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New Members, New Missions:  
NATO and Euro-Atlantic Architecture in the 

Second Clinton Administration

Daniel S. Hamilton

With the advent of President Clinton’s second term, the evolving 
security architecture entered a new phase. The essential premise of 
U.S. strategy—that the United States, as a “European power,” needed 
to help engineer a new interlocking architecture that could anchor a 
Europe that was whole, free and at peace—had become foundational to 
operational policies as well as public statements by the President and 
senior officials. 

Progress had been made on each element of the emerging architec-
ture during the Administration’s first term. The prospect of walking 
through the doors of European and Euro-Atlantic institutions had ac-
celerated aspirants’ efforts to strengthen democratic institutions; make 
sure soldiers served civilians, not the other way around; and resolve 
lingering ethnic and border disputes.1 With little fanfare, some small 
steps toward integration had been taken; 17 European countries had 
joined the Council of Europe, and the Czech Republic, Hungary and 
Poland had acceded to the OECD. 

Nonetheless, there was no room for complacency. From Bosnia to 
Chechnya, more Europeans had died violently in the past five years 
than in the previous forty-five. Russia’s trajectory remained uncertain. 
The EU enlargement process seemed stalled. There was very real pros-
pect of renewed bloodshed in the Western Balkans. 

President Clinton’s new Secretary of State, Madeleine Albright, im-
mediately underscored the urgency of the task. Europe’s democratic 
revolution was not complete, she said. Much still needed to be done. 
Right after assuming office she asked me and Tom Malinowski to help 
her with an Economist piece in her name to set the stage for her inaugu-
ral visits to European Allies as Secretary of State, and for decisions the 
Alliance would have to make over the next six months.2
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In the first term, the “how” and “why” of NATO enlargement had 
been determined. Now the “who” and “when” had to be answered, 
after which the ratification struggle had to begin. At the same time, the 
Administration’s promise of a “new NATO” required the Alliance to 
complete its own internal transformation by streamlining commands, 
promoting European capabilities and welcoming Spain and potentially 
France into the integrated military command. The proposal for an At-
lantic Partnership Council had to be implemented. Initiatives to inte-
grate Russia, through a more robust NATO-Russia partnership and full 
participation in the G-8, had to move forward. A special relationship 
with Ukraine was still necessary.

It was also clear that NATO could open its door to some, but not 
yet to all, of the many aspirants seeking to join the Alliance. Already in 
the Clinton Administration’s first term U.S. officials had been clear that 
enlargement must naturally begin with the strongest candidates, but 
that NATO’s next new members would not be its last.3 My long-time 
friend and colleague Ron Asmus, who had been working informally 
with Administration officials while outside the Administration at the 
RAND Corporation, now joined the State Department as Deputy As-
sistant Secretary for European Affairs, with responsibility for NATO 
and European regional political-military affairs. He argued successful-
ly that the Administration’s strategy should be “small is beautiful plus 
robust Open Door.” This meant that only the strongest candidates 
should be invited for membership to ensure the principle of contin-
ued enlargement would be successfully established. That would pave 
the way for accession by others after that. This required a proactive 
strategy to reassure those not in the first wave that the door did indeed 
remain open to them, and to work together to create the conditions 
that would let them walk through that door. 

President Clinton and his foreign policy team were now ready to 
advance the strategy. Significant decisions were made in a remarkable 
44-day period between the May 27,1997 meeting of NATO heads of 
state and government at the Élysée Palace with Russian President Boris 
Yeltsin and the July 9,1997 NATO summit in Madrid, when leaders 
formally invited the Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland to join the 
Alliance. As U.S. Ambassador to NATO Robert Hunter noted, the de-
cisions all reinforced each other: “each was indispensable to the success 
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of the others and to the overall creation of a transatlantic security ar-
chitecture that can succeed.”4 

First, the Alliance chose the first new members because they were 
judged to be the most likely to gain the support of the legislatures in 
the 16 NATO member states. Administration officials echoed Richard 
Holbrooke’s mantra: NATO was not a club, it was a military alliance 
with high standards. Madeleine Albright drove home the point: “the 
enlargement of NATO must begin with the strongest candidates; oth-
erwise it would not begin at all. But when we say that the first new 
members will not be the last, we mean it. And we expect the new mem-
bers to export stability eastward, rather than viewing enlargement as a 
race to escape westward at the expense of their neighbors.” 5

Second, the Alliance affirmed that its door remained open to addi-
tional European countries ready and willing to shoulder the respon-
sibilities of NATO membership. President Clinton stressed that NA-
TO’s next invitations would not be the last. Secretary Perry’s fall 1996 
comment set the tone: the answer to those not among the first three 
was not “no,” it was “not yet.” The Alliance engaged in a new phase of 
individual dialogues to help aspirants understand the implications of 
Article 5 responsibilities, work through obstacles to eventual member-
ship, and maintain positive momentum. 

Third, the Alliance decided to strengthen the Partnership for Peace 
(PfP), which then embraced 27 countries, including countries that 
weren’t even part of the Warsaw Pact, including Austria, Finland, Swe-
den and Switzerland. Allies agreed to the U.S. proposal for an Atlantic 
Partnership Council, which they renamed the Euro-Atlantic Partner-
ship Council (EAPC), to replace the defunct NACC and become the 
political voice of the Partnership for Peace: a forum for intensified po-
litical and security consultations and decision-making among Allies and 
partners on common activities. 

Fourth, the Allies negotiated a NATO-Ukraine Charter and its op-
erating arm, the NATO-Ukraine Commission, recognizing tacitly that 
the future of Ukraine could well be the key to many other Alliance 
strategic plans and objectives. 

Fifth, NATO and Russia signed their Founding Act creating a Per-
manent Joint Council as the mechanism for Russia-NATO cooperation 
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on a range of issues, from peacekeeping and theatre missile defense to 
nuclear safety, terrorism and disaster relief, all as part of a comprehen-
sive and cooperative security architecture.6 NATO reiterated that it 
had “no intention, no plan, and no reason” in the foreseeable future to 
station nuclear weapons on new members’ soil, but that it may do so 
should the need arise. NATO further stated that military infrastruc-
ture “adequate” to assure new members’ security under Article 5 of 
the North Atlantic Treaty would be maintained on their territory. The 
Alliance pledged not to place “substantial combat forces” in the “cur-
rent and foreseeable security environment” on new members’ territory, 
but underscored an intention to increase interoperability, integration, 
and reinforcement capabilities with the new states. In Paris, President 
Clinton declared that the quest for security in Europe “is not a zero 
sum game, where NATO’s gain is Russia’s loss and Russia’s strength is 
an Alliance weakness. That is old thinking, these are new times.”7

Sixth, NATO continued its internal adaptation by creating the means 
to build the European Security and Defense Identity (ESDI) within the 
Alliance, rather than separate from it, slimming down NATO’s military 
command structure, reducing the number of headquarters from 65 to 
20, preparing forces for operations under the command and control of 
Combined Joint Task Forces (CJTF) headquarters and comparable ar-
rangements—one of which was represented by SFOR in Bosnia—and 
to improve its ability to conduct operations with nonmembers.8 These 
and related reforms enabled the full integration of Spain into NATO’s 
military command. France inched closer, although Chirac in the end 
was not prepared to agree to full reintegration.9

Five months after the Madrid Summit, NATO foreign ministers 
joined their counterparts from Poland, the Czech Republic and Hun-
gary and signed the protocols of accession. In that same week, the Eu-
ropean Council agreed to begin accession negotiations with the same 
three countries, as well as Slovenia, Estonia and Cyprus. 

The “Litmus Test”

Major pieces of the architecture were now in place, but Secretary 
Albright pushed on the Baltic issue, which she called a “litmus test” of 
our overall strategy of integration. She said that there was perhaps no 
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part of Europe which suffered more from the old politics of the Cold 
War and the zero-sum philosophy of the Cold War than did the Baltic 
republics. That was why there could be no better example of our suc-
cess and the benefits of win-win cooperation than this region—if we 
got it right. She looked at Ron Asmus at the time and said, “Where 
is the strategy?” A team of us were put together to develop one. The 
result was essentially the Baltic Action Plan on steroids. It consisted of 
two elements: a Northern European Initiative and a U.S-Baltic Char-
ter, anchored by a joint Commission.

During this time John Kornblum had moved on to become U.S. 
Ambassador to Germany. His successor as Assistant Secretary was 
Marc Grossman, who had been U.S. Ambassador to Turkey. As one of 
his first acts Grossman flew to the region in September 1997 to present 
the Northern European Initiative (NEI). The key goal of the NEI was 
to encourage stronger cooperation with and among the countries of the 
region, creating the conditions in which the question of integration, 
while controversial at the time, could be posed more positively in the 
future. The NEI was an effort to build closer ties to Nordic countries 
while embedding our engagement with the Baltic states in a broader 
framework that sought to create stronger regional cooperation (includ-
ing the northwestern region of Russia) and cross-border relations in 
terms of business promotion, law enforcement, civil society, environ-
ment, energy, and public health. In each of these areas we established 
a number of concrete projects and activities. We knew that the United 
States wouldn’t be the major player in these areas, but we thought we 
could play a modest and, in some niche areas, a crucial role. We were 
prepared to be a junior partner or a bigger partner depending upon the 
issue and depending upon what we could bring to the table.

Like the Baltic Action Plan, the NEI consisted of three tracks. The 
first was to help Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania help themselves to be-
come the strongest possible candidates for Western integration. Polit-
ical goals included managing expectations regarding NATO, establish-
ing Partnership commissions, facilitating border treaties, supporting 
recommendations of the OSCE’s High Commissioner on National 
Minorities regarding inter-ethnic issues, starting EAPC regional dis-
cussions on security issues, and promoting inter-Baltic cooperation. 
Economic initiatives included facilitating Baltic entry into the WTO, 
promoting an open investment climate, and prodding Baltic-Russian 
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commercial cooperation. Military goals included support for NATO 
activities, exploring eventual CFE accession, supporting the decom-
missioning of the Skrunda radar facility in Latvia in 1999, and increas-
ing Baltic receptivity to Russian participation in regional PfP activities. 
We also sought to expand regional capabilities to fight transnational 
organized crime and establish effective export control and non-prolif-
eration regimes. 

The second track we called “Nordics Plus,” which meant coordinat-
ing approaches with the Nordic countries, as well as Germany, Poland 
and the European Union on Russia/Baltic relations, a U.S. observer 
role in the Council of Baltic Sea States (CBSS), energizing commercial 
activities in the region, promoting regional energy strategies, and urg-
ing Nordic/German mentor roles in NATO activities, including the 
creation and strengthening of the Baltic Security Assistance (BALTS-
EA) Forum of 14 Western nations, which was intended to help Estonia, 
Latvia and Lithuania develop their defense and eventually join NATO. 
We believed our Northern Europe Initiative and the European Union’s 
Northern Dimension could complement and reinforce one another. 10

The third track was to implement the kind of inclusive policy to-
ward Russia envisioned in the Baltic Action Plan. This included en-
hanced cooperation among embassies in the Nordic and Baltic states 
and Russia, engaging regional public/private policy makers, including 
Kaliningrad in regional cooperation, linking SEED/Freedom Support 
Act activities, promoting military-military cooperation with regard to 
the Kola Peninsula, responding to Russian proposals on confidence- 
and security-building measures, urging joint planning for Baltic ports 
and other infrastructure projects, regional environmental objectives 
through the CBSS, coordinating nuclear waste management programs, 
and promoting the U.S. role in the CBSS task force on organized crime. 

As Strobe Talbott put it, our goal was to encourage Russia, over 
time, “to view this region not as a fortified frontier but as a gateway; not 
as a buffer against invaders who no longer exist, but as a trading route 
and a common ground for commerce and economic development—in 
a word, that Russia will come to view the Baltics Hanseatically.”11 Pres-
ident Clinton and Secretary Albright believed that Russia would have 
to make that psychological and political adjustment itself, by its own 
lights, for its own reasons, in keeping with its own evolving concept of 
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its national interest. But we and our European partners could help by 
applying the general principle of inclusiveness. That meant involving 
Russia to the greatest extent possible in the commercial, political, envi-
ronmental and other forms of collaboration we were developing among 
the states along the littoral of the Baltic Sea. The Barents Euro-Arctic 
Council, the Council of Baltic Sea States, and the Arctic Council were 
models of what was required, and the United States would participate 
as appropriate.12 

The second initiative was to give our activities through the Baltic 
Action Plan a higher political profile via a U.S.-Baltic “Charter of Part-
nership,” to be signed by President Clinton and the three Baltic pres-
idents, affirming our common goal of fostering the deeper integration 
of the Baltic states into the European and Euro-Atlantic mainstream. 
Ron led the negotiating team, which I joined. Initially, each of the Bal-
tic states wanted its own bilateral charter; we had to convince them 
that a single document signed by four presidents conveyed a stronger 
message of support than three separate documents. 

On January 16, 1998 the four presidents signed the Charter of Part-
nership, otherwise known as the Baltic Charter—a political statement 
of common principles intended to guide the deepening of mutual co-
operation and advance common objectives, including, explicitly, “Baltic 
integration into the European and transatlantic institutions, such as the 
European Union, OSCE, the World Trade Organization and NATO.” 
While the Baltic Charter did not specifically provide a U.S. guarantee 
of Baltic security or NATO membership, it did confirm the Baltic re-
publics’ inherent right to choose their own security arrangements. At 
the signing ceremony, President Clinton left little doubt of his com-
mitment: “America is determined to create the conditions under which 
Estonia, Lithuania, and Latvia can one day walk through [NATO’s] 
door.”13 

The goal of the Charter and accompanying measures was to help the 
leaders of these countries shift from a preoccupation that they might 
be left in some kind of a gray zone and instead focus on what they 
needed to do to make themselves the strongest possible candidates for 
future integration to European and Euro-Atlantic institutions. As Marc 
Grossman said, 
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This administration’s Baltic policy can be summed up in three 
words: Champion of integration. We want the United States to be 
the champion of integration of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania into 
European and transatlantic institutions. That is what the Baltic 
Charter is all about…This is a race that the Baltic states have to 
run themselves. But they understand that this race is a marathon, 
not a sprint. The point is to stay in the race and finish. We can 
help coach them--and make it clear that one day we want them to 
successfully cross the finish line.14

The Charter created a Baltic Partnership Commission to advance 
the integration of the Baltic nations into transatlantic and European 
structures. The Commission continued efforts as set forth under the 
Baltic Action Plan. It sought to enhance regional cooperation by pro-
moting Baltic, Russian, and Nordic participation in regional and in-
ternational organizations. It quickly moved forward with a number of 
initiatives, for instance the Baltic-American Partnership Fund (BAPF), 
which was established by the United States Agency for International 
Development and the Open Society Foundations. Each organization 
initially provided $7.5 million to be spent over a ten-year period on 
the continued development of civil society in the Baltic countries of 
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania.15 The three Baltic presidents jointly 
announced that they would establish national commissions to study the 
period of the Holocaust and of the totalitarian rule in each of their 
countries. The Pentagon worked with each Baltic state to establish 
long-term defense modernization plans that would help them devel-
op small but modern and capable militaries. The Administration and 
Congress also agreed to significantly increase security assistance for the 
Baltic states under the Warsaw Initiative program.

Triple Crown

As the NATO ratification debate proceeded, the Clinton Admin-
istration’s thinking was already shifting to what a larger NATO’s pur-
poses could be, and how NATO should relate to other instruments of 
U.S. engagement. Secretary Albright wanted forward thinking. In fall 
1997 I wrote a memo to her arguing that while the enlargement debate 
was likely won, size was not purpose. In future the Alliance would not 
only take in new members, it was likely to take on new missions. The 
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Alliance would need to maintain the Open Door and help to create 
conditions by which new members could add their strength to ours, 
while simultaneously aligning our NATO strategy with our overall ar-
chitectural effort to position the transatlantic partnership as a geostra-
tegic base from where we and our European partners, acting through 
and with our various institutions—including the EU—could address 
new threats to our common values and interests, many of which would 
come from outside of Europe. Albright liked the idea and asked me 
to follow up with Marc Grossman and Ron Asmus, with whom I had 
already been working closely. 

Albright then pushed these themes at the NATO foreign ministers 
meeting in December 1997. Even as the Allies signed the agreements 
with Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic to bring them into the 
alliance, Secretary Albright urged a wider NATO strategy to deal with 
other looming challenges, including the threat from nuclear, chemical 
and biological weapons in the hands of terrorists or countries like Lib-
ya, Iraq and Iran. 

My boss Greg Craig asked me to prepare talking points for a new 
transatlantic bargain and to join him at the Secretary’s annual retreat 
with her senior advisors on January 9, 1998. There, together with Marc 
Grossman, we pitched our ideas. She was receptive and asked us to send 
her a more detailed outline. 

I worked with Ron and Marc to formulate a memo sent to Secretary 
Albright on January 15 proposing that the Administration use 1999 
to define a new transatlantic bargain for the 21st century premised on 
the need for the United States and Europe to work together in an ex-
panded transatlantic framework to solve problems both inside and out-
side of Europe. The premise of the strategy was two-fold: the United 
States remained a European power, and the transatlantic partnership 
remained America’s geostrategic base when it came to global issues. 

We prepared a speech for Secretary Albright before the New Atlan-
tic Initiative on February 9 placing NATO enlargement in the context 
of our broader goals for our relations with Europe. There, she said that 

It is my great hope that Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic 
will be part of a transatlantic partnership that is not only broader, 
but deeper as well; a partnership that is a force for peace from the 
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Middle East to Central Africa; a partnership that has overcome 
barriers to trade across the Atlantic; a partnership strong enough 
to protect the environment and defeat international crime; a part-
nership that is united in its effort to stop the spread of weapons of 
mass destruction, the overriding security interest of our time.

However old or new the challenges we face, there is still one rela-
tionship that more than any other will determine whether we meet 
them successfully, and that is our relationship with Europe. The 
transatlantic partnership is our strategic base—the drivewheel of 
progress on every world-scale issue when we agree, and the brake 
when we do not.16 

The goal was to foster an inclusive, more self-confident and out-
ward-looking Europe as a strategic partner for the United States in all 
these areas. As we opened our institutions to new members, we needed 
to expand the scope of our partnership to new areas. 

Grossman billed this strategy as advancing the “Triple Crown” of 
mutual security, prosperity and democratic values. We identified three 
challenges that the United States and Europe had to address in coming 
decades. 

The first challenge was within Europe: to support the continuing 
integration of the continent and build a broader Euro-Atlantic commu-
nity, including new partnerships with Russia and Ukraine. The second 
challenge was between Europe and America: to deepen the bonds be-
tween our societies—the foundation of our relationship—as a positive 
force for change in the world. That meant building down commercial 
barriers to foster a closer, more open economic relationship, continu-
ing to foster people-to-people exchanges, and generating closer polit-
ical ties bilaterally and with the European Union. The third challenge 
extended beyond Europe and America: to improve our ability to deal 
jointly with challenges in the wider world—whether political, military, 
economic, criminal or environmental—that neither of us would be able 
to confront effectively alone. 

We viewed these goals as mutually reinforcing. A safer, freer, more 
prosperous Europe was more likely to be America’s global partner. And 
a more cohesive, outward-looking Europe that could act was more like-
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ly to be able to manage broad forces of change that could challenge 
stability, prosperity and democracy on the European continent. 

At its core, the Triple Crown was our effort to make more explicit 
and operational what was, for the first time in European history, broad 
and implicit agreement across most of the continent that our under-
lying task—and opportunity—was to create a secure and increasingly 
prosperous community of democracies. Defining security in this broad 
sense had enabled us to project a new vision for the United States and 
Europe building together a “cooperative security space.” This “com-
mon space” rested on a foundation of shared values, common norms 
of behavior and mutually-reinforcing institutions, and reached beyond 
the outdated frontiers of the Cold War. 

Under the Triple Crown strategy, each of the three major pillars of 
the architecture—NATO, U.S.-EU relations, and the OSCE—would 
need to undergo further adaptation to reposition the U.S-European re-
lationship so it could stabilize the European continent while advancing 
U.S. and European values and interests beyond Europe. The strategy 
required a new NATO with expanded missions, the reorientation of 
U.S.-EU relations to global challenges, and a retooled OSCE to pro-
mote democracy throughout the Euro-Atlantic region. Major summits 
were scheduled for each of these architectural pillars in 1999; the strat-
egy foresaw using the three summits—Grossman called it the ‘trifec-
ta’—to advance this new bargain.17

First, however, the U.S. Senate had to agree to let the Czech Repub-
lic, Hungary and Poland walk through NATO’s open door. As Jeremy 
Rosner recounts in this volume, the Administration mounted a major 
effort to secure a successful outcome. On April 29, 1998, by a vote of 
80-19, the U.S. Senate ratified the accession of the three countries to 
the North Atlantic Treaty. 

New Missions

Senate ratification was a new high in the Administration’s campaign 
to reposition the transatlantic partnership for a new era. The ratifica-
tion debates on each side of the Atlantic, however, revealed some po-
tentially dangerous faultlines when it came to perceptions of NATO’s 
purpose and its relevance to future security challenges. In essence, dif-
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ferences centered over the degree to which the Alliance should take on 
out-of-area challenges. 

President Clinton framed the issue in a speech commemorating 
the 50th anniversary of the Berlin airlift on May 13, 1997: “Yesterday’s 
NATO guarded our borders against direct military invasion. Tomor-
row’s NATO must continue to defend enlarged borders and defend 
against threats to our security from beyond them—the spread of weap-
ons of mass destruction, ethnic violence and regional conflict.”18

A new debate had emerged. Clinton’s ambitious vision for the Alli-
ance was overwhelming to those who believed that NATO’s singular 
mission was to stabilize the European continent and to provide a hedge 
against a possibly resurgent or instable Russia. Proponents of this view 
argued that NATO, at its core, was essentially an insurance policy. Se-
curing the territorial integrity of Europe and North America was an 
historic achievement. Alliances were inherently fragile, however, and 
doing more threatened strategic overload. Europeans who subscribed 
to this view were unenthusiastic about reorienting their militaries away 
from the traditional, less urgent and now relatively cheap mission of 
protecting European territory toward a more controversial, distant and 
expensive—if arguably more urgent—mission of addressing out-of-ar-
ea challenges. 

Having just become accustomed to the notion of a larger Alliance, 
many viewed this new debate as an attempt to shift the strategic goal-
posts. They argued that an effort to move NATO towards defending 
common interests underestimated current transatlantic problems, 
overlooked continuing dangers in Europe, risked the achievements 
of the past decade, and was yet another example of inconsistent U.S. 
priorities. Americans who shared this perspective added that the more 
successful the United States was in maintaining peace on the European 
continent at relatively low cost, the freer the United States would be 
to deal with security challenges elsewhere. Collective defense, together 
with enlargement, they said, was sufficient glue to hold the Alliance 
together. Their basic argument, to coin an old American homily, was 
“if it ain’t broke, why fix it?”

Others, primarily in the United States, argued that while NATO 
was not yet “broke,” it soon would be if Allies did not wake up to new 
dangers. The old glue was not enough; to survive, NATO needed to 
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be capable of addressing new sources of conflict, most of which were 
beyond Europe’s borders. They contended that in the new century 
the transatlantic community was more likely to face threats emanating 
from outside of Europe than from within it, whether posed by weap-
ons of mass destruction, threats of disrupted energy flows, or instabil-
ity in the former Soviet space or the Greater Middle East. A ballistic 
missile attack using an agent of mass destruction from a rogue state 
(concerns were growing about Libyan, Iranian and Iraqi capabilities) 
would be every bit as much an Article 5 threat as a Warsaw Pact tank 
had been two decades earlier.19 Similarly, non-Article 5 threats, if not 
addressed early and effectively, could grow into Article 5 threats. Bos-
nia and Kosovo were examples. NATO, they asserted, should be our in-
strument of choice when Europeans and Americans decided to address 
military security challenges together. That meant it would need to be 
further adapted to be capable of addressing a spectrum of Article 5 and 
non-Article 5 challenges.

A third line of argument began to appear that essentially called for 
a division of labor: Europeans should worry about security in Europe 
and Americans should worry about security beyond Europe. Republi-
can U.S. Senator Kay Bailey Hutchison of Texas (who, by 2017, iron-
ically, had become U.S. Ambassador to NATO) became a prominent 
proponent of this view as part of the ratification debate. 

The Clinton Administration believed the division of labor argument 
to be a false choice. It would leave the United States with the much 
more demanding and dangerous assignment. It would deprive Europe-
ans of a voice on out-of-area challenges and relieve them of any broad-
er sense of responsibility for common security dangers, even though 
Europe was just as wealthy and had similar global interests. It would 
also end America’s still fundamental role as a European power. It would 
reinforce European inwardness and resentment, exacerbate American 
tendencies to pull away from European concerns, and ultimately cor-
rode the Alliance.

For Washington, the real choice was not division of labor but a 
shared sense of risk and responsibility to respond to the challenges 
that faced the Atlantic community. The Clinton Administration want-
ed Europeans to step up and assume greater responsibility for security 
in Europe—but they also realized that the United States remained an 
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essential element of stability on the continent. Administration officials 
understood that by virtue of its global posture, Washington would 
need to assume much of the burden defending common interests else-
where—but they also realized that Europe was similarly challenged by 
such threats, and had resources and capabilities to contribute. Article 5 
was and should remain the heart of the Washington Treaty. But Allies 
had to recognize that Article 5 threats could come from sources beyond 
NATO’s immediate borders. 

“If you ask where U.S. and European forces could face conflict in the 
decades ahead,” Under Secretary of State Thomas Pickering said, “the 
answer must include scenarios beyond NATO’s borders. During the 
Cold War, it made sense for Europeans to concentrate on the threat to 
their own territory and for the U.S. to assume the primary responsibil-
ity for defending common transatlantic interests elsewhere. But such 
an arrangement makes less sense at a time when the direct territorial 
threat to Europe has diminished, and when new threats to our common 
interests may come from beyond NATO’s immediate borders.”20

In short, ratification of NATO enlargement was an important step, 
but only a step, toward a new transatlantic bargain. The Policy Plan-
ning memo crystallized the debate and argued that on this fundamental 
question, NATO needed to continue to stabilize the European conti-
nent, but increasingly had to be prepared to address challenges ema-
nating from beyond Europe. The Secretary’s January 9 retreat clarified 
our need to move ahead with this adapted approach. Senate ratifica-
tion on April 29 enabled the administration to move forward with its 
broader vision for the transatlantic partnership, in which the two sides 
of the North Atlantic would continue to build a Europe whole and 
free while simultaneously developing the capacity to address challenges 
and threats from beyond Europe.21 The “trifecta” of major upcoming 
summits afforded an opportunity to further develop the mutually re-
inforcing nature of the institutional construct in ways that would not 
only address Europe’s security challenges, but also position the United 
States and Europe to deal with challenges of a broader nature.

Administration officials now began to articulate the Triple Crown 
message. Meeting with her NATO counterparts in Luxembourg in 
May 1998, Secretary Albright talked about the President’s desire to 
start a conversation on how we could best build a new and all-encom-
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passing Euro-Atlantic partnership for the 21st century—and the role 
NATO should play as a key pillar in that partnership. The essence of 
that vision was a deeper form of cooperation with a Europe that could 
act as a partner—on the continent, across the Atlantic, and in the wid-
er world. NATO would be the institution of choice when the United 
States and Europe had to act together militarily. The goal should be to 
create a larger, more flexible NATO committed to collective defense 
and capable of defending against a wide range of threats to our com-
mon interests, both on and beyond the European continent.22 NATO 
would need to develop the defense capabilities to provide the forces for 
Article 5 collective defense and non-Article 5 crisis response missions. 

Essentially, Albright was laying out the U.S. vision statement for 
NATO in advance of the Alliance’s 50th anniversary summit in Wash-
ington in April 1999. In our view it was essential to break through the 
perception that NATO was only about keeping Europe stable, and to 
get Allies to embrace the idea of a common transatlantic community 
defending common values and interests.

Secretary of Defense William Cohen forcefully elaborated on this 
approach at a NATO defense ministers meeting in Villamoura, Por-
tugal on September 24, 1998. The United States wanted to adapt 
NATO’s defense capabilities to provide forces for Article 5 collective 
defense and non-Article 5 crisis response missions. EAPC Partners 
should be involved as much as possible in Alliance activities, particular-
ly non-Article 5 missions. “Risks will remain unpredictable and multi-
directional,” Cohen said. “We must…commit ourselves to develop the 
defense capabilities required to carry out the full spectrum of existing 
and future missions.” That included addressing the threat posed by the 
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their means of deliv-
ery by both state and non-state actors, which, Cohen contended, “is 
arguably our most significant potential Article 5 threat.” 

Cohen argued that NATO’s new Strategic Concept, slated to be un-
veiled at the Washington NATO Summit, had to reflect the evolving 
strategic environment, building upon language from 1991 that stated 
“Alliance security must take account of the global context” and that 
“NATO must be capable of responding to multifaceted and multi-di-
rectional risks” if stability in Europe was to be preserved. “The crises 
will no longer come to us,” he said. “We must go to the crises….We 
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may operate as an Alliance, an Alliance with Partners, or NATO could 
provide forces to WEU for operations outside Alliance territory.”23 Co-
hen was quick to say that “this does not involve a global peacekeeping 
role for NATO,” but he underscored that “our history as an Alliance is 
clear proof that we have interests in common that go beyond Article 5 
defense of territory.”24 

Following these ministerial presentations, on October 28, 1998 I 
joined Grossman to present the Triple Crown concept to a “chiefs of 
mission” conference of U.S. Ambassadors posted throughout Europe. 
The upcoming summits (NATO, U.S.-EU and OSCE) presented a 
unique opportunity for the United States to articulate and build sup-
port for a new Euro-Atlantic partnership that would shape our political, 
economic and security interaction in coming decades. A Triple Crown 
task force was organized within the State Department to develop and 
integrate the substantive policy and outreach activities in the U.S. and 
Europe. I was asked to work with Grossman’s Principal Deputy Tony 
Wayne, and Ron Asmus as co-leader of the Task Force, also in my brief 
capacity as Acting Director of the Policy Planning Staff.25

Each of the three major pillars of the architecture—NATO, the 
U.S.-EU partnership, and the OSCE—now needed to evolve.

The United States presented a package of proposals for the spring 
1999 NATO Washington summit. They were designed to highlight its 
view of a new NATO for the new century, as set forth by Albright and 
Cohen. The core of the package was to be a new Strategic Concept that 
emphasized a larger NATO assuming new missions to project stability 
beyond its immediate borders as one central pillar of a new Euro-Atlan-
tic community.26 Reinforcing NATO as the institution of choice when 
North America and Europe decide to act together to address military 
security challenges would keep the United States engaged as a Euro-
pean power, while giving Washington credible and reliable partners to 
address security contingencies outside of Europe, and giving European 
countries a greater voice in U.S. regional diplomacy, for instance in 
the Middle East. NATO would have real and meaningful military mis-
sions securely tied to serious threats to Western vital interests, thereby 
renewing the Alliance’s sense of purpose. And transatlantic preventive 
diplomacy and deterrence strategy would be deeply connected to NA-
TO’s potential use of force and thereby strengthened.27 To meet these 
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goals, force structures and doctrine would need to be realigned. Eu-
ropean capabilities would also have to be improved, either as part of 
a NATO mission or in “separable but not separate” efforts to address 
security challenges should the United States, or NATO, choose not to 
be involved.

The other parts of the architecture also needed tending.

The United States, the EU, and the Struggle to be Strategic 

U.S.-EU summits were now held twice a year as part of the New 
Transatlantic Agenda agreed in 1995, and a vast range of operational 
dialogues now took place among U.S. and EU interlocutors from across 
many different government agencies. The EU was not only America’s 
major economic partner, it brought real resources to the foreign policy 
table, making some of Washington’s most important initiatives possi-
ble. U.S.-EU common or complementary efforts were beginning to 
show some effect, from promoting nuclear safety in Ukraine and Russia 
to responding to hurricane disaster in Central America and defend-
ing human rights in many parts of the globe. The EU’s $1.9 billion 
aid package for the Palestinians was fundamental to the Middle East 
peace process, and its aid to Eastern Europe—including Bosnia—was 
as large in real dollar terms as the amount America gave to Western 
Europe under the Marshall Plan. Together the United States and the 
European Union accounted for 90 percent of humanitarian aid around 
the world.28 

Nonetheless, despite best efforts, the U.S.-EU relationship had still 
not overcome its image as a technocratic exercise with an overabun-
dance of process disproportionate to actual output, a repository of is-
sues dealt with in rather ad hoc fashion by a range of disparate agencies, 
with little sense of urgency or overall direction. Priorities were often 
mismatched; the United States looked for efficiency and concrete out-
comes, while the EU sought legitimacy and symbolic U.S. validation of 
the ongoing process of European integration. Relations were beset by 
competitive impulses, underlying questions of trust, and mutual doubts 
about relative commitment and capacity. 

The U.S.-EU relationship was close, but it was not strategic, in the 
sense that partners would share assessments about issues vital to both 
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on a continuous and interactive basis; be able to deal with the daily 
grind of immediate policy demands while identifying longer-term chal-
lenges to their security, prosperity and values; and be able to prioritize 
those challenges and harness the full range of resources at their disposal 
to advance common or complementary responses. The U.S.-EU part-
nership simply punched below its weight.

In other regions of the world, the Clinton Administration was ad-
vancing an ambitious economic agenda; it was implementing NAFTA, 
seeking to open trade throughout the Americas, and advancing APEC’s 
goal to achieve free and open trade and investment in the Asia-Pacif-
ic region by 2020. The U.S.-EU New Transatlantic Agenda, in con-
trast, set forth a relatively modest objective of building down trans-
atlantic commercial barriers and addressing trade and investment 
obstacles case-by-case. Moreover, even this incremental approach had 
been completely overshadowed by EU fury with such U.S. laws as the 
Helms-Burton Act and the Iran-Libya Sanctions Act, U.S. challenges 
to the EU’s “banana and beef” regimes, and other disputes. 

Two U.S. Undersecretaries, Stuart Eizenstat and Thomas Pickering, 
the lead State Department officials driving the NTA process, sought 
to move the ball forward. I was involved in an internal working group 
that sought to give more substantive weight to our efforts to render 
the U.S.-EU partnership more effective. The premise of our work was 
that U.S. goals with respect to Europe—our most important trade and 
investment partner—should be no less ambitious than those in Asia and 
Latin America. 

One challenge was to make the global dimension of the U.S.-EU 
partnership more operational so that we could act more effectively and 
quickly together in fast-breaking crises; identify and manage our dif-
ferences before they impair our ability to work together; and, better 
anticipate and prevent emerging threats.29 We started work to advance 
this dimension of the relationship at the spring 1999 U.S.-EU summit 
in Bonn.

We were also ready to consider again a more ambitious economic 
partnership, perhaps even revive the idea of a Transatlantic Free Trade 
Agreement (TAFTA). We found an ally in Leon Brittan, the Europe-
an Commission Vice President and Commissioner for Trade, who by 
spring 1998 was ready to advance plans for a “New Transatlantic Mar-
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ketplace” (NTM). The NTM proposal envisaged a political commit-
ment to eliminate all industrial tariffs by 2010, create a free trade area 
in services, relax restrictions on intellectual property, remove technical 
barriers to trade through mutual product recognition and harmoniza-
tion of standards, and conclude a bilateral agreement on investment. 

The NTM proposal was adopted by the Commission on March 11, 
1998. If implemented, it would have represented a huge leap forward in 
EU-U.S. relations. In the end, however, Brittan was unable to find suf-
ficient support among EU member states. France was vociferous in its 
opposition, and Europeans were furious at U.S. sanctions legislation in 
the form of the Helms-Burton and D’Amato laws directed at Cuba and 
Iran/Libya, respectively, which had also affected European companies. 

The proposals also found only lukewarm support from the Washing-
ton trade establishment. Other trade disputes were weighing down the 
relationship, and Brittan’s plan ruled out audiovisual services and the 
possibility of negotiating agricultural subsidies, which would have been 
key incentives for U.S. support. 

In the end, the most we could muster was the Transatlantic Eco-
nomic Partnership (TEP), an initiative launched at the London U.S.-
EU Summit on May 18, 1998. Elements of Brittan’s proposals were 
salvaged, but the TEP was a watered-down version of the far more 
ambitious NTM. Work began to flesh out an action plan, which was 
launched at the U.S.-EU Summit in December 1998. The action plan 
initiated what were still relatively ambitious efforts to reduce barriers 
and improve regulatory cooperation in a dozen areas ranging from bio-
technology, services and food safety to trade-related labor and environ-
mental issues. 30

Defining the OSCE’s Niche

The OSCE was the third pillar of the architecture. Since the 1994 
Budapest Summit it had been engaged in three major ways. The first 
was via conceptual discussion of the European security model; the sec-
ond was through the growth and changing nature of its field missions; 
and the third was as a framework to accommodate Russian concerns 
and adapt the CFE Treaty to reflect post-Cold War realities.31
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Partially in response to Russian disappointment at not having the 
OSCE formally designated at Budapest as the leading European secu-
rity organization, the OSCE states launched an ongoing dialogue on a 
comprehensive security model for Europe in the 21st century. By 1996 a 
rough consensus had formed around a model of common and coopera-
tive security, in which interlocking institutions in the OSCE area would 
collaborate in a nonhierarchical fashion on the basis of comparative 
advantage. This approach reflected a general assumption that the major 
security problems Europe would face at the end of the Cold War would 
come from conflicts not between but within states. Ethnic and national 
minority issues and the disintegration of states were major challenges. 
The principle of cooperation among mutually reinforcing institutions 
became the central theme of the OSCE’s approach to the new security 
model for Europe.32

As these discussions continued, the OSCE’s niche in the evolving 
security architecture was being defined on the ground through the 
growth and character of its operations in the field, which significantly 
increased and deepened its conflict prevention and management role 
and capabilities. Field missions in Estonia and Latvia had helped ensure 
Russia’s continued fulfillment of its commitment to withdraw its mil-
itary forces from the Baltic states, a process that was essentially com-
plete by late 1994. The OSCE Minsk Group on Nagorno-Karabakh 
and field missions in Georgia, Moldova and the Former Yugoslav Re-
public of Macedonia remained busy. A field mission was established in 
Kyiv on constitutional law and economics. And as the war in Chechnya 
developed, Moscow surprised almost everyone by agreeing to accept 
an OSCE field presence in Chechnya in 1995. In January 1998 Belarus 
accepted the presence of an OSCE Monitoring and Advisory Group.33

Most significantly, after the Dayton Accords were agreed, the OSCE 
was entrusted—in tandem with the EU—with some of the most im-
portant aspects of post-conflict reconciliation and reconstruction in the 
Balkans. The United States gave wholehearted support to the OSCE’s 
post-Dayton role in Bosnia and Herzegovina, overseeing elections 
and implementing the Dayton Agreement’s disarmament and confi-
dence-building provisions.34 An OSCE field mission was also estab-
lished in Croatia in July 1996. 
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The United States also used the OSCE as a platform to address 
some of Russia’s most pressing security concerns. For instance, Rus-
sia complained that the CFE flank agreement limits were outdated 
and hampered its response to the security problems presented by the 
conflict in Chechnya. In November 1995 the thirty states parties, led 
by the United States, agreed to consider revising the flank provisions, 
and in May 1996 adopted changes to the areas included as part of the 
flank and agreed upon what amounted to more generous allotments for 
Russia for permanent and temporary deployments of troops and trea-
ty-limited equipment in the region. The revisions were ratified by the 
U.S. Senate in a 100-0 vote, and went into force in mid-1997. Similar-
ly, various CFE review conferences had led to agreement to adapt the 
CFE Treaty from its now-outdated bloc-to-bloc structure to a system 
of national and territorial limits. Negotiations began in 1997. 

The next stage in the OSCE’s evolution would come at its Istanbul 
Summit, which was scheduled for fall of 1999. We began to lay the 
groundwork for the Summit. Our major goal was to solidify the OSCE 
as the institution of choice for conflict resolution, expansion and pro-
tection of democracy and democratic institutions, defense of human 
rights, and identifying and addressing economic issues that could lead 
to conflict and threats to security. We sought to promote new tools 
such as police monitoring to allow greater proactive use of OSCE insti-
tutions in situations that seemed headed for instability or conflict. We 
were also keen to encourage the continued use of OSCE field missions. 
Such missions could serve as useful platforms offering synergies among 
various institutions and NGOs active on the ground in conflict or 
post-conflict situations. All of this underscored our approach to build 
mutually-reinforcing, non-hierarchical relations among complementa-
ry organizations.

“Hallelujah!”

On March 12, 1999, I joined Ron Asmus, Dan Fried, a number of 
members of Congress, and Czech Foreign Minister Jan Kavan, Hun-
garian Foreign Minister János Martonyi, and Polish Foreign Minister 
Bronisław Geremek on Secretary Albright’s plane to the Harry S. Tru-
man Library & Museum in Independence, Missouri. There she would 
sign a paper formally acknowledging receipt of the documents of ac-
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cession by the three countries to the North Atlantic Treaty. Albright, a 
Czech-born refugee to the United States, chose the accession ceremo-
ny site to honor Truman, whom she often called “my first President,” 
and to affirm to the American public the importance of the transatlantic 
Alliance.

As each foreign minister spoke at the ceremony about the signifi-
cance of the moment, a palpable hush enveloped the room—but the 
underlying emotions were electric. Using different turns of phrase, 
each European spoke of returning home to a democratic community 
of shared values, and of their conviction that their tragic histories of 
oppression were finally at an end. Geremek, who as a leading Polish 
dissident in the 1980s had helped engineer the rise of the Solidarnosc 
trade union, declared that Poland was “no longer alone. Today it re-
turns where it belongs--to the free world.” Martonyi said the ceremony 
signified Hungary’s “manifest destiny to return to its natural habitat.” 
Kavan said “the Czech traumas of this century have now been relegated 
forever to history.”35

Then Albright strode to the table on which, in May 1947, President 
Truman signed legislation providing $400 million of aid to Greece and 
Turkey, thereby giving reality to the Truman Doctrine announced that 
spring, and on which, on August 2, 1952, he signed a NATO proto-
col which would have brought the Federal Republic of Germany into 
NATO as part of the European defense community. While that pro-
tocol never came into effect, its objective was realized when Germany 
entered NATO in May 1955.36 

Albright quickly signed the process verbal, attesting to the fact she had 
received the instruments of accession document. The Czech Republic, 
Hungary and Poland were now members of NATO. She captured the 
emotion of the moment by quoting what she called an “old Central 
European expression”: “Hallelujah.” 

The ceremony marked the culmination of years of intensive effort. 
Yet Albright was intent on making her audience understand that en-
largement was “only one element” of a larger goal. “NATO enlarge-
ment is not an event; it is a process,” she declared. She framed that 
process within our overall efforts to create a new structure of security in 
which NATO’s door would remain open, in which Russia and Ukraine 
and Europe’s other democracies could find a place, and in which the 
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interlocking institutions of Euro-Atlantic architecture would work to-
gether in mutually reinforcing ways. “Although NATO stands tall, it 
does not stand alone,” she said. “The EU, OSCE and NATO and its 
partners form the core of a broader system for protecting vital interests 
and promoting shared values.”

Such a structure would not only be essential to ensure European 
stability, it offered a foundation from which Europe and North Amer-
ica could address future challenges, such as terrorism and weapons of 
mass destruction, that could emanate far from European shores. The 
Truman Library event marked “the end of one era and the beginning of 
another,” she told reporters. She used the occasion to turn attention to 
NATO’s upcoming 50th anniversary summit in Washington, at which 
the Alliance was slated to present a new Strategic Concept—a blueprint 
for NATO in the 21st Century.37

That blueprint would design an Alliance that was “not only bigger, 
but also more flexible; an Alliance committed to collective defense, and 
capable of meeting a wide range of threats to its common interests; an 
Alliance working in partnership with other nations and organizations 
to advance security, prosperity and democracy in and for the entire Eu-
ro-Atlantic region.” She reiterated that collective defense was the “core 
mission” of the Alliance. But she was quick to add that 

NATO’s founders understood that what our alliance commits us 
to do under Article V is not all we may be called upon to do, or 
should reserve the right to do. Consider, for example, that when 
French Foreign Minister Robert Schuman signed the North At-
lantic Treaty, he characterized it as “insurance against all risks—a 
system of common defense against any attack, whatever its nature.”

During the Cold War, we had no trouble identifying the risks to 
our security and territory. But the threats we face today and may 
face tomorrow are less predictable. They could come from an ag-
gressive regime, a rampaging faction, or a terrorist group. And we 
know that, if past is prologue, we face a future in which weapons 
will be more destructive at longer distances than ever before.38

In April at the Washington Summit, Allies approved the blueprint 
for a new NATO engaged in new missions, with new members, and 
with stronger partnerships. The Strategic Concept described a larger, 



362 open door: nato and euro-atlantic security after the cold war

more flexible Alliance, still committed to collective defense, but capa-
ble of meeting a wider range of threats to common Alliance interests. 
These included the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and 
their means of delivery, regional conflicts beyond NATO territory, and 
transnational threats like terrorism. The Strategic Concept recognized 
non-Article 5 crisis response operations as a “fundamental task” of the 
Alliance and made clear the expectation that such operations would be 
conducted with Partners. 

Aspirants had made a strong effort to push the Alliance to extend 
additional membership invitations at the Summit. There was no con-
sensus to do so, however. Instead, Allies adopted a U.S. proposal to 
develop with individual aspirants a Membership Action Plan (MAP) 
that could provide a clear roadmap for a strong membership candidacy. 
The Alliance would commit to setting out clearly the major military 
interoperability requirements for aspiring members, expect aspirants 
to step up to challenging defense planning targets, and provide candid 
feedback on progress.39 NATO leaders pledged to revisit the enlarge-
ment process at their next summit, which they said would be “no later” 
than 2002.

Integrating Southeastern Europe

By the time the Czechs, Hungarians and Poles joined NATO in 
March 1999, we had made considerable progress in our efforts to re-
vitalize Euro-Atlantic security architecture and position it to address 
future challenges. The Washington Summit unveiled a new NATO as 
part of that effort. 

Once again, however, Slobodan Milošević threatened to destroy 
what had been accomplished when he sent in troops and police to crush 
the mostly ethnic Albanian, mostly Muslim minority living in Kosovo, 
a province of Serbia. The OSCE, EU and NATO worked in concert to 
head off full-scale war in Kosovo: the OSCE mounted its largest field 
mission ever, the EU applied diplomatic pressure, and NATO threat-
ened to employ military force against Serbia unless it stopped violence 
against the civilian ethnic Albanian population in Kosovo. Milošević 
responded by stationing 40,000 troops in and around Kosovo. They 
began to move from village to village, shelling and shooting civilians 
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and torching their homes. Efforts by Allies and Russia to secure a peace 
agreement in Rambouillet, France collapsed a week after the accession 
ceremony in Independence, Missouri. One week later, NATO was at 
war.40 

Throughout most of the Administration I had been only tangentially 
engaged on Balkan issues. Holbrooke told me to work on NATO and 
the architectural elements of Euro-Atlantic security while he focused 
on Bosnia. He asked me to scout out possible sites for what turned out 
to be the Dayton Proximity Talks at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, 
and occasionally asked me what I thought as his team grappled with the 
“problem from hell.” Otherwise my focus was elsewhere. As Kosovo 
descended into violence, however, I was concerned that our overall ef-
forts would be sabotaged by continued Balkan turmoil. 

My concerns were shared by counterparts from Germany, who had 
assumed the rotating Presidency of the European Union in the first half 
of 1999 as well as the annual Presidency of the G8. In a series of calls 
with Markus Ederer, at the time head of the Western Balkans office in 
the German Foreign Office, we agreed that Western efforts to quell 
violence in this region of Europe had to be better aligned with our 
overall efforts to project stability across the continent. We had been ap-
proaching the region tactically; a more strategic approach was needed. 

The day NATO began its bombing campaign, in consultation with 
my colleagues in the European Bureau I wrote Secretary Albright a 
memo arguing that despite our best efforts we were destined to keep 
sliding from one conflict to another in the Western Balkans until we 
embraced a different approach to the region as a whole. We would win 
the war, I wrote, but victory would be hollow unless we and our Eu-
ropean allies were prepared to offer Southeastern Europeans the same 
bargain we had offered those in Central and Northern Europe—to 
stand with them on reforms and to keep the doors to our institutions 
open, if they created the conditions to make it possible someday to walk 
through those doors. 

At the time, this was a radical notion. Much of “mainstream” Europe 
still debated whether this region was truly part of Europe. The chronic 
violence plaguing the region was tragic, but was not viewed as directly 
relevant to European construction and integration. The dominant talk 
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in Western Europe and the United States was of “exit strategies” rather 
than sustained efforts at stabilization. 

We had to break this mentality. The Western Balkans were in fact 
part of Europe, and had to be offered the same perspective of inte-
gration as other parts of Europe—the alternative being more violence, 
conflict, and disintegration. Europe would not be secure, and would be 
unable to become the global partner we sought, until we transformed 
this region from a primary source of instability to a fully integrated 
part of the European and transatlantic mainstream. The only true exit 
strategy from the Balkans, I argued, was an integration strategy. 

This would require us to use our full diplomatic, economic and mil-
itary toolbox and draw on the interlocking institutional architecture we 
had created. NATO was important but insufficient. The OSCE would 
need to play an enhanced role. Most significantly, the European Union 
would need to agree that its own door was potentially open to Western 
Balkan countries. This might prove to be our biggest challenge, but it 
had to be done. Such an effort was not unlike the Marshall Plan, except 
this time the United States would not need to bear the financial burden 
alone or primarily. The European Union, our other partners in Europe 
and elsewhere, the international financial institutions, other interna-
tional organizations, and the private sector could and should carry the 
largest share of this effort. Our job would be to mobilize such efforts. 

I sent the memo to the Secretary under the heading “The Albright 
Plan.” She responded that she liked everything but the name. She asked 
to recast the memo—without the name—as a “night note” from her 
to President Clinton. The President immediately agreed to the effort. 
I was double-hatted, representing both her Policy Planning Staff and 
the European Bureau, to coordinate an overall U.S. effort at region-
al stabilization. I worked closely with Tony Wayne and Ambassador 
Richard Shifter, who had been instrumental in promoting a regional 
law enforcement initiative called the Southeast European Cooperative 
Initiative (SECI).

Tony and I asked Markus Ederer and Wilfried Gruber, who had 
just completed his term as German ambassador in Belgrade, to fly to 
Washington to review our next steps. In those conversations we agreed 
to use the German-American channel to build consensus, both among 
countries of the area and by major partners, including the Russians, 
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to a broad-based effort to stabilize the region, deepen cooperative ties 
among countries in the area, and to hold out the prospect of integration 
into the European and Euro-Atlantic mainstream. Germany would 
take the public lead in this effort, partly because senior U.S. officials 
were focused on the military campaign and partly because Germany’s 
EU Presidency would be essential to build support in the European 
Commission and among EU member states, and its G-8 Presidency 
could be used to draw in support from Russia, Japan, and the interna-
tional financial institutions. 

President Clinton fully embraced the concept and made it his own. 
In an April 15 speech in San Francisco to the American Society of 
Newspaper Editors, the President framed the Kosovo campaign in the 
context of a U.S. South East Europe Initiative to strengthen overall 
Euro-Atlantic architecture, saying “we should try to do for Southeast-
ern Europe what we helped to do for Western Europe after World War 
II and for Central Europe after the Cold War; to help its people build a 
region of multiethnic democracies, a community that upholds common 
standards of human rights, a community in which borders are open to 
people and trade, where nations cooperate to make war unthinkable.” 

We then used the presence of so many leaders at the Washington 
NATO Summit April 23-25 to secure support for an urgent, broad-
based effort to stabilize Southeastern Europe and to give the people 
of that region a real perspective for integration into the European and 
Euro-Atlantic mainstream. By the time the military campaign in Koso-
vo would be over, we argued, a broader political/economic framework 
had to be in place that offered a means to set the entire region on a new 
course. We could not afford to keep sliding from one disaster to anoth-
er in the Balkans. We proposed immediate negotiations to secure a po-
litical commitment to a “Stability Pact” for the region along these lines. 

The response was overwhelmingly positive. Shortly thereafter, Tony 
Wayne and I led the U.S. team to negotiate the Pact with more than 
40 countries and international organizations—including NATO, Rus-
sia, the EU, the OSCE, the Council of Europe, the United Nations, 
the World Bank, the IMF, the European Investment Bank (EIB) and 
the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD)—
at the Petersburg mountain retreat across the Rhine river from Bonn. 
Gruber, representing the EU Presidency, hosted the negotiations, with 
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Ederer energetically moving things forward, and German Foreign 
Minister Joschka Fischer lending needed political support to close the 
final deal. The document was agreed and finalized in early June, and 
then announced on June 10, the day NATO suspended air operations 
against Serbia. 

During the same period Yeltsin’s envoy Victor Chernomyrdin and 
Finnish President Martti Ahtisaari joined with Strobe Talbott to suc-
cessfully prod Milošević to stop his aggression. Talbott recounts that 
“Chernomyrdin would be the hammer and pound away on Milošević, 
and President Ahtisaari would be the anvil against who the pounding 
would take place, so that Milošević would know what he had to do to 
get the bombing stopped.”41

At its core, the Stability Pact was a bargain between integration and 
reform: the international community agreed to work to stabilize, trans-
form and integrate the countries of the region into the European and 
Euro-Atlantic mainstream; they, in turn, agreed to work individually 
and together to create the political, economic and security conditions 
by which this could be possible. It was a political initiative to encourage 
and strengthen cooperation among the countries of the region, an ef-
fort to promote stronger democracies, civil societies, market economies 
and respect for human rights, and a commitment to facilitate, for those 
who sought it, full integration into Euro-Atlantic institutions.42 No-
tably, Russia was one of the signatories. While our Russian colleagues 
evinced some heartburn when it came to the Pact’s language about 
“Euro-Atlantic integration,” in the end they agreed to it.

On July 30 President Clinton flew to Sarajevo to join the other lead-
ers of the participating and facilitating countries and organizations of 
the Stability Pact to 

reaffirm our shared responsibility to build a Europe that is at long 
last undivided, democratic and at peace. We will work together to 
promote the integration of South Eastern Europe into a continent 
where borders remain inviolable but no longer denote division 
and offer the opportunity of contact and cooperation…We also 
reaffirm the inherent right of each and every state participating in 
the Pact to be free to choose or change its security and association 
arrangements, including treaties of alliance as they evolve.43
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Following the Sarajevo Summit, German Chancellor Gerhard 
Schröder asked the head of his Chancellery, Bodo Hombach, to head 
overall efforts to implement the Stability Pact. Markus Ederer was his 
chief of staff and the key to the whole effort. I was asked to lead the 
U.S. government’s engagement, working with Miriam Sapiro, my Pol-
icy Planning colleague who had moved to the National Security Coun-
cil staff with James Steinberg. A wonderfully talented Foreign Service 
officer, Rosemary DiCarlo, joined the team and later succeeded me in 
the position. 

The Kosovo campaign and the accompanying Stability Pact un-
derscored the importance of the U.S-EU relationship as part of the 
evolving architecture. Through the Stability Pact the United States 
had pressed the European Commission and EU member states to ac-
cept, and also act, on the logic of their own approach to integration, by 
offering those aspiring to membership concrete perspectives that they 
could draw ever closer, and eventually join, the Union if they created 
the conditions necessary to walk through the EU door. Both in the Sta-
bility Pact agreement and in the Sarajevo Summit Declaration the EU 
committed to “making every effort” to assist those seeking integration 
into EU structures “to make speedy and measurable progress” toward 
that end.44 

Despite the best efforts of our German counterparts and also Euro-
pean Commissioner for External Relations Chris Patten and his inde-
fatigable aide Edward Llewellyn, however, getting the European Com-
mission on board was a slog. I found myself flying as often to Brussels as 
to the Balkans to harangue EU colleagues to act on their commitment.

What seemed like an eternity from a U.S. perspective, however, 
was lightning-fast for the Commission. By the time we arrived at the 
OSCE’s Istanbul Summit in November, European Commission Presi-
dent Romano Prodi was able to announce that the Commission would 
devote close to 12 billion euros to Southeastern Europe over the next 
six years. For non-accession candidates in the Western Balkans the EU 
developed a new type of contractual relationship, termed “Stabilization 
and Association Agreements,” which provided for a closer association 
with the Union and a perspective of eventual integration.45

The European Union was beginning to define itself more expan-
sively and inclusively: in December it invited Romania and Bulgaria to 
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join Hungary and Slovenia, among others, in accession negotiations; it 
offered to include Turkey as a membership candidate; and it announced 
that as of 2003 it would be able to take in further new members. 

Within a year the Stability Pact had initiated a series of regional 
initiatives and secured substantial pledges of financial support from a 
range of countries and international financial institutions.46 By the end 
of the Administration’s term European allies and partners were con-
tributing more than 80 percent of the ground forces conducting peace-
keeping operations in the region. They were providing humanitarian 
and reconstruction assistance to the region in the form of “quick-start” 
projects worth more than $2.2 billion dollars that were earmarked to 
rebuild infrastructure, reopen borders, and disarm local militias. EU 
members were contributing 60% of the funds for Kosovo. The U.S. 
and the EU were also able to harness their combined influence to 
leverage additional financial support from international financial in-
stitutions; the World Bank, the IMF, the EBRD, the EIB were all in-
volved. These were all signs of a more balanced partnership in which 
the United States could exercise leadership but did not need to carry 
the biggest burden.47

Some observers and critics lost the forest for the trees, complaining 
about the Stability Pact’s plethora of “working tables” and initiatives. In 
many ways, it was our “Euro-Chart” in miniature. The essential point 
of the Stability Pact, however, was not to get lost in the process but to 
keep focus squarely on the basic bargain. From the U.S. perspective, 
the prime purpose of the Stability Pact was to apply the same logic of 
integration to Southeastern Europe as we had applied to Central and 
Northern Europe. We had gained broad recognition that the people 
of the Western Balkans were not only part of Europe, they had to be 
offered the same perspective of integration as those in other parts of 
Europe. They would need to make the hard choices for reform that 
could make that possible; we would stand by them as they did. The al-
ternative was more violence, more conflict, and further disintegration. 

The New OSCE

Post-conflict efforts following the Kosovo war, together with the 
Stability Pact mechanisms for Southeastern Europe, which were sub-
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sequently placed under the auspices of the OSCE, underscored once 
again the importance of that organization, and the opportunity to ad-
vance our Triple Crown effort at its summit in Istanbul in November 
1999. 

At Istanbul we sought to promote our concept of mutually-reinforc-
ing, non-hierarchical relations among the key institutions of Euro-At-
lantic architecture, and in this context to solidify the OSCE as the in-
stitution of choice when it came to conflict resolution, expansion and 
protection of democracy and democratic institutions, defense of human 
rights, fundamental freedoms, and the rule of law, and identifying and 
addressing economic issues that could lead to conflict and threats to 
security throughout the Euro-Atlantic community. Negotiations on 
a new security model for Europe culminated in the elaboration and 
adoption of the comprehensive Charter for European Security at the 
Summit.48 As William Hill recounts, the push for an all-inclusive agree-
ment and document on European security was a logical outgrowth of 
and heir to the aspirations for an undivided Europe and comprehensive 
definition of security embodied in the Charter of Paris and other im-
mediate post-Cold War documents and proposals. In Istanbul, Clinton 
called the OSCE “a unique institution grounded in the principle that 
the root of human insecurity is the denial of human rights…the charter 
we’ve negotiated recognizes that the greatest threats to our security 
today are as likely to come from conflicts that begin within states as 
between them.”49

Building confidence and security within societies was what the OSCE 
had always done best. Election monitoring, peacekeeping, efforts to 
address trafficking, corruption, national minorities, and arms control/
verification were all important aspects. Perhaps the OSCE’s most vital 
work was being done through its field missions, including a high-pro-
file presence in Chechnya and the largest field mission of its history in 
Kosovo. We wanted to empower the OSCE to become more opera-
tional in the areas of early warning, conflict prevention, management 
and resolution, and post-conflict reconstruction and reconciliation. In 
this regard, we sought to promote new tools such as police monitoring 
to allow greater proactive use of OSCE institutions in situations that 
seemed headed for instability or conflict. We continued to encourage 
OSCE field missions as “platforms” to synthesize the activities of inter-
national organizations and NGOs. 
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Kosovo demonstrated that the OSCE needed to organize and de-
ploy its resources faster to areas of need. We proposed the formation 
of Rapid Expert Assistance and Co-operation Teams (REACT), a re-
serve capability within participating states that would enable the OSCE 
to deploy experts in elections, law, media, administration and policing 
rapidly for more effective conflict prevention, crisis management, and 
post-conflict rehabilitation.50 

While the OSCE’s responsibilities extended from Vancouver to 
Vladivostok, in practice it had become increasingly focused in its op-
erational work in the Balkans. We wanted the OSCE to apply its tools 
throughout the broader Euro-Atlantic region, a point we underscored 
in our support for stepped-up OSCE engagement in the Caucasus and 
Central Asia.

We also sought to establish the OSCE as a comprehensive frame-
work in which arms control and confidence-building could be import-
ant elements of our strategy. This was important for the adaptation 
of the CFE Treaty, in which a system of national and territorial ceil-
ings replaced outmoded bloc-to-bloc calculations. The Adapted CFE 
Treaty was agreed at Istanbul, although NATO allies linked their rat-
ification to Russia’s commitment to withdraw its forces from Georgia 
and Moldova. A related advance came with agreement on the “Vienna 
Document,” a real expansion and deepening of the commitments of all 
OSCE states with regard to information exchanges, visits and inspec-
tions, and other transparency measures.51

These initiatives and others adopted in Istanbul laid the groundwork 
for a more action-oriented OSCE whose value added was that it could 
potentially deal better with conflicts within societies than others, and 
that was better equipped with relevant tools to do so. By the end of the 
Administration in 2000, the 25th anniversary year of the Helsinki Final 
Act, the OSCE had twenty missions and about 3,000 personnel in the 
field, and continued to break new ground with a broad and flexible 
array of tools for conflict prevention, crisis management and post-con-
flict rehabilitation. By the end of the Clinton Administration, William 
Hill could write that “the OSCE truly flowered…perhaps reaching the 
zenith of its activity and influence.”52 
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“Two Institutions in the Same City Living on Different Planets”

About this time Marc Grossman became Director General of the 
U.S. Foreign Service and Ron Asmus left the State Department. Sec-
retary Albright asked me to succeed Ron, to work now with James 
Dobbins in the European Bureau’s front office, with a portfolio that 
combined our continued work on regional political-military affairs and 
Nordic-Baltic issues while still overseeing U.S. efforts at Southeastern 
European stabilization and integration. When I found myself flying 
rather exotic routes from Tallinn to Thessaloniki or from Iceland to 
Istanbul, I couldn’t help thinking we truly were experiencing a new 
Europe.

As the Clinton Administration drew to an end, most building blocks 
of a new Euro-Atlantic architecture had been put into place, with one 
curious exception: the strange non-relationship between the primary 
institutions of the West, the European Union and NATO, which Rob-
ert Hunter often described as “two institutions in the same city living 
on different planets.”

Bosnia, Kosovo and a host of other crises underscored the need for 
improved European capabilities and better coordination mechanisms 
to deepen EU-NATO cooperation so that civilian and military efforts 
at crisis management worked more effectively together.53 We believed 
that American popular support for a continuing U.S. role in Europe 
was increasingly related to the perception that America’s European 
partners were willing and able to assume more responsibility not only 
for their own security but also for defending common interests of the 
transatlantic community in the wider world. A European defense initia-
tive that bolstered European capabilities, if developed with care, could 
be a possible expression of that commitment and be mutually reinforc-
ing with NATO initiatives. Common foreign and security policy was 
a logical next step in the European integration process and could help 
to avoid renationalization of European defense. U.S. support was also 
consistent with the premise of the Triple Crown strategy that the Unit-
ed States needed a strong and coherent European Union as a partner 
on the European continent and beyond.54 A more coherent and capable 
European profile could equip the EU to assume the lead in the Balkans 
or to engage, if necessary, in areas such as Africa, where the United 
States was unlikely to play a prominent role. The United States needed 
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to welcome enhanced European crisis management capabilities in situ-
ations where NATO—meaning, in practice, the United States—would 
decide not to become engaged. 

Even those who supported such efforts, however, were concerned 
that European force commitments and capability pledges too often 
tended to be little more than empty exercises in European self-asser-
tion. Americans across the board were both wary and weary of repeat-
ed European pledges that seemed to melt away with the next spring 
thaw. In American eyes, the EU effort not just to build a European 
Security and Defense Identity (ESDI), but to move to what would be 
called European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP), was not just a 
narrow technical topic for policy wonks. It was emblematic of a far 
larger strategic debate about how—and even whether—Europe and the 
United States could tackle in more equal and balanced fashion the se-
curity challenges posed by the post-Cold War world. If ESDP and the 
Union’s Common Foreign and Security Policy were developed in ways 
that truly created greater European capabilities, not just more Europe-
an process, they could be vehicles for a stronger, outward-looking Eu-
rope and a more balanced, global partnership with the United States.

The key was to shape and condition European initiatives so they 
would complement, rather than compete, with those of the Alliance. 

Meanwhile, French and British experiences in the Balkans and else-
where had laid bare key military deficiencies. Paris and London each 
realized they had to do something. Paris had long argued that the EU 
needed more muscular defense forces. The real change came from 
London. 

UK Prime Minister Tony Blair had come to believe that Bosnia, 
Rwanda, and Kosovo were harbingers of a post-Cold War world in 
which the international community would be increasingly challenged 
to confront unprincipled actors who were engaging in wonton acts 
of ethnic cleansing and even genocide, and who believed they could 
use the principle of non-interference in a country’s domestic affairs to 
shield themselves from international intervention. Blair, appalled by 
the failure of the international community to stop the Rwandan geno-
cide, and having seen how the Bosnian tragedy had only been turned 
around by international intervention, was now frustrated by the threat-
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ened continued use of the veto by Russia and China blocking a U.N. 
Security Council Resolution on intervention in Kosovo. 

Blair was convinced that the United Kingdom had to be equipped 
to act. Britain’s Strategic Defense Review committed the UK to a real 
defense spending increase for the first time in 15 years. Britain was 
unlikely to engage unilaterally, however; it would need to work with 
others. Yet Blair believed that international mechanisms had to be fa-
cilitative; they could not be allowed to block what he deeply believed 
to be the moral imperative of humanitarian intervention. The UK and 
its European partners clearly needed to bolster their military capabili-
ties, and when they chose to deploy them, they needed to be able to do 
so via whatever mechanism might prove appropriate given the specific 
case at hand—through the U.N., through NATO, through European 
efforts drawing on NATO assets when NATO chose not to be involved, 
or, if need be, through the EU alone.

Traditionally, the UK had been hesitant to provide the EU with “au-
tonomous” defense structures. On December 4, 1998, however, Lon-
don and Paris took a decisive step at their St. Malo summit. They con-
cluded in a Joint Declaration that the EU “must have the capacity for 
autonomous action, backed up by credible military forces, the means 
to decide to use them and a readiness to do so, in order to respond to 
international crises.” It was agreed that the EU should be able to act, 
whether using NATO assets or on its own “outside the NATO frame-
work.” The declaration also noted both that military action would take 
place “when the Alliance as a whole is not engaged,” and that these 
European capacities should be developed “without unnecessary dupli-
cation.” 55

The White House wanted a clear U.S. response to the St. Malo 
Declaration. It was important to support this new emphasis on bolster-
ing greater capabilities while ensuring that EU efforts could comple-
ment, rather than compete, with those of the Alliance. I was asked to 
draft an opinion piece; working with Deputy National Security Adviser 
James Steinberg and with Secretary Albright, the draft was massaged 
and appeared in the Financial Times on December 7 under the title 
“The right balance will secure NATO’s future.” The message: Clinton 
Administration support for greater European efforts would be condi-
tioned by what Secretary Albright termed the “three D’s:” no discrim-
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ination against non-EU NATO members, no decoupling of European 
and North American security, and no duplication of NATO’s operation-
al planning system or its command structure.56 

At the same time, the administration pushed hard for NATO to 
launch its own Defense Capabilities Initiative (DCI) at the Washington 
summit four months later. The DCI was designed to improve Allied 
forces’ deployability, mobility, sustainability, survivability and effective-
ness. It identified some 58 areas in which Allies were asked to make 
concrete improvements in their forces to fill specific capability gaps. 

The collapse of the Rambouillet peace effort and the start of NA-
TO’s bombing campaign against Milošević reinforced Blair’s views. To 
press his case, Blair took the unusual step of flying to Chicago on the 
eve of the NATO Summit to set forth his doctrine of humanitarian in-
tervention. “The most pressing foreign policy problem we face,” Blair 
said before the Economic Club of Chicago on April 24, 1999, “is to 
identify the circumstances in which we should get actively involved in 
other people’s conflicts.”57 While framing the issue as a challenge for 
the U.N., Blair knew that Europe and the United States would have to 
be the motor behind new multilateral approaches to such issues. 

The Kosovo war was the third out-of-area conflict North America 
and Europe had faced in the 1990s; such challenges indeed seemed far 
more likely in future than traditional threats to the territorial security 
of the Alliance. Being equipped to address out-of-area challenges, how-
ever, was going to be much easier for the United States, whose forces 
had been built around power projection rather than territorial security, 
than for the Europeans, whose Cold War forces had been oriented the 
other way around. By and large Europeans were unenthusiastic about 
reorienting their military postures from protecting European territo-
ry—familiar but less necessary—to projecting force beyond their bor-
ders—controversial but more necessary. 

The Clinton Administration used these concerns to frame and guide 
its support for a more cohesive and responsive European foreign policy 
and above all, for more capable European defense. The Kosovo war af-
firmed to U.S. leaders and the U.S. military that not enough European 
armed forces were ready for the diverse, rapidly-evolving challenges of 
the post-Cold War world. In American eyes, Europe had been sluggish 
in its efforts to manage the shift away from the massed, terrain-based 
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forces necessary for the Cold War toward more mobile, deployable and 
sustainable forces and improved lift, logistics and intelligence capabil-
ities. Kosovo underscored European dependence on the United States 
for precision-strike capability, surveillance and intelligence assets, re-
fueling, lift, logistics, and high-end command and control systems. 
European forces would need to become more mobile, deployable and 
sustainable. “A central lesson” of the Kosovo campaign, Secretary Al-
bright and UK Foreign Secretary Robin Cook warned, was that “not 
enough European armed forces are ready for the diverse, rapidly evolv-
ing challenges of the post-Cold War world. Too many are trained and 
equipped to defend against a threat that no longer exists.”58 

The widening capabilities gap threatened Alliance unity by widen-
ing the faultlines we had sought to repair as we crafted NATO’s new 
Strategic Concept. The U.S. military had been irritated that it had to 
provide 80 percent of the useful capability in the Kosovo air campaign, 
while needing to negotiate a consensus with 18 other countries on op-
erational methods. Unless the Europeans could bolster their capabili-
ties to fight alongside Americans, there was a danger that each side of 
the North Atlantic would address such challenges separately—the U.S. 
unilaterally, unconstrained by “war by committee,” the Europeans via 
the EU or perhaps not at all. 

The dangers were apparent. The United States was carrying virtu-
ally all the risk of defending common vital interests where they were 
now most threatened—beyond Europe’s periphery. To take just one ex-
ample, U.S. military plans included defense of Persian Gulf oil supplies 
without reliance on NATO Allies, even though the Allies depended 
more on Gulf oil than the United States. 

It was time to jettison traditional U.S. concerns about a stronger 
European profile. The danger was European weakness, not European 
strength. It was time to end the counterproductive competition that 
had long existed between the EU and NATO; Secretary Albright want-
ed a “true strategic partnership.” In a joint article, Secretary Albright 
and UK Foreign Secretary Robin Cook affirmed that “NATO remains 
the foundation of the collective defense of its members,” but added it 
was important to craft “new arrangements to link the EU and NATO 
in unprecedented ways, laying the foundation for a true strategic part-
nership between the two key institutions of the West.”59
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Those new arrangements would mean that European contributions 
to NATO operations, in the Balkans and perhaps elsewhere, could be 
stronger and more effective. It meant that where NATO as a whole 
chose not to become engaged, the EU would be able to act in response 
to humanitarian crises, to provide disaster relief and also undertake 
peacekeeping tasks. It meant that European nations, inside and outside 
the EU, would be ready and able to offer forces for EU-led operations 
and be afforded the opportunity to participate, just as they had in NA-
TO-led operations in Bosnia and Kosovo. 

In such a context, Albright’s 3D’s could be addressed. To minimize 
duplication of effort, NATO had offered the EU assured access to 
NATO planning, which the EU welcomed. To address the danger of 
discrimination, the EU proposed new arrangements for close and con-
tinuous involvement of non-EU European allies. With such arrange-
ments in place, there was less risk that North American and European 
security would be decoupled. Europe’s contributions to NATO would 
be strengthened, relations between the European Union and non-EU 
European allies enhanced and Europe’s ability to support the activities 
of the OSCE and the U.N. improved.60 

The turnaround in British policy facilitated the transformation of 
the ESDI into the European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP) at 
the Helsinki European Council meeting in December 1999. At Hel-
sinki leaders also announced a Headline Goal of bolstering European 
military capabilities with the aim of developing a future European Rap-
id Reaction Force by 2003 of 60,000 troops deployable in 60 days and 
sustainable for a year. It was intended to be a force capable of undertak-
ing the full range of so-called “Petersburg Tasks,” that is tasks ranging 
from rescue and humanitarian missions, through peacekeeping to that 
of combat troops in peacekeeping. By December 2000 forces to meet 
the Headline Goal were offered by EU countries, non-EU European 
allies and EU candidate countries. EU nations committed themselves 
to the capability improvements necessary to achieve the goal in full by 
2003. NATO and the EU would work together to ensure that shortfalls 
were met and that the planning to meet capability goals of both orga-
nizations was coordinated.

To highlight the changing nature of relations I had pressed hard for a 
joint session of NATO and EU foreign ministers while NATO foreign 
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ministers were in Brussels for their semiannual meeting in December 
2000. It was a bridge too far; EU qualms prevented a formal meeting. 
As one of our last acts in office, however, we managed a work-around: 
Canadian and European foreign ministers would host an informal fare-
well event for Secretary Albright. Her counterparts from both NATO 
and EU member states agreed. After five decades, the two institutions 
had finally come together, if only over dinner.

Conclusion

The Clinton Administration’s effort to recast Euro-Atlantic archi-
tecture for the post-Wall world went through three phases. The first 
was a period of distraction, division and indecision during the Presi-
dent’s first year in office. A decisive second phase, punctuated by war 
and then imposition of peace in Bosnia, began with the NATO Brus-
sels Summit in January 1994 and culminated in a flurry of summits 
in 1997 that resulted in special NATO partnerships with both Russia 
and Ukraine, internal and external adaption of the Alliance, including 
membership invitations to the Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland, 
and enhanced political and military cooperation with NATO’s growing 
list of partners. The third phase, which lasted until the end of the Ad-
ministration, was again punctuated by war, this time in Kosovo, even as 
the Administration sought to equip NATO for new missions, further 
energize the OSCE, and build a more effective and outward-looking 
U.S.-EU partnership. 

As the 21st century dawned, the United States and its European 
Allies and partners had developed a Euro-Atlantic architecture of co-
operative overlapping, and interlocking institutions that enabled new 
members to walk through the doors of NATO and the EU in ways that 
were not at the expense of other states or institutions.61 A democratic 
peace had taken hold across much of the continent; Europe was more 
secure than at any time in the previous century. Yet Europeans were 
approaching with uncertainty and apprehension challenges of a gen-
eration. America’s European Allies were more prosperous than ever, 
but the benefits of that prosperity were not yet shared fully among all 
Europeans. The Baltic republics remained anxious about their future. 
Slobodan Milošević, whose toxic brand of nationalism had inflamed the 
Balkans, was out of power, yet tensions still afflicted the region. Europe 
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would not be secure until its northeastern and southeastern corners 
was transformed from sources of insecurity and instability into fully 
integrated parts of the European and transatlantic mainstream. And 
the transatlantic community’s efforts to develop a new and sustainable 
partnership with Russia—itself in the midst of a generational transfor-
mation—remained a formidable work in progress. 

The United States had a major stake in the outcome of these gener-
ational choices. During the 20th century American leaders learned the 
hard way that America’s interests are deeply intertwined with the secu-
rity and prosperity of Europe. Whenever we failed to make the invest-
ment required to protect those interests, we always ended up paying a 
higher price later. As the Clinton Administration left office, however, it 
was unclear whether the United States would sustain that investment. 

America, a European power? Today, the question mark has returned. 
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