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On May 20, the 2012 NATO Chicago summit will britogether the heads of state from
the alliance. Thagendaeads like a rundown of major world events in plast two years:
the Arab Spring, the Libyan civil war, the globaddncial crisis and the war in
Afghanistan. It seems no problem is too big for NAT

Of these topics, the most pressing and headlinebgrg will be theplanNATO and the
United States establish to gradually turn respalityibor security in Afghanistan over to
the Afghan national forces. But also of note aeettipics—"lessons learned from Libya”
and thé'Smart Defense Initiative;~that display the reliance of Europe on the United
States for advanced military capabilities. Libyaarticular showcased Europe's inability
to act without Washington.

The lessons from Libya are twofold, and it is intpat to keep them in mind as policy
makers and pundits in Washington call for the n&8. intervention, possibly in Syria or
Iran. First, theesultsso farhave been disappointirigr America’s latest stab at coercive
democratization.

Libya also was a disappointment as a supposed regelnfor U.S. intervention. In fact,
that conflict reinforces the fact that NATO reatiyands for North America and The
Others. Without the United States, the Europeanddvoe essentially helpless.

A new alliance study underscores Europe’s relatieffectiveness. Reports tiNew
York Times:

Despite widespread praise in Western capital®i®f O’s leadership of the air campaign
in Libya, a confidential NATO assessment paints a sobgramyait of the alliance’s
ability to carry out such campaigns without sigrafit support from the United States.



The report concluded that the allies struggledhtres crucial target information, lacked
specialized planners and analysts, and overlyd@rethe United States for
reconnaissance and refueling aircratft.

This should surprise no one. After all, during ter against Serbia—another nation
which had not threatened America or any Americar-aEurope was estimated to have
a combat effectiveness less than 15 percent thtaedfl.S. The Europeans had large
conscript armies, but outside of Britain and Framae very little ability to project power.
Later European participation in Afghanistan hashbearred by the dozens of national
“caveats” limiting participation in combat.

Yet alliance expansion is also on the agenda miMhay NATO summit in Chicago. The
list of alliance wannabes includes such powerhoasédacedonia, Montenegro and
Bosnia. Former Soviet republics notable mosthyti@ir tangled and/or troubled relations
with Russia—Georgia and Ukraine—are also on thieAi of these nations would be
security liabilities, not assets, for America.

As the NATO study demonstrates, should the alliangeicle 5 commitment get
invoked, America would do most of the fightingwlbuld be one thing to take that risk
where vital interests were at stake. But they atdmthe Balkans, let alone in the
Caucasus, which was part of Imperial Russia evéréd¢he Soviet Union.

Alliances should reflect the security environmdiite Cold War is over. The Europeans
have developed, the Soviet Union is kaput, angttential European conflicts of the
future—distant and unlikely—are linked to no hegemdhreat against America.

Instead of talking about NATO expansion, the Unifdtes should set down the burden
of defending Europe. Let the Europeans take ovef®Ar create their own European
defense organization, as they have discussed &sy€he latest reminder of Europe’s
relative military ineffectiveness reinforces theedor ending the Continent’s cheap ride.
It is time to turn North America and The Otheroistmply The Others.



