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I3 yacy nignucanHs lMiBHIYHOATNAHTMYHOrO goroBopy B 1949 poui rmobanbHa nonitvka pis3ko 3miHWnacs. Hoea cu-
Tyauis 3mMycuna 3axiaHux cTpaTeriB neperfnsHyTV apxiTekTypy 6esneku atnaHTuyHoro caiTy. Lie moxe 6ytn abo 3amiHa
iCHytO4MX ycTaHoB, abo ix aganTauis 4o 3MiHEHUX peanin CBiTY. Takum YnMHOM, Npobnema BU3HAYEHHS HOBUX (DYHKLIil
anbsHCy B yMOBax 3MiHU NONITUYHOI cuTyaLii y €Bpo-ATnaHTM4HOMY perioHi Habyna HaranbHoi BaxnueocTi. [icna guc-
Kycii HanpukiHui 1980-x pokiB 6yno 3pobneHo BucHoOBOK, wo HATO mae 36epiratucb, npoTe aganTyBaTUCb 4O HOBMX
yMoB. HacTynHi nogii nokasanu, wo nicns 3HWKHEHHs GinonspHoi cuctemu [MiBHIYHOATNAHTUYHWUIA anbsiHC, kUi OyB
O[HI€EI0 3 OCHOBHUX KOHCTPYKLN KONEeKTMBHOI 6e3nekun GanaHcy, He Tinbku 36epir, a 1 3aMiLLHMB CBOI NO3MLii Ta HaBiTb
HabyB rnobanbHOro 3HaYeHHs.

KnrouyoBi cnoBa: 3arposa, AepaBa-arpecop, rereMoHisl, MiXHapoZHa noniTuka, BiiCbKOBE NPOTUCTOSAHHS, IHCTPYMEHT
MiXHapogHoi 6e3nekun, cdepa BNnuBy.

Co BpemeHu nognucaHusi CeBepoatnaHTudeckoro gorosopa B 1949 rogy rmobanbHas nonutuyeckasi moBecTka AHA
pes3ko n3meHunnack. Hoasi cutyaums 3actaBuna 3anagHblX CTpaTeroB NepecMoTpeTb apxuTekTypy 6esonacHoctn Cese-
poaTtnaHTu4eckoro 060poHHOro coobLecTBa. ATO MOXET ObITb MMB0 3aMeHa CyLLECTBYIOLLMX YUPEXAEHUI, B TOM Yncne 1
HATO, nnbo nx agantaums K UaMEHUBLUMMCS pearnbHOCTAM Mupa. Takum obpasom, npobnema onpeaeneHmst HoBbIX PYHK-
LM BOEHHOIO anbsHca B M3MeHMBLUENCS cuTyaummn B EBpo-ATnaHTMYeckoM permoHe npuobpena HeoTNOXKHOE 3HaYeHNe.
Mocne AMCKYCCUI Ha BbICLIEM MOMUTUYECKOM U 3KCMIEPTHOM YPOBHSX B KoHUe 1980-x rogoB Gbin caenaH BbiBO4 O TOM,
yto HATO crnegyet coxpaHsiTb, HO adanTUPOBaTh K HOBbIM ycroBusaM. [ocnegytowme cobbiTUsi NoKa3anu, YTo nocne uc-
Ye3HOBEHUSI BunonspHol cucTembl CeBepoaTnaHTUYECKMii COto3, KOTOPbIN Obln OAHOM U3 er0 OCHOBHBIX PAMOK, HE TOMbKO
COXpaHWI, HO U YKpenumn CBOM No3vummn u gaxe npuobpen rnobansHoe 3HaveHue.

KnioueBble cnoBa: yrpo3a, rocy4apCcTBo-arpeccop, rereMoHusl, MexxayHapogHasi NonmnTuKa, BOeHHas KOHPpOoHTaums,
WHCTPYMEHT MeXayHapoaHou 6e3onacHocTu, cdepa BNUsHUS.

Introduction. Since the North Atlantic Treaty was
signed in 1949, the global political agenda has shifted
drastically. The new situation forced Western strat-
egists to reconsider the architecture problem of the
security of the Atlantic world. It could be either the
replacement of existing institutions or their adaptation
to the changed realities of the world. At that moment
of time, NATO had a leading position in that exact
system of the collective security of the West, the sense
of which became a question. Firstly, the reason for
its creation was directly related to the Cold War (the
result of which was the victory of the West). Secondly,
the North Atlantic Alliance had at its disposal a huge
infrastructure and resources, which raised a question
about the appropriateness of such expenditure in the
future. Thus, the problem of defining new functions

of the Alliance in the changed situation in the Euro-
Atlantic region has acquired an urgent importance.
After the disputes of the late 1980s, the conclusion
was made that NATO should be preserved but adapted
to new conditions. Subsequent events have shown
that after the disappearance of the bipolar system, the
Alliance, which was one of its basic frameworks, not
only preserved but also strengthened its positions and
even acquired global significance.

The purpose of the article. In this essay, I am
arguing that NATO is not a pointless “vestigiality” of
the Cold War but rather is a crucial power on the global
political arena as well as a tool of geopolitical influ-
ence, the contemporary relevance of which should
not be underestimated. While analyzing the issues of
contemporary international relations and states’ for-
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eign policy at the London School of Economics and
Political Sciences (LSE), plenty of discussions were
held on the efficiency of the North Atlantic Alliance.

Do really NATO works the way it is meant to? In
this article, author is going to elaborate on this topic.
The article is based on researches of leading scientists,
international agreements, speeches of officials and
other instruments of international policy and security.

Results. Throughout the second half of the twenti-
eth century, Europe was in a victim position because
of the struggle over influence between two superpow-
ers —the United States and the Soviet Union. While the
former had cooperated with the West, the latter con-
trolled the majority of Central and Eastern European
countries, which was justified by the Warsaw Pact in
1955. This balance has tipped after the West prevailed
in the Cold War, claiming the end of the Cold War
and, as a result, making the Warsaw Pact no longer
relevant and the member-states free to develop their
own agenda. As a way of securing themselves from
the external threat, Eastern European states, such as
the Visegrad Four (Hungary, Poland, Czech Republic
and Slovakia) started to join the Alliance, which, in
its turn, was actively seeking enlargement on the
European soil. The smaller states viewed NATO rather
from the point of view of rational institutionalism, the
result of the cooperation being mutual security and,
hence, ability to focus on domestic issues. Zoltan
Barany, Frank C. Erwin, Jr. Centennial Professor of
Government at the University of Texas, in his The
Future of NATO Expansion, mentions that one of the
pro-enlargement arguments was fostering democracy.
Not to enlarge NATO would be to encourage the divi-
sion of Europe to a self-confident and secure West and
an unstable and insecure East [7, p. 13]. Members of
the Clinton Administration made a concerted effort
to convince Congress that NATO membership for
Eastern Europe was key to safeguarding and promot-
ing democracy and free markets there [2].

Having in mind that the United States is consid-
ered to be the most prominent proponent of democ-
racy, one may assume that by spreading it to the
Eastern European countries, the United States is also
spreading its cultural and geopolitical influence over
the region. Discussing how NATO and the US benefit
from the enlargement of Alliance we have to remem-
ber that NATO — the only international organization in
Europe of which the United States was a recognized
leader — would continue to be the institution through
which the United States could best pursue its inter-
ests in Europe. Therefore, NATO expansion would
increase Washington’s ability to shape East-Central
and Southeastern European political developments
and security [1].

On contrary, the boundary of Russian hegemony
is being pushed away towards East. This brings me to
my next point — NATO as a way to hold back the impe-
rial ambitions of the Russian Federation. Even though

Thomas Risse-Kappen in his “Collective Identity in a
Democratic Community: The Case of NATO” argues
that the crucial role in triggering the dissolution of the
Soviet Union and, hence, ending the Cold War was
Mikhail Gorbachev, and later Boris Yeltsin, democra-
tizing the Soviet state by seeking to embrace Western
liberal values it was still highly doubtable if the new-
ly-formed Russian Federation was willing to comply
with the Western ideology [6, p. 393-396].

Daniel S. Hamilton, elaborating on the Russian
role in the enlargement of NATO, writes: Incidentally,
other proponents of the enlargement, like Zbigniew
Brzezinski, Henry Kissinger, and William Odom,
contended that the outcome of Moscow’s democra-
tization experiment was far from certain and though
Russia might have lost its empire it did not lose its
imperial ambitions. NATO’s enlargement, then, was
an insurance policy against the potential future reas-
sertion of such aspirations. In other words, given its
size and historical proclivities, a resurgent Russia in
future was likely to threaten Eastern Europe again
[3, p. 15-16].

Indeed, since the dissolution of the Soviet Union,
Russian has taken part, either as an aggressor or as a
proponent, in more than ten military conflicts, such
as War in Abkhazia (1991-1993), Transnistria War
(1992), and Russo-Georgian War (2008), the listed
ones resulting in the formation of self-proclaimed, de
facto independent states supported and supplied by
Russia. The most recent instance of Russia aggres-
sively exercising its imperial ambitions is Russian
military intervention in Ukraine (2014 — present) and
Russian annexation of Crimea (2014). Even though
Ukraine is not a member of NATO, the neighboring
countries are highly disturbed about the foreign pol-
icy pattern of the Russian Federation. After Russian
troops invaded Crimea and annexed it in 2014, Poland
invoked Article 4 of the North Atlantic Treaty feeling
a threat to its security, which made NATO officially
involved into dialogues with Ukraine and Russia [8].
Again, since Ukraine is not a member-state of NATO,
the Alliance cannot physically interfere into the con-
flict. Furthermore, Ukraine is a strategically impor-
tant territory for NATO, however, accepting Ukraine
to the Alliance would mean direct confrontation with
Russia, which might lead to disputes among the mem-
ber-states, since some of them are dependent on Russia
trade-wise. On the other hand, giving up Ukraine
would mean a huge loss for the West — geopolitically
stronger Russia. As a result, Ukraine might be seen as
a buffer zone between Russian and Western spheres
of influence; since most of Russia’s other neighboring
states are under the patronage of the military alliance
and confronting them would mean, in the best case
scenario, the beginning of a new Cold War.

Obviously, smaller states are not able to withstand
Russian aggression, however, the Alliance makes
it possible. Rittberger Volker, Bernhard Zangl, and

59



Bumyck 11

Andreas Kruck strengthens, that leaders of the Alliance
recognized NATO was the only institution that could
guarantee East European security [5]. “Thus, they
believed, actual membership in the Alliance for these
states was the way to go” [4].

The idea of a “collective identity” significantly
strengthens the ties between the member-states and
restrains the external threat. Not only the threat of a
military confrontation of smaller states with a power-
ful aggressor but also Russia prevented from becom-
ing the hegemon on the continent, hence, not giving
it an opportunity to psychologically blackmail the
Western Europe and destabilize these countries polit-
ically and economically [6, p. 361]. That is, if not
for the existence of NATO, it would be very likely
for Russia to try and expand its borders and political
influence by using military force against the smaller
Eastern and Central European states.

Conclusions. To sum up, the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization remains one of the world’s
most crucial military alliances, which, other than
being “the policeman of the world” together with

the United Nations, also influences the political and
diplomatic decision-making of both members and
non-members and has a crucial role in the contem-
porary anarchic state of the world. The Alliance can
be seen through the prism of realism as the United
States’ instrument for spreading its influence and
realizing its interests in Europe. From the perspec-
tive of rational institutionalism, the organization is
vital for the smaller states in Central and Eastern
Europe because of the external threats that might
lead to a destabilized economy or loss of territories.
NATO takes a major part in holding back Russian
imperial expansion and prevents the Russian
Federation from obtaining a hegemonic power in
the region, as it was the case during the period of
the Warsaw Pact. Even though the Cold War is over
and the Soviet Union is no longer a threat, the world
is changing very rapidly, which challenges major
intergovernmental institutions like NATO to adapt
quickly to the emerging situation. In my opinion,
NATO has been more than successful in doing so
and keeping its reputation firm.
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