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DIRECTOR’S LETTER
Hello, delegates! My name is Joe Noss, and I will be serving as the director for NATO this year.
This will be my 4th and final MckennaMUN, as well as my 25th conference ever! I have been
doing Model UN since I was in high school, and have only grown to love it more in college. I hope
that this committee will be just as fun for you as NATO committees have been in the past for me.
We are truly at a unique time in the organization’s history, as new geopolitical contexts are
forcing it to completely change its policies. On top of this, the revisionist, NATO-sceptic United
States government has led to many leaders questioning the alliance's future vitality. While I
understand the United States is vital to any NATO policy-making, we have decided to not allocate
any delegate to the United States as a position in this committee. The goal of this is to force
delegates to step outside of their US-centric world view and try to consider what other NATO
member-states are thinking in the face of threats like Russian aggression and transnational
terrorism. As NATO countries have come to rely on the United States for the past decades, it
seems it may be time for them to once again become self-reliant. I felt that the inclusion of a
delegate representing the US may skew debate away from being truly revolutionary in its ideas. I
can’t wait to hear about what new strategies this committee will develop to deal with the issues
it faces. This will truly be an incredible weekend, and I am looking forward to it! Do not be afraid
to email me if you have any questions, at jnoss20@cmc.edu. See you all in April!’
1

INTRODUCTION:
The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) is arguably the longest lasting alliance in
modern history. However, throughout its existence, it has faced existential threats as well as
periods of serious change. With its 70th anniversary having just passed, NATO is once again at an
inflection point, where it must re-evaluate its goals in light of changing geopolitical
circumstances. Instrumental to NATO has been its reliance on the United States’ foreign policy,
which until recently, was quite reliable. However, in the face of a NATO-sceptic US
administration, questions as to what NATO will look like in the future are even more
complicated. With that being said, this committee will give delegates an unparalleled
opportunity to craft NATO policy in the context of Russian nationalism and an unreliable United
States. To ensure delegates’ policy recommendations are not clouded by considerations in
regards to American appeasement, there will be no delegates representing the United States.
Instead, delegates will have to take the topic issues seriously, crafting a solution in light of what a
likely US response would be, as well as what that solution would look like without US
involvement. This task is not easy and is one of the biggest questions NATO policymakers try to
answer every day. However, through creative solutions and innovative planning, the problems
NATO faces can be solved. No matter what resolutions are eventually posited, this committee
will force delegates to step out of their US-centric foreign policy comfort zone, trying to place
themselves in the position of the leaders of other NATO countries.
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History of Committee:
The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) was founded in response to what many
western countries viewed as soviet aggression. World War II had ended, yet it becomes quickly
clear to world leaders that it was not the end of the conflict. Instead, the USSR began quickly
seizing any land it could across Eastern Europe, hoping to expand the countries which were
under the communist system. As a result, the group of countries that had been allied against the
Nazis during WWII—France, the United Kingdom, the United States, and Canada, among
others—formed a defensive pact in case any of them were ever attacked. Specifically, within
NATO’s foundational document there was a specific clause related to collective defense, Article
5. The ‘commitment clause’ of Article 5 establishes that, if any NATO member-state is attacked,
it is in essence, an attack on all NATO member states. Although it has only been used once since
NATO’s founding, Article 5 and its effects have informed the foreign policy of NATO memberstates and its enemies since its founding. The original 12 allies who founded NATO—Belgium,
Canada, Denmark, France, Iceland, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, the United
Kingdom, and the United States—signed the treaty in Washington on April 4th, 1949. The
original ‘North Atlantic Treaty’ had the following preamble, which helps to explain the
organization's goals:

3

“The Parties to this Treaty reaffirm their faith in the purposes and principles of the
Charter of the United Nations and their desire to live in peace with all peoples and all
governments. They are determined to safeguard the freedom, common heritage and
civilization of their peoples, founded on the principles of democracy, individual liberty,
and the rule of law. They seek to promote stability and well-being in the North Atlantic
area. They are resolved to unite their efforts for collective defense and for the
preservation of peace and security. They, therefore, agree to this North Atlantic
Treaty.”

-1949 North Atlantic Treaty

Since 1949, NATO has experienced many formative developments, growing in mandate
and membership. In 1952, Greece and Turkey joined the alliance, serving as a means for the
alliance to have a presence in the East. Three years later, West Germany joined NATO in 1955. By
the time membership had swelled to 15 members, the Soviet Union was alarmed. As a result, the
Soviet Union created its own mutual defense treaty, the Warsaw Pact, which served as a defense
agreement between the Soviets and their satellite states under communist rule. Unlike the
multilateral decision-making process that marked the NATO alliance, Warsaw Pact states were
beholden to Soviet Union foreign policy. Now that Europe had been delineated between two
large alliances, both jockeyed for control of the continent as well as the rest of the world, trying
to gain an upper-hand. The issue of membership became integral to both alliances calculus—any
member they could add to their alliance would be one excluded from the others.
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While this membership race was real and active, it was a much less important
ramification of these alliances creation. Instead, the establishment of the doctrine of MutuallyAssured Destruction (MAD) informed NATO—-and world—-operations to this day. The doctrine
of MAD is based on the concept of deterrence. Essentially, no nation will use nuclear weapons
against another if that nation has the capabilities for a ‘second strike’—the ability to launch
nuclear weapons after being attacked with nuclear weapons. If a nation were to attack another
nuclear nation, it would lead to the destruction of both. Due to this ‘mutually assured
destruction’ both nations are deterred from using nuclear weapons. When this doctrine is placed
in the context of NATO and Warsaw Pact alliance, its effect becomes clearer—both alliances
wanted to avoid full-scale war with the other, and instead would try to use subversive, covert
means to do so. MAD led to what scholars now refer to as the ‘Cold War.’ Instead of the conflict
between NATO and Warsaw Pact nations being marked by conventional conflict, it would instead
be exemplified by unconventional actions.
Over the next 35 years, there were many conflicts between the two alliances, as well as
situations where the world was pushed to the brink of nuclear war. However, through it all, the
world survived, and NATO never had to trigger Article 5. Over time, the Warsaw Pact alliance
began to fall apart, as member-states domestic situations deteriorated economically and
politically. In December 1991, the Soviet Union finally dissolved, and it seemed that the threat of
communism was finally defeated. As a result, NATO member-states began to question its future
vitality and necessity. It quickly became clear that even without its foundational foe, NATO had
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strategic benefit to the countries involved. Instead of preparing for a large-scale war with the
USSR, NATO shifted to focusing its missions on global stability and the prevention of genocide
and other conflicts. Article 6 of NATO’s charter outlined its goals and policies in regards to “outof-area missions” which it performed many of in the following years. Specifically, NATO
undertook operations in both Bosnia and the former Yugoslavia throughout the 1990s. By the
end of this period, most former Warsaw Pact nations had joined NATO, and its membership had
swelled from 16 allies in 1990 to around 29 allies today.
The end of the Cold War prompted the 1991 Rome Declaration, in which NATO tried to
formulate a new, future-facing policy. NATO placed a new emphasis on smaller, highly mobile
forces meant for fast reactions to threats. Flexibility became a new goal for NATO forces, as they
attempted to try and handle new types of missions. The Rome Declaration had unanimous
agreement, and this new doctrine was tested in peacekeeping missions in the former Yugoslavia
as well as Kosovo.
Without the USSR, NATO members thought it may be obsolete. However, on September 11th
2001, this understanding changed with the terrorist attack in New York. In response to the
attack, the United States triggered Article 5 of the NATO treaty for the first time in the
organization's history. As a result, NATO member states had a responsibility to help the United
States deal with this attack by a non-state actor. The triggering of Article 5 in this context led to
the establishment of counter-terrorism and global stability as a new central goal of NATO. Many
NATO members had experienced transnational terrorism, and they all benefitted from working
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together to prevent it. While the threat of terrorism has remained real since 2001, another
threat emerged that is arguably more serious to the NATO alliance—Russian nationalism. After
the dissolution of the Soviet Union, NATO members thought they could one day count on the
new state of Russia as an ally. Yet, in 2014, this understanding proved a miscalculation, as
Russian forces annexed Crimea, a territory under Ukraine’s sovereign control. While NATO forces
were present in Ukraine after this aggression, Russia has continued with its attempts to seize
control of Ukraine territory, among other Eastern European areas.
While the twin threats of Russian nationalism and transnational terrorism are grave and
real, another issue has arisen in the past few years—a NATO skeptic United States. In 2016,
Republican candidate Donald Trump was elected. While President Trump had made many
statements in regards to how he would change foreign policy, one of the most alarming to US
allies was his statements about NATO. Specifically, President Trump questioned NATO’s Article 5,
contending that he would not come to the defense of European nations unless they ‘paid their
fair share’ of defense costs for the organization. While NATO funding and burden-sharing is a
serious issue that will be addressed by this committee later on, President Trump’s rhetoric about
the alliance calls into question its future viability. The United States has played an extremely
consequential role in the alliance since its founding, helping to guide its entire foreign policy. To
complicate matters further, NATO member-states are protected by a US-facilitated nuclear
umbrella, something that would be undermined by the US’ refusal to protect NATO members.
While President Trump may never do anything to truly undermine NATO, his rhetoric and actions
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thus far have already revealed to the US’ allies the degree to which they are now ‘going it
alone,’—NATO member-states must rely on each other, rather than the United States, moving
forward.
Consequently, NATO faces three new serious threats, transnational terrorism, Russian
aggression, as well as the NATO-sceptic United States. It will be this committee's job to address
these threats in light of the changing global circumstances, figuring out new and innovative ways
to ensure these nations’ common defense. This committee will cover two main topic areas, the
issue of NATO Funding as well as the threat of Russian Nationalism in the east. While challenging,
these problems are surmountable through collaboration, cooperation, and most importantly,
mutual defense.

NATO Funding and Burden-sharing: Introduction and History

The issue of NATO funding has been constant throughout the alliance’s history. When
establishing NATO, member-states had agreed to the principle of common funding, all countries
would spend 2% of their GDP on their military expenditure (ME) to ensure the common defense
of all members. Unsurprisingly, the United States, which had a vested interest in its military
expansion after World War II, contributed more than any other nation. Although the original 12
members had disparate economies and levels of development, they were all expected to ‘pay
their fair share’ 2%. As a result, “virtually every US President and Congress have raised concerns”
about member-states that were failing to reach this 2% threshold.
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The first stage of disparities in funding was the 1950s-1960s. During this period, the
NATO member states that had nuclear capabilities—the UK, the US, and France—contributed a
much larger share of their GDP to ME. This relatively high ME was inextricably linked to the
heavy costs associated with maintaining a strategic nuclear arsenal. While only these countries
covered the costs, all NATO member-states benefitted from being under the nuclear umbrella,
preventing direct conflict with the Soviet Union as a result of the doctrine of MAD. In 1966,
Olson Zeckhauser wrote the consequential work, An Economic Theory of Alliances, which
assessed NATO since its founding. Zeckhauser hypothesized that the larger, wealthier countries
were being ‘exploited’ by the less wealthy, smaller ones. Zeckhauser pointed to MAD and its
deterring effects as the cause of this disparity—in essence, being under the nuclear umbrella of
NATO was a ‘public good’ in the economic sense. Once a country joined NATO, it was protected
from nuclear attacks and soviet aggression, because other countries knew that due to Article 5
of the NATO treaty, an attack against the specific nation would be an attack against all NATO
members. This Article 5 ramification was non-rivalrous insofar as all NATO members could derive
the benefit of it and did not have to compete for that benefit. The benefit was also nonexcludable—any country could join NATO and receive it. In this way, nuclear weapons made
common defense a public good where free-riding was possible.
Consequently, there are benefits NATO countries can invest in that are ‘private’—only
help themselves—or public, contributing to the entire alliance. For example, a country can invest
in their National Guard, home disaster relief, uprising protection, or flood control. All of these
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programs provide excludable benefits that only the member-state in question receives, yet it
would still contribute to their ME. Other excludable benefits include things like border
protection. If allied defense is fully excludable, the share of the burden each country has is
directly proportional to the benefits they receive. As a result, there is no ‘exploitation’ by some
countries by others. However, if allied defense is a purely public good—non-excludable and nonrivalrous—issues of exploitation and free-riding emerge.
To support his hypothesis, Zeckhauser used statistical analysis to conclude that countries
ME to GDP ratios had a significant positive correlation with the GDP of a nation more generally.
Consequently, the effect of MAD on countries’ MEs was clear, alliance defense spending was
suboptimal in comparison with other domestic programs. Due to the public nature of MAD, allies
did not see a real benefit in investing further in the alliance but did see a benefit in increasing
their own spending domestically. Moreover, there was no crowding out effect as new allies
joined, so there was no reason to limit NATO membership. All of these factors eventually
contributed to the huge disparity Zeckhauser found through his research.
It was clear a change was needed, and that change came through the 1967 directive MC
14/3, which established the doctrine of flexible response. With MAD coloring the international
context, NATO changed its policy such that they would respond in calculated, reciprocal ways in
the face of Warsaw Pact aggression. If any Warsaw Pact country used a small, conventional
military force to launch an incursion in NATO territory, the alliance would respond with equal
countermeasures using traditional means. The nuclear option became an established ‘last
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resort’—only once something spiraled out of control. As a result, NATO strategy became
centered on using tactical short-range missiles and conventional military forces. Due to this
doctrinal change, NATO member-states defense efforts were more complementary to the US’s.
The US would provide nuclear missiles, while other countries would have forces stationed near
the Warsaw Pact borders. In this way, common defense became a more private good once again.
For NATO member states to truly insulate themselves from Warsaw Pact aggression, they
needed to invest in their own military capabilities, or else the Soviets may launch an incursion.
Through MC 14/3, it becomes much more challenging for member-states to free-ride on the
good of common defense. Interestingly, statistical analysis by scholars after the change in policy
have revealed that the positive correlation between ME to GDP ratios and GDP more generally,
“seldom held for NATO after the late 1960s.”
Interestingly, the 1970s-1980s saw NATO allies once again build up their arsenals and
manpower. The defense burden began to shift from North America back to Europe at the start of
doctrine MC 14/3. Due to the increased number of excludable benefits, there was once again
“concordance between defense burdens and benefits.” This equitable burden-sharing continued
until the 1990s, with the collapse of the Soviet Union. NATO’s foundational foe, the Warsaw
Pact, was finally defeated, as the communist countries began to deteriorate and transition to
liberal democracies. Throughout this post-Cold War period, NATO allies took advantage of the
‘peace dividends’ afforded to them by the end of the conflict, reinvesting much of their ME into
domestic programs. NATO needed to re-evaluate its goals in this new context, transitioning to a
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focus on protecting its members’ interest in “out of area” missions, as was allowed under the
treaty’s Article 6 clauses.
Article 6
For the purpose of Article 5, an armed attack on one or more of the Parties is deemed to
include an armed attack:
•

on the territory of any of the Parties in Europe or North America, on the Algerian

Departments of France 2, on the territory of Turkey or on the Islands under the
jurisdiction of any of the Parties in the North Atlantic area north of the Tropic of Cancer;
•

on the forces, vessels, or aircraft of any of the Parties, when in or over these

territories or any other area in Europe in which occupation forces of any of the Parties
were stationed on the date when the Treaty entered into force or the Mediterranean Sea
or the North Atlantic area north of the Tropic of Cancer.
-1949 North Atlantic Treaty

With the Warsaw Pact nations devolving into conflict, NATO began peacekeeping
missions in the former Yugoslavia, as well as the nascent nations of Kosovo and Bosnia. At the
same time, the vast majority of Warsaw Pact nations joined NATO, trying to ensure their future
development. Nations like Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia, and the Czech Republic, among
others, joined NATO after the fall of Soviet Union. NATO also launched peacekeeping operations
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in Iraq, Afghanistan, Libya, and other countries. The rate of these out of are missions increased
after the election of George W. Bush in 2000. After 2000, these operations expanded to regions
like North Africa, the Middle East, and Asia. Interestingly, these operations provided “purely
public benefits for the allies.” The central benefit of peacekeeping operations, global stability,
was something all NATO members benefitted from—it was a non-rivalrous, non-excludable
good. The other benefits of peacekeeping operations—the stemming of refugee flows, the
bolstering of international trade, an increased return on investment in foreign direct investment
(FDI)—were all similarly public. With this in mind, it is unsurprising that the disparities in burdensharing between nations returned once again.
Independent of out-of-area missions, NATO had another new threat that would turn out
to be one of the most challenging to deal with, transnational terrorism. Transnational terrorist
attacks are defined as those that involve two or more countries for one of the following
reasons—the perpetrators of violence are from multiple countries, the victims of violence are
from multiple countries, the country in which the attack was carried out is different from the
country of the perpetrators or victims, or some combination of the three. For example, the 2015
Bataclan theatre attack, in which non-French ISIS agents attacked French citizens, is
transnational terrorism. Interestingly, the September 11th terrorist attack in New York marked
the first time in NATO’s history that Article 5 of the treaty was triggered by a member-state.
Immediately after the attack, a NATO joint operation was launched to patrol US airspace.
Independent of the attack on the US, Islamic fundamentalists have attacked many NATO allies,
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including Canada, Belgium, France, Germany, and the UK. In contrast to domestic terrorism,
where the perpetrators are home-grown and attack other citizens of that nation, the prevention
of transnational terrorism provides a public benefit. Perpetrators of transnational terrorism are
based abroad, and the nullification of groups like ISIS provides benefits to all member-states that
in essence are non-excludable, just as the benefits of out-of-area peacekeeping operations are.
Unsurprisingly, this combination has led to an increased disparity in the share of the burden that
NATO countries currently take on in regards to their ME to GDP ratios, and the overall NATO ME
more generally.
While the crisis of transnational terrorism has effected every NATO member-state
directly or indirectly, a much graver threat has emerged near the NATO member-states that
were once Warsaw Pact members. After the dissolution of the Soviet Union, Russia appeared as
though it may one day be an ally to NATO, possibly even becoming a member. However, by
2014, it was clear this NATO-Russia friendship would not last. First, Russia began supporting
insurgents in Eastern Ukraine, before eventually annexing Crimea, after a referendum that
western observers described as illegitimate. NATO members began to fear the annexation of
their territory was next. The Eastern NATO allies began requesting increased NATO presence on
their soil, as well as more NATO exercises. As a result, many began reinvesting in their ME, as
border protection, unlike global security or MAD, is an excludable benefit that each nation has to
be diligent in facilitating for itself. By 2018, most of these eastern European NATO allies had
increased their ME to GDP ratios up to 2%, including Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, and
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Romania. While NATO has an interest in protecting its member-states’ borders, and NATO has
sent troops to do just this, the border nations in the alliance feel the Russian existential threat
much more than a country like Canada. As a result, most of these nations have a relatively high
ME to GDP ratio and are active in bearing some of the burdens.
While the statistical analysis reveals that NATO burden-sharing was quite equitable from
1999-2009, it seems its huge growth in size, as well as its new threats and benefits, have caused
that burden to shift once again. In their study 2019 on NATO burden-sharing from 2011-2017,
Wukki Kim and Todd Sandler concluded that “disproportionate burden-sharing uncovered here is
apt to continue unless the 2% rule is really implemented.” It is in the context of these grave new
threats—transnational terrorism, out-of-area conflicts, and Russian nationalism—that this
alliance must reassess its 2% commitment to ME as well as its burden-sharing more generally. It
is the task of this body to assess the necessity of this 2% commitment in light of changing
circumstances, as well as how to ensure more equitable burden-sharing more generally. As was
revealed by Zeckhauser and other scholars, burden-sharing is unequal when the benefits of the
alliance are ‘public’. As a result, it should be a goal of NATO to try and ensure that memberstates contribute to these public goods, as well as excludable ones like border security. NATO has
a free-riding problem that has been exacerbated by its growth in recent years. Through the
formulation of a new doctrine, just like Directive MC 14/3, this inequity can be corrected.

NATO Spending: The Current Situation
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In 2014, as Russia began to build-up its military, greatly increasing its ME, NATO held the Wales
Summit. At the summit, NATO members reaffirmed their commitment to contribute at least 2%
of their GDP to military spending, as well as increase their procurements of new military
equipment to 20%. NATO members had agreed to try and achieve both of these goals within the
next decade. However, many have failed to reach these goals. In 2018, just five allies spent 2% of
their GDP to ME—France, Estonia, Greece, Turkey, and the US. There were around four allies
between 1.9-2%—Lithuania, Latvia, Poland, and Romania. Other frontline allies were not close to
the 2%, such as Albania, Bulgaria, Croatia, the Czech Republic, Hungary, the Slovak Republic, and
Slovenia. However, in line with the Wales Summit goals, only 6 of the 28 allies have reduced
their ME to GDP ratios since the declaration—this included two Eastern European allies, as well
as the UK and the US. The current MEs of NATO member-states, as well as their GPDs and other
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statistics are listed below in Table 1.

To deal with the failure of many nations to reach their 2% spending levels, as well as the
disproportionate burden-sharing many nations experience, a new strategic doctrine for NATO
must be formulated. This new doctrine must make it such that individual allies defense spending
creates non-public benefits, where free-riding is not possible. This new doctrine, in the view of
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scholars like Kim and Sandler, should “emphasize up to date weapons and capabilities” to
increase the share of the burden that all countries experience.
With that being said, it is in the best interest of this committee and NATO more generally
to think outside of the binary of contributing 2% or not. As was stated earlier in this paper, a
country can have a high ME, yet contribute little the alliance more generally. By finding new,
novel goals for the alliance to pursue, an equal burden-sharing method can be created that does
not focus purely on the amount of military spending each country has.
The issue of unequal burden-sharing has been brought once-again to the forefront of
NATO discussion, with the election of Donald Trump. In July of 2016, on the night President
Trump received his party’s nomination, he was asked about NATO. Trump stated that if Russia
were to attack NATO member-states, he would decide to come to their aid only after reviewing if
those nations have “fulfilled their obligations to us.” Trump also commented that he would force
allies to shoulder the defense costs that the US had to carry to for decades, as well as cancel
treaties he viewed as unfavorable. Trump’s comments were shocking to NATO allies, with
Eastern European member states like Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia being most upset by the
comments. In January of 2017, the US deployed more troops to Poland and Romania for border
patrol purposes, but this operation was not approved by Trump, but was instead an operation
that was already put into motion by Obama. Since then, Trump has remained skeptical of the
NATO alliance, while NATO allies have remained in fear of Trump. Positing his own doctrinal
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change, Trump suggested on January 9th of 2020 that “NATO should be expanded and we
should include the Middle East, absolutely … right now the burden is on us and that’s not fair.”
With a NATO-sceptic United States and a clear inequity in burden-sharing, it is the onus of this
committee to come up with a new way forward.

NATO SPENDING: KEY ACTORS
The United States


Although the United States will not be present in this committee, the actions and motives
of this nation must be accounted for. President Trump has regularly decried the alliance for
its failure to ‘pay their fair share’ criticizing other world leaders as a result. Trump has also
began to reassess NATOs benefits more generally and is skeptical of what it can do in the
future for the United States. Although many Trump advisors have expressed their support
for NATO—as well as the United States continued to support of it—they are ultimately at
the whim of the President. As a result, a future-facing doctrine for NATO would be one that
could be ‘sold’ to President Trump as a victory for the United States and him personally.
This should be taken into account when crafting a solution to the issue of NATO funding.

The Western European Allies
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Russian aggression, coupled with the revisionist United States, has led many Western
European allies to question NATO in its current form as well as future US support. As a
result, many have begun working together in pursuit of their common defense, as well as
working towards the goal of preventing Russian nationalism more generally. Western
European allies have begun to invest more in their ME, but still lag a little behind, as most
invest heavily in domestic social programs. It would be a goal of these nations to try and
find a way to change the goals of NATO as an organization such that things like liberal
principles or democratic values are one of the goals. Through such a reformation in
doctrine, these allies could still invest heavily domestically, while also contributing to
NATO’s goals, hopefully making the burden-sharing more equitable. At the same time,
these nations may want to consider differentiating their militaries in complementary ways,
such that they are able to modernize NATOs western European military forces without
having to spend heavily on their militaries, completely modernizing their entire forces.

The Eastern European allies


Unlike their Western counterparts, Eastern European NATO-member states face a real and
existential threat in the form of Russian nationalism. Russia is actively trying to annex
territory in non-NATO countries like Georgia and Belarus, while supporting far-right militias
and insurgents in Eastern Ukraine. Estonia, who was the victim of a grave Russian
cyberattack years ago, is one of a few Eastern European countries that have invested
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heavily in their ME in recent years. As the threat of Russian nationalism has grown, these
countries have invested regularly in their ME as they receive a private benefit in doing so—
border security. As a result, some of the burden has shifted from Western Europe to these
allies, who are the bulwark against future Russian incursions. It is the goal of these
countries to ensure their future sovereignty in the face of Russian aggression, working with
the US and the Western European NATO member-states to craft a doctrine that ensure
their security while also securing equitable burden-sharing. One possible way to do this
would foreign direct investment (FDI) by Western European allies into Eastern European
member states, counting this FDI as contributing towards the NATO 2% GDP expenditure.
In doing so, the Eastern European allies could allocate more money towards their ME,
while the wealthy Western European countries help them to pay for domestic social
programs.

NATO SPENDING: PROPOSED SOLUTIONS
With all these factors in mind, it is clear that NATO needs a new doctrine, one that
rectifies the issues of burden-sharing, while also ensuring collective defense in the context of an
unreliable United States. Based on NATO’s history and past successes, it is clear this doctrine
must focus on two things, democratic principles and differentiation. As Olsen and Zeckhauser
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identified, when the ‘goods’ of NATO are public, free-riding is easy. In contrast to Warsaw Pact
destruction, the goal of strengthening NATO member-state’s democracies is a private good,
where a country cannot free-ride effectively on another’s contributions. In the face of
democratic backsliding globally, a renewed emphasis on the principles that underlie the
democratic allies of NATO is essential, especially because the organization was originally founded
to protect these principles. This focus on democratic principles has two important ramifications--NATO would need to be more exclusive in its recruitment of members, while also reassessing
the membership of those currently in the alliance. For example, while Turkey had huge strategic
importance in the 1950s, its government’s consistent undermining of democracy in the past
decades means it may not be the best ally for NATO member-states if their goal is the protection
and promotion of liberal principles. If NATO member-states are unable to ratify a new
agreement that emphasizes the rule of law and democratic ideals, there may be no future
benefit to remaining in the alliance. This new focus on democratic principles would result in a
more effective distribution of burden-sharing, as the expenditures of NATO allies in pursuing
such goals could be accounted for as ME is. While NATO allies only have to utilize such ME in
grave, rare situations, there is always a clear benefit in promoting democracy.
As NATO is still a defense-based alliance, there needs to be an emphasis on combat
readiness. One of the main issues identified by scholars after 2009 was that NATO member
states did not have “up-to-date weapons and capabilities.” Instead of every NATO member
modernizing their entire military, countries should coordinate actively in the resources they need
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moving forward, allowing countries to develop these resources based on their strengths. For
example, Estonia has some of the most effective cybersecurity infrastructure in the entire world.
Rather than having all NATO states develop their own capabilities in this regard, they should
work with Estonia to create a common cybersecurity system, investing some of their ME in
helping Estonia to do so. NATO member-states already utilize ‘Centres of Excellence’ to provide
training to their allies in facets of defense where they excel, but countries could expand their
contributions. NATO allies should provide resources to the alliance that they already have the
research and capabilities to develop while supporting each other in doing the same. Canada
need not develop an entirely new cyber security system, but instead could work with Estonia to
create a NATO-wide system. As NATO has endured longer than any alliance in the history of the
modern world, member-states can count on each other to provide these resources, especially
once there has been a new emphasis placed on the members’ common democratic goals.
Without the US, NATO members could never expect to individually develop the capabilities
necessary to be ready for large-scale, conventional warfare. However, if NATO members were to
differentiate, developing their militaries in specific, complementary ways, the goal of common
defense seems attainable.
It is clear NATO needs a strong doctrinal shift if it wants to remain relevant. By focusing
on democratic values and differentiating its capabilities, NATO can not only stand the test of
time, but prove even more beneficial to the countries who created it.
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NATO Spending: Questions to Consider


How can NATO member-states ensure that every nation contributes 2% of their GDP to their
ME?



Should NATO member-states be contributing 2% of their GDP to their ME? Is it unnecessary
in the relatively peaceful modern world?



Are there other contributions nations could make that would be beneficial to the alliance
overall that are not purely militant in nature?



How can member-states support each other in formulating new burden-sharing metrics?



Is NATO in its current form obsolete?
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RUSSIAN AGGRESSION: HISTORY OF TOPIC
After the fall of the Soviet Union in 1991, the new Russian President, Boris Yeltsin,
attempted to reconcile with the West. One of Yeltsin’s most prominent moves in this regard was
when he coordinated the NATO-Russian Charter in spring of 1997, and established the Founding
Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation, and Security, on May 27th of that year. The act created
the NATO-Russian Council, which met at regular intervals to discuss security crises in Europe.
Although these actions were effective in gaining NATO member-states’ trust, Yeltsin ended up
alienating his own people, as a few months later, when Secretary of State Madeline Albright
promised Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia candidacy for membership. The Russian people could not
break their Cold-War era fear of NATO, and began to turn on Yeltsin, viewing him as playing a
weak hand. Due to immense domestic pressure, Yeltsin was eventually forced to resign, with his
successor, Vladimir Putin, becoming President.

When Putin became president, it appeared as though he would not turn back the
progress Yeltsin had made with the West. Putin took no radical foreign policy actions in his first
year, choosing to instead focus on domestic issues. One of Putin’s first domestic machinations
was ramping up Russia’s military efforts in Chechnya, describing the terrorists there as an
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“international anomaly” that must be destroyed. Putin, viewing the Chechen’s as ‘enemies of the
people’, did not care about indiscriminate killing or violations of International Humanitarian Law,
as long as his goal was reached: an end to the Chechen militants. As the civilian casualties began
to grow, swelling up to over 80,000, the international community began to criticize Putin’s
actions. However, there were still no concrete attempts to stop Putin. Learning from his actions,
Putin discovered that brutality domestically would be tolerated, but criticized rhetorically, by the
West.

With silence from America on the Chechen issue, Putin began negotiating with the US
government, trying to create new agreements and rules that they would both have to follow. But
things changed in December of 2001, as George W. Bush pulled the US out of the 1972
Antiballistic Missile Treaty. Before this, Putin believed that it was possible for cooperation with
the US under the shared rules they had agreed upon. However, the US’s actions showed Putin
that the US felt itself above the law. As a result, Putin’s foreign policy quickly changed. As
explained in the KGB handbook, in Putin’s eyes, once someone broke the agreed upon rules,
they were now an “enemy of the people.” This meant that any action, no matter how
horrendous, could be used, as the ends always justify the means. In reaction to the US’s move,
Putin described the effort as “an erroneous one” and quickly began abandoning the international
norms he had previously accepted. If the US felt itself above the law, so too was Russia. Putin did
not make any radical foreign policy actions over the first years of his presidency, choosing to
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instead continue to stabilize the Russian economy and consolidate his power. The lessons
learned from the Chechen War and the US’s abrogation of past agreements informed Putin’s
eventual actions on the international stage.

Putin’s first radical foreign policy move came in 2008, as ethnic Russian separatists in
the South Ossetia province of Georgia began increasing efforts for independence. Throughout
Putin’s tenure, Russia had viewed South Ossetia as an asset, paying for around 2/3rds of the
province’s budget, while going so far as to give out Russian passports to Ossetian citizens. This
was due to the political shift in Georgia that began in 2004, with the country becoming both prowestern and anti-Russian, something Putin opposed. As a result, the Ossetian separatists would
have likely taken no aggressive action without the prior approval of Russia. On August 1st, an IED
blew up a Georgian police patrol car, resulting in the deaths of 5 police officers. Angered,
Georgian snipers began shooting at South Ossetian border checkpoints, killing 4 Ossetian
soldiers. Quickly, the conflict began to spiral out of control, with the Ossetian separatists shelling
Georgian towns. After days of indiscriminate shelling, Georgia had had enough. On August 8th,
the Georgian military moved into the South Ossetia province, trying to regain control and
stabilize the situation. Utilizing the fact that South Ossetians had Russian passports, the Russian
government intervened militarily, arguing it needed to protect its ‘citizens’ from ‘genocide’ at
the hands of Georgia. In a matter of days, the Russian army crushed the Georgian troops in
South Ossetia, pushing them deep back into Georgian territory. On August 17th, Russia
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announced its withdrawal from Georgia, and a cessation of the hostilities, keeping its army inside
South Ossetia, and another separatist region, Abkhazia. After this, Russia’s parliament voted to
recognize the two provinces as independent territories. Russian aggression was met by only
rhetoric from the West, and some US sanctions. Through his actions, Putin revealed that the
international community would sit idly by if Russia invaded one of its neighbors, with the only
risk being slight economic ramifications. Putin, just like the Bolsheviks, learned from the systemic
reaction to his actions. At the same time, the Russian public lauded Putin’s move, with his rallyround-the-flag action creating a groundswell of Russian nationalism, compelling him to pursue
similar efforts in the future. As a result, Putin believed he could garner tremendous results
through the same methods he took in Georgia---fund separatists, trigger conflict, and intervene
under the pretext of protecting the ‘Russian people.'

Years earlier, while Putin moved tanks into Georgia, Russian passports were also given
to the Crimean populace in Ukraine, laying the groundwork for an eventual takeover. However,
Putin, noticing the adverse international reaction to Georgia and Syria, bided his time before
making his next big move. In 2013, Vladislav Surkov, a senior Putin advisor, spent months in Kiev
and Simferopol---cities in the Crimean peninsula---seemingly promoting the construction of a
bridge linking Crimea to Russia. Meanwhile, Vladimir Konstantinov, the chair of the Crimean
parliament, frequented Moscow. Before the political situation in Ukraine had deteriorated,
leading to the ousting of Victor Yanukovych, the pro-Russian president, Crimea had already been
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primed for annexation. A year later, while protests in Ukraine heated up, calling for
Yanukovych’s removal, Putin’s ‘little green men’---unmarked Russian soldiers in green uniforms--moved into Ukraine. Differently than in Georgia, Putin didn’t move the actual Russian army in.
Learning from the systemic reaction to his infringement on sovereignty, Putin sent in troops
covertly, refusing to acknowledge they were Russian. After months of conflict within Ukraine,
with the Russian separatists fighting Ukrainian forces, a referendum was held in Crimea on
March 30th. The Russian people of Crimea, who just like the Georgian separatists, felt culturally
and ethnically disparate from their country, were ready to unite with Putin’s new Russia.
Unsurprisingly, the Crimean people voted overwhelmingly for joining Russia. Putin’s actions were
met with heavy sanctions by the West, coupled with a deterioration in NATO-Russian relations.
But in the eyes of Putin, it was all worth it.
For Putin, the annexation of Crimea was not just about protecting the naval base in
Sevastopol, or fiduciary gain. Instead, it was also about returning to the Russian hegemony of
old. Time and time again, Putin has described the collapse of the Soviet Union as “the greatest
geopolitical catastrophe of the century.” Through the assessment of Putin’s character, his
philosophical beliefs are clear: he wants to be the catalyst for the return to Russian supremacy in
the region. If the annexation of Crimea was just the next step in the graduated outcome of
Russian ascendance, it was arguably successful. Across Eastern Europe, Russian-speaking people
have been energized, spreading a wave of nationalism. Russia’s intervention was polarizing,
pitting factions across the regions against each other, with the Russian-speakers supporting
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Russia. By creating a schism around Russian identity, Putin has succeeded in framing the conflict
as Russian-speakers against the world and is one step closer to his real goal, Russian domination.
Putin is banking on the long-term investment of stoking the flames of Russian nationalism,
sacrificing power in the short term.

Russian Aggression: Current Situation

Since the annexation of Crimea and deterioration of NATO-Russian relations, Putin has
continued his aggressive tactics based on what he learned from his past conflicts with the
organization. For example, Russia recently performed naval exercises in the Baltic Sea near the
Swedish Naval Base of Karlskrona, likely attempting to gauge the NATO response. Similarly. In
April of 2018, the Russian government “twice warned Latvian authorities it was planning to
conduct missile tests over Latvia’s exclusive economic zone (EEZ) in the Baltic Sea.” Interestingly,
Russia never ended up launching any live missiles in the area. Just as with all of Putin’s foreign
policy actions since his ascension to power, it seems he is trying to gauge NATO/Western
response to his aggressions and adjust his actions accordingly. In response to aggressive actions
like Russia’s in the Baltic Sea, NATO member-states like Poland have attempted to build-up their
defenses, attempting to secure a permanent US military presence on its borders. NATO also
currently has 4,500 troops in three Baltic states and Poland, “as well as several thousand
armored vehicles in Eastern Europe” in the hopes of preventing further Russian Aggression. To
exacerbate matters further, the United States withdrew from the Intermediate-Range Nuclear
31

Forces Treaty (INF), claiming it was in response to Russian violations of the treaty. This has in
turn created a new intermediate-range nuclear weapons arms race in the region.
It is clear that based off of Russia’s actions, they will continue to try and stoke the flames
of Russian nationalism, seizing more of the ex-Warsaw Pact nations’ territory. So far, NATO’s
response has failed to be consistent, and it is clear that based of Putin’s actions, a stronger
reciprocal response is needed. To deal with the Russian issue effectively, it is the responsibility of
this committee to a strategy of how to protect its member-states effectively. If NATO does
nothing to prevent further Russian aggression, at some point in the future, they will infringe too
deeply on a member-states’ sovereignty such that they are forced to trigger Article 5. When this
happens, there will be little to prevent the world from being propelled towards nuclear war.
With this in mind, it is not as though NATO needs to continue to be aggressive with Russia.
Maybe a complete doctrinal change in the organization that would secure peace and safety is
one where Russia is not an enemy. These are questions this committee must answer
themselves.

RUSSIAN AGGRESSION: BLOC POSITIONS
The United States
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It is hard to know how President Trump would respond to further Russian aggression in
Eastern Europe and therefore challenging to gauge what the US response would be.
However, for the purposes of this committee, delegates should assume that at the least,
the United States will maintain the geopolitical status quo.

The Eastern European Allies


The Eastern European allies are the ones who face the existential threat of Russian
nationalism most seriously and are therefore those who would most like to utilize a military
response to prevent future Russian incursions. In most of these countries’ vies, NATO
responses to Russian aggression in the past has been deficient, and NATO actions in the
region must become more serious in response to the increasing threat. On top of this,
many Eastern European allies have begun hardening their defenses in case of a Russian
attack, as well as developing their military capabilities. While Eastern European allies have
differing degrees to which they think the Russian attacks should have a military response,
they are all extremely worried about future Russian infringements on their sovereignty.

The Western European Allies


The Western allies have begun to split on how they think they should respond to Russian
aggression. In the face of a NATO-sceptic US, some countries like France have begun to
pursue more amicable relations with Russia, with Macron recently commenting that he
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viewed NATO as experiencing a “brain death.” While many western leaders disagreed with
Macron’s assertion, it was clear that NATO member-states in the west have begun to
rethink their relationship with Russia and their commitments to NATO more generally. In
contrast, countries like Germany have been diligent in denouncing Russian aggression and
pursuing an increased NATO presence in the region. In this way, it is up to every Western
nation to decide what it thinks the best response to Russian nationalism would be, as well
as if a military response is in line with their own future national goals.

Questions to Consider:


How can NATO prevent future Russian aggression in the Eastern European region?



Is it the responsibility of NATO to prevent Russian Aggression in Eastern Europe?



Should NATO pursue more peaceful relations with Russia?



Will Russia only reign in its aggression once they are faced with a military threat?



What would a war with Russia look like?



Is there a diplomatic solution to the current international solution in Eastern Europe?



Is there any way to end the active conflict in Eastern Ukraine, or will Russia not stop until the
entire territory is seized?
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