Address at the 

The Ron Brown Fellowship 

Programme Alumni Conference

Kraków, September 26 – 28, 2003
Borderless Europe and global security

by Prof. Adam Daniel Rotfeld Secretary of State

 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Poland

Mr. Chairman, 

Thank you for inviting me to join you this evening. I am very pleased and honoured to welcome you on behalf of Minister Włodzimierz Cimoszewicz and on my own in Kraków. I am very glad that this year the meeting is held in Poland, the royal capital of Poland. I hope that the touch of history so intensely present in this place will help all of you to understand better Poland and all countries of the region.

Introductory remarks


Instead of the end of history predicted by Francis Fukuyama, the true new history of Central Europe and in fact of all Europe has arisen under our eyes. The transformation that this region has undergone has an impact on the shape of the entire continent. One can say that it was a spark which inspired and initiated a chain of changes in Europe and a transformation of the security environment on the global scale. The world order which we left behind us was one of high probability of nuclear catastrophe but also of high stability. As one of the American security analysts rightly predicted at the beginning of the 90s “the order to which we are moving is one of low-military threat, but also low stability”. This prognosis has been definitely confirmed by further events. 


Developments of last 15 years produced a new picture of this region. The Spring of Nations of 1989 enabled many nations of Central and Eastern Europe to regain independence and determine their own political and economic system by themselves. We liberated ourselves from the Soviet hegemony and domination. The Warsaw Pact was dissolved, and inefficient COMECON was replaced by rational market economy co-operation and integration process. 
As the result, the process of economic and social transformation was initiated. The new concepts of sovereign foreign policies were implemented with a priority to establish a new type of security alliance within the transatlantic community. It has been reflected in co-operation and subsequent membership in international organizations of democratic states – the European Union and NATO with multilateral PFP and EAPC arrangements as well as the Council of Europe and the OECD. 

New Security environment


Some observers wrongly interpreted the fundamental change of security environment as a come-back to geopolitics. In fact, geography lost its significance. The threats to Europe are generated now far away from our continent. Poland is a state whose security environment is a good illustration of this profound change. We are on the same territory and within the same borders as before 1989. But our three former neighbours – the Soviet Union, Czechoslovakia and German Democratic Republic - disappeared. Instead, we have seven new neighbours - Russia, Lithuania, Belarus, Ukraine, Slovakia, the Czech Republic and Germany. With one exception, all of them are democratic or at least declared their willingness to share democratic values and to participate in the process of European integration and transatlantic security arrangements. It allowed us to elaborate a new legal basis for our co-operation. We have built new type of relations. Some resentments of the past unresolved earlier, reappeared in the time of change. Nevertheless, regional co-operation started its new phase. Impact of geography, space or borders on political processes has been eminently reduced. 

The end of the bipolar order, new actors on the international stage, new threats that can easily cross natural borders, processes of globalisation and regionalisation, are factors questioning geopolitics as a right tool for explaining and implementing international security policy. In the past, the main source of tension coincided with the line that divided West from East. This line of division cut through the heart of Europe, it divided Germany. The Berlin Wall was a symbol of this situation. Nowadays, the main threats to Europe originate at its periphery – in the Balkans, the Caucasus, Central Asia. Previously, politics of aggressive, totalitarian great powers – Nazi Germany, Stalinist Soviet Union or militaristic Japan  - were the main sources of threats. Today, paradoxically, weak and failed states – like Afghanistan, Iraq, Liberia, Yemen, Sudan constitute the new threats to the international security. The list is much longer. It includes around 60 territories that have become a safe-haven and a kind of asylum for criminal and terrorist organizations. They destabilise the international order and are threatening to security on a global scale. In addition, as noted recently by one of Polish researchers, European integration made us to re-think a traditional division between the heartland and its peripheries – it endows both terms with a new meaning. 


The nature and sources of conflicts are new in their essence. They lost their external and international character and became more internal and national. In recent 12 years among more than 60 conflicts only three were between states. All the others were within states; they were domestic and internal armed conflicts. Today, security of nations is mostly a domestic task. In 2001 there were 24 major armed conflicts and only one (between India and Pakistan - over Kashmir) was interstate. All others were internal conflicts. This change affected the ways and means to prevent and to counteract conflicts. Well-equipped and heavy-armed huge armies are not as necessary as before. We need both more civil structures like police or civil defence and multilateral institutions which have to be adjusted to new needs and requirements. The new character of conflicts also has to be rightly reflected in defence and security doctrines of the states and in programmes of activities of the most influential international organizations.

Central Europe – what does it mean?


While analysing the situation of Central Europe after 1989 one can draw a conclusion that the geographical content of the term Central Europe is also changed and extended. It is not limited exclusively to four Visegrad-group countries – Poland, the Czech Republic, Slovakia and Hungary - that constitute its core. It went far beyond that area. Today’s Central Europe covers all post-communist countries located – in general terms – between the CIS and Western Europe. In other words, Visegrad countries as well as the three Baltic states and all South-Eastern European states, including Belarus, Ukraine and Moldova, would like to be perceived as Central European countries.


It is a new interesting phenomenon in the European policy. European nations consider the Centre as more secure and safer place than peripheries. The peripheries nowadays are rather associated with uncertainty, instability and conflicts. Such an approach is the result of the Balkan wars, which led the countries of that region to escape from the Balkans to the centre. Some politicians and security analysts argue that Balkan region is not a periphery of Europe but rather an enlarged Central European or Adriatic and Mediterranean part of the continent. 

As a matter of fact several places aspire to be the Europe’s geopolitical central point: in Poland a small village Piątek between Kutno and Lodz; Vienna is also pretending to the tittle of “the heart of Europe”, as well as Prague, Budapest, Bratislava and Bucharest. Some cities of Lithuania, Ukraine and – last but not least – Kraków claim to be a genuine centre of Europe, too. The more – the better.


Words and description should reflect the reality not constitute it. What counts are not words but deeds. In this context, Poland is strongly committed to co-operate very closely with all partners in Central and Eastern Europe after our accession to the European Union. We believe that our role in the enlarged EU will be that of an active link between the EU and the countries situated along its borders. Motivated by the political philosophy of inclusiveness the Polish President presented in Riga (July 2002) a new initiative with an aim to develop co-operation in many fields of economy, trade, protection of borders, promotion of democracy with those states who will not join the EU in the foreseeable future. His intention is to prevent emergence of new dividing lines on our continent. Similar motives stand behind our proposal of the EU Eastern Dimension presented by the Polish Minister for Foreign Affairs. Poland is ready to share and bear responsibility for the success of democratic and market-oriented reforms of our Eastern partners. This concept is in full harmony with the EU project of the Wider Europe-New Neighbourhood launched also this year.

Two enlargements

Ladies and Gentlemen,


Poland is approaching the end of the road in her long journey to the European Union. The key goal of the Polish foreign policy adopted after 1989 will be achieved by May, 2004. Critics of the enlargement of NATO claimed several years ago that extending it eastward would be, in the words of George F. Kennan, ‘the most fateful error’ in the entire post-cold war era. Events have not supported that view. Despite such Cassandra-like scenarios the enlargements of NATO has had a beneficial impact on stability and security in Europe. The enlargement of NATO and the European Union should be seen as natural processes and as an adequate response to new needs and challenges.

As a rule, in the debate on the consequences of the enlargements of NATO and the EU both institutions are treated as static. The assumption is made that the mandates of both organizations and their structures and functions were defined in different circumstances in a security environment that differs from that of today. In other words, structures, by their very nature, are static, while international security is a dynamic process. In effect, the existing organizations are not adequate to the new challenges and the needs of the international community. 

In political reality and practice, however, the matter is much more complex. There are organizations such as the Western European Union (WEU) that have never played a major role in resolving the issues that they were called upon to deal with. The mandate of other organizations, like the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE), is evolving with the changes in the political environment and the needs of the members of such institutions. NATO is an example of an organization which retains its key function as a defence alliance while undergoing an essential transformation. In the wake of the 1992 Treaty on European Union (The Maastricht Treaty), the 1997 Treaty of Amsterdam and the 2000 Treaty of Nice the EU has considerably expanded its mandate in security affairs, reaching into defence issues. It remains an open question whether and, if so, to what extent the new EU solutions will shape a new political and military reality within the Union and externally in transatlantic relations. 

One common element of the EU and NATO enlargements is the principle of inclusiveness. The intention is to adapt the alliance to deal with new threats on Europe’s periphery and beyond its borders. The formulations which NATO has used with regard to further enlargement express the general philosophy of inclusiveness. In line with its inclusiveness policy, NATO has focused initially more on its practical activities in strengthening the Euro-Atlantic community through the EAPC and the PFP than on determining who and when will receive the invitation to join the alliance. 

For Europe’s security, the enlargement of the EU is as important as, if not more important than, extension of NATO. Union enlargement is meant to overcome the old division imposed on Europe by the Yalta and Potsdam agreements of 1945 and obviate the need for new ones. None of the Union documents delineates the borders of the new expanding Europe. Its dimensions are determined by common history, tradition, culture and set of values supported by economic, political and military integration rather than by geography. The Nice meeting decided that if the aspirant countries satisfy the relevant criteria they can look forward to membership in the next three years, and their citizens will be able to participate in the next European Parliament election, in 2004. The new debate at IGC, expected in a few days, about the Convent’s draft of the European Constitution will be decisive for the common future of Europe to a much greater extent than many other events of the past.

European Security Strategy

Not long ago, at the European Council in Thessaloniki, Mr Javier Solana presented a document A Secure Europe in a Better World. It contains a conceptual framework for a new European security strategy. In his statement at the European Parliament Javier Solana explained: “I think that there is a general feeling that the time is ripe for such an exercise. On the one hand, thanks to the achievements of European integration, Europe enjoys unprecedented stability and prosperity. On the other hand, the end of the Cold War has not brought an end to conflicts around Europe and in the world. New security threats have emerged. Today’s complex problems cannot be tackled by any single country. As a Union of 25 member states, with 450 million people and producing a quarter of the world’s GDP, the European Union is a global actor. It should be ready to take responsibilities accordingly. This has important consequences for its instruments of external action”. 

I noticed with satisfaction that National Security Strategy of Poland, document newly signed by the Polish President (8 Sept. 2003), is - in its key points, especially in evaluation of the threats and challenges – very close, almost identical with the European Security Strategy presented by Javier Solana. Such challenges like terrorism, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, failed states, organized crime require a new reaction. Both documents point out clearly the strategic goals to be achieved and the necessary ways and means to be employed.

Mr. Solana’s document specifies clearly three main tasks of the Union:

· to extend the zone of security and stability around Europe, and to work on the closest possible integration of that group of countries into Europe, 

· strengthening the international order based on effective multilateral measures,

· countering the threats, old and new ones.

The Solana’s strategy defines some ways and forms of achieving these goals: 

· First, a need to create a strategic culture that fosters early, rapid and when necessary, robust intervention - involving both military and civilian component.

· Secondly, the EU and its member states must act in concert, taking advantage of synergy of its activities on other fields. 

· Thirdly, the Union has to implement its full potential through increased resources for defence, avoiding duplication of defence assets, bringing more civilian resources in crises and post-crises management, strengthening diplomatic and intelligence capabilities. 

· Fourth, the EU should be ready and has to work together with other multilateral partners and through regional partnerships in implementation of its strategic security goals. 

In short, the EU security strategy meets the basic Polish aims in search for new security system. The main element of the European security is the strategic partnership between the EU and NATO. The Alliance remains the basis of the collective defence and the embodiment of transatlantic security community. Some European and American critics of the security policy of the present US administration exaggerated in their pessimistic evaluation of the present shape of the Atlantic Alliance. In his essay published most recently (F.A., Sep-Oct., 2003) Ronald D. Asmus, who served as Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs under the Democratic Administration, made at the beginning of his analysis a strong point: “One of the most striking consequences of the Bush administration’s foreign policy tenure has been the collapse of the Atlantic Alliance”. No doubt, such a statement is too strong. He continues: “the current rift has been unprecedented in its scope, intensity, and, at times, pettiness”. Some brilliant neo-conservative American thinkers argue that the rupture between the United States and Europe is deeply rooted in divergent political cultures, reflected in antinomy of multilateralism vs. unilateralism. In the most widely discussed essay by Robert Kagan Of Paradise and Power: America and Europe in the New World Order the American power is symbolized by Mars, and the U.S. Hobbesian worldview is reflected in the insistance on superior force as the only way to keep order in the world. Europe is symbolized by Venus, who demonstrates its moral superiority over the Americans and Europeans celebrate their pacifist habits and legalistic code of conduct. To reconcile these two contradictory symbols and political philosophies David D. Calleo concluded that there is a time for more wisdom - in gist “neither Mars nor Venus, but Minerva”.

Robert Cooper, advisor for foreign affairs to the Prime Minister Tony Blair (in his article published in “The Observer”) suggests the EU should introduce a dualism in crises and conflicts: “The post-modern world has to start to get used to double standards. Among ourselves, we operate on the basis of laws and open co-operative security. But, when dealing with old-fashioned states outside the post-modern continent of Europe, we need to revert to the rougher methods of an earlier era – force, pre-emptive attack, deception, whatever is necessary to deal with those who still live in the nineteenth century world of every state for itself. Among ourselves, we keep the law but when we are operating in the jungle, we must also use the laws of the jungle. The prolonged period of peace in Europe has created a dangerous temptation to neglect our defences, both physical and psychological”. 

In the current discussion on the future world order the problem of the ability to act jointly seems to be of utmost importance. Combination and co-ordination of instruments for preventing peace, stability and security is necessary. Also those responsible for their use like small regional groupings or big international organizations, must feel obliged to protect the fundamental values: human dignity, basic human rights, democracy, and efficient economy. 

In search for the UN New Political Charter

Dear Guests,

To be more specific, I wish to discuss for a while the future position and role of the United Nations. It is a point very frequently raised in the present debate on the new world order. Developments of several past years proved that the UN is not efficient enough, especially in security matters, when a quick decision is required. On the other hand, there are areas where the UN implements its role smoothly and effectively. There is no reason to raise the question about the necessity of the UN. A clear-cut answer was given recently by Ms Madeleine Albright, the former US Secretary of State in her article Think Again: The United Nations (published in the summer issue of the “Foreign Policy”). There is no need to explain why the UN should exist and why it needs a profound reform to adjust itself to contemporary threats and challenges. The worst scenario for the United Nations could be to do nothing or just to continue previous activities - a situation which may lead to marginalization of this universal security organization. There is an urgent need to initiate a most serious debate about the UN mission and mandate under the new security circumstances.

Some partial solutions were already proposed, based on the Millennium Declaration or proposed by some countries (just to mention the Canadian report The responsibility to protect). What has to be a future role of the United Nations in preserving the world peace and stability? Is the UN Charter an obsolete document? These and other serious and concrete questions, cannot be delayed anymore. 

Some of these questions were raised by the Polish Minister for Foreign Affairs Włodzimierz Cimoszewicz in his statement presented yesterday at the General Assembly in New York. Last year, while addressing the Assembly, he put forward the proposal to prepare a New Political Act for the United Nations at the dawn of the 21st century. The main aim of Polish proposal was not a new attempt to revise the UN Charter, but rather elaborate a new catalogue of norms of international conduct in the face of security threats and global challenges of today. At that time he suggested that a Group of Eminent Personalities be charged with the task of producing an outline of the document, which would then be submitted for assessment by Member States. The composition of the Group should, on the one hand, ensure its independence, appropriate intellectual format and knowledge of international affairs, and on the other, excellent moral standing and political weight to guarantee the highest rank of the document designed to serve as an inspiration to member states. Thus, an essentially intellectual exercise initiated outside the institutional framework of the United Nations could – when the time is ripe – be transformed into a political process, culminating in the adoption of the New Act by the General Assembly. 

It is a great source of satisfaction for us that the Polish initiative corresponds with the thinking of the Secretary-General and with his efforts to increase the effectiveness of the United Nations and to safeguard the position of the Organization as the most important institution of international security and co-operation. In his address to the General Assembly of 23 September 2003, Kofi Annan declared: „I intend to establish a High-Level Panel of eminent personalities, to which I will assign four tasks: 

First, to examine the current challenges to peace and security; 

Second, to consider the contribution which collective action can make in addressing these challenges; 

Third, to review the functioning of the major organs of the United Nations and the relationship between them; and 

Fourth, to recommend ways of strengthening the United Nations, through reform of its institutions and processes. 

The Panel will focus primarily on threats to peace and security. But it will also need to examine other global challenges, in so far as these may influence or connect with those threats. 

I will ask the Panel to report back to me before the beginning of the next session of this General Assembly, so that I can make recommendations to you at that session. But only you can take the firm and clear decisions that will be needed. 

Those decisions might include far-reaching institutional reforms. Indeed, I hope they will. 

But institutional reforms alone will not suffice. Even the most perfect instrument will fail, unless people put it to good use”.

Concluding remarks

One cannot underestimate, in that context, the role of such institutions and projects like The Ron Brown or the Fullbright Fellowship Programme, Ford or MacArthur foundations or some European foundations which assist, support and facilitate the meetings and contacts between the representatives of different cultures, regions, and continents and offer a unique opportunity to discuss openly some of the most controversial issues. They inspire all of us to rethink our views and reconsider some options with an aim to take proper and optimal decisions. It is not always visible, it is not always properly recognized, but it has a lasting impact on the decision-making process in the world politics.
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