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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report on the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) presents an
updated snapshot of the military alliance, taking into account the global
context of simultaneous crises and the heightened tensions caused by
the invasion of Ukraine.

NATQ's modus operandi are embodied in its Strategic Concepts, and from
the two most recently approved we can draw some conclusions that
help us understand the Alliance's goals. On the one hand, it seeks to pro-
mote a broad conception of defence, which allows it to greatly expand
its scope of action to deal with “new threats", many of them non-military;
there is also an attempt to relax its adherence to the United Nations
Charter, in what has been described as the “legal deregulation of war-
fare"; NATO is also extending its geographical scope of action beyond
what is established by the North Atlantic Treaty, as happened in the case
of Afghanistan. Lastly, the democratic deficit with which this strategy is
decided is noteworthy, bypassing the most basic rules of parliamenta-
rism. In June 2022, a new Strategic Concept will be approved in Madrid,
which is expected to emphasise reinforcement, deterrence and defence,
which is equivalent to increasing all military capabilities, whether nucle-
ar, conventional or cybernetic. It will also include an explicit reference
to the relationship with China, which it considers to be a “systemic chal-
lenge". Furthermore, it will state that it will not only respond to armed
attacks, but that NATO could intervene militarily in the event of any threat
to its security. Deterrence, based on an appropriate combination of nu-
clear and conventional capabilities, is and will be a central element of
NATQ's strategy.

NATO was born in opposition to Moscow and, following Russia's inva-
sion of Ukraine, which undoubtedly deserves total condemnation - among
many reasons for the violation of state sovereignty protected by interna-
tional law and the United Nations - the Alliance reinforces its legitimacy
against it. However, this does not absolve NATO of responsibility for the
contempt it has shown towards Russia, following its commitment not
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to expand eastwards after the fall of the Berlin Wall
and the demand that Ukraine does not join the Atlan-
tic Alliance. For Russia, the possibility that Ukraine
joins NATO was perceived as a serious threat to its
security. The Alliance's leaders, however, have hardly
invoked violations of international law to criticise Rus-
sia, perhaps because they have also excelled in this
area themselves. They have thus chosen to push for a
proxy war in Ukraine in order to resolve, by force, what
they perceived as the first round of a new Cold War
between NATO and Russia/China. In other words, the
Alliance is going backwards and back to square one in
its history, leaving no doubt as to its role: NATO is the
best solution to the problems caused by NATO itself.

In this sense, the military Alliance, since its very foun-
dation 73 years ago, has fought wars on an almost
permanent basis. NATO's involvement in wars such as
those in Yugoslavia, Libya and Afghanistan shows how
faritis from the purposes set out in the North Atlantic
Treaty of 1949. Its politico-military interventions that
take place so far from the territories of its member
states, with the aim of promoting regime change, are
an objective that goes directly against to the principle
of the self-determination of peoples, and are incontro-
vertible empirical proof of the Alliance's transforma-
tion into an aggressive and imperialist organisation.

NATO membership also implies subordination to US
interests and guidelines. This applies not only to de-
fence, but also to foreign policy and relations with the
rest of the world. It is a colossal mistake to identify
US interests with those of Europe. Membership of an
organisation that is ultimately nothing more than a
military bloc implies a militarised vision of the world
that, in the face of conflict, prioritises militarised re-
sponses over other possibilities. It also implies the
need for a continuous process of rearmament. In ad-
dition, it turns member states into military targets for
potential adversaries of the United States.

On the other hand, it is important to note how en-
ergy security has stood out among the motivations

of NATO and its members in the various missions in
which they have participated. Its contribution to the
climate crisis is as significant as its lack of transpar-
ency and accountability. NATO's announced emission
reduction plans are markedly greenwashing and its
approach to climate change is eminently securitarian,
avoiding any approach related to climate justice. The
very existence of the Alliance contributes, in fact, to
sustaining the colonial model of exploitation of the
planet and dispossession of the majorities, which are
the basis of the climate and environmental crisis.

The Alliance also acts as a key element in the diver-
sion and return of migrants outside European borders
and is far from being an instrument generating sta-
bility and security in complex contexts. The cases of
Libya, Irag and Afghanistan serve as an example.

The war in Ukraine highlights the need to re-establish
a European peace movement aimed at recovering a
common and shared security among all the peoples
and nations of Europe. In this logic of an international
architecture of peace and security, it is also necessary
to limit, overcome and dissolve all military alliances
and replace them with inclusive institutions of secu-
rity and peace.

It is also essential to incorporate the feminist dis-
course, linked to collectivity, to a communit-centered
approach, to the land, to the centrality of life and care.
This is especially true when we are faced with the
choice between continuing to sustain extractivist and
environmentally destructive dynamics through armed
violence, or simply degrow, destroy the systems of
domination and survive.

This publication therefore advocates “No to war, no to
NATO" as an amendment to the whole, to a militarism
predatory of human lives and resources, of habitats,
of economies. Peace is not just a trite slogan, but a
policy of relations that must be deployed at all lev-
els, from interpersonal to inter-state, now more than
ever.
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INTRODUCTION

To celebrate the 40th anniversary of Spain's accession to the Atlantic
Alliance, NATO is holding its meeting in Madrid in June 2022. Spain's entry
into NATO was no easy task. The referendum, which served to corrobo-
rate this entry, was saved with difficulty by a government that realised
that a high percentage of its population preferred not to be part of a
military organisation that would mean participating in the conflicts that
were to come.

In this report, we propose to review and update the role that NATO has
played and continues to play in global peace and security. It will be done
from a security approach based on the culture of peace, feminism and
other critical approaches that bring to military security analysis what it
lacks: the approach to security not exclusively of states and their elites,
but of ordinary people, of human security, as recommended by the United
Nations.

For this purpose, we have opted for a report with short chapters that
address current aspects of security and historical analyses of NATO's
role, related to its role and influence in the development of a warmon-
gering security that has done nothing but building a world with more war,
greater militarisation and, therefore, greater insecurity. Ten researchers
and activists, analysts and pacifist activists, members and collaborators
of the Centre Delas, have contributed to this report.

The historical vision is analysed by Pere Ortega in the first chapter, with a
review of NATO's role after the collapse of the USSR, at whose crossroads
the military organisation chose a path that has determined subsequent
conflicts. In the second contribution, Eduardo Melero adds on to the anal-
ysis with a critical legal view of NATO's role in relation to international
law. Next, Tica Font provides forecasts related to the possible novelties
of NATO's new Strategic Concept 2022. In the following chapter, Nora
Millares provides a feminist reading of security and NATO. For their part,
Teresa de Fortuny and Xavier Bohigas discuss in detail NATO's enormous
and threatening nuclear potential and its submission to the dangerous
leadership of the United States. This is followed by two chapters that
address issues related to a critical environmentalist approach in which,




firstly, Alejandro Pozo reviews NATQO's missions to
promote the extraction and supply of fossil fuels for
its member states and, secondly, Javier Garcia Raboso
takes a broad look at the Alliance's (negative) contri-
bution to climate change. José Luis Gordillo provides
an analysis of NATQ's wars, demonstrating that they
contradict the Alliance's founding purposes and con-
stitute the prelude to a new Cold War. Lastly, Ainhoa
Ruiz tackles one of the most characteristic aspects of
our times, showing how the militarisation of social or
humanitarian problems, such as migration, provokes
a militarised response.

To conclude, we include an alternative proposal from
civil society, based on a culture of peace and human
security: "Common Security 2022: For our shared fu-
ture”. Written by experts from the International Peace
Bureau and the Olof Palme Foundation and of which,
thanks to the collaboration of Reiner Braun, a sum-
mary is attached. This proposal is even more relevant
today, given the urgent need to design a security ar-
chitecture that builds peace on the continent and truly
avoids war in Europe.

CENTRE DELAS
DESTUDIS

NATO, BUILDING GLOBAL INSECURITY [k



1. NATO AFTER THE COLLAPSE
OF THE USSR

Pere Ortega

11 HISTORICAL CONTEXT

The fall of the Berlin Wall heralded the end of the
Cold War between the two major political and military
blocs, led by the USSR and the United States, culmi-
nating in the demise of the USSR. This took place be-
tween 1989 and 1991, after which the republics under
the Soviet orbit severed their ties with Russia, and
the Warsaw Pact, the military alliance of which they
were part, was dissolved in February 1991. It was in the
midst of this process that, in November 1990, the Con-
ference for Security and Cooperation in Europe was
held in Paris, attended by all European countries with-
out exception, along with the Central Asian republics
that had been part of the USSR, as well as the USA and
Canada. At this conference, the Charter for a New Eu-
rope was promulgated, generating great expectations
and hopes, as it proposed a series of disarmament
and cooperation measures for all the states gathered
there. The aim of the conference was to articulate a
new security structure for Europe, by means of mech-
anisms for preventing and supervising conflicts that
might arise in the new political stage that was to come
for Europe.
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Among the first measures adopted, the Treaty on Con-
ventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE), which sug-
gested substantial reductions in both the number of
military personnel and some of the existing weapons
arsenals among the signatory countries of the Treaty,
took on special relevance.

These were moments of hope. But it soon became
clear that these hopes were short-lived. Short-
ly afterwards, in November 1991 in Rome, all NATO
heads of state met to decide on the Alliance's fu-
ture. Despite the fact that the Warsaw Pact military
organisation had already been dissolved and NATO
therefore had no enemy, the assembled leaders,
instead of dissolving NATO themselves, decided to
maintain its continuity as a hegemonic military bloc
serving their interests. It was at this meeting that a
Strategic Concept was agreed, outlining the outlines
of the new NATO and introducing major changes to
its structure.

Thus, a new model of armed forces was defined, mak-
ing them more versatile, smaller, more flexible, more
professional, better armed and capable of deploying
immediate responses to new threats. This new NATO
considered the dangers and challenges as multifac-
eted and multidirectional, although without specify-
ing them. Moreover, it introduced the observation of



acting at the request of international bodies such as
the UN and the CSCE, which could be interpreted in a
double sense: acting under the umbrella of a UN or
CSCE resolution, or, on the contrary, acting without
their coverage and doing so independently according
to one's own interests.

These were the guidelines for subsequent NATO sum-
mits, at which new challenges were to be defined. It
was at the December 1994 Atlantic Council meeting
in Brussels that the identification of the USSR as the
main threat was replaced by new challenges. These
could come from different places, but their nature
was not specifically defined, hence the term “mul-
tifaceted". At the same time, these challenges could
be multidirectional i.e. the possibility was opened up
to act in the pacification of conflicts that required it.
This was reaffirmed at the subsequent Paris-Madrid
Summit in 1997, and finally signed at the 50th anni-
versary celebration of NATO's creation in Washington
in April 1999. At this event, the new Strategic Concept
was adopted with the mission of safeguarding West-
ern security and strategic interests against any dan-
ger threatening the Western political and economic
model. NATO also delegitimised the CSCE, which had
become the Organisation for Security and Cooperation
in Europe (OSCE) in 1994, as a security organisation
relegated to second place. This, in turn, definitively
buried the hopes pinned on the 1990 Charter of Paris
for a Europe with common and shared security.

The 1999 Washington Treaty enthroned this new NATO,
introducing substantial changes in its programmat-
ic objectives, ceasing to be a defensive organisation
to take on new missions, challenges and objectives:
act outside the traditional North Atlantic area of cov-
erage; act against the instability caused by conflicts
anywhere that affect its interests; act against ungov-
ernability in Russia and the countries of the former
socialist bloc; prevent the proliferation of nuclear
weapons in new countries; confront international ter-
rorism; and confront the fight against organised crime.

NATO thus became responsible for maintaining se-
curity in a vague Euro-Atlantic area “recognising that
Alliance forces may be obliged to operate beyond the
borders of the North Atlantic". This was unequivocal-
ly endorsed at the November 2010 meeting in Lis-
bon, where the heads of state who met there gave
the definitive backing to this new NATO as a result of
the updating of the 1999 Strategic Concept. A NATO
that re-emerged to halt the consolidation of other
collective security systems, such as the OSCE for the
Eurasian area, or the UN as the guarantor of global
security. At the same time, it destroyed all hopes for
the birth of a Europe based on cooperation and com-
mon and shared security with Russia.

10

1.2 NATO'S DANGEROUS EXPANSION

It was in the midst of that triumphalist euphoria fol-
lowing the defeat of the USSR, which Francis Fukuy-
ama called the end of history, that the so-called Liberal
Peace was imposed by the victors, who, with the US at
the head, imposed that peace on the countries of Soviet
influence. In economic terms, this peace was neoliber-
al, aimed at reducing state intervention to a minimum,
imposing market liberalisation and reducing trade reg-
ulation, and, in political terms, formal democracy.

It was in this context that the various NATO summits
of the 1990s took place. Specifically, at the aforemen-
tioned joint Paris-Madrid summit in 1997, the first step
was taken by inviting three former Soviet republics -
Hungary, Poland and the Czech Republic - to join the
Alliance. In 1999, two years later, they were admitted.
At subsequent summits, more and more former Soviet
republics joined: in 2002, in Prague, the three Baltic
republics, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, were invited;
and four Central European republics: Bulgaria, Roma-
nia, Slovakia and Slovenia joined definitively in 2004.
After further negotiations in 2009, Albania and Croatia
joined in 2009, Montenegro in 2017, and finally, North
Macedonia joined in 2020.

NATO's enlargement and extension to Russia's bor-
ders was opposed by Russia. Opposition that was
scorned and ignored. Russia was extremely weak in
those years. Such expansion was opposed by a num-
ber of international relations analysts, including some
of the hawkish hardliners in the White House dur-
ing the Cold War. In this vein, Thomas Friedman and
George Kennan warned that a grave mistake would
be made by incorporating former Soviet republics, as
“such a decision would inflame nationalist, anti-West-
ern and militaristic tendencies in Russia" that could
trigger serious conflicts in the future.

Warnings that fell on deaf ears. As was also the case
with the verbal agreements reached in the negotia-
tions between 1989 and 1991 between George Bush
and his Secretary of State, James Baker, and Soviet
leader Mikhail Gorbachev. Negotiations that, for ex-
ample, agreed on the reunification of the two Ger-
manys and the subsequent NATO membership of
the resulting country. At the same time, Gorbachev
was promised that the Alliance would not move “an
inch to the East” This promise was never fulfilled.
The sweeping thrust of neoliberalism expanded un-
checked, dismantling and demanding the privatisation
of all structures in the countries of the so-called so-
cialist system. Russia watched, unable to react.

The incorporation of former Soviet republics also
provided an opportunity for arms manufacturers to
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gain access to a new and hugely lucrative market. By
being admitted to the Alliance, these republics be-
came potential new customers for Western military
industries, as they would be required to purchase new
military equipment to make it compatible with that of
the armed forces of NATO's Western European mem-
ber states.

This expansion of NATO towards Russia's borders was
accompanied by other issues of equal or greater im-
portance, such as the US breaking with the Anti-Bal-
listic Missile Treaty (ABM) signed with the USSR in
2002. This treaty limited the installation of missiles
and anti-missiles in Europe, with the mission of guar-
anteeing mutual destruction which, despite being a
terrifying definition, had fulfilled a deterrent function.
The consequence of this breach was that, in 2015, the
US set up an anti-missile shield made up of spy satel-
lites and radars to detect a missile attack from Russia.

1.3 VLADIMIR PUTIN’'S REACTION

The collapse of the Soviet Union after the end of
the Cold War greatly weakened the Kremlin. It was
not until ten years later, in 1999, that an unknown
KGB officer, who had risen to the rank of lieutenant
colonel, Vladimir Putin, was unexpectedly chosen by
President Boris Yeltsin as prime minister. Following
Yeltsin's resignation a year later, the prime minister
would be proclaimed Russia's president. During that
decade, Russia suffered the dispossession of most of
its state property, which was divided between vari-
ous high-ranking officials (later called oligarchs) and
Russian organised crime mafias. Putin, with a skill
worthy of a member of the KGB, relied on both to re-
gain Russia's economic pulse, in large part thanks to
Russia's enormous hydrocarbon reserves and rising
prices that have significantly boosted Russia's GDP.
If we add to the economic recovery the markedly na-
tionalist policy dictated by Vladimir Putin, imbued with
Pan-Slavic rhetoric and a return to heroic signs, there
is a longing to recover the greatness of Russia and a
desire to turn it back into a great political and military
power.

Arecovery of the great Russia in which Putin includes
the nearly twenty-five million Russians who were
left outside Russia's borders after the demise of the
USSR. Most of them are scattered among the neigh-
bouring republics and have been the cause of various
conflicts, some of them armed, since 1990. NATO's
approach to Russia's borders not only unsettled the
Kremlin, but also those pro-Russian populations
who were fearful of being outside Russia's orbit. This
was the case in the territory of Transnistria in 1992
in Moldova, since then independent but not interna-
tionally recognised state. Or similarly, in the territo-
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ries of South Ossetia and Abkhazia in the Caucasus or
Crimea, and the Donbas in Ukraine.

The Georgian case was a warning of how Putin's
Kremlin would relate to the aggravation of pro-Rus-
sian populations. This republic declared independence
in 1991 after the demise of the USSR, and claimed the
territories of South Ossetia and Abkhazia as its own.
Both territories rejected the claim and, after referen-
dums, became de facto independent states. In 2003,
Georgia witnessed the Rose Revolution, a peace-
ful uprising that overthrew a pro-Russian govern-
ment and replaced it with a pro-Western one led by
Saakashvili. As early as 2004, this president request-
ed Georgia's entry into NATO, and four years later, in
2008, he decided to militarily recover South Osset-
ia and Abkhazia. Russia intervened in favour of the
independence of the two territories and, within five
days, defeated and expelled the Georgian army from
those territories. Since then, the two territories have
been administered as independent but unrecognised
states. Following that war, Georgia's NATO member-
ship was stalled, as Russia demanded.

Something similar to what happened in Georgia was
repeated in Ukraine. Since its independence in 1991,
Ukraine has seen a succession of pro-Russian and
pro-Western governments, which have led to clashes
between those in favour of integration into Western
Europe and those who wished to remain under Rus-
sia's protection. Ukraine has 8.5 million people of Rus-
sian origin (17.5% of the total population) living mainly
in the east and south of the country along the Russian
borders. In 1997 a pro-Western government applied
for NATO membership, which was immediately op-
posed by Russia. After a few years of tension, in 2013,
a government that emerged from the ballot box re-
fused to join the European Union and NATO, as agreed
by the previous government. An attitude that pro-
voked massive protests, leading to the EuroMaidan
revolt, a revolution that overthrew the pro-Russian
Yanukovych government. This political change trig-
gered the revolt in the Donetsk and Luhansk provinces
in the Donbas, and in the Crimean Peninsula, territo-
ries with a Russian majority population. The first two
were militarily supported by Russia, and Crimea was
occupied by Russian forces and immediately annexed
to Russia. It is true that the annexation was contra-
ry to international law, but it should be remembered
that in 1954, Nikita Khrushchev had decided to “give"
Crimea to Ukraine, without thinking that one day the
USSR might disintegrate and Ukraine would become
an independent republic. A peninsula on which Russia
keeps the Russian navy anchored in the port of Sevas-
topol, from where it has access to the Mediterranean.
It would be naive to believe that Russia would aban-
don Crimea with its vital geostrategic importance.

mn



After the EuroMaidan revolution of 2014, former
US Secretary of State Henry Kissinger warned that
Ukraine's demand for NATO membership could open a
serious conflict with Russia. A premonition that, since
22 February 2022, has become the worst conflict in Eu-
rope since the Second World War, and which highlights
the irresponsible policy of NATO member governments
on how to manage security in Europe.

1.4 CONCLUSION

Europe is at a crossroads following Russia's inva-
sion of Ukraine, which undoubtedly deserves to-
tal condemnation for violating the sovereignty of a
state protected by international law and the United
Nations. However, this does not absolve NATO of re-
sponsibility for the contempt shown towards Rus-
sia, following its demand that Ukraine does not join
NATO, given the threat it posed to Russian security. In
this sense, it must be admitted that NATO's continued
existence only serves the United States' goal of main-
taining its hegemonic power in control of the world's
economy, and thus to use force to break down, when

necessary, the resistance of other competing states.
In today's global geopolitics, this is particularly rep-
resented by China and the political/economic axis
that was taking shape in its alliance with Russia in
the Shanghai agreements. War in Ukraine weakens
that treaty, as Russia will inevitably be deteriorated,
both politically and economically, while the United
States will emerge stronger against Russia, China
and also against its European partners, which have
once again played a subordinate role, if not of pup-
petry, to the US.

That is why it is necessary to relaunch the European
peace movement which, somewhat innocently, de-
mobilised after the end of the Cold War. It believed
that reconciliation and peace would usher in a new
era of common security among all the nations of
Europe. It has not been the case and now the war in
Ukraine highlights the need to rebuild a European
peace movement that aims to restore a common and
shared security among all the peoples and nations
of Europe. A goal that makes peace possible through
reconciliation with Russia.
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2. NATO AGAINST INTERNATIONAL
LAW AND DEMOCRACY

Eduardo Melero Alonso

2.1INTRODUCTION

One of the most important decisions to be taken at
the NATO summit in Madrid (29-30 June 2022) is the
adoption of a new Strategic Concept. The Strategic
Concept is the Alliance's second most important doc-
ument, after the North Atlantic Treaty, on which NATO
was founded. It sets out broad policy guidelines for
Alliance's action.

In what follows | will focus on four issues that were
already raised in the 1999 and 2010 Strategic Con-
cepts and will almost certainly be present in the one
to be adopted in 2022. These issues are: (1) a broad
conception of defence, (2) the attempt to relax ad-
herence to the UN Charter in what has been termed
the “legal deregulation of war”, (3) the extension of
NATQ's geographical scope of action beyond the
North Atlantic Treaty and (4) the democratic deficit
in the adoption of the Strategic Concept that can be
observed internally.

The analysis will focus on the content of the 2010
Strategic Concept. Although it is about to expire, | be-
lieve that it serves to highlight how the four issues
mentioned above are realised. Nor do | believe that
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the new Strategic Concept to be adopted in 2022 will
imply a profound change in the trend of the last twen-
ty years since the 1999 Strategic Concept.

2.2 NATO ON PAPER: THE CONTENT OF THE
NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY

The North Atlantic Treaty, signed in Washington on 4
April 1949, contains various provisions: the obligation
for member states to settle their international con-
flicts by peaceful means and to refrain from resort-
ing to force or the threat of force in their international
relations (Article 1), the pursuit of economic cooper-
ation (Article 2), and the obligation not to enter into
international commitments that contradict the North
Atlantic Treaty (Article 8).

There are three main commitments that NATO mem-
ber states undertake. The obligation to maintain and
enhance individual and collective capabilities to re-
sist armed attack (Article 3). The obligation to initiate
consultations in the event of a threat to the territorial
integrity, political independence or security of one of
the parties (Article 4). Finally, the obligation to assist
individually and collectively a Member State that suf-
fers an armed attack in Europe or North America, in
exercise of the right of self-defence recognised by Ar-
ticle 51 of the United Nations Charter (Article 5 of the
North Atlantic Treaty). Based on this obligation, the
North Atlantic Treaty can be understood as a mutual
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defence treaty through which the right of self-defence
is articulated.

On paper, according to the literal content of the Trea-
ty, NATO is set up as a defensive alliance. In practice,
NATO is acting beyond the scope of the North Atlan-
tic Treaty. This issue was highlighted in NATO's 1999
Strategic Concept and is present in the latest Strate-
gic Concept adopted in 2010. The Strategic Concept to
be adopted at the Madrid summit will certainly also
go beyond what is set out in the North Atlantic Treaty.

2.3 ANALYSIS OF THE 2010 STRATEGIC
CONCEPT

The Strategic Concept is a political document, ap-
proved by the heads of state and government of
NATO member states. It has no legal value, is not an
international treaty and therefore cannot change the
content of the North Atlantic Treaty. The problem is
that, at least since 1999, the content of the Strategic
Concept goes beyond the regulations of the North At-
lantic Treaty and raises questions about NATQ's full
compliance with the UN Charter.

The current Strategic Concept was adopted in 2010
at the NATQ's summit in Lisbon. It is entitled "Active
Engagement, Modern Defence" and is a document of
just eleven pages and thirty-eight paragraphs. As a
result, the issues raised are not developed in any de-
tail. Moreover, the language used is rather ambiguous,
so that its content can be interpreted in more than
one way.

In the traditional conception, defence means protect-
ing the population, territory and sovereignty of states
against attack from other countries. This conception
is present in paragraph 16 of the Strategic Concept:
“The Alliance's primary responsibility is to protect and
defend our territory and populations against attack,
as specified in Article 5 of the Washington Treaty".

While recognising that the threat level of a conven-
tional attack on NATO territory is low (paragraph 7),
the Strategic Concept refers to “new threats" against
which NATO must defend itself. These new threats
are the acquisition of modern military capabilities by
other countries, including the proliferation of ballis-
tic missiles (paragraph 8), the proliferation of nucle-
ar weapons and other weapons of mass destruction
(paragraph 9), terrorism (paragraph 10), instability or
conflicts beyond NATQ's borders, including the pro-
motion of extremism, terrorism and transnational il-
legal activities, such as trafficking in arms, narcotics
and people (paragraph 11), cyber-attacks (paragraph
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12), securing vital communications and transport
routes, including energy supply (paragraph 13), tech-
nological development, including the development
of laser weapons, electronic warfare and technolo-
gies that impede access to space (paragraph 14), and
environmental constraints and resource limitations,
including health risks, climate change, water scarcity
and growing energy needs (paragraph 15).

This greatly expands NATO's potential scope for ac-
tion. The Strategic Concept states that “NATO's fun-
damental and enduring purpose is to safeguard the
freedom and security of all its members by political
and military means" (paragraph 1). Although new
threats are of varying degrees of relevance to the se-
curity of NATO countries, the Strategic Concept thus
leaves open the possibility of addressing any new
threat through military intervention. As clearly stated
in paragraph 19: "We will ensure that NATO has the full
range of capabilities necessary to deter and defend
against any threat to the security of our populations”.
It is thus clear that any threat can lead to a military
response by NATO.

NATO's 2010 Strategic Concept appears to be in line
with what José Luis Gordillo has described as the “le-
gal deregulation of war". This deregulation consists
of a very flexible interpretation, even violation, of the
UN Charter's requirements for the use of armed force
in international relations.

The UN Charter prohibits states from employing the
threat or use of armed force (Article 2.4). There are
only two exceptions: individual or collective self-de-
fence (regulated in Article 51 of the Charter) and the
possibility for the UN Security Council to adopt meas-
ures authorising the use of force on the basis of Chap-
ter VIl of the Charter.

The Strategic Concept states that “The Alliance is
firmly committed to the purposes and principles of
the United Nations Charter and the Washington Trea-
ty, which affirm the primary responsibility of the Se-
curity Council for the maintenance of international
peace and security” (paragraph 2). It also states that,
in ensuring its security, NATO will “always act in ac-
cordance with international law" (paragraph 4).

Despite this, there are also elements that relativize
NATO's full submission to the UN Charter. In section
4.a), which refers to collective defence, it is expressly
stated that "NATO will deter and defend against any
threat of aggression, and against emerging security
challenges when they threaten the fundamental se-
curity of individual Allies or the Alliance as a whole".
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This appears to be a very broad and flexible interpre-
tation of the requirements for the exercise of self-de-
fence in the UN Charter. Self-defence is exercised in
response to an armed attack and this response must
be immediate, proportional to the attack, necessary
and provisional. However, according to the Strategic
Concept, NATO could intervene militarily not only in
the face of armed attack, but also in the face of any
threat of aggression, and even more diffuse, emerging
security challenges.

The Strategic Concept could thus be used to try to
justify preventive self-defence. Pre-emptive self-de-
fence is not exercised in the face of an armed attack,
but in the face of the threat of attack according to the
subjective assessment of the state seeking to exer-
cise self-defence. Preventive self-defence is contrary
to the UN Charter. However, there are governments,
such as the United States and Israel, that consider it
to be justified.

And not only that: defence against any threat of ag-
gression and emerging security challenges could in
practice involve military interventions to secure en-
ergy supplies or to ensure the opening of vital com-
munications and transport routes. Such military
interventions would violate the prohibition on the use
of force in international relations set out in Article 2.4
of the UN Charter.

According to Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty,
NATO's geographical scope of action in the exercise
of the right of self-defence is limited to Europe and
North America. By contrast, the Strategic Concept sets
no geographical limit to NATO's action, which could
intervene anywhere on the planet. It is worth recall-
ing here the intervention in Afghanistan. An interven-
tion that was clearly outside the Alliance's sphere of
action, which the 1999 Strategic Concept sought to
justify; a Strategic Concept that did not set any geo-
graphical limit to NATO's action either.

Evidence of this unlimited expansion of the Alliance's
scope of action can be found in paragraph 20 of the
2010 Strategic Concept: “Crises and conflicts beyond
NATO's borders can pose a direct threat to the securi-
ty of Alliance territory and people. NATO will therefore
engage, where possible and necessary, to prevent cri-
ses, manage crises, stabilise post-conflict situations
and support reconstruction”.

In the same vein, it states that collective defence
and crisis response operations may be conducted at
a “strategic distance”; and reference is also made to
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"expeditionary operations” (paragraph 19). Again, the
absence of geographical limits to NATQO's action in this
paragraph, which explicitly recognises that military
interventions could be carried out anywhere in the
world, is noteworthy.

As has been argued, NATO's 2010 Strategic Concept
has in practice changed the literal wording of the
North Atlantic Treaty. This is something that a po-
litical document cannot do, as it lacks the necessary
legal standing to amend an international treaty. The
Strategic Concept maintains a broad concept of secu-
rity, seeks to legitimise military operations that would
violate the UN Charter and extends NATQ's potential
geographic scope of action to the entire planet. The
content of the Strategic Concept violates both the UN
Charter and the North Atlantic Treaty.

All this has been done without any real democratic
debate on the defence policy implications of the 2010
Strategic Concept. In Spain, there was not even a de-
bate in the Cortes Generales before the Spanish gov-
ernment approved the Strategic Concept at the Lisbon
NATO summit.

The absence of a genuine democratic debate on NA-
TO's Strategic Concept not only highlights the low
quality of our democracy in relation to defence poli-
cy. In this case, moreover, parliamentary debate was
mandatory, since the Strategic Concept, although a
political document, modifies in practice the content
of the North Atlantic Treaty. According to Article 94
of the Spanish Constitution, the conclusion or modi-
fication of an international treaty or convention of a
military nature requires the prior authorisation of the
Cortes Generales. Therefore, a procedure for the re-
vision of the North Atlantic Treaty should have been
formally opened.

The procedure for approving NATO's Strategic Concept
highlights the "de-democratisation” of defence policy.
Membership of this organisation, which aims to inter-
vene militarily anywhere in the world, to defend itself
against any threat, not only requires breaching inter-
national law when necessary. It also requires bypass-
ing the basic rules of our parliamentary democracy.

2.4 CONCLUSION

In my view, it is very likely that the new NATO Strategic
Concept to be adopted at the Madrid Summit will be
along similar lines to the 2010 Strategic Concept. There
would be no radical changes, but rather an evolution
of NATO's development over the past twenty years.



As for threats, the 2010 Strategic Concept defined them
so broadly that it is very difficult for anything signif-
icantly new to emerge. More emphasis is likely to be
placed on nuclear deterrence. Reference will be made
to ‘hybrid threats', in which military and non-military el-
ements are present simultaneously, including economic
measures, cyber-attacks, disinformation or interfer-
ence in elections. More emphasis is likely to be placed
on climate change. There will also be explicit refer-
ence to the relationship with China, which has been
described by the North Atlantic Council as a 'systemic
challenge' And there will be a strong focus on Russia
as a new threat in the wake of the war with Ukraine. All
of this will be based on the idea that not only will NATO
respond to armed attacks, but also that NATO could in-
tervene militarily in the face of any threat to its security.

| also believe that ambiguity will remain regarding NA-
TO's submission to the UN Charter. The Charter will be

mentioned, but the possibility will be left open for mil-
itary interventions for legitimate preventive self-de-
fence and to secure the supply of essential natural
resources and to ensure the opening of major com-
munications and transport routes. In the same vein,
it may be intended to include cyber-attacks under the
umbrella of the right to self-defence; however, as they
are not an armed attack, this would be contrary to
Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty and Article 51 of
the UN Charter. Nor do | doubt that no geographical
restrictions will be placed on NATQO's military sphere
of action, even though this is in clear contradiction to
Article 5 of the NATO Treaty.

All this will be done outside the parliaments of NATO
member states. Without opening a democratic debate
on what NATO's role in the international security sys-
tem should be.
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3. APPROACHING THE
NEW NATO 2022 STRATEGIC
CONCEPT

Tica Font
31INTRODUCTION

What we call the Strategic Concept, which is nota
strategy, sets out general political guidelines, based
on an analysis of the current geopolitical situation
that should serve to guide investments in developing
and acquiring military capabilities and carrying out
transformations over the next ten years in the or-
ganisation itself, as well as in the member countries.
The Strategic Concept must therefore provide clear
political guidelines that articulate responses. For
example, in 2014 Russia annexed Crimea, four years
after having approved the last Strategic Concept, and
the latter did not have a response foreseen for this
situation.

The 2010 Strategic Concept defined the Alliance's
three main missions: collective defence, crisis man-
agement and shared security. The new Strategic Con-
cept may emphasise a new aspect: resilience. For an
eminently descriptive analysis of NATO's new Strate-
gic Concept, documents from leading defence think
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tanks, the Real Instituto Elcano,’ (which is the Spanish
Institute for Strategic Studies?) and a group of think
tanks in the Transatlantic Leadership Network? have
been used.

3.2 GLOBAL GEOPOLITICAL OVERVIEW

Members' reflections on defining the new Strategic
Concept should be based on an analysis, in geopolit-
ical and military terms, of the events of recent years:
the war in Syria, the exit from Afghanistan, Russia's
invasion/annexation of Crimea, the war in Ukraine, the
political differences between the United States and
Europe on the role of NATO, Brexit and the emergence
of new disruptive technologies, especially Artificial In-
telligence.

1. (Simon Ly Arteaga F, (2021), La OTAN se actualiza: El Concepto
Estratégico de Madrid, available on:: https://www.realinstitutoelcano.
org/analisis/la-otan-se-actualiza-el-concepto-estrategico-de-
madrid/

2. (ADAN GARCIA, Angellosé. 2022. Afio de un nuevo Concepto Estratégico.
Documento de Opinién IEEE 18/2022. https://www.ieee.es/Galerias/
fichero/docs_opinion/2022/DIEEEO18_2022_ANGADA _Nuevo.pdf
(accessed on 5th May 2022)

3. The future of NATO in the age of disruption. Available at: https://
www.transatlantic.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/02/NATO-
TF-SC-final-feb-16-2022.pdf This text has been prepared by a
group of analysts from international think tanks integrated in the
TransatlanticLeadership Network (TLN), and outlines the broad
outlines of the new Strategic Concept that the Alliance will approve in
Madrid and which will revise the 2010 Lisbon agreement.
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The new Strategic Concept, in the current context
of war in Ukraine, is likely to insist on strengthening
the link between Europe and the United States, thus
not closing NATO or Europe's strategic independ-
ence from the United States. This link will accept a
certain degree of strategic autonomy for Europe in
order to carry out its own military actions. It will also
see to what extent Europe will have technological
and military industrial autonomy within the Alliance,
and will make this compatible with US interests in
the Pacific. It is to be expected that Europe’s auton-
omy from NATO, if it exists at all, will not be sub-
stantial.

It will update the concept of deterrence to the new
situation, especially by strengthening deterrence with
Russia. It is to be expected that the concept of deter-
rence will be tougher, more forceful and proactive, not
reactive, but responsive and likely to include military
responses in all areas - land, sea, air, cyberspace and
space - and in both conventional and non-conven-
tional forms (so-called hybrid warfare). This will be
conditional on all Alliance members agreeing to mil-
itary approaches.

It will define new threats, adversaries and will ad-
dress NATQ's role in the competition for hegemony
between China and the United States. This will be
decisive. The choice will be whether Europeans join
the United States in its confrontation with China or
maintain a differentiated strategy of their own. De-
pending on the strategic response to China, NATO will
be strengthened or weakened.

After 30 years of global hegemony by the United
States and the West in general, the new scenario will
present Russia as an adversary. We don't know if Chi-
na will be classified as an adversary or as a “system-
ic challenge" i.e. Russia will be considered a military
threat to the Alliance, but possibly China will not be
considered or defined as a military threat, but simply
as a competitor.

China has laid out for a long time already that the US is
a "declining” power that wants to prevent China's rise
on the global stage so as not to lose its position as the
world's leading power. Plus, it argues they represent
the "emergence”, meaning that democracy is in decline
and autocracies are on the rise. China and Russia are
two powers with autocratic political regimes, which
leads one to consider that the new Strategic Concept
will address a narrative of exalting Western liberal
values against the Asian ones that China represents
and, therefore, the value of NATO as a guarantee of
Western values of democracy, freedom and human
rights.

3.3 TECHNOLOGICAL UPGRADING
OF MILITARY CAPABILITIES

We are in what is called an era of disruptive technol-
ogies, i.e. technologies that make existing technolo-
gies obsolete. America's strategic culture is based on
achieving technological superiority over its adver-
saries; its superiority since the mid-20th century has
been based on atomic technology, information tech-
nology and precision weapons technology. Now, they
have the perception that the technological superior-
ity they have shown so far is in danger and that the
new technologies, especially Artificial Intelligence, on
which their superiority is based, are within the reach of
other actors or will be in a short time. They fear China
will surpass the United States in technological terms.

In 2014, the United States launched the so-called “De-
fence Innovation Initiative” and "Third Offset Strate-
gy" the purpose of which is to maintain technological
disruption that allows them to keep their military
superiority over any adversary, so we can say that a
new arms race has begun. The technological priori-
ties, remembering that we are at the beginning of this
new era, are related to robotics, autonomous vehicles,
directed-energy weapons and submarine warfare. All
Allies share the idea that we are in a new era of dis-
ruptive technologies, and all are committed to invest
in the development of new capabilities in the military
field and support military industry in their develop-
ment. They also agree on the fact that NATO must
maintain its technological edge over potential adver-
saries or competitors, especially if they are concerned
about Chinese developments. It may be feasible for
the new Strategic Concept to consider the creation
of a financial fund to accelerate innovation in these
technologies.

The divergences or disagreements between Europe
and the US may arise in industrial cooperation. The
EU has made a major commitment to developing its
own defence strategy, independent of that of the
United States, and to promoting the development of
its military industry within the framework of PESCO.
However, this European drive could jeopardise the
hegemony of the US arms market. Washington looks
askance at Europe's industrial commitment, and has
already managed to get its military industry to par-
ticipate in European industrial projects funded by the
EU through PESCO.

3.4 COLLECTIVE DEFENCE

It is represented by Article 5 of the North Atlantic
Treaty, in which, if one member state is attacked, the
others will defend it; a defence that is based on a clear
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willingness to use military and non-military means
and to use these means in a coordinated manner. In
short, it represents the doctrine of deterrence in a
credible manner.

Since the end of the Cold War, and given that there
was no common adversary or enemy, this mission
was relegated to the background. The new Strategic
Concept is supposed to put collective defence back in
the foreground and will have to define the capabilities
that NATO needs to have in order to be able to deter
adversaries. Deterrence will remain a key element in
this new Strategic Concept.

In the previous Strategic Concept, deterrence was
based on three capabilities: nuclear capabilities, con-
ventional capabilities and anti-missile systems. The
new Strategic Concept will rework and redefine the
capabilities needed in the new geopolitical landscape.
Nuclear deterrence will become more important in
view of new Russian investments in short-range and
intermediate-range dual-use missiles, the hypersonic
missile, and in view of Russia's threats to use nuclear
weapons in the war in Ukraine. NATO can therefore be
expected to contemplate the nuclear threat, a threat
that must be credible and therefore feasible to use.
Some initiatives have already been taken in this re-
gard, such as increasing the service life of certain
nuclear projectiles or adapting them to new fighter
aircrafts.

It is also expected to set guidelines for investments
in the development of conventional capabilities that
facilitate the use of nuclear weapons, such as the
suppression of air defences or long-range actions.
Therefore, the new Strategic Concept will contem-
plate modernisations of nuclear capabilities, new for-
mats, the introduction of Artificial Intelligence in them
and updates of conventional capabilities to support
the use of nuclear weapons, and will have to estab-
lish mechanisms for consultation among the Member
States. It will also increase the resilience of these ca-
pabilities in terms of infrastructures, cyber-attacks
and military command.

The new Strategic Concept is likely to incorporate the
dominance of outer space and thus the development
of weapons located in outer space and cyberspace.
This will require the development of new capabilities
that did not exist in 2010.

If we anticipate that the new conflicts are hybrid or
“grey zone" wars, resilience will gain prominence in
deterrence, especially when threats are expected to
be directed against civilian targets and critical infra-
structure. The aim will be to show the adversary that
social, psychological, cyber or space structures can
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withstand threats; to deter the adversary from car-
rying out a political disinformation campaign, but to
prepare resilient capabilities so that the adversary
cannot achieve its objectives. This will require a great
deal of coordination among member states and leg-
islative harmonisation.

If in the new Strategic Concept, the idea that conflicts
are hybrid or grey zone* wars gains weight, if it is pro-
posed that responses to conflicts are sufficient with
military responses and resilience plans are devel-
oped, it may be that this Strategic Concept modifies
article 5 to adapt it to these new scenarios and can be
invoked in the event of an unarmed attack.

3.5 CRISIS MANAGEMENT AND SHARED
SECURITY

These are called international, humanitarian or peace-
keeping missions. In recent decades, NATO, in coun-
tries such as Irag, has focused on missions to train and
educate Iragi military forces, or to advise the Ministry
of Defence. In countries such as Afghanistan, NATO's
missions evolved from security support, training and
combat with the Afghan Armed Forces to a reconstruc-
tion operation for which NATO was not prepared. The
failure of operations in Afghanistan or Libya brings
these crisis management operations into disrepute.

This type of mission is likely to continue, but with less
relevance. Some members argue that countries such
as Russia and China have invested in war-oriented
capabilities over the decades, while NATO has been
trapped in Irag or Afghanistan.

On the other hand, shared security is addressed
through engagement with third countries under the
NATO banner. There are global risks such as climate
change, terrorism, pandemic, arms control or trans-
national crime that may be worth addressing with
other countries, whether or not they are adversaries
or other regional partnerships. They will certainly ad-
dress and give prominence to the climate change-se-
curity nexus.

3.6 CONCLUSIONS

The Strategic Concept will emphasise reinforcement,
deterrence and defence, which is tantamount to en-
hancing all military capabilities, whether nuclear,
conventional or cyber. NATQO is preparing for military
confrontation, to respond to or anticipate threats or
actions by state or non-state actors in any region of
the world.

4. Within the actions that can be carried out in conflict, the "grey zone"
is dominated by actions that do not cross the threshold of attack or
armed response.



It will be very relevant and will carry a lot of weight
in its bid to maintain a technological advantage over
China and Russia. The starting point is the idea that
NATO cannot take for granted that it has a techno-
logical advantage over China, based on the premise
that China intends to become the world's leading
Al power in the coming years. This should include a
push for transatlantic cooperation in critical tech-
nologies, extending to academia and private indus-
tries.

| would say that Russia, because of what is happen-
ing with the war in Ukraine, is not seen as capable of
maintaining a pulse with the NATO world, so they will
approach it in terms of managing it, so geographical-
ly they will talk about the importance of the Eastern
Flank. China is another matter; it will have to be lived
with as a world power, and it must be assumed that
they are very active in security matters and are nec-
essary in global affairs. Consequently, they will seek
to strike a dynamic balance with China.
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The war in Ukraine and the Russian threat to Europe
will lead to an increase in the US military presence
in Eastern European countries, especially in the Bal-
tic states, with sufficient forces to act or “repel” any
Russian aggression, while military cooperation with
Sweden, Finland, which do not belong to NATO, and
other countries bordering Russia will certainly be
strengthened.

The new Strategic Concept will propose a paradigm
shift to global competition between great powers,
especially China and the United States. Yet, the truth
is that this paradigm shift does not represent a pro-
found change, in reality it does not change anything,
it simply adapts to a new context, but global relations
and relations between powers will continue to be one
of competition, imposition, domination, aggressive-
ness, instability or force. The significant change would
have to be to change the relations between countries
and powers to relations of respect, acceptance, col-
laboration, cooperation or sharing of the planet..
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4. FROM FEMINISM, FOR LIFE
AND AGAINST NATO

Nora Miralles Crespo

41INTRODUCTION

More than a thousand women from twelve coun-
tries met in The Hague in April 1915 with a two-point
agenda: women's suffrage and the demand that in-
ternational disputes must be settled peacefully and
diplomatically. In this way, the women gathered, in
direct opposition to the very existence of armed con-
frontation, were distancing themselves from the dom-
inant trend at the governmental peace conferences of
the time, which revolved around the "humanisation” of
war. Less than 200 kilometres away, hundreds of sol-
diers were dying on the front lines of the First World
War, inhaling gases used as novel chemical weapons.

The Hague Conference is considered the starting
point of the women's peace movement, a background
without which the involvement and role of antimil-
itarist feminism in the movements opposing NATO
and its expansion cannot be understood. Practically,
since the creation of the organisation, but especial-
ly at the end of the Cold War, organisations such as
the North American CODEPINK, the Women in Black
Against Wars or the Women's International League
for Peace and Freedom (WILPF) have denounced on
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different occasions - usually coinciding with NATO
summits or military interventions in conflicts such
as the Balkans or Libya - not only the concrete ac-
tions of the Alliance, but its very existence and what
it represents. In 2009, forty women from feminist an-
ti-militarist organisations met on the occasion of the
NATO summit in Strasbourg to address the patriarchal
logic that underlies the organisation's language and
the daily impacts on the daily lives of women living
near NATO bases and installations around the world.>
In recent months, the occupation of Ukraine by the
Russian army - which Putin's government justifies by
the Alliance's expansionism in Eastern Europe - has
reignited the clamour of women's organisations and
collectives, especially in Western countries, against
NATO. In Spain, Catalonia and the Basque Country,
women's groups and anti-militarist feminists are
leading protests against the war, just as they took
part in the mobilisations against Spain's entry into
NATO in the early and mid-1980s. Mobilisations that
travelled through the main cities of Spain, under a key
slogan that makes explicit the profound relationship
between the violence of armed conflicts and the vi-
olence that we experience daily against our bodies
under the patriarchal system: “Neither a war which
kills us, nor a peace which oppresses us".

5. War Resisters' International (WRI), (23/09/2010). Women-against-
NATO: A Feminist Argument’. https://wri-irg.org/es/story/2010/
mujeres-contra-la-otan-un-argumento-feminista

21


https://wri-irg.org/es/story/2010/mujeres-contra-la-otan-un-argumento-feminista
https://wri-irg.org/es/story/2010/mujeres-contra-la-otan-un-argumento-feminista

This continuity between structural violence and the
violence of wars, known as the continuum of violence,
forms the background to the genealogy of feminist op-
position to NATO as the guardian structure of a particu-
lar geopolitical order. This structure privileges military
power, colonialism and the pre-eminence of the West,
especially the United States, over multilateralism,
diplomatic channels and peaceful relations between
states. The connection and the relationship of mutual
dependence between war and the patriarchal system,
extensively exposed by authors such as Cynthia Enloe,
Cynthia Cockburn and Carol Cohn, have conveyed the
historical relationship of feminisms with antimilitarism.
This has taken the form of denouncing the specific im-
pacts that women suffer in contexts of conflict and the
need to recognise their contributions to the achievement
of peace. Thus, one of the historical struggles of the
international women's movement was the demand for
a Women, Peace and Security Agenda in supranational
governance organisations, which would allow these
issues to be put on the table. The irruption of the de-
mands of international feminism into the highest gov-
erning body of the United Nations, the Security Council,
reached its zenith with the approval of Resolution 1325
on Women, Peace and Security in October 2000.

The law known as 1325 was a historic milestone in
the visibility of the violence that women experience in
the context of conflict, as well as in the recognition of
women's agency and the diversity of roles they play. It
also highlighted the urgency and the need to open up
spaces for participation at all levels of decision-mak-
ing in peace processes and post-conflict reconstruc-
tion, including conflict prevention, conflict resolution
and transitional justice processes. At the same time, it
meant the entry of feminist postulates into the most
masculinised and powerful body of world govern-
ance. But the satisfaction of many of its promoters
was short-lived. During the following years, the Secu-
rity Council approved another nine resolutions linked
to the first one, most of which offered an attempt to
concretise the Women, Peace and Security Agenda,
which reduced the initial will of 1325 to a liberal and
decaffeinated response to the “neither a war which
kills us, nor a peace which oppresses us". The body of
some of these resolutions, such as 1820 (2008) and
2667 (2019), contained a certain way of understand-
ing the pillars of prevention, protection and participa-
tion that underpinned 1325, adopting as a banner the
protection of women from gender-based violence in
conflict contexts and, in particular, from the so-called
“rape as a weapon of war”. Others made clear the de-
sire to incorporate more women into the ranks of ar-
mies, security forces and peacekeeping missions. A
comfortably pragmatic vision that, for many gender
and security scholars, feminist anti-militarist activists
and local women's organisations, did not - and does
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not - confront gender stereotypes and prevailing mil-
itarism, and which NATO was quick to embrace.

4.2 NATO'S INSTRUMENTALISATION
OF GENDER AND FEMINIST DISCOURSE

In the 1970s and 1980s, coinciding with the rise and
institutionalisation of a certain white liberal equali-
ty feminism, which sought to increase gender rep-
resentation and equality in all social and economic
spheres, regardless of its close links to the patriarchal
system, women began to join national armies. A move-
ment also facilitated by the shift in focus of post-Cold
War militarism, which adopted new languages and
expanded the role of the armed forces with “humani-
tarian” and peacekeeping operations and required new
corps, profiles, skills and expertise. “Only an organisa-
tion that truly respects the diversity of backgrounds
and experience of its members can operate effectively
in a complex security environment”’, NATO proclaimed
as early as 1976, publicly stating, through its Military
Committee, the need to integrate a gender perspective
into the Alliance. This took the form of the Committee
on Women in NATO Forces (CWINF), whose mission
was to promote the efficient use of the capabilities of
women in NATQO's armed forces and to provide guid-
ance on gender and diversity issues.

The real push for the instrumental adoption of gender
mainstreaming within NATO came with the adoption
of 1325, which NATO welcomed, and it established an
informal group to study its deployment within the or-
ganisation. In 2008, NATO's Strategic Command was
tasked with providing guidelines for the implementa-
tion of the resolution and approved bi-strategic com-
mand guidelines for integrating the Women, Peace
and Security Agenda into NATO's military missions and
operations. Soon, the Office of Gender Mainstreaming
was established within the International Military Staff
(IMS), an advisory body supporting the North Atlantic
Council, NATQO's highest governing body.

In the name of gender mainstreaming, NATO has
promoted the incorporation and increase in the pro-
portion of women in NATO deployed forces and in
the armies of member states, despite the fact that
UN Security Council Resolution 1325 does not call for
more women in armies, but rather calls - in rather
concise terms - for expanding “the role and contribu-
tion of women in United Nations field operations and
especially among military observers, civilian police,
humanitarian and human rights personnel”.

In turn, the adoption of 1325 has also taken shape in the
operations in which the Alliance is engaged and which
it loudly advertises. The case of Afghanistan is notori-
ous, where NATO boasted that it had gone "from being
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an organisation that talked about how to implement
1325 to being an organisation that applied it in practice’,
working with women in the communities and training
them to become part of the Afghan security forces.
Meanwhile, historical women's organisations in the
country, such as RAWA, denounced the impacts of the
military invasion, the US bombings and the violations
of women's rights committed under the NATO-backed
administration. This co-optation was also bitterly de-
nounced by the promoters of the Women, Peace and
Security Agenda, such as the activist and academic
Cynthia Cockburn,’ an indisputable reference point in
the field of security from a feminist and pacifist point
of view. "How can those of us who oppose NATO and
deplore its very existence and its war in Afghanistan
welcome its adherence to "our" Resolution 13257 Es-
pecially when this war was justified on the grounds of
liberating Afghan women from fundamentalist oppres-
sion," lamented Cockburn at the turn of the century.

4.3 THE URGENCY OF REDEFINING SECURITY

The divergences and criticisms of the militarist co-op-
tation of the Women, Peace and Security Agenda and,
ultimately, of the feminist discourse at the service of
organisations such as NATO, refer to the basic debate
that was intended to be conducted within the Security
Council on the urgency of putting an end to wars. An
anti-militarist vocation that was softened in the pro-
cess of approving 1325, adapting more to the dominant
language and practices, and which made it easier for
the resolution to be absorbed by organisations that
were exponents of warmongering. That condemned it
to be what the women gathered in The Hague reject-
ed, not a way to end conflicts, but to humanise them.
“It was our success, our project. And yet, the more we
push for its implementation, the more we clearly see
its limitations. Even worse, we see it being used by
those who are directly opposed to what we intended,’
Cynthia Cockburn wrote in a 2011 article.

At the same time, the contradictions generated by
NATQ's adoption of the Women, Peace and Security
Agenda are linked to another of the objectives of its
promoters: to redefine security, with the urgency of
transforming hegemonic notions of security that had
and still have material implications for the lives of
women living in conflict and post-conflict contexts,
but also for theoretical peace. A redefinition of se-
curity that did not find space, coinciding in time with
the shift towards state-centred and traditional cos-
movisions of security, the so-called military national
security, which began in 2001 and which ended the

6. Cockburn, C. (2011). Snagged On The Contradiction: NATO, UNSC
Resolution 1325, and Feminist Responses. No to War - No to
NATO Annual Meeting, (April), 9-11. Retrieved from http://www.
cynthiacockburn.org/BlogNATO1325.pdf

CENTRE DELAS
DESTUDIS

PR NATO, BUILDING GLOBAL INSECURITY

attempt to open up the definition of security in inter-
national governance bodies.

All of this provided fertile ground for the armouring of
the militarist and traditional vision in the deployment
of the Women, Peace and Security Agenda, which is
clearly condensed in the speech with which former
NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen
celebrated the first decade of the resolution in 2010.
Rasmussen defined addressing the specific dangers
women face in armed conflict as “a crucial component
of the security challenges of the 21st century”.

4.4 DEMILITARISE, DECREASE, SURVIVE:
A CONCLUSION

The securitisation of feminist discourse, which in
practice takes the form of the subordination of 1325 to
the security agenda of states, through deeply milita-
ristic National Action Plans, or the instrumentalisation
of women and gender in the fight against terrorism,
makes a movement closely linked to collectivity, to
the community approach, to the land, to the central-
ity of life and care uncomfortable. Especially when
we are faced with the choice between continuing to
sustain the extractivist and environmentally destruc-
tive dynamics imposed by neoliberal modernity and
North-South colonial dynamics through armed vio-
lence, or simply decreasing, destroying the systems
of domination and surviving.

Today, feminists from all over the world are once again
taking to the streets shouting “No to war, no to NATQ",
as an amendment to the whole, to a predatory milita-
rism of human lives and resources, of habitats, of econ-
omies, which hopelessly condemns us to an extremely
precarious existence, if not directly to extinction.

The institutions and organisations that make their
living from war continue to instrumentalise the fight
against patriarchy and choose women to lead them, as
NATO will do at the summit to be held at the end of June
in Madrid. This does not improve the living conditions
of the rest of women, quite the contrary in many cases.

In the meantime, anti-militarist feminists continue to
demand all wars to be stopped, that the military in-
dustry be dismantled and reconverted, that defence
budgets be drastically reduced, that states disarm
and that peace is not just a trite slogan, but a policy of
relations that is deployed at all levels. From interper-
sonal to inter-state. Without violence, without injus-
tice, without exploitation. We will not settle for less.

7. WILPF, Peace Women (27/01/2010). 'International: empowering
women in peace and security' by NATO secretary general Anders Fogh
Rasmussen at the European Commission'. https://www.peacewomen.
org/content/international-empowering-women-peace-and-security-
nato-secretary-general-anders-fogh
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5. NATO NUCLEAR CAPABILITIES

Teresa de Fortuny, Xavier Bohigas

5.1INTRODUCTION. NATO'S NUCLEAR POLICY

NATQ's Lisbon Summit (2010) adopted the Strate-
gic Concept document. This document analyses the
strategic defence and security environment and sets
out the Alliance's course of action. With respect to
its nuclear policy, it makes explicit (point 17)8 that
deterrence, based on an appropriate mix of nuclear
and conventional capabilities, is a central element
of its strategy. While saying that the use of nuclear
weapons is remote, it states that “As long as nuclear
weapons exist, NATO will remain a nuclear alliance”. It
goes on to add, in point 18, that nuclear forces guar-
antee the security of Alliance members, and that this
security is provided by the United States, especially
the United Kingdom and France. Nuclear weapons will
therefore remain crucial to NATO.

A new strategy document is expected to be adopted
at the next summit in Madrid in June 2022, but we do
not expect it to change nuclear policy significantly.
Nuclear weapons issues are discussed in the Nuclear

8. NATO Public Diplomacy Division. Strategic Concept for the Defence
and Security of the Members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization.
Adopted by Heads of State and Government at the NATO Summit in
Lisbon 19-20 November 2010. https://www.nato.int/nato_static/
assets/pdf/pdf_publications/20120214 _strategic-concept-2010-eng.
pdf
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Planning Group (NPG), which acts as the highest body
on nuclear issues and is chaired by NATQ's Secretary
General. The policies agreed represent the common
position of all member states. All member states, nu-
clear-armed or non-nuclear-armed, are members of
the NPG, except France, which chose not to partici-
pate.

NATO justifies the possession of nuclear weapons®
“because nuclear deterrence remains necessary and
effective” and “[demonstrates] NATO's ability and de-
termination to impose unacceptable costs in excess
of any anticipated gains". Very similar justification to
that of US nuclear policy. NATO considers Russia as a
threat because it is developing new nuclear weapons,
which is quite true. However, it omits that all NATO
nuclear states have nuclear weapons renewal and
modernisation programmes underway (notably the
multi-billion dollar US programme, with expenditure
of more than $500 billion over ten years).

5.2 ALITTLE HISTORY WILL HELP US
UNDERSTAND THE CURRENT SITUATION.

On the one hand, the US and Russia (formerly the
USSR) have always monopolised more than 90% of
the world's nuclear weapons. On the other hand, the

9. Jessica Cox; «<How does NATO respond to the threat of nuclear
weapons?», NATO News, 28 Apr. 2021. https://www.nato.int/cps/en/
natohg/news_183208.htm
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US has always led NATO's policies, because of its mil-
itary supremacy. Finally, we have to remember that
NATO was born as a defence of the West against the
USSR. All these reasons justify the fact that we are
dealing with the bilateral nuclear relations between
these two states.

First, in 1972, the USSR and the US signed the ABM
Treaty (Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty) which limited the
number of ballistic missile defence systems, systems
that intercept possible nuclear missile attacks. In
2002, the Bush administration unilaterally withdrew
from the ABM. This gave it a free hand to expand the
number or coverage of its missile shields. In fact, as
early as 2007, the Bush administration planned a mis-
sile shield in Europe with radars in the Czech Republic
and a launch base in Poland, which was never realised
because of the Czech parliament's rejection. Howev-
er, shortly afterwards, in 2009, the Obama Adminis-
tration approved the installation of the shield, with
a new location in Romania, Poland (defence radars
and interceptors) and Spain (naval component of the
shield). It provoked a reaction from Russia, which saw
its offensive capabilities weakened or, in other words,
the balance of nuclear forces between the two pow-
ers broken. The former Russian President Medvedev,°
following the first steps of the shield's implementa-
tion, declared: “[...] weakening our containment poten-
tial [...] the US and other NATO partners are not ready
to take our concerns into consideration”. NATO agreed
that the US shield in Europe had to be an integral part
of any future NATO missile defence architecture.”

The European sites, including the Bay of Cadiz, of the
US missile defence shield have become potential mil-
itary targets for US rivals.

Second, in 1977 the Kremlin decided to install medi-
um-range nuclear ballistic missiles in the USSR, the
GDR and Czechoslovakia. In response, in Decem-
ber 1979, NATO approved the installation of medi-
um-range nuclear missiles on European territory.
Europe thus became a potential theatre of nuclear
war. This strained relations between the two blocs.
After lengthy and laborious negotiations, the INF Trea-
ty on the elimination of short- and medium-range
nuclear missiles (between 500 and 5,500 km) was
signed in December 1987. This eliminated 2,692 bal-
listic and cruise missiles from both powers. It was a
key step towards ending Cold War tensions and repre-
sented a security guarantee for Europe. Unfortunate-
ly, in recent years, both countries have accused each

10. Statement by Medvedev on NATO's missile defence system in Europe.
http://actualidad.rt.com/rusia/issue_32764.html, 23 November 2011

11. NATO Public Diplomacy Division (2011); Missile Defence Fact Sheet,
Press & Media Section, 21June 2011. https://www.nato.int/nato_
static_fl2014/assets/pdf/pdf_2011_06/20110608_Factsheet-Missile_
Defence.pdf
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other of violating the Treaty. They did not try hard
enough to resolve these disagreements and finally,
in 2019, the United States unilaterally withdrew from
the INF. It seems that the US aim is to disengage from
any disarmament commitments. One possible con-
sequence of this decision is that Europe could once
again be the theatre of a potential nuclear war.

The West's enormous mistrust of Russia is also due to
NATO's enlargement into Eastern European countries,
encircling Russian territory. In 1991, US Secretary of
State James Baker promised USSR President Mikhail
Gorbachev that if Moscow allowed Germany to reuni-
fy, NATO would not expand “one inch" beyond Ger-
many. In the thirty years since then, Albania, Bulgaria,
Hungary, Romania, Poland, the Czech Republic, Slova-
kia, the German Democratic Republic, Estonia, Latvia
and Lithuania have joined the Atlantic Alliance from
the former Warsaw Pact countries. Russian leaders'
repeated complaints about NATO's eastward expan-
sion are remarkably reminiscent of those voiced by
former President Medvedev in the wake of the launch
of the missile defence shield in Europe.

5.3 NATO MEMBERS' NUCLEAR ARSENALS

NATO has no nuclear forces of its own; its nuclear
capabilities are those of its nuclear-armed members,
which are the United States, the United Kingdom and
France. Let's look at the capabilities of each.

According to SIPRI"? the arsenals of these states are
shown in Table 1. In this table we have also included
the arsenals of the other nuclear-weapon states for
comparison.

The US has nuclear weapons® available for use from
land-based missiles (called ICBMs), from submarines
(SLBMs) and from aircrafts. Of the approximately
1,800 deployed warheads, 1,400 are strategic (very
long-range) deployed on ballistic missiles (400 ICBMs
and 1,000 SLBMs) and about 300 are on strategic
bomber airbases.

The US has 400 land-based ballistic missiles (ICBMs)
of the Minuteman lll type. Each of these ICBMs carries
one warhead; however, some could carry two or three
warheads.

The US Navy maintains a fleet of 14 Ohio-class sub-
marines equipped with nuclear ballistic missiles. Eight
operate in the Pacific Ocean and six in the Atlantic.

12. The Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI); «Global
nuclear arsenals grow as states continue to modernize». Press
Release, 14 June 2021.

13. Hans M. Kristensen & Matt Korda; «United States nuclear weapons,
2021», Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, 77:1, 43-63, (2021).
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Table 1. Arsenals of NATO nuclear weapon states

Warheads

and other nuclear weapon states

Other

States Deployed* Warheads*™ | Total 2021
United States 1,800 3,750 5,550
?UnitedKingdom . 120 B 105 - 225
- France . 80 0 290
Russia ”1,6257 4630 R 6,72755
China - 350 350
India 6 156
Israel 90 B
?North Korea - R [740—7570]7?”

Fuente: Elaboracién propia a partir de www.sipri.org
*Warheads placed on missiles or located on bases with operational forces.
**Warheads in storage or in reserve and warheads retired pending dismantlement.

Normally, 12 of the 14 submarines are considered op-
erational, while the other two are under repair and
overhaul. Four or five of these submarines are be-
lieved to be on full alert, while another four or five
could be on full alert in @ matter of hours or days.
Each submarine can carry up to 20 Trident Il D5 mis-
siles. Each Trident can carry up to eight warheads, but
they normally carry an average of four or five war-
heads.

The US Air Force currently operates 20 B-2A bomb-
ers and 87 B-52 H bombers. An estimated 60 of these
bombers are assigned nuclear missions.

The US (and therefore NATQ's) arsenal is inordinate.
Former Vice Chairman of the US Joint Chiefs of Staff
James Cartwright believes'™ that the US arsenal could
be reduced to 900 operational warheads and 1,500 in
reserve. In the same vein, William J. Perry, Secretary
of Defense from 1994 to 1997, states™ that “the sub-
marine force is already sufficient to deter our enemies
and will be for the foreseeable future”. The US nucle-
ar arsenal currently stands at 5,550 warheads (see
table 1). By contrast, China has an arsenal of about
350 warheads and claims to have a nuclear arsenal
sufficient to ensure its defence.

The UK has some 225 nuclear warheads, of which up
to 120 are operational"'® These warheads can only

14. Gen. James Cartwright,«Reduce the US Nuclear Arsenal, with or without
Russia», Ploughshares Fund, November 15, 2016. https://ploughshares.
org/issues-analysis/article/reduce-us-nuclear-arsenal-or-without-
russia

15. William J. Perry; «Why It's Safe to ScrapAmerica's ICBMs», The New York
Times, Sept. 30, 2016. https://www.nytimes.com/2016/09/30/opinion/
why-its-safe-to-scrap-americas-icboms.html

16. Hans M. Kristensen & Matt Korda; «United Kingdom nuclear weapons,
2021», Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, 77:3,153-158, (2021)
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be launched from the four Vanguard-class nucle-
ar submarines and constitute the UK's only nuclear
platform. Each submarine is equipped with 16 Trident
missile launchers. One of the four submarines is on
patrol at sea permanently. Two more are docked in
port and can be deployed at short notice, and the
fourth is under review.

The French nuclear arsenal is approximately 300 war-
heads.” Almost all of these are deployed or available
for deployment at short notice. France has three nu-
clear-capable submarines of the Triomphant class.
One submarine is on patrol, oneis in port and the third
is under review. In addition, the air force has 40 Ra-
fale aircrafts that can deliver nuclear-capable cruise
missiles.

NATO's nuclear capability is 6,025 warheads, repre-
senting 46 per cent of the world's total. Most of this
arsenal belongs to the United States, which histori-
cally has always had a very large share of the world's
nuclear arsenal. One third of this nuclear capability,
2,200 warheads, are deployed, i.e. installed in oper-
ational forces.

5.4 US BOMBS IN EUROPE

The first US bombs arrived in Europe in September
1954 and were installed at US military bases in the UK.
Over the next decade, the US also deployed nuclear
weapons in other European states: Germany, Italy,
Greece, France, Turkey, the Netherlands and Belgium.
Their aim was to have nuclear weapons in Europe
for use in the event of a Soviet attack. Some of these

17. Hans M. Kristensen & Matt Korda; «French nuclear forces, 2019»,
Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, 75:1, 51-55, (2019)
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weapons were gravity bombs (to be dropped from
aircraft) and others were installed on ground-based
missiles. In 2008, the US withdrew its nuclear weap-
ons from the UK. Today, about 100 US bombs remain
in Europe, spread across air bases in Belgium, Germa-
ny, Italy, the Netherlands and Turkey, all of which are
gravity bombs of the B61 type.

Under normal circumstances, these nuclear weapons
are kept under the control of US Air Force personnel.
The Belgian, Dutch, German and Italian air forces are
assigned nuclear strike missions with US nuclear
weapons. The US is the only country in the world that
has its own nuclear weapons outside its borders.

In 2013, the Obama Administration presented a pro-
gramme to modernise its nuclear arsenal, which in-
cluded replacing the current B61 bombs deployed in
Europe with the new B61-12. This new weapon will
have a guided tracking system that will give it greater
precision to achieve certain targets. Until now, the US
has not deployed guided nuclear weapons in Europe.
The combination of the new B61-12 bomb model with
the future F35 aircraft will increase US and NATO nu-
clear capabilities in Europe. In November 2021,'8 the
B61-12 bomb upgrade programme was completed and
the first unit was built. Its production will start in May
2022.

The presence of nuclear weapons in Europe can be
seen as a violation of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty, since this treaty stipulates that signatory
states undertake (Article |) not to transfer nuclear
weapons to another non-nuclear-weapon state.

The upgrade of US nuclear weapons to Europe has
been interpreted by the Russian authorities as a fur-
ther threat to their national defence.

5.5 NATO AND THE TREATY ON THE
PROHIBITION OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS

NATO membership also has other consequences.
European countries that are also members of the
Alliance were “invited" to oppose the Treaty on the
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons (TPNW). Indeed, on
27 October 2016, the UN General Assembly adopted a
resolution to start negotiations on a treaty to elimi-
nate and prohibit nuclear weapons in 2017. There were

18. National Nuclear Security Administration. <KNNSA Completes First
Production Unit of B61.12 Life Extension Program». December 2, 2021.
https://www.energy.gov/nnsa/articles/nnsa-completes-first-
production-unit-b61-12-life-extension-program
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123 votes in favour, 38 against and 16 abstentions. The
majority of negative votes were from NATO members.
The reason was a note (dated 17 October 2016) from
the US addressed to the other member states of the
Atlantic Alliance, strongly urging them to vote against
the resolution. It argued that a treaty banning nuclear
weapons would run counter to NATQO's basic policy on
deterrence. They were also asked not to participate in
the negotiations scheduled for 2017 (a “request” that
was also complied with). Submission to the slogans
of this note demonstrates that NATO member states'
decisions are subject to the dictates of the US. It also
shows that the rulers of these countries disregard
the will of their citizens. Indeed, at the end of 2020,
polls were conducted in six European NATO countries
(Belgium, Denmark, Iceland, Italy, the Netherlands and
Spain) and the opinion in favour of joining the TPNW
exceeded 75% of the population. In 2019, a similar poll
in Germany showed 68 per cent in favour of mem-
bership.

5.6 CONCLUSION: WHAT DOES NATO
MEMBERSHIP MIEAN FOR EUROPE?

We believe that NATO membership is not in the inter-
ests of the European countries that are members of
NATO. There is no shortage of arguments in favour of
this assertion.

NATO membership implies subordination to US inter-
ests and guidelines. This applies not only to defence,
but also to foreign policy and relations with the rest
of the world. It is a colossal mistake to identify US in-
terests with those of Europe.

Membership of an organisation that is ultimately
nothing more than a military bloc implies a milita-
rised worldview, and this means prioritising milita-
rised responses to conflicts over other possibilities.
It also means a continuous process of rearmament.
Moreover, member states become military targets for
potential adversaries of the United States.

Outside NATO, European countries that harbour US
nuclear weapons could be able to get rid of them. We
never tire of stressing the extent to which the very
existence of nuclear weapons is a danger in itself.

Outside NATO, European countries could reflect on
whether or not to join the Treaty on the Prohibition
of Nuclear Weapons, an essential step on the road to
global disarmament. By joining, they would take on
board the majority opinion of the public.
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6. NATO OPERATIONS
AND ENERGY SECURITY

Alejandro Pozo Marin

6.1 INTRODUCTION

NATO was created in 1949 against the Soviet Un-
ion. However, it did not lead any military operations
throughout the Cold War. According to the Alliance
itself, its first mission came in August 1990, in Turkey,
in connection with the military operation against Iraq
for its invasion of Kuwait;"® that first intervention was
already related to energy security;?° since then, NATO
has been involved in dozens of missions, and energy
security has featured prominently among the moti-
vations. The purpose of this article is to sustain that
motivational relationship.

NATO's missions have developed in a regime of com-
plementarity, coordination and cooperation with other
frameworks, including the EU,? military coalitions and

19. OTAN, "Operations and missions: past and present”, https://www.nato.
int/cps/en/natolive/topics_52060.htm

20. It supported a military intervention that, while not NATO, was
participated in by NATO member states and led by the US. According
to Paul Gallis, the objective was not only to “liberate Kuwait", but
also to "ensure that Irag would not control Kuwaiti oil and threaten
Saudi Arabia and other Gulf producers”. Paul Gallis, NATO and Energy
Security, CongressionalResearchService, referenceR522409, 28
December 2007, p. 4.

21. According to the Lisbon Treaty, its common security policy was born
out of NATO precepts. This is also expressed in recent official EU
documents: “When it comes to collective defence, NATO remains the
primary framework for most member states [...] the EU will deepen
cooperation with the North Atlantic Alliance in complementarity,
synergy and full respect for the institutional framework, inclusiveness
and decision-making autonomy of both". See EU, Shared Vision,
Common Action: A Stronger Europe. A Global Strategy for the European
Union's Foreign and Security Policy, June 2016, p. 20.
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interventions by NATO member states. It is therefore
no easy task to separate NATO missions from other
military actions undertaken by NATO member states,
and there are at least two limitations to any NA-
TO-specific study. The first is that some countries only
partially consider their operational contribution to the
Alliance. This is the case, among others, for Canada??
and the United Kingdom.?? For example, the concept of
‘incremental cost” does not include as a contribution
to an overseas intervention the salaries of deployed
personnel or the maintenance of military equipment,
on the grounds that, without a military mission, these
costs would be incurred anyway. In our view, this rea-
soning is refutable. Moreover, contributions to NATO
can be ad hoc and mix different logics. For example,
since 2016 the German navy has only occasionally
been involved in the Sea Guardian operation in the
Mediterranean, ‘usually with ships in transit to other
deployments'?* The second limitation lies in the ex-
treme overlap of certain missions. For example, it is
not possible to obtain separate data on theoretically
distinct interventions in Afghanistan and Iraq/Syria.
The US has made no distinction in reporting on oper-
ations "Resolute Support” (NATO) and “Sentinel" (nor
previously between “ISAF" and “Enduring Freedom”, its

22. "Incremental Costs for Major Canadian Armed Forces Operations”,
https://www.canada.ca/en/department-national-defence/corporate/
reports-publications/departmental-results-report/2018-19-index/
supporting-documents-index/incremental-forces-operations.html

23."10. MOD Operations and Peacekeeping Costs", en MOD Departmental
resources: 2020 - Revised August 2021, https://www.gov.uk/
government/statistics/defence-departmental-resources-2020/mod-
departmental-resources-2020#mod-operations-and-peacekeeping-
costs

24. German Bundestag, “Information from the Parliamentary
Commissioner for the Armed Forces. Annual Report 2020", referencia
19/26600, 23 February 2021.
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predecessors), and the UK did not refer to its military
action in Afghanistan by these names but as a whole,
calling it operation “Toral". In Irag/Syria, the US does
not explicitly differentiate between NATQ's mission
in Iraq, NATO's support for the Global Coalition to De-
feat ISIS or other military forms of international coun-
ter-terrorism coalitions, and has referred to the whole
as Operation Inherent Resolve. For its part, Canada
calls its contribution to fighting Islamic State opera-
tion 'Impact’, while for the UK it is operation ‘Shader’
While NATO requires a certain homogeneity in terms
of information, the unclear separation with other log-
ics makes differentiated analysis between what NATO
does and what its member states do very difficult, and
in some cases impossible.

6.2 NATO AND ENERGY SECURITY

NATO regards energy supply disruption and pipeline
sabotage as security risks, and attaches the greatest
importance to them. Indeed, NATO estimates that the
most likely threats to the Allies over the next decade
are unconventional and include disruptions to energy
supply lines and shipping lines. For NATO, “any sub-
stantial or sudden disruption of supplies to an Ally
would be a cause for concern, especially if the disrup-
tion were caused by sabotage of energy infrastructure
orillicit interference with maritime commerce"®

At the Bucharest summit in 2008, NATO members
identified guiding principles and recommendations
on ‘NATOQ's role in energy security', a role reiterated at
subsequent summits, such as Lisbon (2010) and Brus-
sels (2018).26 NATO 2030: United for a New Era accepts
that NATO's energy agenda has been influenced by the
evolving global landscape,?” and states that compe-
tition for scarce energy resources will increase over
the next decade, a situation that must be monitored.
According to the document, “allies recognise energy
security as part of their common security”. Among the
recommendations are those calling for “NATO to ensure
that energy security becomes a major focus of engage-
ment with partners that are energy producers or tran-
sit countries” and that "NATO should remain mindful of
the importance of ensuring the uninterrupted supply
of necessary energy resources and the availability of
infrastructure in order to determine the continuity of
Article 5 operations and non-article 5 operations”.?®

The realisation of these concerns in military opera-
tions takes place in both energy production and tran-

25. NATO, NATO 2020: Assured Security, Dynamic Engagement, Analysis
and recommendations of the group of experts on a new strategic
concept for NATO, Brussels, 2020.

26. NATO, "NATO's role in energysecurity”, 23 de junio de 2021, https://
www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/topics_49208.htm

27. NATO, NATO 2030: Unitedfor a New Era, 25 de noviembre de 2020, p. 39.

28. Ibidem. Article 5, on collective defence, states that an attack on one
Allied is considered an attack on all of them.
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sit contexts. Among the former, the Middle East, with
its epicentre in Iraq and Russia's sphere of influence,?®
stand out for their dependence. In terms of transit, the
Gulf of Aden and the Mediterranean Sea.

6.3 MILITARY MISSIONS

The Horn of Africa is one of the most militarised ar-
eas in the world. In 2008, as many as 52 countries
had a military presence, with maritime trade being a
shared general interest.?® The Bab el-Mandeb Strait
is a strategic trade route for oil and natural gas.”
Every day in 2018, an estimated 6.2 million barrels
of crude oil and refined petroleum products passed
through it to Europe, the US and Asia (in 2014 it was
5.1 million). According to the EIA, in 2017, it was about
9% of the total amount of such goods transported by
sea.?? There have been NATO military operations in
the region, but also under other flags. However, the
synergies of many of them with the Alliance are un-
deniable. On the one hand, the Allies have composed
and often commanded Combined Maritime Forces
(CTFs): CTF 150 (maritime security), CTF 151 (@anti-pi-
racy), CTF 152 (maritime security in the Gulf) and CTF
153 (launched on 17 April 2022 and led by the Unit-
ed States, on maritime security in the Red Sea, Bab
al-Mande and the Gulf of Aden3). On the other hand,
these operations expressly pursue cooperation with
NATO, EU or member states' missions,** and accord-
ing to NATO itself, 'by protecting important sea lanes,
NATQ's counter-piracy operations have also made an
indirect contribution to energy security®. Professor
Filip Ejdus argues that London should be interested in
continuing its participation in the EU mission in Soma-
lia, ‘especially since 65 percent of oil and gas supplies
to the UK pass through the Gulf of Aden?®®’

In the Mediterranean Sea, the military operational
logic is related to migration control. However, there
are also economic interests in the extraction and

29. In the EU in 2020, 27% (oil) and 41% (gas) came from Russia (and 47%
from coal), while 9% of oil came from Iraqg, 7.7% from Saudi Arabia and
6.2% from Libya (Eurostat and Statista data available at: https://www.
visualcapitalist.com/visualizing-the-eus-energy-dependency/). In the
US, foreign energy dependence is much lower than in Europe, although
imports from the Middle East have been an important part of US
foreign policy for decades. See Michael T. Klare, Blood and Oil. Peligros
y consecuencias de la dependencia del crudo, Tendencias, Barcelona,
2006.

30. Loretta P. Martin, Teresa de Fortuny y Xavier Bohigas, Pirateria en
Somalia: jexcusa u oportunidad geopolitica?, Centre Delas, octubre de
2012, pp. 25-34.

31. "The Bab el-Mandeb Strait is a strategic route for oil and natural
gas shipments”, EIA, 27 de agosto de 2019, https://www.eia.gov/
todayinenergy/detail.php?id=41073

32. Ibidem.

33. See "CombinedMaritimeForces", https://combinedmaritimeforces.com/

34. For example, CFT 150 was integrated into Operation Enduring Freedom,
or CTF 151 patrols the Maritime Security Transit Corridor (MSTC)
together with the EU mission EUNAVFOR Atalanta and other deployed
vessels. “Combined Maritime Forces", op. cit.

35. OTAN, “NATO's role in energy security”, op. cit.

36. House of Commons, Brexit: Common Security and Defence Missions
and Operations, HL Paper 132, 14 May 2018, p. 55.
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transport of natural resources, which partly explain
NATQ's Sea Guardian mission. This mission has been
officially assisting the EU's Sophia operation against
human trafficking, with information and logistical
support, and with objectives that also include intelli-
gence and counter-terrorism.?” NATO estimates that
85 percent of all international trade in raw materials
and manufactured goods travels by sea, and tankers
carry more than half of the world's 0il;*® also that
“about 65% of the oil and natural gas consumed in
Western Europe passes through the Mediterranean®".
The Alliance relies on the multinational Standing Na-
val Forces to pursue objectives ranging from maritime
and energy security to geopolitics. In February 2016,
NATO announced the involvement of military vessels
in the Aegean Sea, supposedly for reconnaissance, in-
telligence and surveillance of human smuggling net-
works. However, researcher loannis Chapsos pointed
out the unclear objectives of this operation and that
these activities could well be aimed at Russian mili-
tary vessels, given that the Aegean is the only route
between the Black Sea and the Mediterranean and the
only way to reach Syria.“

In the Middle East, NATO member states have been
engaged in military efforts for decades to secure en-
ergy resources, among other things. In 2006, accord-
ing to a US congressional report, the Allies questioned
how to respond to an oil supply disruption caused by
military action and considered protecting oil traffic
and platforms during periods of armed conflict, and
using monitoring satellites “in areas where ener-
gy resources are threatened“"”. The Middle East and
North Africa is by far the region of the world with the
most energy disruptions, the most of the 19 recorded
in the global oil market until 2019.4? Western military
operations in Iraq and Syria have generally not car-
ried the NATO flag. An exception is the NATO Mission

37. NATO, "Operation Sea Guardian”, 17 May 2021, https://www.nato.int/
cps/en/natohq/topics_136233.htm.

38. NATO, "NATQ's maritime activities", 2021, https://www.nato.int/cps/en/
natohg/topics_70759.htm

39. NATO, "Operation Sea Guardian’, op. cit.

40. loannis Chapsos, "Who are NATO's ships in the Aegean really keeping an
eye on?,The Conversation, 16 February 2016, https://theconversation.
com/who-are-natos-ships-in-the-aegean-really-keeping-an-eye-
on-54665

41. Paul Gallis, op. cit.

42. Philip Verleger, "19 historical oil disruptions, and how No.20 will shock
markets", Oilprice.com, 29 April 2019, https://oilprice.com/Energy/
Oil-Prices/19-Historical-0il-Disruptions-And-How-No20-Will-Shock-
Markets.html
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in lrag (NMI), established in October 2018, defined as
a mission to combat terrorism by strengthening Iraqi
security institutions. However, as we have seen, the
enormous military involvement of countries such as
the US, the UK and Canada in the region cannot be
dissociated from the Atlanticist logic.

Finally, Russia. Long before the Russian invasion of
Ukraine, NATO strengthened its presence on Russia's
borders, with heavy deployments in Estonia, Latvia,
Lithuania and Poland. Yet NATO's Atlanticist moves in
Europe in relation to Moscow far exceed these mis-
sions.*3 For example, they also add up to Assurance
Measures, which include, according to the Alliance,
the use of airspace control and surveillance aircraft;
intelligence and reconnaissance activities; assistance
to countries to enhance their special operations ca-
pabilities; maritime patrol aircraft and standing naval
forces; and training and exercises on the eastern bor-
der to improve interoperability.*

6.4 CONCLUSION

NATO was born in opposition to Moscow and today
strengthens its legitimation against it. As in the oth-
er regions analysed, NATQO's relations and concerns
about Russia are not limited to energy security inter-
ests, but these are nevertheless key.

The Russian invasion and imposed sanctions add to
other concerns such as instability in production and
transit zones, resource depletion and increasing com-
petition in demand.

The pattern of alliances is changing and the medium
to long term situation is uncertain with regard to di-
versification of sources and alternatives.

Reducing Allied dependence on Russian resources will
lead to a reconfiguration of NATO's power relations
with other countries. It will come as no surprise that
Alliance military operations serve this purpose.

43. See Alejandro Pozo, ‘'La militarizacion de la Posguerra Fria Post-Criada
en el tablero ucraniano', Papeles de Relaciones Ecosociales y Cambio
Global, no. 157, 2022, pp. 49-59. Ukraine has contributed to NATO
missions in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Kosovo, Afghanistan and Iraq, as
well as the maritime missions Active Endeavour and OceanShield. Note
that this cooperation did not cease with Viktor Yanukovych in power.

44, NATO, "NATO Assurance Measures'”, 2021, https://shape.nato.int/nato-
assurance-measures
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7. NATO AND CLIMATE CHANGE

Javier Garcia Raboso

7.1 INTRODUCTION. CLIMATE CRISIS
AND SECURITY

The consequences of climate change are having an
increasingly visible impact on all social and political
spheres and across the globe. In its latest report,*
the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Cli-
mate Change (IPCC) describes a scenario of projected
temperature increases of between 2.3 and 2.7°C by
2100, accompanied by significant changes in weath-
er patterns and an increasing incidence of extreme
weather events such as cyclones, heat waves or pro-
longed droughts, as well as a progressive rise in sea
levels. It also notes as an immediate consequence an
increase in food insecurity in large regions, especially
in sub-Saharan Africa, South Asia and Central Amer-
ica. In fact, it notes that the average productivity of
corn, wheat and rice crops has already been reduced
by 5%. At the same time, it warns of possible difficul-
ties of access to drinking water in the coming decades
for an estimated population of between 800 and 3
billion people.

45. IPCC, 2022: Climate Change 2022: Impacts, Adaptation, and
Vulnerability. Contribution of Working Group Il to the Sixth Assessment
Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [H.-O.
Pértner, D.C. Roberts, M. Tignor, E.S. Poloczanska, K. Mintenbeck, A.
Alegria, M. Craig, S. Langsdorf, S. Ldschke, V. Méller, A. Okem, B. Rama
(eds.)]. Cambridge University Press. In Press, https://www.ipcc.ch/
report/sixth-assessment-report-working-group-ii.
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Already in 2007, the UN Security Council“® addressed
this issue, noting with concern the consequences of
climate change on what were understood to be “car-
dinal security issues”, in relation to floods, disease,
famine and population displacement; or that droughts
and crop failures could lead to more intense competi-
tion for food, water and energy. In 2009, the UN for the
first time defined climate change as a “threat multipli-
er " identifying some potential security impacts and
proposing contingency measures that should be tak-
en by states. In 2021, the Secretary General repeated
the approach, making the same point: “When climate
change dries up rivers, reduces harvests, destroys
critical infrastructure and displaces communities, it
exacerbates the risks of instability and conflict"*’

There is thus a growing concern about the impact that
climate change may have on security, which is under-
stood in a variety of ways. While this link has been ap-
proached by research institutes“® and environmental

46. Emyr Jones Parry (2007): “The Greatest Threat To Global Security:
Climate Change Is Not Merely An Environmental Problem” https://
www.un.org/en/chronicle/article/greatest-threat-global-security-
climate-change-not-merely-environmental-problem

47. United Nations News (23.02.2027): "Climate change exacerbates wars
and the Security Council must address it" https://news.un.org/es/
story/2021/02/1488532

48.SIPRI: Black, R., Busby, J., Dabelko, G.D., de Coning, C., Maalim, H.,
McAllister, C., Ndiloseh, M., Smith, D., Alvarado, J., Barnhoorn, A., Bell,
N., Bell-Moran, D., Broek, E., Eberlein, A., Eklow, K., Faller, J., Gadnert, A.,
Hegazi, F., Kim, K., Krampe, F.,, Michel, D., Pattison, C,, Ray, C., Remling, E.,
Salas Alfaro, E., Smith, E. and Staudenmann, J., Environment of Peace:
Security in @ New Era of Risk (SIPRI: Stockholm, 2022), https://doi.
org/10.55163/LCLS7037.
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organisations* from a human security, climate justice
or environmental peace perspective,* the priority ap-
proach of governments and most of the think tanks™
that advise them has been that of national security.
Indeed, the security strategies of much of the inter-
national community have been incorporating climate
change as a destabilising element of a different na-
ture to conventional threats. In the recent Global Risk
Report 2022, produced by the Davos Economic Forum,
the experts consulted identified the effects of climate
change, extreme weather events and biodiversity
loss®? as the main concerns in the top three positions
of the global risk perception survey, in that order.

The International Military Council's Expert Group on
Climate and Security (IMCCS) recently released a new
report urging militaries to reduce their emissions to
minimise fossil fuel-related operational vulnerabili-
ties, to reduce geopolitical dependencies and to ‘fight'
climate change. It also urges NATO and EU security
officials to guide low-emission military procurement
processes and raise energy efficiency standards, us-
ing the turning point of the war in Ukraine to stimu-
late technological innovation and “enable the private
sector to bring low-carbon solutions to the market®?".

7.2 NATO AND CLIMATE CHANGE:
A SECURITY AGENDA

Aware of the operational impact that the environmen-
tal dimension can have on its performance, NATO has
been incorporating this aspect from a security per-
spective for more than 50 years. In 1969, it created
the Committee on the Challenges of Modern Society
(CCMS) to promote research on issues such as pol-
lution and hazardous waste management. In 2006,
it merged with NATQ's Scientific Committee into the
Science for Peace and Security Programme (SPS) to
address new security challenges, including the en-

49. Greenpeace Spain and CEAR: Fleeing the climate. Cémo influye la
crisis climatica en las migraciones humanas (Madrid, 2022), https://
es.greenpeace.org/es/sala-de-prensa/informes/migraciones-
climaticas.

50. Centre Delas: Brunet, P; Meulewaeter, C and Ortega, P: “Report 49:
“Climate crisis, armed forces and environmental peace”, Sept. 2021.

51. Lippert, Tyler H., NATO, Climate Change, and International Security:

A Risk Governance Approach. Santa Monica, CA. (RAND Corporation,
2016), https://doi.org/10.7249/RGSD387.

52. World Economic Forum: The Global Risks Report 2022 https://www.
weforum.org/reports/global-risks-report-2022/

53. International Military Council Expert Group on Climate and Security.
Authors: van Schaik, L; (Clingendael), Laboug, P (IRIS); Kertysova, K
(ELN); Ramnath, A (Clingendael) and van der Meer D (Clingendael).
The World Climate and Security Report 2022: Decarbonized Defense -
Combating Climate Change and Increasing Operational Effectiveness
with Clean Military Power, The Need for Clean Military Power in the
Age of Climate Change. Centre for Climate and Security, an institute of
the Strategic Risk Council. June 2022. https://imccs.org/wp-content/
uploads/2022/06/Decarbonized-Defense-World-Climate-and-
Security-Report-2022-Vol.-l.pdf. It is the first in a series of papers
comprising the “Third Annual Global Climate and Security Report”: 1)
climate mitigation needs and opportunities for militaries; 2) snapshots
of climate security risks in the Eastern Mediterranean, the Sahel and
the Balkans; 3) climate adaptation strategies for the security sector.
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vironment. The Strategic Concept approved in 2010
already incorporates climate change as a variable to
be considered, although hardly developed, and in Feb-
ruary 2014 the Alliance approved the so-called Green
Defence Framework,* presented at the Wales Sum-
mit, committing to improve energy efficiency in the
military and to minimise its environmental footprint.

A specific plan on climate change will be adopt-
ed in 2021, within the framework of the NATO 2030
Agenda,*® which proposes to “combat and adapt” to
climate change through the adoption of an Action
Plan on Climate Change and Security. This ten-point
document calls for “the reduction of greenhouse gas
emissions from military activities and facilities" with
the goal of "achieving net zero emissions by 2050°®",
initiating the path to what the plan itself calls the
“greening of armies”. The Alliance again defines cli-
mate change as a ‘threat multiplier' in a global con-
text of instability, amplifying pre-existing threats,”’
including foreseeable changes in territorial configu-
ration that will intensify geostrategic competition for
resources, especially in the Arctic with the opening of
new maritime routes,*® as well as ‘new geopolitical
conditions' potentially exploitable by state or non-
state actors, with special attention also to the Sahel.

In terms of the Plan's specific measures, these in-
clude a) raising Allies awareness through an annual
assessment of the impact of climate change and se-
curity on NATQ's strategic environment and on NATO's
assets, facilities, missions and operations; b) with
respect to climate change adaptation, integrating
climate change into defence planning, training and re-
sponse mechanisms in order to adapt to extreme and
changing climatic conditions; c) in terms of mitigation
measures, they propose monitoring greenhouse gas
emissions from their activities and facilities, in order
to “formulate voluntary targets” for reducing them
and facilitate financial and technological investment
decisions by their partners; finally, d) among the im-
provement measures, they propose fostering "dia-
logue” with their partners, international organisations,
civil society and the academic world for the design of
future proposals.

In 2022, the NATO Parliamentary Assembly issued
a specific recommendation on climate change in its

54, NATO Green Defence Framework (Feb.2014) https://natolibguides.info/
ld.php?content_id=25285072

55. NATO (08.08.2021): “NATO 2030": <https://www.nato.int/nato_static_
fl2014/assets/pdf/2021/6/pdf/2106-factsheet-nato2030-en.pdf>

56. NATO (14.06.2021): “Brussels Summit Communiqué”: https://www.
nato.int/cps/en/natohg/news_185000.htm?selectedLocale=en

57. NATO (14.06.2021): “NATO Climate Change and Security Action Plan”
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohqg/official_texts_185174.htm

58. Oportunidad ya vislumbrada por la Alianza desde afios antes: NATO
Review (28.06.2019) The changing shape of Arctic security https://
www.nato.int/docu/review/articles/2019/06/28/the-changing-
shape-of-arctic-security/index.ntml
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contribution document for the definition of the new
Strategic Concept to be adopted at the Madrid sum-
mit, promoting its integration into it,°® and urging
member states to set an example “wherever possible”
by reducing their own carbon footprint and adopting
green technologies.®°

7.3 GREENWASHING ARMIES

A number of conclusions can be briefly drawn from
the above regarding the terms in which the relation-
ship between the climate crisis and security in NATO's
real and symbolic environment is framed. On the one
hand, plans to reduce emissions clash head-on with
the demand to increase military spending to 2 per-
cent of GDP for all NATO countries, especially in the
new context generated by the war in Ukraine. Thus,
it seems that willingness to act on the climate emer-
gency in the military sector is contingent on the ef-
fectiveness of operations, among other factors. This
issue is particularly serious if we consider that the
US Department of Defence, which is responsible for
nearly 70% of the Alliance's budget, is the institutional
actor that generates the most emissions worldwide,
reaching 212 million tonnes of CO2 in 2017, almost
double the emissions of Belgium or half those of
France in the same year.?' In the same vein, the Costs
of Wars Project points out that “the Pentagon is re-
sponsible for causing more GHG emissions than 140
countries combined, including industrialised countries
such as Sweden, Denmark and Portugal®?". The issue is
not a minor one in the context of the European Union
either, as it is estimated that the aggregate carbon
footprint associated with the defence sector could
reach some 24.8 million tonnes of CO2, equivalent
to the annual emissions of approximately 14 million
cars.B

It is also important to note that the emissions of
the military sector are not included in the emissions
calculations of most countries, due to the voluntary

59. NATO (03.03.2022): “The NATO Parliamentary Assembly s contribution
to the NATO 2022 strategic concept”: https://www.nato-pa.int/
document/nato-pa-contribution-natos-new-strategic-concept

60. The proposal has been further developed in the NATO document
(08.06.2022): “Environment, climate change and security”: https://
www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/topics_91048.htm.

61. Centre Delas: Amords, G; Bohigas, X; de Fortuny, T; Montull, A;

Orta Mascard, A; Ortega, P; Ruiz Benedicto, A; and Sadnchez Ochoa,
Q. Report 47: "Militarism and environmental crisis. A necessary
reflection”, January 2021 http://centredelas.org/publicacions/
militarismoycrisismedioambiental/?lang=es. P. 7.

62. Watson Institute International and Public Affairs (2019): Costs
of War Project: "Pentagon Fuel Use, Climate Change, and the
Costs of War": https://watson.brown.edu/costsofwar/papers/
ClimateChangeandCostofWar. Pag. 2. Se puede consultar las
estimaciones por pafs a partir de este trabajo colaborativo de varios
centros de investigacién en la cumbre paralela a la COP 26: https://
militaryemissions.org/

63. “Under the Radar. The carbon footprint of Europe’s Military Sectors.
A scoping study” (2021). The Left in the European Parliament / Conflict
and Environment Observatory / Scientists for Global Responsibility
https://left.eu/issues/publications/under-the-radar-europes-
military-sectors-dodge-scrutiny-under-european-green-deal/
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nature of their registration, which, in addition to the
lack of transparency, adds to the absence of account-
ability mechanisms for them, remaining outside the
accounting and controls established by the Paris
Agreements for other sectors. This reality contrasts
with the repeated allusions to “climate neutrality”
found in the documents published by the Alliance it-
self and its members.5* Thus, exclusionary measures
that perpetuate the voluntary nature of the military
sector's emissions reporting and the proliferation of
vague discourse on climate commitments, which con-
travene the warnings of the scientific community and
have no verification mechanism, seem closer to the
greenwashing practices of large corporations than to
effective strategies commensurate with the urgency
of the climate crisis in which we find ourselves.

7.4 SECURITY FOR WHOM?

Beyond the decarbonisation initiatives and the oth-
er half-hearted measures announced to address the
climate crisis, the mission of the Atlantic Alliance is
rather to sustain a model that guarantees security
for the investments of the countries of the global
North and their elites. As Uruguayan activist Silvia
Ribeiro points out, “national security schemes, under
the pretext of preserving national interests, in reality
what they really protect are the economic interests
of certain elites of large corporations, along with the
lucrative interests of those who pull the strings of the
military-industrial complex®".

Far from addressing the issue from a perspective
based on principles of climate justice, none of the
documents analysed makes any allusion to the his-
torical responsibility of the Alliance countries for the
greenhouse gas emissions that have led us to the cur-
rent situation, or perhaps to the development model
based on the exploitation of resources and disposses-
sion of the majorities from which they have benefit-
ed since their founding. A security that considers the
victims of climate change as threats to global stability
only serves to justify increased militarisation and so-
cial control, while failing to prioritise the security of
the majority of the planet's inhabitants in the face of
the most important challenge of our time.

64. Desde la Casa Blanca [White House (19.02.2021): “Fact sheet: NATO
Summit: Revitalizing the Transatlantic Alliance”: https://www.
whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2021/06/13/
fact-sheet-nato-summit-revitalizing-the-transatlantic-alliance/]
hasta la propia OTAN: [INISEG (23.04.2021): “La OTAN advierte de que
el calentamiento global hace el mundo «méas peligroso»": https://
www.iniseg.es/actualidad-iniseg/la-otan-advierte-de-que-el-
calentamiento-global-hace-el-mundo-mas-peligroso/].

65. Desinformémonos (17.11.2021): Ribeiro, S: “Climate and military green
economy": https://desinformemonos.org/clima-y-economia-verde-
militar/
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7.5 CONCLUSION

The military's contribution to the climate crisis is as
significant as its lack of transparency and accoun-
tability. NATO's announced emission reduction plans
have a markedly greenwashing character, given their
low ambition, the omission of concrete measures and
their voluntary adoption, which is always contingent
on mission effectiveness.
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NATQ's approach to climate change is eminently se-
curitarian, avoiding any approach related to climate
justice. The very existence of the Alliance contributes
to sustaining the colonial model of exploitation of the
planet and dispossession of the majorities that is at
the root of the climate and environmental crisis in
which we find ourselves.
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8. NATO IS ALWAYS BOMBING
SOMETHING

José Luis Gordillo
8.1 INTRODUCTION

NATO has been involved in several wars throughout
its seventy-three-year history. The most important
wars in which it has been involved have been the Cold
War against the USSR and its allies between 1949 and
1991, the Yugoslav wars of secession between 1991
and 1999, the war in Afghanistan between 2001 and
2021, the war in Iraqg from 2004 to the present, and the
war in Libya in 2011. As can be seen, NATO has fought
wars almost permanently since its very foundation.

8.2 THE COLD WAR FROM 1949 TO 1991

It was the US and its European allies who initiated the
Cold War against the USSR by founding NATO in 1949
(the Warsaw Pact was founded in 1955 in response).
They almost always took the lead in the Cold War and
were almost always superior in armaments and strike
capability. The Cold War affected the entire planet
in one way or another. Of the much that can be ex-
plained about it, what is interesting to underline now
is that the cold war was only cold in comparison to a
possible nuclear war between the two military blocs.
However, its normal dynamics also had lethal conse-
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guences for many people. In that sense, the Cold War
was arguably much hotter than many people realise.

NATQ's supremacy was based on the military and eco-
nomic power of the United States. In 1945, the United
States was the only power that did not have to rebuild
its industry because it was intact. On the other hand, it
was the only state to have produced and used nuclear
weapons in a war for the first time.

Today we already know, with good documentary sup-
port, that the main political objective of the dropping
of the atomic bombs was much more to threaten the
USSR than to break the Japanese government, which
had already decided to surrender in the spring of
1945.%6

It is true that a few years later the USSR and lat-
er Britain, France, China, India, Pakistan, Israel and
North Korea imitated the US and also equipped them-
selves with atomic weapons. Atomic weapons, as E.P.
Thompson said, are always “a thing that threatens®”
and therefore it is @ mistake to describe them as "de-
fensive weapons” The possession of atomic weapons
and the threat of their use by one side or the other

66. Those who still doubt this statement can profitably read Peter
Watson's book Historia secreta de la bomba atémica, Critica, Barcelona,
2020.

67. E.P. Thompson, "Notas sobre el exterminismo, Gltima etapa de la
civilizacién" in Opcién cero, Critica, Barcelona, 1983, p. 78.
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led to an arms race which, to this day, has been the
ultimate expression of the meaninglessness of a
one-sided conception of security. This arms race cul-
minated in the 1980s with the accumulation of more
than 60,000 nuclear devices, with which, experts said,
it was possible to kill every inhabitant of the planet 12
times in a row.

This arms race had at least three consequences that
should never be forgotten: 1) the diversion of an enor-
mous amount of resources to manufacture weapons
whose best use, their propagandists said, was not to
be used, and the consequent impossibility of devot-
ing those resources to, for example, improving health,
education or eradicating poverty in the world; 2) led
to several moments of near nuclear holocaust due
to political decisions by either side, mistakes or ac-
cidents involving nuclear weapons;®® 3) a continuous
succession of atomic explosions, open-air and under-
ground, in the form of “nuclear tests" carried out to
make nuclear deterrence credible.

It is worth making this last point. Between 1945 and
2013 there were more than 2,000 atomic explosions.®®
These explosions, more than half of which were or-
dered by the US, French and British governments,
resulted in radioactive contamination that caused a
dramatic increase in cancers worldwide. According to
a study by the Institute for Energy and Environmental
Research, based in Maryland (USA), at least 2,400,000
people died between 1945 and 2000 as a result of the
contamination caused by these explosions.”

8.3 THE YUGOSLAV WARS 1992-1999

The end of the Cold War did not, as seemed logical,
lead to the dissolution of NATO. On the contrary, it led
to its enlargement both in terms of the number of its
members (almost half of NATQ's 30 current partners
joined NATO after the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact)
and in terms of its scope of action, which in practice
became the whole world, whereas before it was limit-
ed, according to the original treaty still in force, to the
territory of its member states.

Officially, this was done when NATO's “new Strategic
Concept” was adopted in 1999. This proposed that
NATO would act outside the territories of its partner
states and without the need for the approval of the
UN Security Council. As a result, NATO's aims became

68. On the former, among the various examples that can be cited, see
those mentioned by D. Ellsberg in “Call to Mutiny” in Monthly Review,
vol. 33, no. 4,1981, p. 4; and on the latter see: X. Bohigas and T. de
Fortuny, Riesgos y amenazas del arsenal nuclear, Icaria, Barcelona,
2014, pp. 113-147.

69. Idem, pp. 75-112.

70. Cfr. K. Lichtenstein and I. Helfand, "Radiacién y salud: armas nucleares
y energfa nuclear” in V.A., Situacidn critica. Salud humana y medio
ambiente, Flor del viento, Barcelona, 1995, p 122.
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explicitly aggressive and contrary to the basic purpos-
es of the UN Charter.

The first out-of-area war in which NATO intervened
was the Bosnian war between 1992 and 1995, al-
though it was not formally conducted in violation of
international law, as it consisted of securing a no-fly
zone pursuant to UN Security Council Resolution 781
and carrying out a number of air strikes against Yu-
goslav forces pursuant to UN Security Council Reso-
lutions 816, 836 and 958.

However, in 1999, NATO attacked Yugoslavia with-
out any legal backing from the Security Council and
without being able to invoke the right to self-defence
under Article 51 of the San Francisco Charter. It did so
by claiming that genocide was taking place in Koso-
vo, which was categorically untrue. Consequently,
the Atlantic Alliance committed a crime of aggression
against Yugoslavia by violating Article 2.4 of the San
Francisco Charter. This is exactly the same, from a le-
gal point of view, as the aggression perpetrated by the
Russian Federation against Ukraine, which began on
24 February this year.

Between 24 March and 11 June 1999, NATO aircrafts
bombed bridges, roads, railways, factories, oil refin-
eries, petrochemical plants, power stations, hospitals,
government buildings, television studios and also
the Chinese embassy. Some 462 soldiers, 114 police-
men and about 5,700 Yugoslav civilians were killed.”
Many others were injured and an unknown number
(including many of the NATO soldiers who occupied
Kosovo after the end of the fighting) contracted var-
ious cancers caused by the spread of chemicals and
radioactive particles due to the US use of depleted
uranium-coated shells. Among the NATO aircraft in-
volved in the attack, there were eight F-18s and two
KC-130Hs from the Spanish air force.

8.4 THE WAR IN AFGHANISTAN FROM 2001
TO 2021

On 7 October 2001, almost four weeks after the 9/11
attacks, the US government gave the order to attack
Afghanistan, claiming that those it had identified as
the perpetrators of the notorious attacks had en-
joyed support and safe haven in that country. Today
we know that all this was untrue. As Noam Chomsky
rightly said: “The invasion of Afghanistan was illegal
because there has never been any evidence that the
perpetrators of 9/11 planned the attacks in that coun-
try™",
71. See https://es.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bombardeo_de_la_OTAN_sobre_
Yugoslavia.
72. As stated by the American linguist to the Iranian Press TV on 3.11.2010.

In the same vein he had previously expressed himself in N. Chomsky
and G. Achcar, Estados peligrosos, Paidés, Barcelona, 2007, p. 99.
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The US proceeded to overthrow the Taliban regime
and install a government that defended the interests
of Western states in that part of the world. The action
taken by the attackers was therefore aimed at regime
change, i.e. an objective that was in direct contradic-
tion to the principle of non-interference in the internal
affairs of states and the principle of the self-determi-
nation of peoples, two basic pillars of current inter-
national law.

Moreover, there was never any UN resolution legal-
ising the attack on Afghanistan. It was therefore an-
other crime of aggression.

NATO intervened after that aggression to “fight ter-
rorism" and to support the government resulting from
the intervention, taking over the training of its armed
forces. Operation Enduring Freedom, led by the US
and its NATO allies, never had any legal cover. ISAF
(International Security Assistance Force in Afghani-
stan), formally led by NATO, by contrast, did.

An estimated 46,000 civilians™ have been killed by the
attackers or by one of the sides that took action after
the US attack in October 2001. Far more were wound-
ed or maimed, and 5.3 million people fled Afghanistan
and took refuge in neighbouring countries such as Iran
and Pakistan.”

The Western intervention in Afghanistan ended in the
summer of 2021. It has been the longest hot war in
which NATO has been involved. It was, in fact, NATO's
Great Neo-colonial War that ended in a resounding
defeat as, after twenty years, the Taliban returned to
power and the Western armies had no choice but to
return home with their tails between their legs. Spain
contributed to the war by sending a total of 16,000
soldiers on rotational service.

8.5 THE WAR IN IRAQ FROM 2003
TO THE PRESENT

The second Irag war began on 20 March 2003 with
the US and British invasion. The US government tried
to get a UN Security Council resolution passed on 5
February 2003 legalising the invasion. It did not suc-
ceed. It was, therefore, another crime of aggression.

To achieve this, the US government claimed before the
UN Security Council, through the mouth of US Sec-
retary of State Colin Powell, that Saddam Hussein's
regime had been supporting Al Qaeda for years and
could at any time place weapons of mass destruc-

73. SeeA. Pozo, La guerra contra el terror, Icaria, Barcelona, 2021, pp 213-
216 and the Cost of War report by the Watson Institute International
& Public Affairs of Brown University, https://watson.brown.edu/
costsofwar/figures/2021/WarDeathToll.

74. Idem, p.216
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tion “in the hands of terrorists”. In less than a year, all
these arguments were revealed as outright lies.

The spiral of violence that began with the 2003 inva-
sion resulted in at least 207,156 civilian deaths and
9.2 million displaced persons.” Some of these have
swelled the ranks of the hundreds of thousands of
refugees trying to reach EU countries.

Between 2004 and 2011, NATO intervened to try to
consolidate the occupation, once the overthrow of
Saddam Hussein's regime had been consummated.
NATQ's assigned objective was to train the police and
the new armed forces of the post-invasion govern-
ment. In 2015, NATO returned to Iraq to support the
government and to ‘fight terrorism'’ by ISIS. Spain sent
1,300 military personnel between 2003 and 2004, and
has maintained a stable contingent of 157 military
personnel since 2014.78 In both cases, in application
of several UN Security Council resolutions (1483, 1511
and 2170).

8.6 THE 2011 LIBYAN WAR

Another NATO-driven regime change operation took
place between 19 April and 31 October 2011 in Libya.

NATQ's intervention initially took place under the cov-
er of UN Resolution 1973, which called for the ‘pro-
tection of the civilian population’, which, according
to leaders such as Sarkozy and Cameron, could be
massacred with chemical weapons. To supposedly
prevent this, NATO was to guarantee a no-fly zone in
Libya's skies.

However, it soon became clear that the real aim of NA-
TO's intervention was to overthrow Gaddafi, who end-
ed up being lynched to then support the creation of a
new Western-friendly government. This objective, of
course, never had any legal cover. The end result
of the operation was to turn Libya into a new “failed
state”, as had happened before with the interventions
in Afghanistan and Irag. NATO's intervention contrib-
uted decisively to the outbreak of a protracted civil
war that continues to this day. An estimated 250,000
people’ have died as a result of the spiralling violence
that began in 2011.

75. A. Pozo, La guerra contra el terror, cit., p. 216. The estimate comes from
the Brown University report and seems rather conservative. It should
be recalled that the prestigious journal The Lancet in 2006 offered an
estimate of more than 600,000 people killed in the spiral of violence
that began with the invasion.

76. As explained on the website of the Spanish Ministry of Defence:
https://www.defensa.gob.es/misiones/en_exterior/actuales/listado/
apoyo-a-irak.html

77. According to the data provided in “11th anniversary of NATO's bombing
of Libya" in the digital magazine Nuevatribuna.es, https://www.
nuevatribuna.es/articulo/global/11-aniversario-bombardeo-libia-
otan/20220319125353196618.html.
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In 2010, oil-swimming Libya was the country with the
highest Human Development Index (HDI) in Africa and
ranked 51st in the list of all countries in the world (in
the same year, Spain ranked 27th). In the 2020 HDI
ranking, Libya was ranked 105th. Since 2011, a consid-
erable proportion of the refugees who risk their lives
in the Mediterranean trying to reach European shores
have come from Libya.

8.7 IN CONCLUSION

NATQ's involvement in the above-mentioned wars
shows how far it is from the intentions set out in the
North Atlantic Treaty of 1949. The latter, at least on
paper, was intended to be no more than a practical
embodiment of what is prescribed in Article 51 of the
UN Charter, i.e. the right to collective self-defence. Its
political-military interventions in places as far away
from the territories of its member states as the Bal-
kans, Central Asia, the Middle East and North Africa,
with the aim of promaoting regime change, an objective
that runs counter to the principle of the self-determi-
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nation of peoples, is incontrovertible empirical proof
of its transformation into an aggressive and imperi-
alist organisation.

The fact that Vladimir Putin, in talks with the UN Sec-
retary General on 26 April, invoked the precedent of
NATQ's 1999 attack on Yugoslavia as a compelling ar-
gument in an attempt to justify his attack on Ukraine
shows the self-destructive character of the internation-
al order of policies implemented by Western leaders.

The perfect complement to international disorder is
the law of the strongest. Indeed, Atlanticist leaders
have hardly invoked the violation of international
law to criticise Russia, as they are the ones who have
excelled in such activity. What they have done is to
push for a proxy war in Ukraine to resolve by force
what they see as the first round of a new cold war
between NATO and Russia/China, which is the same
as going back to square one in NATO's history. There
is no doubt: NATO is the best solution to the problems
caused by NATO itself..
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9. NATO'S NEW SECURITARIAN
DRIFT WITH REGARD
TO MIGRATION

Ainhoa Ruiz Benedicto
9.1 INTRODUCTION

Global security doctrines and practices have a rele-
vant impact on human rights and even on the indi-
vidual security of people. This is evident, for example,
in the massive surveillance systems that have been
deployed in the name of security around the world
and, importantly, in border areas where it is the peo-
ple who migrate in a forced and unrecognised legal
manner that have been most impacted in recent dec-
ades by new security doctrines, conducted in a po-
licing and militaristic manner. In this context, NATO,
as the world's largest military organisation, plays a
significant role in the ways in which security is ap-
proached and interpreted, not only by its member
states, but also by the prevailing security model in
the rest of the world.

9.2 SECURITISATION OF MIGRATION

In the same way that has happened with the security
strategies of Western states, profound changes have
occurred in the way security is understood, especial-
ly since the 1990s after the fall of the Soviet Union
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and the entry into what will be called a globalised
world. Thus the issue of migration, the movement of
people and borders, which are opened in this context
of globalisation to facilitate the transit of goods, ap-
pear as new elements to be taken into account for
security, becoming, as the Copenhagen School has
defined it, "securitised". It is important to understand
securitisation in this context, which consists of two
mechanisms: on the one hand, the narrative, that is,
the fact that, in security discourses, the movement
of people, borders and migration are interpreted as
threats to security, so that policies are then applied
for their surveillance and control. This happens from
a hegemonic security perspective, since despite the
different contributions to reformulate the concept of
security - which appear at the end of the 20th century
- the police and military mechanics are maintained, i.e.
surveillance, control, use of force or the threat to use
it, military power and coercion.

In this way, NATO, which after the fall of the Soviet
Union should have lost the meaning of its existence,
reformulates and adapts its objectives to this new
context of globalisation that began in the 1990s, and
among these new objectives for the security of its
member states is migration.”® However, these objec-

78. Sarantaki, Antonia Maria (2019): “Frontex & NATO: A New Partnership
in the Making", Hellenic Foundation for European and Foreign Policy,
Working Paper 100/2019.
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tives, which traditionally were not addressed by mil-
itary means, appear in the NATO Strategic Concept of
2010:

“Instability or conflict beyond NATO's borders can directly
threaten the Alliance's security, including by fuelling extre-
mism, terrorism and transnational illegal activities such as
trafficking in arms, narcotics and people.”"

This new perspective of approaching migration as
a threat to security, due to the repercussions it can
have, is compounded by the way in which migration
is considered illegal and therefore a crime. In this
way, the possibility of approaching migration from a
humanitarian perspective, reinforced by the security
narrative, is being diluted. This is compounded by the
intensive persecution of mafias and human traffick-
ers who, for migrants and forcibly displaced persons,
are, in most cases, the only means of escape from the
various forms of violence present in their countries.
These factors facilitate the expansion of the securi-
ty discourse, which places migrants in the context of
other forms of crime and encourages the use of mili-
tarised methods that considerably affect the rights of
migrants. Ultimately, migrants are labelled as “sub-
jects of risk and subjects at risk®", so that military op-
erations come to justify their deployment for rescue
purposes, when this is an obligation of any vessel if
it encounters another vessel in distress. The reality
is that these operations are deployed for the surveil-
lance and prosecution of different forms of crime, in-
cluding irregular migration. At this point it should be
noted that irregular migration is sometimes the only
option for people fleeing violence and persecution.

In this way, all the ingredients are in place for an ap-
proach to migration based on a militaristic narrative
and practice which, as Garelli and Tazzioli point out,
has led in recent years to the deployment of a whole
series of military operations to address migration,
especially in the Mediterranean area. In total, three
main military operations have been developed to
control, monitor and intercept migratory flows and
the mafias that transport migrants; Operation Mare
Nostrum (2013-2014), which was the first conducted
by the Italian government that still maintained coor-
dination with civilian fleets and rescue organisations,
an aspect that was lost when it was replaced by Op-
eration Triton (2014-2016), developed by Frontex; Op-
eration EUNAVFOR Sophia deployed under the EU's
Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) (since

79. NATO (2010): “Strategic Concept For the Defence and Security of
The Members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation”, available
on: https://www.nato.int/nato_static_fl2014/assets/pdf/pdf _
publications/20120203_strategic-concept-2010-eng.pdf Fecha de
consulta 10 de mayo de 2022

80. Garelli, G., y Tazzioli, M. (2017): “The Biopolitical Warfare on Migrants:
EU Naval Force and NATO Operations of migration government in the
Mediterranean’, Critical Military Studies, 1-20.
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2015); and NATQ's deployment in the Aegean Sea in
2016 (Maritime Group 2, SNMG2). This has progres-
sively led to a greater militarisation of the maritime
border space and the approach to migration, in what
has been called ‘the war on migration' in various re-
search studies.

Sarantaki points out that a milestone in NATO's agen-
da to address migration was in February 2016 when,
at the request of Germany, Greece and Turkey, it was
approved to assist the so-called refugee crisis at the
borders of the Alliance’'s European members. In this
way, NATO's military deployment (Maritime Group 2
(SNMG2), came to support the operations that were
already being carried out in the Aegean Sea through
the European Border and Coast Guard Agency (Fron-
tex), in order to strengthen the reconnaissance,
controland surveillance of the Aegean Sea and inter-
national waters (NATO, 2016), where Frontex and the
Turkish and Greek coastguards lacked the capacity to
act. According to the same author, this operation:

‘opens a new and unknown path for the Alliance. It repre-
sents a new type of mission and a change in the role of the
Alliance that is underway®".

9.3 HOW NATO IMPLEMENTS
THE SECURITISATION OF MIGRATION

This is therefore a sign of the changes taking place in
NATO towards a markedly securitarian path, where
migration represents a threat in the new globalisation
scenario and which, in a way, the organisation uses
to legitimise its existence.®? This is shown by other
measures adopted by the organisation to adapt to
various security environments and challenges. To
this end, in 2016, a new Joint Intelligence and Securi-
ty Division (JISD) was created at NATO headquarters
in Brussels, merging military and civilian intelligence
functions.®

This NATO military operation deployed in the Aegean
Sea (SNMG2) consists of seven military vessels from
different NATO members: FGS KARLSRUHE (Germany);
RFA CARDIGAN BAY (United Kingdom); TCG BODRUM
(Turkey); USNS GRAPPLE (United States); HS AITTITOS
(Greece); HS KRATEOQS (Greece); HS PSARA (Greece)
(NATO, 2016). Although this will be the first time NATO
has deployed an operation with this specific mandate

81. Sarantaki, Antonia Maria (2019): “Frontex & NATO: A New Partnership
in the Making", Hellenic Foundation for European and Foreign Policy,
Working Paper 100/2019

82. Drent, Margriet (2018): “Militarising migration? EU and NA Militarising
migration? EU and NATO TO involvement at the Eur involvement at the
European border”, Clingendael Spectator, 4(72), available on: https://
spectator.clingendael.org/pub/2018/4/

83. NATO (2016): “NATO's Deployment in the Aegean Sea", available
on: https://www.nato.int/nato_static_fl2014/assets/pdf/
pdf_2016_07/20160627_1607-factsheet-aegean-sea-eng.pdf
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to support migration control and surveillance, the fact
is that it was already collaborating with the Europe-
an Union through its Active Endeavour operation de-
ployed in the Mediterranean since 2001 to monitor
and control terrorism. In turn, it collaborated by in-
forming the Greek coastguard about mafias and the
routes of migratory flows. Operation Active Endeav-
our, in response to the increase in migration flows in
2016, changed its objectives and became a broader
security operation called Sea Guardian (NATO, 2022).
This operation incorporated the control of migration
flows among its aims (Sarantaki, 2019: 14). The oper-
ation included, in the words of the then German de-
fence minister Ursula von der Leyen (now president of
the European Commission), that the agreement with
Turkey provided for migrants, including potential asy-
lum seekers, found in Greek waters to be transferred

to Turkey.®* It is important to note that while Frontex
can only leave migrant boats on European shores,
NATO operations allow these boats to be left on the
land of another NATO member state, such as Turkey.
This is an obvious way, to say the least, of intercepting
and diverting migratory flows away from EU coun-
tries, which furthermore does not guarantee the pro-
tection of migrants, since Turkey, in its accession to
the 1951 Refugee Convention, excludes all non-Euro-
peans from refugee status, which makes it easier not
to guarantee protection for people fleeing wars such
as those in Syria or Irag.

In all of this, it is worth asking what role NATO has
played in this supposed construction of security and
stability that it claims to contribute to building, es-
pecially considering its role in the militarisation and

84. Frelick, Bill (2016): “Nato enters the migration control business”, Human
Rights Watch, available on: https://www.hrw.org/news/2016/02/18/
nato-enters-migration-control-business
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interception of migratory flows. A review of data on
forced displacement in three major NATO interven-
tions in Afghanistan, Libya and Iraq yields the follow-
ing data on forcibly displaced persons, which can be
seen in the graphs below. The graphs are based on
data published by UNHCR for the three countries from
the five years prior to the NATO intervention to the
present day. In this way, it is possible to compare the
situation before and after NATQ's intervention with
regard to forced displacement, a relevant indicator of
the stability situation in the country.

In Libya, there has been a sharp increase in the num-
ber of internally displaced persons (IDPs) since 2011
which, as of 2021, has failed to return to pre-inter-
vention levels, meaning that people remain forcibly
displaced from their homes. In Afghanistan, the fig-
ures are more stable, in part because of the already
convulsive situation in the country over the years.
Yet there was a peak in displacement in 2001, coin-
ciding with the NATO intervention, which does not
diminish over time. In Iraq, a large increase in the
number of displaced persons can be observed one
year after the intervention, which has not returned to
previous levels either, a clear indicator of insecurity
in the country. Although the factors that can gen-
erate forced displacement are numerous and would
require further research, at the very least, a high lev-
el of insecurity can be observed among the popula-
tions after the three NATO interventions, and that,
at the very least, the situation in the three countries
has not tended to stabilise. Given that an important
indicator of insecurity is the forced displacement of
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populations, it is possible to state that NATO is far
from having contributed to the stabilisation and se-
curity of the populations of the countries in which it
has intervened.

9.4 CONCLUSIONS

Two main conclusions can be drawn from the as-
pects mentioned throughout this chapter: on the one
hand, NATO is adapting to the new circumstances in
the global security environment, where securitisation
policies predominate. This means that the Alliance is
preparing to address by military means issues that
have normally been dealt with from a civilian per-
spective and with civilian tools. Moreover, they do not
correspond to traditional military security issues, such
as migration. In this way, the already existing milita-
risation of migratory flows is strengthened, with the
consequent erosion of migrants' rights. Furthermore,
NATO can send back boats of migrants to countries
such as Turkey, which do not guarantee the rights of
asylum and refuge. In other words, the alliance acts
as a key element in the diversion and return of mi-
grants outside European borders.

On the other hand, NATO is far from being an instru-
ment for generating stability and security in complex
contexts, as the cases of Libya, Iraq and Afghanistan
show. In these three countries, an important security
indicator such as forced displacement indicates that
pre-intervention levels are not being restored. It is
therefore possible to question NATQ's claimed role in
contributing to global peace and stability.
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ANNEX

THE OLOF PALME REPORT 2: “"COMMON
SECURITY 2022: FOR OUR SHARED FUTURE."
COMMON SECURITY OR THERE WILLBEA
DISASTER!

Reiner Braun

The task of responsible politics, the peace movement
and other social movements is the relentless analysis
of reality, which is not guided by short-term stimuli,
but looks below the surface and observes interrela-
tionships. We need such an analysis, especially today,
at a time when the world is threatening to come apart
at the seams due to war, the climate crisis and grow-
ing social inequalities. In response, nationalism and
armament are on the rise. Therefore, the escalation of
war, violence and armament must be stopped.

Analysis and political conclusions can be found in the
report “Common Security 2022: Our Shared Future”.
We can only live up to our responsibility if we under-
stand the interrelationships and know the history. For
more than a decade, it has been evident that peace is
unfinished and endangered. First of all, there is the
new arms build-up, which is accompanied by the ero-
sion of arms control and arms limitation, and which
is virtually exploding as a result of Russia's war of
aggression against Ukraine and contrary to interna-
tional law.

The report, which builds on the concept of Common
Security first laid out by the Olof Palme Committee in
1982, links the challenges of threatened peace in the
world with global challenges. It is a plea for common
security and tries to develop a global perspective for
it. ltincorporates new threats such as the climate cri-
sis and the challenges from social injustices. There is
an alternative to deterrence through armament, but
only if the concept of common security is taken up and
implemented worldwide.

The "Palme 2" report”, published in Stockholm on April
21,2022, exactly 40 years after the first report, which
laid the intellectual foundation for the end of the Cold
War, makes a decisive contribution to a new vision
of the future. It was developed by the International
Peace Bureau (IPB), the International Trade Union
Confederation (ITUC) and the Olof Palme Internation-
al Center, with the support of some 30 well-known
experts from social movements, peace research in-
stitutes and scholars, the environmental movement,
and diplomatic and political circles. The report is also
intended to support the “Our Common Agenda" report
of UN Secretary General Guterres, which states that
*humanity faces an urgent choice: collapse or break-
through.”
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The basic idea of the report is the conviction, already
formulated in the first Olof Palme Report of 1982,
that security can only be achieved together and never
against each other. The security interests of the other
are just as legitimate as one's own and must be taken
into account in the sense of cooperative action. War
can no longer be the continuation of politics by other
means. In the age of nuclear weapons, war is the Ul-
tima Irratio, peace is the Ultima Ratio as Willi Brandt
put it in his Nobel Prize speech in 1971.

The new Common Security report formulates in this
consequence the following principles of action:

1. All people have the right to human security: free-
dom from fear and freedom from want.

2. Building trust between nations and peoples is fun-
damental to peaceful and sustainable human ex-
istence.

3. There can be no common security without nuclear
disarmament, strong limitations on conventional
weapons and reduced military expenditure.

4. Global and regional cooperation, multilateralism
and the rule of law are crucial to tackling many of
the world's challenges.

5. Dialogue, conflict prevention and confidence-build-
ing measures must replace aggression and military
force as a means of resolving disputes.

6. Better regulation, international law and responsi-
ble governance also need to be extended to cover
new military technologies, such as in the realms of
cyberspace, outer space and “artificial intelligence”.

The reportis the blueprint for a better world and fol-
lows on from the reports of the three Independent UN
Commissions of the 1980s, which laid decisive foun-
dations for global policies.

These are Willy Brandt's “North-South Report", Gro Har-
lem Brundtland's report “Our Common Future" for sus-
tainable development and the Palme report “Common
Security". They must be seen as three parts of the same
unit; their guiding idea is called commonality. This idea
reached its peak in 1992 with the Rio Earth Summit, but
this was also the beginning of its downturn.

Examples of these commonalities can be found in se-
curity policy: 1987 saw the INF Treaty, which provided
for the scrapping of medium-range missiles between
500 and 5,500 km in the USA and the USSR. Moreover,
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in 1990, 32 states plus Canada and the USA adopted
the "Charter of Paris for a New Europe”: “The age of
confrontation and the division of Europe has come to
an end [..] Europe is freeing itself from the legacy of
the past.” A “new era of democracy, peace and unity

is dawning

But the policy of détente became less important.
Arms limitation and arms control were neglected;
instead, NATO expanded eastward. Since the middle
of the last decade, military spending has been rising
sharply, reaching more than US$ 2.1 trillion last year,
according to the Stockholm International Peace Re-
search Institute (SIPRI), of which about 75 percent of
spending was done by just 10 countries.

The great opportunities of the historic year 1989 were
not seized. At the same time, former Foreign Minister
of the FRG Hans-Dietrich Genscher warned: “Histo-
ry does not repeat its offers, and the opportunities it
offers us do not last forever." With Helmut Schmidt,
Richard von Weizsacker and Egon Bahr, he urged that
Russian offers for a new common European security
architecture be given serious consideration. “The key
word of our century is cooperation." There is no rea-
son to relativize the idea of peace and détente and
common security. Rather, it is worthy of criticism that
it has been developed too little. A strengthening of the
OSCE and a new Helsinki Z process are indispensable,
at least for Europe.

Putin's attack on Ukraine, which is contrary to interna-
tional law, is the first conventional war to take place
directly under Russia's nuclear umbrella. Russia, the
world's strongest nuclear power, has 6,225 nuclear
weapons, of which 1,560 are operational. When the
peace movement warns again and again of an esca-
lation of the war (especially through NATQ's eastward
expansion) and now speaks out against the delivery
of heavy weapons, then it is not, as leading NATO pol-
iticians defame it, Putin's “fifth column, politically and
militarily", but it takes seriously what Egon Bahr said
about security policy in the logic of Albert Einstein:
“The atomic bomb has changed the world, but not
thinking".

The report emphasizes the need for a nuclear-weap-
on-free world, given 14,000 nuclear weapons and
permanent modernization in all nuclear-weapon
states. Deterrence is not a security and peace policy,
but rather wagers the destruction of humanity as a
consequence of its failure. One of the most important
demands of the report is support for an immediate
resumption of strategic peace talks between the U.S.
and Russia, as well as the resumption of the U.S.-Chi-
na strategic dialogue aimed at the final elimination of
all weapons of mass destruction.
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The second important lesson is that the wars of the
last decades have shown that there are no winners
anymore, even if the aggressor is militarily successful.
Putin, too, can offer Ukraine nothing but stagnation
and destruction. There is no alternative but to bring
both sides - moderated by OSCE or UN - to the ne-
gotiating table. The report “Common Security 2022",
which is based on a broader understanding of security
that includes social and environmental threats, is the
way to achieve a new balance and a comprehensive
disarmament process.

Set in a longer perspective of confidence building
and future peace building, the need for an immediate
ceasefire and negotiations is emphasized. The spiral
of violence must be stopped.

In this logic of a comprehensive peace and security
architecture, the report also formulates the limitation,
overcoming and dissolution of all military alliances
and their replacement by inclusive security and peace
institutions. This is the urgent consequence of the
failure of the Western policy of the 1990s and 2000s,
which saw NATQ's eastward expansion against all
warnings and with complete disregard for Russian
security interests.

The report describes the strengthening of a new ar-
chitecture of peace, the use of the peace dividend for
climate protection and more social justice, the revival
of arms control and disarmament against new military
technologies and space weapons. The escalation of
war, on the other hand, is the road to disaster. Alterna-
tively, disarmament is the key to shaping a cooperative
future in the face of 2 trillion in arms spending. In view
of the current situation - the Ukraine war with its long
history- this is of even greater importance than before.
Cooperation is indispensable to solving global chal-
lenges from climate crisis to pandemic to global justice.

These key points of the Palme Report 2 can be found

in the recommendations, which are summarized in the

report under the following 4 main points:

1. Strengthening the Global Architecture for Peace

2. ANew Peace Dividend - Disarmament and Devel-
opment

3. Revitalised Nuclear Arms Control and Disarmament

4. New Military Technologies and Outer Space Weap-
on

The individual formulations are demands for the or-
ganization of world-wide peace processes. They call
for a new political movement for arms control, com-
prehensive disarmament, and demilitarization of pol-
itics in favor of the solution of the global challenges.
These are recommendations that should be concre-
tized and further developed.
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The outline shows the emphasis on the core challenges
of our time and connects the unmistakable globaliza-
tion of international peace requirements with the need
for the regionalization of international security policy.

The report seeks to encourage: “In times of acute cri-
sis, there must be those who look forward and give a
vision of a better future.

Indispensable is the action of the people, every in-
dividual but especially the peace movement. With-
out civil society, the future cannot be achieved and
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shaped. This report is not only a call to action but also
to protest, when politics refuses the principles of the
report and ignores the necessary peace logic of ac-
tion by emphasizing the logic of war. It is addressed
to politics with the request to act in the sense of the
report. It is addressed to each individual to let the ide-
as of the report - in the sense of Antonio Gramsci's
“cultural hegemony" - become reality.

The full report in English, German, French and Span-

ish can be found at: https://www.ipb.org/activities/
common-security-report-2022/.
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