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Greetings, Delegates! 
 
The dais of NATO is excited to welcome you to GSMUN XIV, and more importantly, to 
NATO itself.  Be prepared for a thrilling two-day foray into pressing issues that include 
both peacekeeping and expansion.  Both of these issues will not only have huge 
implications for the country you represent, but also the world as a whole.  We hope that 
you will find the discussion of these topics lively and educational as you come into 
inevitable conflicts with those countries whose political agendas differ from yours.  But 
before you begin researching, we’d like to introduce your charming dais. 
 
A senior, Gabriella has been involved in Model UN since junior year and looks forward to 
being co-chair of NATO after serving as Press Corps chair last year.  When not 
assiduously doing her homework, she enjoys her mentorship in geriatrics, writing reviews 
for the school paper, hanging out with friends, and playing the piano.  To keep entertained 
and up-to-date with pop culture she also dedicates time to watching weekly TV shows like 
“Glee” and “Grey’s Anatomy” and loves to listen to all genres of music. 
 
Jesse is a junior at Maggie Walker and born in Alabama – but don’t worry, he doesn’t 
exhibit any of the stereotypes you may have come to associate with the deep South.  This 
is his third year in the Maggie Walker Model UN club and fourth year working with 
GSMUN in one form or another.  Foreign policy obsessions aside, Jesse enjoys playing the 
piano and tennis whenever he manages to finish the mounds of homework he has.  Some 
of his other interests include Facebook, Tumblr, and Georgia (the font, not the 
country/state). 
 
Additionally, Leon Jia will be your vice chair for the duration of the committee.  Leon is in 
his sophomore year of high school and has been a part of Model UN since 8th grade at 
Manchester Middle School.  When Leon is not doing homework or working on Call of 
Duty, he enjoys playing basketball and skiing.  Within the school, Leon is a co-secretary for 
the Sophomore Class and participates in a smattering of clubs. 
 
Now that you know more than you ever needed to know about your dais, feel free to 
peruse the rest of the background guide at your leisure while preparing your position 
paper.  Your position paper should accurately reflect the political agendas and interests of 
your constituency rather than your personal viewpoints.  Remember, you’re taking on an 
entirely new persona for these two days.  Feel free to email your chairs if you have any 
unanswered questions, and we look forward to seeing you at committee! 
 
Sincerely,  

      
Gabriella Cifu      Jesse Zhao 
gabriella.n.cifu@gmail.com     jzhao66@gmail.com 
 

mailto:jzhao66@gmail.com
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Committee Information 
Committee Background 

The North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization (NATO) was founded in 1949 
by 12 member states from North America and 
Western Europe.  These countries came 
together at the onset of the Cold War in an 
effort to prevent attacks on alliance members 
and to act in a cohesive manner against the 
rising threat of the Soviet Union.  NATO set 
out to attain two major goals.  The first was to 
ensure détente, an easing of relations between 
the West and the Soviet Union, and the 
second was to maintain sufficient stockpiles 
of nuclear weapons.  The organization 
attracted former enemy states from the 
Eastern bloc upon the fall of the Berlin Wall 
in 1989 and the subsequent dissolution of the 
Soviet Union.  In 1999 and 2004, NATO 
granted membership to several former 
Warsaw Pact states, expanding to 28 
nations.  In addition to the member nations, 
there are three groups of partner countries 
and one group of “contact countries” which 
are neither members nor partners.  These 
groups are called the Euro-Atlantic 
Partnership Council (EAPC), NATO’s 
Mediterranean Dialogue, and the Istanbul 
Cooperation Initiative (ICI). 
 Today, many of NATO’s key 
decisions are made by the North Atlantic 
Council (NAC), which is composed of 28 
nations.  Permanent representatives from each 
of the member nations meet weekly under the 
direction of the Secretary-General of NATO.  
During the weekly meetings and the special 
sessions, topics for discussion are brought 
forth by subcommittees, the Secretary-
General, or national representatives.  To 
protect the sovereignty of its member states, 
all NATO decisions are based upon 
unanimous agreement, rather than majority 
vote.  
 While the mission of NATO has 

always been to promote peace and stability, its 
approach has changed over time.  With the 
end of World War II came the 
implementation of the Marshall Plan, aimed 
toward giving financial aid from the US to 
war-torn Europe, thereby ensuring economic 
stability in Europe.  While the US took 
responsibility for the economic stability of the 
region, NATO protected Western Europe 
from the Soviet Union and provided an 
environment conducive to the preservation 
and growth of democracy.  US President 
Harry Truman considered the Marshall Plan 
and NATO “two halves of the same walnut.” 

At the end of the Cold War, the Soviet 
Union disbanded and many believed there 
was no longer a need for NATO.  Even 
though its main adversary, the Soviet Union, 
was no longer a concern, there were other 
matters for NATO to address, such as 
increased unrest in Yugoslavia and parts of 
the former Soviet Union.  NATO increased 
its efforts in crisis management, peacekeeping, 
and peace-support operations in order to 
meet the needs of the changing political 
climate in Europe.  On February 28, 1994, 
NATO engaged in its first military operation 
when it shot down four Bosnian Serb 
aircrafts.  These air strikes contributed to the 
end of the war in Bosnia and marked the start 
of increased cooperation between NATO and 
non-member nations.  On September 11, 
2001, for the first time in history, NATO 
invoked Article 5 of the NATO Charter, 
which states that an attack on a member 
country of NATO signifies an attack against 
all of its member countries.  NATO took 
eight official actions in response to the 
attacks, including Operation Eagle Assist and 
Operation Active Endeavor, which provided 
air and naval defense, respectively. 
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Peacekeeping 

Introduction 
In order to understand NATO’s 

current status on peacekeeping, it is important 
to first study the history of NATO 
peacekeeping and its evolution through these 
missions.  The first of these peacekeeping 
missions was in Bosnia-Herzegovina.  When 
NATO’s new Supreme Allied Commander, 
General Juoulwan, entered office in 1993, 
violence and ethnic tensions in Bosnia-
Herzegovina increased.  NATO expanded 
beyond its established ambitions by assisting 
with the UN-led peacekeeping efforts.  
Through this conflict, NATO not only 
established itself as a peacekeeping 
organization but also as a strong military 
power.  
        The Serbian expulsion and 
mistreatment of Albanians in the province of 
Kosovo caused NATO to turn its attention to 
the Balkans.  Early on, Supreme Allied 
Commander General Clark and senior 
officials were able to convince Yugoslavian 
President Milosevic to negotiate, but the 
terms of the agreement were not maintained.  
Again, Serbian forces moved into Kosovo, 
prompting NATO ground forces to assist the 
Organization for the Cooperation in Europe 
(OSCE).  NATO’s relationship with OSCE 
was a sign of renewed cooperation with the 
UN, as OSCE is an ad hoc UN organization.  
        In response to renewed tensions in 
Kosovo, peace talks were organized, but they 
were short-lived and ultimately ended in 
failure; OSCE withdrew from the 
peacekeeping efforts.  Alone and fighting 
increasing violence, NATO increased its own 
use of force by establishing refugee camps 
and encouraging disarmament, as well as by 
issuing air strikes on Yugoslavian military 
targets.  On June 9, 1999, Serbian and NATO 
officers signed a peace agreement that 
centered on the removal of Serbian forces 
from Kosovo.  In addition, it established the 

Kosovo Force (KFOR), a smaller 
peacekeeping force in the region.  
 
ISAF 

At the Bonn Conference in December 
2001, the NATO-led International Security 
Assistance Force (ISAF) was established, as 
mandated by the UN.  It brought together 
three parties: the Afghan Transitional 
Authority, the UN Assistance Mission in 
Afghanistan (UNAMA), and ISAF.  Its initial 
goal was to establish a secure environment in 
and around Kabul and to aid with the 
transition to the new Afghan government.  
UN support for the mission indicated 
improved relations after some tension during 
the crisis in Kosovo.  
         In August 2003, NATO 
formally took control of ISAF, using a 
rotation to select nations to command it.  This 
allowed for a better, more unified force and 
an expanded mission.  Originally, the force 
was limited to the protection of Kabul, but in 
October 2003, a resolution by the UN 
Security Council allowed for increased ISAF 
presence, allowing them to cover all of 
Afghanistan.  This required a slow and gradual 
increase of ISAF power, but NATO’s 
presence in Afghanistan is currently the 
largest of its peacekeeping missions, with an 
estimated total of 71,000 troops on the 
ground.  
 There are two underlying topics that 
must be addressed with regards to ISAF, the 
first of which is the role of NATO in 
international missions.  NATO must decide if 
it will continue assisting other non-member 
nations, or if Afghanistan was a special 
exception brought on by the American-led 
War on Terror.  NATO must also decide how 
to or to what extent it should continue 
working with UN organizations, such as 
UNAMA, and other groups, such as the US 
military and the Afghan government.     



 

5 

 

The second topic that must be 
considered is troop allocations, which have 
always been a point of contention among 
NATO member states.  This topic is one of 
the most complex issues facing NATO, as it 
deals with economics, political influence, and 
most importantly, human lives.  Once troops 
have been deployed by member nations, they 
must be given roles.  Alliance members have 
expressed increasing interest in using NATO 
troops for counter-narcotics efforts.  The 
tense, often heated debate regarding such 
activities has yet to be formally addressed.   
 
International Role of the ISAF 

NATO’s ISAF mission is the first 
conflict in which it has engaged outside of 
Europe; thus, NATO has been forced to 
work closely with UNAMA, the Afghan 
Transitional Authority, European alliance 
members, and transatlantic partners.  NATO’s 
work with the Afghan Transitional Authority 
includes the use of both Provincial 
Reconstruction Teams (PRTs) and counter-
narcotics forces.  PRTs are units that 
incorporate civilian and military personnel, 
which operate under ISAF but are controlled 
by various countries.  These units carry out 
tasks that promote secure and efficient 
governance of a region, including the 
establishment of training facilities for Afghan 
military forces and work on various 
infrastructure projects.  Some PRTs, such as a 
Turkish unit operating in Wardak, provide 
healthcare, education, and employment.  

Unfortunately, it is clear that there is 
no coherent strategy or goals between PRTs.  
Nations with completely independent control 
over their PRT forces, both civilian and 
military, may be the source of this problem.  
The US, for example, uses its PRTs for 
counter-insurgency efforts; on the other hand, 
German PRTs patrol only small, relatively safe 
zones.  Additionally, there are no core goals 
for PRTs, and the lack of consistency leads to 
inefficiency. 
        NATO is also heavily involved in 
cooperative efforts with the US government.  

The administration under President George 
W. Bush took a unilateral approach in 
Afghanistan, which worried some European 
nations and caused tension.  Many European 
leaders and their citizens believed that their 
efforts in Afghanistan solely benefited the 
Americans.  Others believed that the entire 
ISAF operation under NATO had too much 
American control.  The Obama 
administration has worked to ease some of 
these tensions.  By proposing efforts for 
insurgent reconciliation, the Obama 
administration would allow former insurgents 
to begin a new life either in the Afghan 
military or as a part of Afghan society.  
President Obama also called for a unified 
effort to convince non-NATO world powers 
with a stake in Afghanistan, such as Iran, 
India, Russia, and China, to provide support.  
This would both reduce the burden on 
NATO and ease tensions in the trans-Atlantic 
arena.    

 
Troop Allocation and Counter-Narcotics 

Troop commitment by member 
nations has always been a controversial 
subject.  While member nations can 
recommend that other members send troops, 
they cannot mandate such engagement.  This 
dialogue has become especially strained during 
the ISAF mission.  Currently, many nations 
are having trouble convincing the public of 
the need to increase troop levels in 
Afghanistan.  
        Since 2009, there have been struggles 
to fund extra military programs due to the 
worldwide recession.  One problem with 
ISAF’s structure is that member nations must 
provide funding for the troops they deploy.  
Although there have been some troop 
commitments in the last few years, many 
problems still need to be solved.  The 
deployment of 17,000 additional US troops 
falls short of former ISAF Commander 
General McKiernan’s request of 30,000 
troops, and former ISAF Commander 
General McChrystal requested 40,000 more 
troops in 2010.  In addition to the current 
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shortfalls, there may be troop losses in 2011 if 
Canada and the Netherlands withdraw 
support.  

A vital part of ending insurgency in 
Afghanistan is and effort for counter-
narcotics operations.  The sale of poppies for 
opium in Afghanistan is the primary source of 
funding for insurgent groups and the Taliban.  
ISAF mission duties are only allowed to 
provide minimal support at localized levels.  
Britain alone has long been a promoter of a 
strong counter-narcotics program.  
Controversy arises from the fact that poppy 
sales provide much larger profits than wheat 
or other alternative crops offered by NATO.  
Destruction of poppy plants means the 
destruction of the way of life for many 
Afghan farmers.  Many have proposed 
targeting the opium trade and opium dealers, 
but this could just as easily prove detrimental 
to the poppy farmers, as eliminating the 
market for a product does just as much 
damage as destroying the product itself.  The 
Italian government has been responsible for 
revamping Afghanistan’s legal system, but no 
large conference has been held on the matter 
since 2008.  It has been estimated that 
orchards, mining, manufacturing, and service 
industries would yield similar profits to 
poppies, but all would take large amounts of 
time and energy to create.  
         NATO’s ISAF mission does not 
allow for counter-narcotics operations, and 
the US Congressional Fiscal Year 2008 
Consolidated Appropriation included a ruling 
that prohibited the use of funds from US 
Operation Enduring Freedom and ISAF for 
the chemical destruction of poppy plants.  
Consequently, the Afghan government has 
taken on the responsibility of eliminating the 
farms.  However, it cannot fund a project 
large enough to destroy the crops.  To fully 
address the narcotics production and 
trafficking problems within Afghanistan, the 
NAC must make an effort to set ground rules 
and create programs for ISAF that allow for 
the targeting of poppy crops.  
 

Kosovo Force 
NATO’s Kosovo Force (KFOR), 

which derives its authority from UN Security 
Council Resolution 1244, currently has fewer 
than 10,000 troops deployed in Kosovo.  The 
troops provide assistance in basic security and 
in counteracting any ethnic tensions that may 
still be present.  Resolution 1244 mandates 
the establishment of a secure, demilitarized 
environment that is able to safely host and 
coordinate international humanitarian efforts.  
Initially, KFOR was given goals to address 
violence in the region, including border 
security, emergency medical assistance, and 
destruction of weapons.  
        On June 12, 2008, new tasks were 
assigned to KFOR, such as turning over 
Kosovo’s security and protection forces to 
Kosovo itself.  The post-conflict Kosovo 
Protection Corps was replaced with the 
Kosovo Security Force (KSF).  Today, this 
minimally armed force is made up of a wide 
range of ethnic minorities and is tasked with 
providing emergency response, crisis 
response, and peace support operations.  
Controlled by a civilian-led, bureaucratic 
organization, KSF consists of no more than 
2,500 active duty soldiers.  Since December 
2007, NATO Foreign and Defense Ministers 
have continually adopted policies to continue 
KFOR’s operations. 
 
Conclusions 

NATO’s peacekeeping missions have 
radically transformed the alliance.  Having 
moved beyond its Cold War goals and entered 
the international arena, NATO has become a 
world leader in peacekeeping capabilities as is 
evidenced by its mission in Afghanistan.  
While NATO has made much progress with 
its peacekeeping forces, it has also sparked 
controversy, much of which has yet to be 
addressed.  The North Atlantic Council must 
confront these problems that lie ahead in 
order to effectively continue with its missions 
in Afghanistan and Kosovo.  
Questions to Consider 
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Expansion 

 How have NATO’s peacekeeping 
missions affected its international role? 
Should these effects be addressed when 
making decisions of the future of 
peacekeeping operations? 

 How can PRTs be changed so that they 
represent a more unified body? Should 
they be reformed to hold a core set of 
goals? 

 Should NATO revamp the system in 
which it recruits its troops?  If so, how? 

 Can a balance be struck between the 
needs of the Afghan economy and the 
need to limit insurgent funding in the 
counter-narcotics debate? 

 

Introduction 
As established in Article 10 of the 

Washington Treaty, NATO’s open door policy 
extends the invitation of membership to any 
“European State in a position to further the 
principles of this Treaty and to contribute to the 
security of the North Atlantic area.”  By 
pledging to uphold the commitments and 
obligations of membership, 16 countries have 
joined NATO since its founding in 1949, 
increasing the organization’s size from 12 to 28 
members.  Expansion has been made possible 
through six rounds of enlargement, the most 
recent of which was in 2009.               

The first three rounds of enlargement 
took place during the Cold War, during which 
NATO granted membership to Greece and 
Turkey in 1952, West Germany in 1955, and 
Spain in 1982.  When the Cold War ended, the 
new democracies of Central and Eastern 
Europe were anxious to guarantee their 
newfound freedom by joining the efforts of 
NATO and other Euro-Atlantic institutions.   
As NATO membership became a point of 
interest, the process of accession evolved into 
an ongoing and dynamic procedure.  
 
Accession Procedure 

In order to join NATO, a country must 
first be invited by the NAC.  When the country 
has reciprocated this invitation by declaring 
interest, the next step is to engage in an 
Intensified Dialogue with NATO.  During a 
series of talks, NATO determines the country’s 

ability to meet the political, legal, and military 
obligations and commitments of membership.  
At the conclusion of these talks, the country 
may be asked to participate in the Membership 
Action Plan (MAP).  MAP was created in 1999 
to aid interested partner countries in their 
preparation to become members, offering 
country-specific advice and assistance.  
However, being a part of MAP does not 
guarantee membership.  NATO is very clear in 
that it does not recruit new members, but 
instead considers the qualifications of interested 
nations.  NATO believes that by seeking to join, 
countries are already promoting peace because 
they must peacefully resolve disputes before 
being accepted. 
      Next, the invited country must submit a 
timetable outlining the completion of necessary 
reforms; these reforms may continue even after 
the country has become an official member of 
NATO.  Along with the timetable, the country 
must submit a letter of intent, which confirms 
the country’s acceptance of and adherence to 
the obligations and commitments of 
membership under the Washington Treaty.  
NATO then prepares Accession Protocols to 
the Washington Treaty, which is a set of 
amendments to the Treaty on behalf of the 
country.  In order for the country to become an 
official party to the Treaty, the governments of 
NATO member states must sign and ratify the 
protocols.  All members must ratify the 
protocols in order for accession to be issued.  
        Once all member countries have ratified 
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the protocols and have notified the US 
government, which houses the Washington 
Treaty, NATO’s Secretary-General issues the 
official invitation for the country to accede to 
the Treaty.  Once the country has acceded to 
the Treaty, it formally becomes a member of 
NATO.  This extensive process of accession is 
intended to ensure that NATO’s enlargement 
poses no threat to any country and instead, 
“promotes stability and cooperation at building 
a Europe whole and free, united in peace, 
democracy and common values.” 
 
Advantages and Disadvantages 
        Beginning in the early 1990s, expansion 
has been a primary focus in NATO’s future 
plans.  Through comprehensive research, 
NATO addressed apprehension about the 
potential negative consequences of expansion 
and the potential impact on NATO’s relations 
with other states.  The results of this study were 
published in a 1995 document entitled “Study 
on NATO Enlargement,” which concluded that 
enlargement would ultimately improve peace, 
stability, and security for the organization and 
international community.  According to the 
study, these underlying goals would be achieved 
by “encouraging and supporting democratic 
reforms, including the establishment of civilian 
and democratic control over military forces; 
fostering patterns and habits of cooperation, 
consultation and consensus-building 
characteristic of relations among members of 
the Alliance; and promoting good-neighborly 
relations.” 

The study claimed that the expansion of 
NATO would increase transparency, which 
would in turn increase confidence, cooperation, 
and integration among member nations.  Also, 
expansion would broaden the opportunities for 
external relationships, such as a strengthened 
transatlantic partnership.  While the study 
conclusively found that expansion would be 
beneficial to NATO and the global community, 
it also stated that for expansion to be successful, 
countries seeking NATO membership must 
prove themselves as worthy additions to the 
organization.   Nations should be able to 

demonstrate that they have fulfilled certain 
requirements before being granted accession; 
these include a functioning democratic political 
system based on a market economy, the fair 
treatment of minority populations, a 
commitment to the peaceful resolution of 
conflicts, the ability and willingness to make a 
military contribution to NATO operations, and 
a commitment to democratic civil-military 
relations and institutional structures. 

On the other hand, a report published 
by the NATO Research Fellowship in 2003 
argues that NATO’s eastward expansion 
threatens Belarus and Russia, decreasing 
stability and security.  As NATO reaches out to 
the countries of Central and Eastern Europe, its 
eastern boundary threatens that of the 
Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS).  
Because there are already sentiments of distrust 
between the CIS and NATO, stemming from 
their relationship as former Cold War 
adversaries, the issue of expansion has become 
a delicate situation.   

Belarus and Russia have both responded 
defensively towards NATO’s encroachment on 
Eastern Europe, and they continue to view 
NATO as a potential enemy.  In fact, the 
Belarusian presidency has indicated its intention 
to work with Russia to form a military alliance 
as a deterrent to NATO.  The two countries are 
in the process of preparing themselves to take 
countermeasures against NATO, if necessary.  
In their post-communist states, Belarus and 
Russia have felt the need to defend and define 
their spheres of influence and have publicly 
rejected the expansion of NATO, allowing 
hostile sentiments to hinder constructive 
dialogue.   Assuming a definitively anti-NATO 
stance, Russia and Belarus have made the 
eastward expansion of NATO a complex 
balance of security and stability.  
 
Conclusion 
 The primary purpose of NATO at its 
creation was to promote peace and security 
worldwide.  The method through which NATO 
has accomplished these goals has changed over 
time, and NATO has expanded its alliance to 
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Questions to Consider 
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