Europe had far more, and generally
stronger, organisations than any other region of the world, some of which
were all-European while others were “half-European”, i.e. comprising
members of one of the two opposing blocks.’® However, the entire
institutional setup was completely transformed by the end of the Cold
War around 1989-1991.

The organisations of the East, i.e. the Warsaw Pact and the CMEA
(Council of Mutual Economic Assistance, better known as the
Comecon) simply vanished into thin air. Having never been voluntary in
the same sense as the organisations of the West, there was nothing to
keep them in existence once the Soviet Union decided not to use force
as a means to preserve them.™

New opportunities seemed to open up for institutions with an all-
European scope, most importantly the CSCE (Conference on Security
and Cooperation in Europe), which was transformed from a series of
conferences into a permanent organisation, the OSCE (Organisation for
Security and Cooperation in Europe).

Other organisations which had been intimately tied to the East-West
conflict (especially NATO) saw their very raison d'étre being
guestioned, hence embarked on a quest for new roles.

Some organisations (e.g. both NATO and the EU) were flooded with
applications from prospective new members and thus apparently had
the option of transforming themselves from western to pan-European.
For a short while, it seemed as if the United Nations might be given the
means to perform the tasks originally aSS|gned to it, which would have
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those in Europe.

From this confusion arose a debate about the relationship between the
various institutions, often referred to as institutional “architecture”. In
reality, however, the division of labour among the various organisations
came about more by chance than according to plan, and it often took the
form of “buck-passing”. The optimistic vision of “interlocking institutions”
was thus partly superseded by a pessimistic one of “inter-blocking
institutions”, e.g. in relations with the Balkans.*

This pessimism may well be self-fulfilling because of what one might
call "the Catch 22 of organisations”. For member states to confer authority
to, and provide resources for, an organisation it must perform
“satisfactorily”. This is entirely understandable as political decision-makers
are accountable to their electorates, hence must be able to justify any
allocation of tax-payers’ resources. However, unless member states confer
the authority and allocate the requisite resources to them, organisations
are unable to pass the test.

Not only does this problem arise in comparisons between unilateral
action by individual states and multilateral action through organisations
such as the UN, giving rise to claims that “the US can do, the UN cannot”.”
It also affects the choice between organisations, as when NATO member
states dismiss the UN as a suitable instrument for “crisis management”
and intervention, with reference to the UN’'s lack of the military means
which NATO possesses.** The explanation of this is, of course, that
member states have themselves chosen to assign their forces to NATO
rather than to the UN. This observation should be kept in mind in the
following description and comparison of NATO, the EU and the OSCE.

able embe D 0 ATO O and
NATO + OSCE CIS + OSCE
Canada Norway Armenia Kazakhstan Tajikistan
Czech Rep. Poland Azerbeijan Moldova Turkmenistan
Iceland Turkey Belarus Kyrgyzstan Ukraine
Hungary USA Georgia Russia Uzbekistan
NATO + EU + OSCE Only OSCE
Belgium Italy Albania Holy See | *Romania
Denmark Luxembourg Andorra *Latvia San Marino
France Netherlands Bosnia-Herz  Liechtenstein *Slovakia
Germany Portugal *Bulgaria *Lithuania *Slovenia
Greece Spain Croatia Macedonia Switzerland
UK Cyprus Malta Yugoslavia
EU + OSCE *Estonia Monaco
Austria Finland *: Scheduled for NATO membership in 2004
Ireland Sweden Italics: Scheduled for EU membership in 2004




The membership of these three organisations in Europe is listed in Table
1 along with that of the successor to the former USSR, the
Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS). The picture is one of a
considerable overlap, as most European NATO members are also
members of the EU and vice versa, just as all belong to the OSCE.
However, the table also shows an clear division into “tiers” with most of
the former Soviet Union and parts of the eastern block countries
remaining on the sidelines. They are not at all, or at least too slowly,
being admitted into NATO and/or the EU, regardless of their expressed
wish to join a.s.a.p. This sets them apart from countries such as Norway
or Sweden, who would surely be most welcome in the EU and NATO,
respectively, but who have chosen not to join.

The comparative strengths and weaknesses of NATO, the EU and
the OSCE may be summarised as in Table 2.

Table 2: NATO, EU and OSCE

NATO EU OSCE
Compared
Legitimacy Controversial High High
Military power Very strong | Potentially strong | Weak
Other power Weak Very strong Weak
Security function Hard Soft (+ hard) Soft

Perhas unfortunately, this does not point towards any such hierarchical
subordination of organisations under each other as might bring some
“order” into the picture. Those organisations with the highest (or, perhaps
better, least controversial) legitimacy are not militarily strong, but have
their strength in the realm of “soft security” which is often regarded as
inferior to “hard security”. Conversely, the militarily strongest organisation
is also the most controversial in terms of legitimacy. Rather than any
hierarchical order among organisations we should thus probably hope for
a certain functional division of responsbilities.

2 THE NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANISATION

This section is devoted to NATO, its rationale, basic structure,
membership and missions—all with due attention paid to the inherent
dilemmas and continuing controversies. The account is subdivided into
two main sections, covering the Cold War and its aftermath, for which no
appropriate term has yet been found, and which is therefore referred to
as “the post-Cod War period”. It concludes with some tentative
suggestions for what might be relevant lessons for Africa in general and
the SADC region in particular.

2.1 The Cold War (1949-1990)

NATO wae fniinded in 1040 ie at a time whean all ilhicinne ahniit the



“new world order” after the carnage of the Second World War had
dissipated, the East-West conflict had developed into a veritable cold
war, and sincere fears of a hot war were widespread on both sides of the
“iron curtain” which separated the two parts of Europe.™

Even though the Soviet threat loomed large in the minds of western
politicians, it was not the only rationale for the creation of NATO, but
three different rationales are usually referred to (first outlined by then
Secretary General Lord Ismay)—to “keep Russia out, America in and
Germany down”. For obvious reasons, this threefold rationale called for a
broad panoply of means.

To “keep the Russians out” was not initially seen as a
predominantly military task, as the Soviet threat was viewed by George
Kennan and others in the early post-war period as mainly a political
threat, closely related to the emergence of strong communist parties.
Even though “containment” was thus initially seen as a political strategy
for meeting a political threat (and for which an organisation such as
NATO would not be suitable),'’® the emphasis soon shifted to the
presumed military threat posed by the huge Soviet conventional forces in
Europe. Deterrence of an attack was (proably wrongly)!’ believed to be
beyond the capabilities of the European countries, even if they were to
pool their resources for collective defence.®

Throughout NATO’s history numerous decisions have indeed been
taken which obliged NATO members to increase their defence budgets
and military capabilities, but none of them has ever been
implemented—a plausible explanation being that the matter was
governed by the so-called “logic of collective action”. As the security
provided by deterrence was a “public good” it was in each state’s interest
to let the others carry most of the burden of providing it, i.e. to be “free-
riders”. Hence the total defence potential of an alliance such as NATO
was bound to amount to less than the sum of that of its members.*®

Because of this inability of the Europeans to muster the force levels
deemed necessary, the most important means to keep Russia out was
therefore to “keep the United States in”, preferably with forces forward
deployed in Europe. Given the long US tradition of neutrality (codified in
the 1823 Monroe Doctrine)?® and of military improvisation rather than
preparedness,? it was far from obvious that the United States would be
prepared to link its security to that of Western Europe in peacetime, and
even less self-evident that it would be wiling to do so by military
means.?* Gradually, however, the USA came to accept this, which led to
its drafting, signing and duly ratifying the 1949 North Atlantic Treaty,
article 5 of which obliged the United States (as well as everybody else) to
the following:



The Parties agree that an armed attack against one or more of them in Europe or North
America shall be considered an attack against them all; and consequently they agree that, if
such an armed attack occurs, each of them (...) will assist the Party or Parties so attacked by
taking forthwith, individually and in concert with the other Parties, such action as it deems
necessary, including the use of armed force, to restore and maintain the security of the North
Atlantic area.

The United States also, somewhat reluctantly, came around to
acnowledging the need for stationing a substantial part of its armed
forces in Europe as well as (for similar reasons) in Korea.?® Even more
important, however, was ensuring a credible US deterrence, mainly by
nuclear means, for which a forward deployment was also regarded as
suitable—as this would face a US president with a “use’m or lose’'m”
choice of either using the nukes or seeing them rendered useless by
invading Soviet forces.?* After some vacillation and disagreements about
the original nuclear strategy (labelled “massive retaliation”), the role of
nuclear deterrence was in 1967 codified in the “Flexible Response”
strategy.?

Neither the reliance on nuclear deterrence nor the US commitment
to the “defence” of Europe came for free, however. First of all, while
nuclear deterrence relieved the European members of NATO from the
need to match Soviet conventional forces with all the costs that this
would have entailed, it also entailed an incalculable risk that deterrence
might fail. If this had happened, several studies have demonstrated the
immense destruction that a nuclear war in Europe would have caused,
even if it were to have remained “limited”.?® Secondly, even though the
North Atlantic Treaty was formally based on the equality of its members,
some members were clearly “more equal than others”. As the “producer”
and net provider of security, the United States certainly felt (and probaby
was) entitled to a greater say on alliance matters than its European
allies, all of whom were “net consumers” of security. NATO thus became
a vehicle for US hegemony over Western Europe.?’

The third rationale for NATO was to “keep Germany down”. That its
neighbours (not least France) wanted to prevent a resurgent German
threat was both obvious and understandable, but just how to achieve this
was controversial. It was initially attempted through a complete
disarmament of the defeated (and divided) Germany, but there were
serious drawbacks to this method Not only did the historical precedent
of the Versailles Treaty not really invite emulation, as it had fed German
resentment and revanchism without being able to prevent the eventual
rearmament of Nazi Gemany.?® A German military contribution was also
seen as indispensable for the deterrence of the USSR from an attack
against Western Europe—and especially so as the faith in the credibility
of nuclear deterrence began to recede with the growth of the Soviet
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NATO attempted to “square the circle” by creating a Germany that
was strong enough to help deter the USSR, but not strong enough to
threaten its smaller neighbours. The means to this end was to
meticulously “embed” the new German Bundeswehr in NATO'’s
integrated military structures. Not only was the FRG not allowed a
national general staff, but its forces were also deployed in such a way as
to make it impossible for them to operate independently—at considerable
expence for the rest of NATO in terms of military efficiency.*® Moreover,
as it was considered politically imperative to treat Germany no differently
from the other members, all members were (more or less) subsumed
under the integrated command structures. France, however, withdrew in
1967, but it remained a member of NATO'’s political structure. In the
1980s it strengthened its collaboration with Germany, thereby indirectly
moving closer to the rest of NATO.*

Even though we may never know to what extent either objective
was actually called for,* it was certainly no small accomplishment that
NATO that it thus managed to simultaneously keep the Russians out, the
Americans in and the Germans down . When the Cold War finally came
to an end around 1989, however, one might have expected NATO to
celebrate “a job well done” and dissolve itself. This has obviously not
appened, to which enigma the following section is devoted.

2.2 After the Cold War (1990-today)
Since 1990, NATO has undergone quite a profound transformation, both
with regard to membership and to missions.

Among the first challenges facing NATO was that of membership.
As emerges from Table 3, this was not the first time this issue had been
addressed, but NATO had throughout its existence been “moderately
expansive”.

Table 3: NATO Membership

1949 | Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Iceland, Italy, Luxembourg, the
Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, the United Kingdom, the USA

1952 | Greece, Turkey

1955 | Germany (FRG)

1982 | Spain

1990 | East Germany (GDR, through unification with the FRG)

1999 | Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland

Geopolitical and balance-of-power considerations had led to the
admission of first Greece and Turkey and then West Germany, whereas
the accession date for Spain (which already had a bilateral military
relationship with the United States) had more to do with domestic
politics. in casu the renlacement of the Franco dictatorshin with



democracy. Not that democracy had always been a sine qua non of
membership, as both Portugal, Greece and Turkey had also had their
periods of military rule. Unless there were other compelling reasons to
admit states, however, NATO certainly preferred bona fide democracies.

With the end of the Cold War and German unification, the former
East Germany (German Democratic Republic, GDR) joined NATO “by
default”, i.e. by being incorporated into the Federal Republic of Germany
(FRG), albeit with some temporary constraints with regard to the
deployment of NATO forces on its territory.*® Apart from this, however,
NATO was far from eager to admit new members, but the alliance had
the matter forced upon it in the form of numerous applications for
membership sent by former “enemies”, who had now come to embrace
the Western values of democracy and market economy. While it was
very difficult to refuse such membership applications, NATO was also
aware of the problems which admitting former Warsaw Pact members
might entail for its relationship with Russia. Hence, its chosen strategy
was one of procrastination.*

As a rather inadequate substitute for an enlargement, a new
affiliate organisation was created to include former Warsaw Pact
members: the North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC). Being little
more than a forum for discussions (mostly for parliamentarians) NACC
was, however, a very far cry from such iron-clad security guarantees as
were obviously what the applicants wanted.®* Subsequenly, NATO
therefore established another affiliate with a little more military
substance, namely the Partnership for Peace (PfP), under the auspices
of which various (small and low-key) military exercises and other forms
of practical cooperation have taken place. Most of this has been intended
for “pegagogical purposes”, and it has included not only actual and
“wannabe” NATO members, but also self-defined neutrals.®

Moreover, in order to allay Russian concerns, NATO in 1997
signed the Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation, and Security
between NATO and the Russian Federation, tantamount to a “special
reationship” with Russia. Both sides committed themselves to “refrain
from the threat or use of force against each other as well as against any
other state”. Arguably, both sides have subsequently broken this
pledge—NATO with regard to Yugoskavia and Russia vis-a-vis
Chechnya. A similar treaty was signed with the Ukraine.*” As a corollary
thereof, the PfP was slightly restructured and renamed Euro-Atlantic
Partnership Council (EAPC).*

In its negotiations and pre-negotiations with possible future
members, NATO consistently placed demands on the applicants which
the actual members had never been expected to meet, e.g. with regard
to standardisation and interoperability. This was even more paradoxical



and unfair than it might appear at first glance, as the actual need for
interoperability was surely much less urgent in the relatively peaceful
post-Cold War period than it had been at a time when NATO might have
been involved in a war “to the death” against a foe as powerful as the
Soviet Union—but when very little progress was ever made in terms of
standardisation.** A consequence of this new demand for standardisation
was that prospective members such as Hungary and Poand (and, to a
somewhat lesser extent, the Czech Republic) were presurred to
effectively dismantle their defence industries (under the parole of
“conversion”) and thus forced to bail out the endangered western (and
especially American) arms industries.*

The actual decision to admit new members was only taken in 1997
and implemented in conjunction with the 50™ anniversary of the alliance
in April 1999. By that time, however, NATO had been transformed from a
strictly defensive alliance into something diffrerent and more ominous,
certainly as seen from Moscow or Belgrade—or New Delhi or Beijing for
that matter (vide infra).

Subsequenly, “membership action plans” have been formulated for
Albania, Bulgaria, Croatia, Estonia, FYROM/Macedonia, Latvia,
Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia, all pointing towards
membership at an indefinte point in the future. The next actual
enlargement was aggreed to at the Prague Summit, 21-22 November
2002, where invitations were extended to Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia,
Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia.

This process of gradual enlargement lends itself to different
interpretations. Either it represents the initial steps in a transformation of
a subregional collective defence organisation into an all-European
collective security arrangement—or it may represent nothing more than
geopolitical expansion, leaving NATO as an alliance for collective
defence, only larger and stronger. Whether it is one or the other
depends, inter alia, on whether it is directed against external threats or
enemies, or whether it serves merely to preserve the peace among its
members.*

NATO’s missions have wundergone an equally profound
transformation after the Cold War, in all three of the above “dimensions”.

With the signing of the CFE Treaty (see below under OSCE) the
military balance of power changed so dramatically in the West's
favour that “keeping the Russians out” (i.e. deterring them from
attack) became so easy as to no longer warrant the continued
existence of an organisation such as NATO. Moreover, after the
dissolution of the Warsaw Pact in 1989 most of Eastern Europe
simply “crossed the floor” to side with the West, thereby further



improving the balance of power. Finally, the dissolution in 1991 of the
USSR itself and the subsequent transition of Russia to democracy
and market economy rendered balance-of-power considerations
completely irrelevant. It simply became undesirable to keep Russia
out of Europe, in whatever sense. What mattered was rather to “keep
the Russians in”, i.e. to strengthen the “European” or “Western”
elements on the Russian political scene in their ongoing struggle with
the “Eurasians”. This required engagement rather than containment.*
“Keeping the Americans in” was no longer necessary. No longer was
there any real need for US security guarantees, and certainly not for
any “coupling mechanisms” in the shape of US forces or nuclear
weapons stationed on European soil.** A continued American
presence or involvement in European affairs might, at best, play a
certain role in preventing a re-nationalisation of security and defence
policies, but this was already unlikely for other reasons, mainly as a
result of the progressive EU integration.

“Keeping the Germans down” after German unification became both
superfluous and impossible. Superfluous because the FRG was itself
very eager to prevent any re-nationalisation of its security and
defence policy; and impossible because the FRG would obviously be
in a position to “go national” (i.e. become a “normal state”), if it should
choose to.

This left NATO in urgent need to define new missions. When he was
Secretary General of NATO Manfred Woérned had argued that the
alliance had to go “out of area or out of business”. As there was simply
no credible threat to the security of any of the members, the security
guarantees around which NATO had been built were no longer important
enough to anybody (and especially not to the old members) to justify
NATO's continued existence.

Going “out of area”, however, also meant venturing beyond the
familiar (and legal) field of defence. As an alternative, the alliance
appointed itself the guarantor of “stability” in all of Europe, entailing inter
alia a certain “obligation” to help bring about peace in the former
Yugoslavia, i.e. in what was effectively (albeit not in legal terms)
intrastate conflicts, whereas the alliance had been tailored for interstate
war. To which extent to go out of area and wage wars rather than
preserving peace, however, was somewhat controversial.

In preparation of the 1999 anniversary summit, the United States
apparently sought to persuade its European allies to relinquish some of
the constraints embedded in the North Atlantic Treaty of 1949, including
its paragraph one:



The Parties undertake, as set forth in the Charter of the United Nations, to settle
any international disputes in which they may be involved by peaceful means in
such a manner that international peace and security, and justice, are not
endangered, and to refrain in their international relations from the threat or use
of force in any manner inconsistent with the purposes of the United Nations.

U.S. Senator William Roth, in his capacity as President of the North
Atlantic Council, in October 1998 published a report NATO in the 21st
Century which undoubtedly reflected the American vision for NATO.* It
contained, inter alia, the following recommendations:

NATO's purpose is to defend values and interests, not just territory (...) NATO
must preserve its freedom to act: The Allies must always seek to act in unison,
preferably with a mandate from the United Nations (UN) or the Organization for
Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), the framework for collective
security in Europe. Even though all NATO member states undoubtedly would
prefer to act with such a mandate, they must not limit themselves to acting only
when such a mandate can be agreed. All NATO actions should nonetheless be
based on appropriate legal authority.

The formulation was, of course, utter nonsense, as there is no other
“legal authority” than the UN Security Council which can legitimately
Issue an authorisation to use force. In spite of the illegality thereof, from
the autumn of 1998 until the launcing of the attack on 24 March 1999, all
NATO members appeared prepared to go along with first the threat and
subsequently the actual use of force against Yugoslavia.

However, NATO’s poor military performance in this war* seems to
have tempered the interventionist urge considerably by the time of the
anniversary summit in Washington, 23-24 April 1999. Even though some
of the ideas and formulations of the Roth Report were retained in the
documents from this meeting, the general tenor was somewhat more
moderate. In the Washington Declaration, it was thus solemnly
proclaimed that

(4) We reaffirm our faith, as stated in the North Atlantic Treaty, in the purposes
and principles of the Charter of the United Nations and reiterate our desire to
live in peace with all nations, and to settle any international dispute by peaceful
means.*°

The new Strategic Concept which was decided on the same occasion
went a little further in the direction of the Roth Report with formulations
such as the following:

(49) In contributing to the management of crises through military operations, the Alliance's
forces will have to deal with a complex and diverse range of actors, risks, situations and
demands, including humanitarian emergencies. Some non-Article 5 crisis response operations

: . o 47
may be as demanding as some collective defence missions. (...)



The so-called “non-article 5 operations” were, of course, a neologism for
military intervention. On balance, however, the decisions were more
moderate than what one might have expected, and certainly more
moderate than the USA would have wanted, also because both
documents contained references to the UN's supreme authority:

We reaffirm our faith, as stated in the North Atlantic Treaty, in the purposes and
principles of the Charter of the United Nations and reiterate our desire to live in
peace with all nations, and to settle any international dispute by peaceful
means. (The Washington Declaration, art 4)

In fulfilling its purpose and fundamental security tasks, the Alliance will continue
to respect the legitimate security interests of others, and seek the peaceful
resolution of disputes as set out in the Charter of the United Nations.(...) The
United Nations Security Council has the primary responsibility for the
maintenance of international peace and security and, as such, plays a crucial
role in contributing to security and stability in the Euro-Atlantic area. (The
Alliance's Strategic Concept, articles 11 and 15)

As the entire war against Yugoslavia was such a dismal failure, it thus
seems reasonable to assume that NATO will think twice before
embarking on a similar intervention.”® It has nevertheless agreed to
proceed with creating the means for such operations.

NATO's military posture was previously, for obvious reasons,
designed for a major war, waged by all NATO states in an integrated
fashion against the Warsaw Pact along the Central Front in Europe—a
scenario which is obviously no longer relevant. For interventionist
purposes, the requirements are quite different. There is no need for all
member states to take part in such operations which could be
undertaken by “coalitions of the willing”; they require lighter, and
exclusively conventional, forces (fewer tanks and no nukes, for instance);
but the need for transport facilities may be greater. NATO's answer to
this has been the development of its CJTF concept for the use of
Combined Joint Task Forces.” Its actual utility, however, remains to be
demonstrated.

In both Bosnia and Kosovo NATO “blundered into disaster” in the
erroneous belief that a combination of threat diplomacy and aerial
bombardments would do the trick. They did not, even though the
eventual capitulation of Serbia allowed NATO to uphold the illusion that
its strategy had worked. As a corollary of its two Balkan “victories”,
NATO also had to go into the “business” of peacekeeping, mandated by
the UN but outsourced to NATO in IFOR and SFOR (in Bosnia) and
KFOR in Kosovo—in all three cases with the participation of non-
members.® While several NATO countries (e.g. Denmark, Norway, the
Netherlands and Canada) had a lona experience and considerable skills



in such missions, they have all acquired these outside the NATO
framework. Other NATO members have more modest experiences and
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the *“alliance supremo” (the USA) has virtually none and a clear
propensity to get it wrong whenever it tries.

NATO became involved, in a far less dramatic fashion, in what was
effectively “post-conflict peace-building” in Macedonia. Even though it
committed no glaring mistakes in the course of this mission, its
accomplishments were also rather modest. In the course of a month’s
deployment of 3,500 troops for this “Operation Essential Harvest”, the
Alliance managed to collect as many (or few) as 3,875 light weapons
(mostly old AK47s) from (its former allies in the Kosovo war) the UCK,
i.e. about one weapon per NATO soldier.>® While this was certainly
useful, it may not really suffice to prove the continued utility of an alliance
standing for around two thirds of the world’'s military exenditures (see
Chart 1).>

2.3 NATO Today and Tomorrow
The first time NATO’s mutual assistance pledge (article 5 of the treaty)
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against the United States. The Alliance chose to regard this as one of
those attacks which they were all committed to “consider an attack
against them all”.> As it happened, however, the United States, while
appreciating the diplomatic support, did not really want a military NATO
contribution to its “war against terrorism”. NATO as such did disatch a
number of AWACS surveillance aircraft to help patrol the US airspace,
thereby freeing some US planes for the war against the Taleban in
Afghanistan; and parts of NATO’s “Standing Naval Forces” were
deployed to the eastern Mediterranean “in support of US operations”, but
in fact rather as their replacement, so that the US Navy had more ships
to deploy to the Persian Gulf. All member states further granted the
United States the right to use their airspace and various ground-based
facilities, and individual member states offered the contribution of troops
and/or equipment for the war in Afghanistan, some of which offers were
accepted by the USA. What became operational was, however, a
“coalition of the willing” comprising also non-member states, whereas
NATO as such played a distinctly minor role in the Afghan war.

Part of the explanation was undoubtedly that the United States did
not want to have to operate though NATO channels, but preferred its
own chain of command, but it surely also mattered that the military
strategies within NATO diverge. There is nothing new about this, as
NATO has on several previous occasions seen a similar divergence—as
when the USA effectively switched from “Massive Retaliation” to Flexible
Response in the early 1960s, but only received a NATO endorsement
thereof in 1967; or when it in 1982 unilaterally replaced “Active
Defence” with its own “Airland Battle” (ALB) doctrine.> As the present
juncture, the United States holds beliefs about the role of air power and
about the promises of the so-called “Revolution in Military Affairs” (RMA)
which are not really shared by its allies.>

This strategic or operational disagreement as well as a more
general one about the advisability of war is also the reason why it seems
highly unlikely that the USA will receive any NATO endorsement of its
planned war against Iraq, much less any actual military contribution from
the Alliance as such. At the NATO Summit in November 2002, a
resolution was passed on lIraq which contained strong support for the
United Nations, but promised no NATO support for a unilateral American
attack against Iraq.

Moreover, it was decided to establish a small “NATO Response
Force” (NRF) with initial operational capability in 2004 and expected to
be fully operational by 2006. Even though this the fighth against terrorism
was listed among its rationales, it remains to be seen whether it will
actually come to play a role.

The time mav thus be runnina out for NATO. which is not to sav



that its dissolution is imminent. Rather than dismantling a military alliance
which is not really needed any longer, member states may well decide to
retain it, albeit relegated to do “menial jobs” such as peace-keeping,
outsourced from other international organisations which might just as
well have performed these jobs themselves if only NATO member
countries had allowed them to do so, and provided them with those
military contributions that they have chosen to reserve for NATO.

2.4 Lessons for Africa?
As will appear from the above it would seem to make little sense for
Africa to try to emulate NATO, for several reasons:

Even though it also had internal functions, NATO was primarily
directed towards an external threat. There are, fortunately, no such
threats to Africa (any longer), neither from within nor from the outside.
To create a collective defence organisation that would not encompass
all states is likely to alienate non-members, and the more so the more
offensive capabilities the alliance would include. Without long-range
power protection capabilities, the alliance would not be able to do the
job; but with such capabilities it would almost automatically constitute
a latent threat to others.*®

NATO’s military strategy would neither be worthy of emulation nor
possible to copy. Unworthy because it rested, for the entire duration of
the Cold War, on nuclear deterrence which Africa has already decided
(in the Pelindaba Treaty) to rule out.”” Impossible because it would
require huge increases in defence expenditures.

A hegemonic arrangement similar to that of NATO might appear
feasible both the West Africa (ECOWAS) and in Southern Africa
(SADC), with Nigeria and South Africa playing in their respective sub-
regions a role similar to that of the United States in NATO. However,
not only is the RSA not in the same position of being able to extend a
(nuclear or other) “umbrella” over the region,*® as the costs thereof
would be prohibtive and come at the expence of economic
development. Such a role would also be resented by a number of
other members, Zimbabwe playing a role within SADC similar (in
some respects) to that of France within NATO.

A “minimalist NATO” might be more appropriate as model, i.e. a
“generic” collective defence pledge like that contained in article five of
the North Atlantic Treaty, committing member states to regard an
attack on either one as an attack on all—yet without any specific
obligations and without any elaborate command structure.

There is thus not much to recommend NATO as a role model for Africa.



3 THE EUROPEAN UNION
The present European Union is arguably the most successful regional
organisation in the world, but it is often regarded as an exclusively
civilian organisation with little if any impact on security and conflict.
Nothing could be more wrong, as the following will, hopefully, show.

3.1 An Expansive Security Community

The European project has all along been motivated by the desire for
peace, as was made explicit in the 1952 “Schuman Declaration” which
referred to the incipient European Coal and Steel Community (ESCE),
the first building block of the present EU:

Europe will not be made all at once, or according to a single plan. It will be built through
concrete achievements which first create a de facto solidarity. The coming together of the
nations of Europe requires the elimination of the age-old opposition of France and Germany.
(...) The pooling of coal and steel production should immediately provide for the setting up of
common foundations for economic development as a first step in the federation of Europe (...).
The solidarity in production thus established will make it plain that any war between France and

Germany becomes not merely unthinkable, but materially impossible. %9

The intention was thus to transform Europe from a conflict formation into
a security community, starting with a “core” consisting of those two
countries deemed most likely to end up at war with each other unless
prevented from this—and to do so by furthering interdependency among
them. This was, indeed, a very “indirect approach” to security—and
especially so as interdependency and integration were supposed to
proceed almost automatically.

Both “functionalists” and “neofunctionalists” thus imagined
bureaucrats, technocrats and economic actors to be the main integrating
actors who should be given as much freedom as possible to forge all
sorts of cross-border links. Only in the case of crisis (e.g. when
sovereignty was at stake) should issues be politicised,® according to this
school of thought. Others, such as the “neoliberal intergovernmentalists”,
expected the process to be less smooth, but still to produce a gradual
“pooling of sovereignty”.®

The EU has already proceeded way beyond the “Westphalian
model” of a state system, and today constitutes far more than a “pluralistic
security community” in the traditional sense of a group of states among
which war has become inconceivable (vide supra). Whether its progressive
amalgamation will eventually produce a new “superstate” or, more likely, a
polity sui generis remains to be seen.®”” In any case, the history of the
European communities is clearly one of expansion, both in terms of

institutional structure, membership, capacities and tasks (see tables 4
and R)



Table 4: History of the European Communities:

Highlights

1952 | European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC)
1958 | European Economic Community (EEC)

1986 | Single European Act

1993 | European Union (Maastricht Treaty)

1999 | Amsterdam Treaty

2000 | Nice Treaty®®

The membership of the EU has steadily been increased and the
communities were, by the time of writing, approaching another round of
enlargement. Contrary to NATO exansion, which has always been
controversial, there have never been any serious objections (e.g. by
Russia) to EU enlargement, perhaps by virtue of its almost exclusively
civilian nature.®

Moreover, the very fact that the communities are, in principle, open
to newcomers may be the EU's main contribution to European
security—not so much doing something as being something, namely an
iImmensely attractive market and community of nations. In order to join
states have to meet various EU standards, not only in terms of their
economies, but also with regard to democracy and human rights,
including minority rights. The very prospects thereof may induce what
has aptly been called “anticipatory adaptation” in the sense that would-be
candidates strive to meet these standards by modifying their behaviour,
even before actual membership negotiations commence—as Turkey has
done with its recent reform package, e.g. abolishing the death penalty.®

Table 5: The EU: Membership

| Present Members




1952 Germany, France, Netherlands,
Belgium, Luxembourg, Italy
1973 Denmark, Ireland, UK

1981 Greece

1986 Portugal, Spain

1995 Austria, Finland, Sweden
Prospective Members

2004 Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland,
(?) Czech Republic, Slovakia,
Hungary, Slovenia, Malta, Cyprus
Bulgaria, Romania

2007
)

Later Turkey

3.2 The EU and Conflict Prevention

The above does not, of course, imply that the EU does nothing, only that
these activities are not the EU's most important contributions to peace in
Europe.

The EU has gradually, and not without obstacles, developed a
common foreign and security policy (CFSP) and, as a corollary thereof, for
instance, acheived a unified stance on the recognition on new states such
as those in the Balkans.®® The EU countries are, furthermore, consulting
with each other as a caucus within other organisations such as the UN with
a view to (but not always succeeding in) reaching a common position on
most issues. Moreoever, the ministerial and summit meetings of the EU
always pass resolutions on foreign policy issues which have over time
become increasingly comprehensive and elaborate, probably reflecting a
growing agreement on most issues.®” Finally, the EU has established an
office of the High Representative for CSFP, which is fused with the post as
Council Secretary General and presently filled by former NATO Secretary
General Javier Solana.®

While these are usually just related to single issues, the EU has also
promoted various more comprehensive “stability pacts” and “partnerships”,
mostly with countries on its periphery, as in the Stability Pact for Europe®
and the more recent Stability Pact for Southern Europe, intended for post-
conflict peace-building in the Balkans™ or in the Euro-Mediterannean
partnership agreements (under the auspices of the “Barcelona Processs”.”*
All of these initiatives are intended to promote peace and security “EU
style”, i.e. by creating benign synergies between peace, prosperity,
democracy and human rights as illustrated in Fig. 1.



Fig. 1. Benign Synergies
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Peace is thus viewed as both a consequence of, and a precondiition (or at
least a factor) of democracy, in its turn furthering human rights. Likewise,
peace is seen as a precondition for, as well as a consequence of
prosperity, based on the general principles of a market economy (but not
necessarily “jungle style” capitalism), in its turn promoting both democracy
and human rights, etc.

In its dealings with Africa the EU has largely followed the same
strategy of “partnerships”, intended to further similar benign synergies, as
when it in 2000 met with the OAU and adopted the Cairo Declaration and
Cairo Plan of Action, in which it pledged to support the OAU’s conflict
prevention endeavours, to support programmes for disarmament,
demobilisation and reintegration of former combatants, including child
soldiers, and to take steps to stem the illicit trade in, e.g. “conflict
diamonds”, small arms and light weapons.”

While most of the above fall into the category of what the Carnegie
Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict called aptly called “structural
conflict prevention”, i.e. “strategies to address the root causes of deadly
conflict”, the EU has also more recently ventured into the field of
“operational conflict prevention” (defined as “strategies in the face of
crisis”)” as well as conflict management. What it has done so far, apart
from dispatching various mediation teams, e.g. to the Middle East, is
mainly to pass a number of resolutions and other documents (listed in
Table 6), the actual effect of which still remains to be demonstrated.

Table 6: Recent EU Documents on Conflict Management




1997 The “EU Programme for Preventing and Combating Illicit Trafficking
in Conventional Arms”"*

1998 “The Role of Development Cooperation in Strengthening Peace-
building, Conflict Prevention and Resolution”"®

1998 The “EU Code of Conduct on Arms Export”’®

1998 “The European Union's Contribution to Combating the Destabilising
Accumulation and Spread of Small arms and Light Weapons”’’

1999 Council Resolution on Small Arms’®

1999 *Co-operation with ACP Countries Involved in Armed Conflicts

2001 “Linking Relief, Rehabilitation and Development-An Assessment’°

2001 Conflict Prevention (Commission communication) %

2001 EU Programme for the Prevention of Violent Conflicts®

2002 Check-list for Root Causes of Conflict®®

179

The communication from the Commission on Conflict Prevention of 2001
contained a long list of recommendations for conflict prevention. Under
the heading of “long-term prevention” it expressed the intention to

(...) give higher priority to its support for regional integration and in particular
regional organisations with a clear conflict prevention mandate;

(...) ensure that its development policy and other co-operation programmes are
more clearly focused on addressing root causes of conflict in an integrated way
(....) implement, for countries showing conflict potential, more targeted actions,
where appropriate, to open the way to a more favourable democratic
environment.

(...) play an increasingly active role in the security sector area. This will take the
form of activities aiming at improving police services, promoting conversion,
disarmament and non-proliferation both as regards weapons of mass
destruction and conventional weapons.

(...) in post-conflict situations, concentrate EC assistance on the consolidation of
peace and the prevention of future conflicts, in particular through rehabilitation
programmes, child-related rehabilitation measures and DDR programmes as
well as programmes supporting reconciliation processes.

(...) give higher priority to its support aimed at controlling the spread of small
arms.

Under the heading of “short term prevention” it mentioned regular
reviews of potential conflict zones, including the establishment of early
warning mechanisms, the use of preventive sanctions, systematic use of
the political dialogue where a crisis appears imminent, the use of special
representatives for mediation and training initiatives in the fields of rule of
law and civil administration for personnel to be deployed in international
missions.®

3.3 The Military Dimension
Until recently, however, the EU deliberately avoided military matters, even
exempting arms production from its general industrial integration schemes,



and thus leaving the military aspects of security to NATO and/or the
Western European Union (WEU).

The latter, for most of its existence, played virtually no role, as all of
its members placed their faith in NATO. It was, however, resurrected from
almost complete oblivion in 1984, mainly in order to serve as a convenient
framework for an intensified Franco-German collaboration.®* In connection
with the EU’'s Maastricht Treaty of February 1992, the WEU was
proclaimed to constitute “an integral part of” the EU—even though not all
EU members had been, or even wanted to become, members of the EU.
In June the same year the WEU formulated its future tasks, henceforth
known as “Petersberg tasks”, named after the venue of the meeting and
comprising peacekeeping, humanitarian operations and crisis
management.®

One of the impediments to faster progress in European defence
collaboration has all along been (and remains) the ambivalent US attitude.
On the one hand, the United States wants its European allies to shoulder a
larger part of the total “burden” of collective defence (as the US defines it).
On the other hand, it would lose most of its hegemonic roles if the
Europeans were to become too independent.’” As so often in alliance
matters, the outcome has been compromises which are only acceptable to
all because they lend themselves to different interpretations and which
may therefore make little sense if taken at face value.

In the Washington Summit Communiqué (24th April 1999) on An
Alliance for the 21st Century, NATO took a stand on the relationship
between the EU/WEU and NATO (including the United States) with the
following formulations, representing a compromise between the EU and
the USA.

We confirm that a stronger European role will help contribute to the vitality of
our Alliance for the 21st century, which is the foundation of the collective
defence of its members. In this regard:

a. We acknowledge the resolve of the European Union to have the capacity for
autonomous action so that it can take decisions and approve military action
where the Alliance as a whole is not engaged,;

b. As this process goes forward, NATO and the EU should ensure the
development of effective mutual consultation, co-operation and
transparency, building on the mechanisms existing between NATO and the
WEU;

c. We applaud the determination of both EU members and other European
Allies to take the necessary steps to strengthen their defence capabilities,
especially for new missions, avoiding unnecessary duplication;

d. We are determined that the decisions taken in Berlin in 1996, including the
concept of using separable but not separate NATO assets and capabilities
for WEU-led operations, should be further developed.
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approval of further European collaboration, paving the way for a gradual
“Europeanisation” of European security. Other obstacles to such a
development had by then also been removed.

France had gradually abandoned most of her reservations concerning
NATO's military structures to become almost a normal member of the
alliance,®® thereby making its European allies more confident in their
ability to combine NATO and EU/WEU cooperation.

The UK had, under the Labour govemment, become increasingly
European in its orientation, even though its “special relationship” with
the United States continues to play a role.

The fact that the very meaning of “neutrality” had undergone
transformation after the Cold War allowed the neutral members of the
EU more ample scope for collaboration in security and defence
matters.*

Paradoxically, the most likely “spoiler” is now Denmark which upholds
principled objections (based on a referendum) to participating in EU
military  collaboration, its long-standing NATO membership
notwithstanding. So far, however, the other EU members have
acquiesced with this Danish “opt-out”, even though it has absurd
conseguences, such as preventing the participation of Danish forces in
military operations under EU auspices which are regarded by everybody
as totally uncontroversial if taking place within the framework of
NATO.®

EU countries, spearheaded by Germany, France and the UK, have thus
recently taken significant stepts in the direction of creating a genuine
European security and defence capacity, the interim goal being to be able
to field 60,000 troops on short notice for the aforementioned “Petersberg
operations”.*

In the Presidency Report on the European Security and Defence
Policy, presented to the European Council Nice, 7-9 December 2000, the
following assessment and predictions were included:*

In developing this autonomous capacity to take decisions and, where NATO as
a whole is not engaged, to launch and conduct EU-led military operations in
response to international crises, the European Union will be able to carry out
the full range of Petersberg tasks as defined in the Treaty on European Union:
humanitarian and rescue tasks, peace-keeping tasks and tasks of combat
forces in crisis management, including peacemaking. This does not involve the
establishment of a European army. The commitment of national resources by
Member States to such operations will be based on their sovereign decisions.
(...) The development of the European Security and Defence Policy strengthens
the Union’s contribution to international peace and securlty in accordance with
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responsibility of the United Nations Security Council for maintaining peace and
international security.

It was further mentioned that discussions were underway on the
“implementation of the specific goal regarding police capabilities,
whereby Member States should be able to provide 5,000 officers by
2003 for international missions, 1,000 of whom could be deployed within
less than 30 days,” which would indeed be a valuable contribution if
dispatched to countries in, or just coming out of, violent conflict.

The Military Capabilities Commitment Declaration provided the
following details:

In the field of military capabilities, which will complement the other instruments
available to the Union, at the Helsinki European Council in December 1999 the
Member States set themselves the headline goal of being able, by 2003, to
deploy within 60 days and sustain for at least one year forces up to corps level
(60,000 persons). These forces should be militarily self-sustaining with the
necessary command, control and intelligence capabilities, logistics, other
combat support services and additionally, as appropriate, air and naval
elements. (...)

In quantitative terms, the voluntary contributions announced by Member
States make it possible to achieve in full the headline goal established in
Helsinki (60 000 persons available for deployment within 60 days for a mission
of at least a year). These contributions, set out in the ‘Force Catalogue’,
constitute a pool of more than 100 000 persons and approximately 400 combat
aircraft and 100 vessels, making it possible fully to satisfy the needs identified to
carry out the different types of crisis management missions within the headline
goal.

By 2003, once the appropriate European Union political and military bodies
are in a position to exercise political control and strategic management of EU-
led operations, under the authority of the Council, the Union will gradually be
able to undertake Petersberg tasks in line with its increasing military
capabilities. The need to further improve the availability, deployability,
sustainability and interoperability of forces has, however, been identified if the
requirements of the most demanding Petersberg tasks are to be fully satisfied.
Efforts also need to be made in specific areas such as military equipment,
including weapons and munitions, support services, including medical services,
prevention of operational risks and protection of forces.

It is one thing to have the instruments for military interventions available,
but quite another to know if, when and how to use them. Whether the EU
member states will be able to agree on this remains to be seen. In any
case, it seems highly likely that that Europe will make Europe and its
immediate periphery its first priorities, which may well exhaust its ability
and will to intervene militarily.



3.4 The EU Today and Tomorrow

The EU is thus probably the most important provider of security in Europe,
albeit mostly by indirect and

predominantly non-military means. Not only is it able to make countries
within its own ranks so secure that they tend to forget that security was
ever a problem. It is also able (and much more so than NATO) to “extend
security” beyonds its borders, e.g. to prospective members, as a corollary
of its progressive enlargement.

There is every reason to expect the enlargement to be fairly slow, as
accession to the EU entails much more than NATO membership, e.g. in
term of a harmonisation of legislation—but there is no reason to expect
enlargement to come to a complete halt. Turkey is already wating in the
antechambre, hoping soon to be invited to real negotiations. After that may
come the remaining countries of the former Eastern Europe, perhaps in
due course also Russia. It is also conceivable that, in the even more
distant future, the EU may transform its present “partnerships”, e.g. with
the Medietarranean countries, into preparatory stages for actual
membership.

The EU, furthermore, has obvious ambitions to play a constructive
role in conflict prevention and management as well as post-conflict peace-
building, especially in Europe but also elsewhere; and it does seem to
have (or at least being in the process of generating) the wherewithal for
such tasks—most of them civilian, but gradually also including a military
component.

3.5 Lessons for Africa?

As will appear from the above, the EU would certainly be worth for Africa,
or sub-regions thereof, to emulate. Unfortunately, however, that does
not really seem to be an option.

The EU was built in a piecemeal manner on very strong foundations,
i.e. on strong states, who were then fairly comfortable with gradually
relinquishing parts of their sovereignty to supranational authorities. As
state-building is still underway in Africa, it seems likely that African
states would be just as reluctant to cede newly acquired sovereignty
as European states would have been at a comparable stage of state-
building.

The strong state system in Europe was based on a long history of
intense interaction in many sectors—perhaps most importantly in
terms of intraregional trade—which had made them truly
interdependent, making actual integration as fairly modest additional
step. As intraregional trade in Africa is much less extensive, and the
general level of interaction much less intensive, it would be premature



to talk of interdependency, hence also to aim for integration.

While Africa could thus not emulate the EU “in a big way”, it might still
draw some inspiration from it in specific policy areas.

The EU’s rather modest military ambitions might correspond
roughly to what would be realistic in Africa, i.e. to be able to perform the
panoply of “Petersberg tasks” by means of fairly small numbers of
troops, ready for rapid deployment.®®* Even quite small numbers would
probably suffice for making a difference, at least in countries such as
Burundi—or in the case of a genocide like that in Rwanda in 1994,
where a force contingent of maybe 2,500-5,000 troops might have saved
literally hundreds of thousands of lives.*



4 ORGANISATION FOR SECURITY AND COOPERATION IN EUROPE
For Africa to draw inspiration from the OSCE and its predecessor, the
CSCE (Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe) appears
obvious as well as to be already taking place.

4.1 The CSCE and Détente

The CSCE process was launched during the détente phase of the Cold
War, i.e. at a time when both East and West had come to realise that they
had to coexist for an indefinite period, hence that this coexistence had
better be peaceful. The latter was far from self-evident, given the huge
concentration of weapons, conventional as well as nuclear, on Europea
soil.*®

Table 7: CSCE and OSCE : Historical Highlights

1972 Negotiations begin

1975 Helsinki Conference: Final Act

1977 Belgrade Follow-up Conference (until 1978)
1980 Madrid Follow-up Conference (until 1983)
1986 Vienna Follow-up Conference (until 1989)
1984 Stockholm Conference on CSBMs (until 1986)
1990 Paris Summit: Paris Charter for a New Europe
1992 Helsinki Summit: Institutionalisation

1994 Budapest Summit: Change of name to OSCE

Starting in 1972 with the preparatary negotiations leading up to the
Helsinki summit of 1975, the CSCE process was set motion. Even
though there was no predefined timetable for the entire process, it
nevertheless maintained a considerable momentum, proceeding from one
conference to the next (see Table 7),. without any “fixtures” such as a
permanent secretariat. What maintained this momentum was probably that
there was “something in it for everybody”. This meant that states were
“deterred” (by soft means) from acting as spoilers, which they could easily
have done given that every agreement presupposed consensus. There
was surely some obstruction, procrastination and feet-dragging in the
process, but eventually each obstacle was overcome.”’

Membership in the process was far from obvious in the beginning. As
a means to ensure that the USSR would not come to dominate the
process by virtue of its sheer size, “Europe” was defined quite broadly.
“CSCE Europe” thus encompassed not only all of the Soviet Union as well
as Turkey (rather than merely those parts usually referred to as European),
but also the United States and Canada. Hence the term “Europe from
Vancouver to Vladivostock”. These borders have never since been
changed, but the membership has nevertheless almost doubled (from 35
to 55) as first the USSR, then Czechoslovakia and finally the Federal



Republic of Yugoslavia broke up into several states which all joined the
CSCE.

The principles guiding the entire process were formulated as early as
in the Helsinki Final Act of 1975.*® These principles ensured the rights of
states to peace, equality, sovereignty and territorial integrity; but these
state rights were accompanied by a set of rights for peoples and citizens,
tantamount to obligations for states to respect human rights (see Table 8).
The latter at least gave the fledgling civil society groups in the East a
platform from which to wage their struggle against opression.

Table 8: The “Helsinki Decalogue”®®

Sovereign equality, respect for the - Non-intervention in internal affairs

rights inherent in sovereignty - Respect for human rights and fundamental

Refraining from the threat or use of freedoms

force - Equal rights and self-determination of

Inviolability of frontiers peoples

Territorial integrity of states - Cooperation among states

Peaceful settlement of disputes - Fullfillment in good faith of obligations
under international law

The various decisions were arranged in “baskets” (see Table 9), and their
total contents, as well as the fact that the fnal documents combined all
three baskets, ensured that the product was one of “comprehensive
security”. It was not at all the case that all parties agreed on the contents of
each basket, but the total package was a true compromise between
opposing preferences.

Table 9: CSCE “Baskets”
1° Basket: Security | 2" Basket: Cooperation | 3" Basket: Human rights

Inviolability of Economics Human contacts
borders Science Information
Confidence-building Technology Culture, Education

Disarmament

The Soviet Union was thus, from the very beginning, primarily interested in
basket one, as its contents would ex post facto legalise its territorial gains
from World War 11, i.e. those parts of Eastern Germany and Poland which
had been incorporated into the USSR. Its ally Poland also had an interest
in securing its new border with Germany, the Oder-Nei_e border, even
though it was not all that happy about legalising the Soviet annexation of
its eastern border areas. Besides basket one, the eastern block was also
interested in basket two, hoping that economic collaboration with the more
advanced West would give it access to western technologies.



The West was neither particularly interested in baskets one nor two,
but all the more in the contents of basket three which it hoped would
gradually lead to a liberalisation, perhaps even democratisation, of the
communist regimes., Indeed, the West saw this as a much more significant
potential contribution to its security than any disarmament agreement.

4.2 The Security Basket

The contents of the security basket, i.e. the CSCE’s direct contributions
to security in the traditional sense, can be subdivided into “functional”
and “structural disarmament”, the former referring to the activities of the
armed forces and the latter to their size, composition and deployment.

Most functional disarmament measures negotiated under the
auspices of the CSCE have been intended to further transparency and
have been labelled confidence-building measures (CBMs). The
underlying philosophy was that there was a significant risk of an
“inadvertent war”, i.e. a war stemming from misunderstanding. One side
might, for instance, interpret the other's military exercises or other
movements as concealed preparations for surprise attack. In the worst of
cases this might lead the first party to attack pre-emptively, believing that
striking first would improve its chances of prevailing, or even of surviving.
Hence the desirability of making such inherently ambiguous military
dispositions as transparent as possible. To this end, the parties
committed themselves to such CBMs as an obligation to invite the
respective other’s representatives to attend military exercises above a
certain size in an observer’'s capacity; to announce exercises well in
advance; and to provide a calender of such manoeuvres combined with
a ban on non-scheduled exercises or other redeployments of forces.'®

The latter stipulation strictly speaking belonged into the category of
confidence- and security-building measures (CSBM) which were debated
under the auspices of the CSCE (as well as in acedemic and political
circles) but very few of which were ever implemented. Intended to
actually hamper surprise attack they would have included constraints on
maneuvres and/or on deployment, for instance with a view to lowering
the overall state of readiness and/or reduce fores stationed close to the
border.***

A later addition to the panoply of transparency-enhancing
measures, albeit not formally labelled CBMs were the seminars on
military doctrines which were conducted under the auspices of the
CSCE.' Finally, transparency was also enhanced as a byproduct of
structural arms control agreements which, since the breakthrough with
the INF Treaty all stipulated the terms for quite elaborate and intrusive
on-site inspections, which also gave each side improved insights into the
other’s military dispositions.*



able 10 g ea
Holdings 1990 Reductions
Country | MBT ACV Art. CA Hel| MBT ACV Art. CA Hel.
Armenia 258 641 357 0 50 38 421 72 0
Azerb. 391 1,285 463 124 24 171 1,065 178 24
Byelarus | 2,263 2,776 1,396 243 82 463 176 0 0
Georgia 850 1,054 363 245 48 630 834 78 145
Moldova 155 392 248 0 0 0 182 0 0
Russia 10,333 16,589 7,719 4,161 1,035 3,933 5,109 1,304 711
Ukraine | 6,475 7,153 3,392 1,431 285 2,395 2,103 0 341
Bulgaria | 2,145 2,204 2,116 243 44 670 204 366 9
CzechR. | 1,198 1,692 1,044 232 37 241 325 277 2
Slovak R. 559 846 522 116 19 81 163 139 1
Hungary | 1,345 1,720 1,047 110 39 510 20 207 0
Poland 2,850 3,377 2,300 551 29 1,120 961 690 91
Romania | 2,851 3,102 3,789 505 13 1476 10022314 75
Belgium 359 1,381 376 191 0 25 282 56 0
Canada 77277 38 45 12 0 0 0 0
Denmark 419 316 553 106 3 66 0 0 0
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France 1,343 4,177 1,360 699 418 37 357 68 0 6
Germany | 7,000 8,920 4,602 1,018 258 2,834 54741897 118
Greece 1,879 1,641 1,908 469 0 144 0 30 0
Italy 1,246 3,958 2,144 577 168 0 619 189 0 2
Netherl. 913 1,467 837 196 90 170 387 230 0 2
Norway 205 146 531 90 0 35 0 4 0
Portugal 146 244 343 96 0 0 0 0 0
Spain 854 1,256 1,373 242 28 60 0 63 0
Turkey 2,823 1,502 3,442 511 5 28 0 0 0
UK 1,198 3,193 636 842 368 183 17 0 0
USA 5,904 5747 2,601 626 243 1,898 375 109 0
Total 56,039 77,056 45,500 13,669 3,298 17,208 20,076 8,271 1,517 26

By far the most significant of these structural arms control agreements
was the Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE, i.e. without the A)
Treaty of 1990. Its preample clearly formulated its “objectives of
establishing a secure and stable balance of conventional armed forces in
Europe at lower levels than heretofore, of eliminating disparities
prejudicial to stability and security and of eliminating, as a matter of high
priority, the capability for launching surprise attack and for initiating large-
scale offensive action in Europe.”

The 1990 treaty only stipulated reductions in the holdings of major
weapon systems, more specfically main battle tanks (MBCs), armoured
personnel carriers (APCs), artillery, combat aircraft and armed
helicopters. Reductions were stipulated both in terms of total numbers
within the ATTU (Atlantic to the Urals) area (i.e. excluding the USA and
Canada) and in terms of numbers within geographical zones., thereby



thinning out those forward-deployed forces deemed most suitable for
surprise attacks. It thus envisaged a build-down to lower ceilings for each
alliance in all five categories (See Table 10). The treaty was subsequenly
revised (in 1992, 1996, 1999) with regard to the territorial ceilings and
with the addition of manpower limits.*®

It is possible to view the CFE both as an astounding success and as
a complete failure. On the one hand, a significant degree of actual
disarmament was entailed by its various provisions. This set it apart from
most previous arms control agreements which had tended to merely
establish rather generous ceilings. On the other hand, the CFE might well
have simply codified what was anyhow bound to happen with the end of
the Cold War.

A few other items have subsequently been added to the security
basket, now of the OSCE, more about which in due course.

4.3 From CSCE to OSCE

With the end of the Cold War, what began as a mere process was
transformed into a permanent institution, i.e. the Organisation for Security
and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE). At a summit meeting in 1990 the
heads of state and government of the CSCE member states adopted the
Paris Charter for a New Europe, celebrating “a Europe whole and free”
and deciding on an institutionalisation of the process, leading to the actual
establishment of the OSCE in 1992.

It was further decided to proclaim the OSCE a “regional organisation”
in the sense referred to in the UN Charter's chapter VIII, and the UN
subsequently recognised it as such, i.e. as the European counterpart of the
Organisation of American States (OAS) and the Organisation of African
Unity, OAU (now African Union, AU). Along with its all-inclusive
membership within the Europe as usually delimited (except for the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia whose membership was temporarily suspended)
this makes the OSCE the most “legitimate” organisation in Europe, also
because nobody seriously objects to its authority. It is thus the OSCE
which should serve as a “first resort” international organisation for the
prevention and settlement of disputes rather than NATO, which has neither
any UN recognition nor all-European membership and whose claims to
represent “Europe” have been disputed, to say the least.**®

The institutionalisation has produced a fairly elaborate organisational
structure, featuring a permanent Secretariat, a Permanent Council, a High
Commissioner for National Minorities, an Office for Free Elections
(subsequently renamed “Office for Democratic Institutions and Human
Rights”), an Economic Forum and a Forum for Security Cooperation.**’
However, it is far from obvious that this institution-building has been
accompanied bv any real increase in the importance of the organisation,



and especially not in the field of security and conflict prevention and
management.

The immediate aftermath of the Cold War saw a considerable
optimism about the possibilities of creating a functioning collective security
system on the basis of the CSCE/OSCE.'*® This would have entailed a
replacement of the opposing alliances (NATO and the former Warsaw
Pact) with a single system based on the twin principles of non-aggression
and mutual assistance to the attacked party in the case of aggresion.
Whether the OSCE would have been able to perform this role if the
requisite political will had been there is impossible to determine. As it
happened, the initial enthusiasm and optimism soon gave way to an
“OSCE pessimism”. Because the West refused to grant the OSCE the
requisite authority, its role was quickly reduced to secondary tasks such as
oversight of democratisation, the sending out of election observers,
meadiation teams, etc.

In the realm of security policy, a Forum for Security Cooperation
(FSC) was created at the 1992 Helsinki summit, meeting on a weekly
basis in Vienna and dealing mainly with arms control, disarmament and
CSBMs in the broad sense of the term, including the exchange of military
information. In 1994 a “Code of Conduct on Politico-Military Aspects of
Security” was adopted which might be seen as a CSBM in its own right. It
Is tantamount to a set of norms such as not to assist aggressors militarily,
to maintain only military forces commensurate with legitimate (individual or
collective) defence needs, to ensure civilian and democratic control of the
military, etc. All of these provisions were, however, left without any
underpinning in the form of enforcement means.**

The OSCE was also placed in charge of the implementation and
revision of the CFE Treaty (vide supra) and of those part of the Dayton
Agreement for Bosnia that dealt with arms control and CBMs. The
provisions in both respects might be seen as a subregional application of
the general principles, stipulating maximum numbers of the same
categories of weapon systems and similar CSBMs.**° Finally the OSCE
was placed in charged of the 1992 “Open Skies Treaty”, providing for as
well as regulating aerial surveillance by states of neighbouring
countries.*!

A Conflict Prevention Centre (CPC) was also established under the
Secretary General and the Chairman-in-Office of the OSCE, tasked with
implementation of early warning, crisis management and the like to the
(limited) extent that the organisation as such has been involved in this.
Among other things it maintains contacts with the various OSCE missions,
plans future missions, stores all information exchanged between member
states and maintains a computer network intended to facilitate
communication between governments during crises. It thus resembled



such crisis management centres as had been suggested by several
independent analysts.'*?

The “tool box"of the OSCE in this field has thus included factfinding
and rapporteur missions, field missions and other field activities, ad hoc
steering groups, personal representatives of the Chairman-in-Office, and
mechanisms for peaceful settlement of disputes. The OSCE has
furthermore dispatched various missions (with different labels), especially
to some of the new states in the Former Soviet Union and the former
Yugoslavia, including Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bosnia,
Croatia, Estonia, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Kosovo, Latvia,
Macedonia, Moldova, Russia (Chechnya), Tajikistan, Turkmenistan
Ukraine and Uzbekistan.

Some of these missions have probably been quite succesful in
preventing an outbreak of violence.'** On the other hand, such “preventive
diplomacy™* (and particularly when undertaken with a deliberately low
profile as usually done by the OSCE) tends to be ignored by the media,
hence also by politicians. Moreover, if it is succesful, no violence will occur,
but then it is often difficult (and always counterfactual) to prove why it did
not. While it was initially envisaged that the OSCE would also do
peacekeeping, this has never been implemented, but UN peacekeeping
operations have rather been outsourced to NATO.

The OSCE has further developed a number of “mechanisms” (i.e.
procedures) for dealing with issues such as “unusual military activities” and
“hazardous incidents of a military nature” as well as one for “early warning
and preventative action”. The latter allows countries involved in disputes as
well as third parties and the OSCE institutions themselves to raise matters
of concem with a view to action by, e.g., the Permanent Council. At the
Valetta Summit it was further decided to establish a mechanism for the
peaceful settlement of disputes (“Valetta mechanism”), consisting of
persons, selected among a slate of candidates, able and willing to engage
in mediation efforts. If need be state parties can also take matters to the
Court on Conciliation and Arbitration, which is not a permanent institution,
but established on an ad hoc basis.***

4.4 The OSCE Today and Tomorrow
As the above accont has, hopefully, shown the institutionalisation of the
former CSCE has proceeded steadily, at least on paper. However, it is
important not to confuse an elaborate institutional structure with actual
importance. On closer analysis, most of the “branches” of the “OSCE tree”
are very weak, understaffed, underfunded and granted quite inadequate
competences to allow them to fulfill their stated objectives.

This was aptly illustrated by Kosovo conflict, when the OSCE was
tasked with providina unarmed observers to monitor the ceasefire



negotiated in October 1998."*¢ Even though the deployment never reached
the envisaged size, the presence of observers seems to have contributed
to a clear decline in violence. Eventually, however, these observers were
extracted at the request of NATO, which was by then fully committed to the
bombing campaign which was launched the 24™ of March 1999. This
whole affair did little to enhance the OSCE's authority, even though the
failure (if so it was) might also be attributed to NATO's obstruction.

There are few, if any signs, that this attitude of the West to the OSCE
will change and the prospects therefore seem bleak for the OSCE to ever
become able to perform satisfactorily—not because this would be
inherently impossible, but because the most powerful members are
unwilling to allow it to do so.

4.5 Lessons for Africa
Even though the OSCE's track record is thus far from impressive, its
evlution may nevertheless hold some lessons for Africa and some of its
specific structures and mechanisms may be suitable for emulation
beyond Europe, eg. in Africa, as has been suggested by a number of
independent observers.''” Indeed, the Nigerian initiative for a Conference
on Security, Stability, Development and Cooperation in Africa, CSSDCA
(which was subsumed under the new African Union in 2002 along with the
supplementary South African initiative New Partnership for Africa’s
Development, NEPAD) also appears to be almost carbon-copied on the
CSCE or OSCE.**®

Among the relevant lessons for Africa from the process as such, one
could mention the emphasis on politically binding piecemeal decisions
(each of which pointing forward) and the multi-dimensional negotiations,
allowing for asymmetrical “payoffs” (e.g. human rights concessions in
return for security), and the respect for the sovereign equality of the
participating states—all of which would seem relevant for Africa, i.e. both
for the former OAU and the incipient AU.**° The various “mechanisms” as
the Conflict Prevention Centre described above also have their
counterparts with the all-African organisations, in casu in the OAU’s
“Mechanism for Conflict Prevention, Management and Resolution”.**

Even more glaring are the resemblances between the OSCE and
SADC, the stated objectives and basic principles of which include “the
sovereign equality of all Member States; solidarity, peace and security;
human rights, democracy, and the rule of law; equity, balance and
mutual benefit; and the peaceful settlement of disputes” (SADC Treaty,
art. 4). The field of “politics, diplomacy, international relations, peace and
security” was mentioned as one among several areas of cooperation
(art. 21g). The structure also bears resemblances with the OSCE,
featuring main bodies such as a Summit of Heads of State or



Government, a Council of Ministers, various commissions, a Standing
Committee of Officials, a Secretariat headed by an Executive Secretary
and a Tribunal (articles 9-16).***

The same is the case of the gradual formalisation of SADC
structures, which also appears somewhat inspired by the OSCE. In
2001 the SADC treaty was thus amended,*” inter alia with a view to
regulate (in art. 10A) the structure, competences and objectives of the
“Organ on Politics, Defence and Security” (OPDS), which exhibits
similarities with both the OSCE’s Forum for Security Cooperation and its
Conflict Prevention Centre. The Organ had been established by the
SADC summit of 1996, but had initially enjoyed a special status, but it
was in 2001 subsumed directly under SADC and placed in charge of,
inter alia, the Inter-state Defence and Security Committee (ISDSC)

Judging by the European experience, however, such organisational
development may be a necessary, but is far as a suffiient, precondition
for effectiveness as it cannot substitute for political commitment.

5 CONCLUSION: LEARNING FROM EUROPE?
The caveat mentioned in the beginning of this chapter thus seems
confirmed: Africa should not allow itself to be lured into uncritically
emulating “the European experience”.

First of all, the Europeans have erred so often in the past, and
occasionally with disastrous consequences, that they are hardly the
obvious role models. Secondly, the point of departure are simply too
different, both in terms of economic foundations, political strength and
military capabilities. On the other hand, Africa may certainly learn from
the past mistakes of Europe and thus, hopefully avoid repeating them. It
may thus be able to leapfrog over several stages in a learning process
which in Europe lasted for centuries. Moreover, various elements of
some of the European security arrangements might be directly applicable
to Africa.

The comparative analysis above has, hopefully, showed that NATO
has very little to recommend itself as a role model for Africa. Its security
role in Europe of the Cold War may have been important (even though it
remains disputed just how important it was), but its functions in the post-
Cold War era are much less important (and probably declining) as well
as much more controversial.

The EU has a lot to recommend itself as a primarily non-military
security community, safeguarding peace in Europe without alienating
neighbours. Unfortunetaly, however, the solid foundations upon which
this community rest do not exist in Africa, nor are they likely to be

created in the short or medium term, which means that the EU will
remain imnossihle to emiillate On the other hand variniis snecific FlI



mechanisms, e.g. for conflict prevention and management, might be
worth studying more closely as possible sources of inspiration. Even the
military ambitions of the EU are so modest that they may prove a
relevant yardstick for African rapid deployment forces tasked with (an
African counterpart of) “Petersberg tasks”.

The OSCE and, perhaps even more so, its predecessor the CSCE
have even more to recommend them for emulation. The CSCE played an
important role in ensuring that the Cold War in Europe remained cold
(rather than erupting into a shooting war) and in paving the way for more
collaborative relations. Moreover, several of the concrete instruments
developed by the CSCE and OSCE appear to be very relevant for Africa,
e.g. confidence and security building measures, seminars on military
doctrines, etc.—as well as, perhaps even more so, the numerous non-
military and low-profile instruments employed by the OSCE for conflict
prevention.
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