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Dr. Horst Teltschik, Chairman, Munich Security Conference
Excellencies, Ladies and Gentlemen,
It’s a pleasure for me to be back to Sofia. The last time I was here was during the Cold War, having discussions with President Zhivkov in this very same building. Staying in this building, time has changed and talking about NATO in Sofia today is a real miracle for me. 
Well, to start with NATO, I would like to say at first NATO is a real success story. It’s one of the most successful alliances human beings have ever established and NATO, I am absolutely sure, is still indispensable for a simple reason—it’s the strongest bond to keep the United States in Europe. And if you look at our history during the last century, you know how important it is to keep the US in Europe. And I think it’s in both interest, I hope you can agree. It’s not only our advantage to have the Americans here, but I think it’s in their interest as well. If you look at the world map, who should cooperate, if not the US and the Europeans? Sure, Japan as well, and Australia and New Zealand, but I think Europe is, with 450 million people now integrated into the European Union, a really important factor in world politics. 
NATO is important for Germany in a special way.  In May 1990 I was in Moscow, discussing with President Gorbachev the issue whether a united Germany should stay in NATO or not, and President Gorbachev had asked me: “Well, Mr. Teltschik, why do you need NATO anymore? We will be friends and partners in the future. You don’t need NATO anymore.” I tell you, I gave him a simple answer and I think this answer is still true today. I told him: “Look at the map! What neighbours Germany has: Luxemburg, Netherlands, Denmark, Poland and so on. And all these neighbours, they can live with a united Germany, the strongest country within Central Europe, easier when we are integrated in a common alliance.” And this is still true for Germany. 
I do hope you might understand why I am looking back on NATO’s strategy during the Cold War. Security was always NATO’s first priority, guaranteeing the balance of power by the TRIADE, the essential link between the US tactical and strategic nuclear power with the conventional power in Europe. And this strategy worked very successfully. And you know, the last important test NATO had to stand occurred in the 1970s, when the Soviet leadership had decided to deploy the notorious SS-20s, the middle-range nuclear missiles, mainly directed at the Europeans. I am reminding you about that historic event because this decision was taken by the Soviets at the peak of the famous policy of détente of Chancellor Willy Brandt. In the years of 1970 to 1972 he had signed important treaties with Moscow, Warsaw, Prague and East Berlin. A Four Power Agreement for Berlin was signed in these years and the highlight of this policy of détente was the final act signed by all CSCE member states on August 1, 1975 in Helsinki.  Nevertheless, the Soviet Union started to deploy new weapons, starting a new arms race. And you know NATO responded to this Soviet threat with the Double-Track Decision in 1979, mainly pushed by Chancellor Helmut Schmidt and later carried out by Chancellor Helmut Kohl. 
In 1983 several European countries began to deploy American middle-range nuclear systems and in the same year US President Ronald Reagan announced his SDI Program. President Mikhail Gorbachev has told me once that these both decisions taken by NATO and taken by the US president had forced the Soviet Politburo to reconsider its policy, being aware that the Soviet Union could not afford a new arms race with the West. I would draw two conclusions: Never neglect your own security, that’s the first conclusion, the second one: Can we really rely on political promises of non-democratic governments? 
But the military strategy of NATO was still only one side of the coin. The Atlantic Alliance saw itself from the very beginning as a political alliance as well. Coping with the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact countries, one can distinguish between two different periods. At the beginning the relations were dominated by confrontation, sanctions and the non-recognition of the GDR. In 1967, NATO fundamentally changed its strategy by deciding the so called Harmel Report and its central message was, I quote: “Military security and the policy of détente are not a contradiction, but mutually complementary”. And the essence of the Harmel Report was twofold. Firstly, security remains the first priority. And secondly, on the basis of security, the Alliance will develop a process of dialogue, cooperation, détente and non-aggression agreements. And the highlight of this process was a CSCE final act from Helsinki with its three baskets. The first basket, confidence-building measures, security and disarmament. Secondly, economic cooperation, science, technical cooperation, and environment. And thirdly, human contact, exchange of information, and culture. 
What are the conclusions and why am I reminding you of these historic events? I am reminding you because this mixture of security and a policy of détente worked brilliantly. The East-West conflict ended peacefully. And facing today new security challenges, I do believe we need some kind of a new Harmel Report. Perhaps a Merkel Report or de Hoop Scheffer Report or from somebody else, or a CSCE-like agreement, defining a common strategy how to cope, for example, with Iran and all the other challenges and threats. Remembering the Cold War we should not forget the role of the European Community during these years as well. The European Union, and I think this is a lesson for the Balkan states, from my point of view, was and is still an excellent, and probably th only model how to overcome deep-rooted hostility between different nationalities in Europe. Germany and France had been, till the end of WWII, so called arch-enemies. Today, they are close friends and partners and they have been so far the most important engine for the European integration. 
Ladies and Gentlemen,

The landmark of the end of the Cold War was the CSCE Summit in November 1990 in Paris, where all presidents and head of government signed a Charta for a New Europe. And I never will forget, after having signed this new Charter, the Charter for New Europe, President Gorbachev stood up and said: “What is our task for the future?”, and he said: “We have to go from dictatorship to democracy and from command economy to market economy.” And the Charter included a common goal. The common goal was an all-European peace and security order, what President Gorbachev has called a “common European house”. 
Well, the Polish Ambassador has already mentioned—do we have a vision today how to shape Europe and the world? Well, think of people like Winston Churchill, Robert Schuman, Konrad Adenauer, Alcide de Gaspari. They had a vision, they had a dream, the dream of the united nations of Europe. Today, do we have a dream of Europe and the world, do we have a vision others might follow? We enlarged the European Union up to 25 members. Hopefully, Bulgaria and Romania will join the EU next year. We have started negotiations with Turkey. We have promised the Balkan countries to join once the European Union as well. And we have established a NATO-Russia council. And you do know this was in return of the NATO enlargement mainly with the three Baltic states. So far, it’s a real success story. But, do we have any idea how to build a “common European house”, like the CSCE, now the OSCE, as an institutional frame for an all-European security order? The OSCE, you do know that, plays an important, but at the end a marginal role. 
Still, today we have no institutional frame for an all-European peace and security order, including the United States. President Clinton started the initiative Partnership for Peace—a right idea from my point of view, but is this really working? Chancellor Schroeder started to speak of Russia about a strategic partnership, but so far without important content. The European Union and Russia, they agreed about a collaboration on four areas—economy; freedom, security, justice, whatever that means; external security, and fourthly, research, education and science. But there’s no appropriation so far on all these areas. Now there’s a new idea coming up of a partnership for energy supply. We will see whether this can work, if there are no other agreements. The former President of the European Union, Prodi, put forward a proposal to President Putin for an all-European free-trade area. But nobody in Europe cares for such a proposal. Is it not a central point for us, the most interesting issue in Europe for us to know where is Russia really going in the long run? A Russian friend whom I have asked once how is it going in Russia gave me the answer: “Well, Horst, we are walking on a road, we don’t know where it goes, but we will walk till its end.” Will Russia be a close partner and friend of the Europeans and the West? Or will Russia try again to become an independent power, not predictable for Europe and the US? 
After the Cold War, many people expected a peace dividend. We didn’t get a peace dividend, as many Europeans have hoped and expected. But it was obvious from the very beginning that NATO would need new objectives. Henry Kissinger put forward in 1991 the proposal that a new objective could be a transatlantic free-trade area. I don’t know whether such an objective would be sufficient enough. Nevertheless, it’s an interesting goal, and I would work for such a goal, but nobody does. 
We have so far no common objectives for NATO. But we have new challenges. The first challenge was the Iraq War in 1991. The second one was the disintegration of Yugoslavia, the military intervention in Kosovo. But till today, we have no exit strategy neither for Kosovo, nor for Bosnia and Herzegovina.  The next challenge was 9/11, terrorism. Sure, within two days, all NATO member states were ready to invoke Article 5 of the NATO Treaty for the first time in its history. Chancellor Schroeder spoke at that time about an unrestricted solidarity with the United States. We are facing asymmetrical threats; you know all these kinds of threats. This wording is terrible as such. No citizen in our countries understands what asymmetric threats are. Crazy sometimes, what kind of wording we are using. But you know these threats: terrorism, non-proliferation of mass destruction weapons, failing states and so on. 
Do we have common strategies to meet all these challenges and threats within NATO? And you know the global solidarity with the United States after 9/11 failed very quickly because of the Afghanistan intervention. There were no consultations within NATO. The argument of the our American friends was: “Well, this was because of lack of time. NATO consultations take too long to go to Brussels and to start discussions whether we should intervene in Afghanistan or not.” The global solidarity with the United States failed due to the Iraq War. Europeans were strongly split, as you know. Discussions came up about the new axis between France, Germany and Russia building up a counterweight to the United States. Since then we have a big wave of anti-Americanism in many European countries. And then Iran. We have so far no common strategy how to cope with Iran. We started quite late to discuss how to cope with Iran. Negotiations with Iran, contacted by three European governments, backed by the US, are going on, but the US is not directly engaged in the negotiations. The involvement of Russia happened too late, same with China. India is not yet involved. But 40% of the energy supply for India comes from Iran, but India is not involved in such negotiations. And to be frank, Iran doesn’t take the Europeans very seriously without the Americans at the table. And so far we have no bilateral negotiations between the United States and Iran. 
We have a growing competition between the European Union and NATO because of developing common European foreign and security policy and its institutional frame. We are building up a European rapid deployment force on the one side and a NATO response force on the other side, but what are the objectives of these two forces? We haven’t decided yet, we don’t know! What are the necessary resources, do we have mobilized the resources so far? Not at all.  We are facing, Ladies and Gentlemen, a growing gap between the United States and the Europeans with respect to the military capabilities, which will harm NATO. This is a quote from Condy Rice! We have a growing gap and this will harm NATO. And I tell you, I am just now working for Boeing, a small American company. I know what I’m speaking about. This gap will still grow. And the outcome is that the interoperability of our forces within NATO is in danger. 
Nevertheless, discussions have started to extend responsibilities of NATO even further. Now, should NATO become a global player, partnering such countries as Japan, Australia, New Zealand, South Korea, taking over the responsibility not only for Afghanistan, but for Africa, perhaps Palestine and other areas of conflict? Must we get the legitimation by the United Nations for such decisions? Think how difficult consultations are within NATO. And if we will get an agreement within NATO, then starting negotiations with the United Nations? Forget about it! It won’t work, if there is an actual crisis where we would be forced to act or to react within a few days or even hours. Could this really be in our interest, in the interest of the European member states to extend NATO’s responsibility on a global level? Former NATO Secretary General George Robertson and the current one de Hoop Scheffer were and are demanding to improve the consultations inside NATO. The same did Chancellor Schroeder and Merkel at the Munich Conference on Security Policy last year and this year. There is nobody, Ladies and Gentlemen, there is nobody who really disagrees that we need better consultations, that we need consultations as such, not even better. We haven’t had real consultations within NATO during the last years. Even our American friends don’t disagree. But nothing is really improving, to be honest. Nobody is talking how to improve the process of consultations. Have you ever heard a public proposal how to improve it?

Well, let me finish with some conclusions. Can we establish a common and agreed procedure of political consultations between 26 member states which works fast and efficient? Well, 9/11 was a proof that we can.  What we might need are more summits of the heads of all governments. Maybe that we need a kind of Directoire, a kind of a NATO Security Council with few permanent members and some rotating members. I don’t know, I’m just thinking about that. But who takes the lead to improve this consultation process? And to be frank, there is no leadership so far in Europe. Do we need a new Harmel Report how to deal with the main challenges and threats? Do we need such a report on Iran? The Harmel Strategy which we used with the   Warsaw Pact and the Soviet Union might be a model for Iran as well. Security, on the one side, plus dialogue. Détente and cooperation. On Middle East do we need such a common strategy, on the Mediterranean area, on the Balkans, on Africa, on China, on Eastern Europe, including Belarus, Ukraine, Central Asia, Caucasus, on Russia? Developing an all-European peace and security order, a kind of institutionalized CSCE or common European house? It was no surprise to me that the Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov has just told Gen. James Jones, NATO Supreme Commander Europe, last week in Moscow that the collaboration between NATO and Russia must get a new quality to avoid a new confrontation. That was Lavrov. Lavrov referred mainly to a cooperation between NATO and the Collective Security Treaty Organization (ODKB). Do we have an answer to this demand, which is a Russian response to the US’ intention to deploy US troops in Bulgaria, Romania and a response to the US presence in Georgia, Moldova and in Central Asia? Why should NATO extend its responsibility globally? I do believe we would overstretch our resources. Look at the defense budgets of the European countries, including my country, stagnating for years. There’s no chance to increase the defense budget in Germany. We face difficulties to afford all the military exercises we are doing now in several different countries like Afghanistan, Africa and elsewhere. I do believe we would overstretch our resources. We should concentrate our political and security efforts on Eastern Europe, Central Asia and the Caucasus, the Balkans, the Mediterranean area, Greater Middle East and perhaps Africa. This would be, from my point of view, really good enough. But nevertheless, somebody in Europe has to take the lead. We are waiting for leadership in Europe. 

Thanks a lot. 
