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Introduction 
It’s been decades since the end of the cold war, and a lot of years has slipped in-between since the 

Soviet bloc and its expansionist tendencies were decimated, and it is staggering that the one 

common factor between them all is still standing after all that time. If anything, the size of the 

alliance has continued to increase from only fourteen states in the 90’s to twenty-six. It may be 

adequate to say that one wouldn’t have thought that the North Atlantic Treaty Organization adequate to say that one wouldn’t have thought that the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 

(NATO), would remain in the scheme of things even after the end of the cold war.

Back in the years of the war, NATO gained so much recognition so much so that most Central 

European countries wanted the “member” status. 

Surely, who wouldn.t? Although the alliance had 

always been engrossed in controversies, claims 

and counter claims as to its original intentions in 

the region, however, it also served its purpose of 

protecting the European states, strengthen stability protecting the European states, strengthen stability 

as well as drive growth and development in 

member nations.

It is common knowledge that the growth does not 

occur without consequent complications. This may very well be used to describe the recent turn 

of events in NATO, as the alliance has become plagued with several fundamental issues, mostly 

relating to matters of policy and in recent times have seen a great clamour for the development of 

a comprehensive policy targeting specific interests.

Given the turn of recent events, including the poor handling of the situation in Afghanistan, the Given the turn of recent events, including the poor handling of the situation in Afghanistan, the 

North Atlantic Treaty Organization, NATO has found itself in a rather precarious situation – one 

which if not properly handled and quickly resolved, would have damning repercussions on the 

reputation of the alliance, and this may consequently weaken its position in the scheme of things 

with regards to international politics.

Ensuring stability in Afghanistan is critical to the survival of the middle east, with a potential rub-

off which is will also see a balance in Pakistan and of course India. This further goes to show 

how difficult, if not impossible it may be for any foreign policy, in the context of regional 

security to survive without first bringing these regions, their interests as well as other powers, 
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security to survive without first bringing these regions, their interests as well as other powers, 

including Russia, China and even Iran to the table to discuss the stakes as well as chart new paths 

forward.



History of NATO

After years of fighting and warding off expansionist threats of the Soviet Union, including 

the carnage and destruction in the wake of the war that ravaged the nations of Europe, it was 

finally time to reconcile differences, rebuild 

economies and consolidate security as a economies and consolidate security as a 

measure to ensure safety against the 

resurgence of offensive from Germany as well 

as guard against further intrusions from the 

Soviet Union. This was no easy feat, as the 

war left nothing but death and destruction in 

its path and therefore required a great deal in 

aid for rebuilding of the cities, re-establishing 

of industries as well as the provision of other 

basic necessities of life.

The United States understood that it would take an economically viable, equipped and unified 

Europe to properly guard against and see an end to the expansionist agenda of the Soviet 

Union which sought to sweep across the entire continent.

Consequently, George Marshall, the then Secretary of State proposed a programme which 

would see the provision of large-scale economic aid to Europe. This was termed the 

“Marshall Plan”. On successful implementation of the plan, it downed on the U.S. that the 

success of the programme didn’t only bother on European integration but provided insights to success of the programme didn’t only bother on European integration but provided insights to 

the opportunities that abound in the concept of shared interest between the Europe and the 

United states. While this went on, the Soviet Union refused to participate in the plan, and 

likewise instructed its satellite towns to follow suit. This led to an even greater divide 

between the Eastern and Western regions of Europe.

As time went by, the countries of Western Europe soon had reasons to be alarmed as 

regarding their physical well-being as well as the survival of their political security. Tensions 

became even greater between 1947 and 1948 given the occurrence of a series of incidents, 
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thus, the United States had to become closely involved with the affairs of Western Europe. 

And in a bid to provide succour to ailing nations constantly under the threat of subjugation 

from expansionist regimes, the United States under the leadership of President Harry S. 



Truman decided that the best way to go about the situation was the provision of military and 

economic aid to all such nations involved.

As the intrigues of the cold war continued to play out, several events took place which nearly 

brought the United States and the Soviet Union to the brink of war. Among one such event 

was the blockade of West Berlin, which at the time was under the joint control of the United 

States, British as well as French forces, but however encircled by East Germany which at the States, British as well as French forces, but however encircled by East Germany which at the 

time was under the control of the Soviets. To prevent confrontation which may lead to 

breakdown of order, the United States decided to go about the provision of its supplies using 

airdrops.

These and many more occurrences forced to 

the United States to act fast because it was 

becoming increasingly disturbed of the 

possibility of Western Europe turning to the 

Soviets to negotiate their security. Thus, 

President Truman worked out modalities 

that would enable the formation of a 

European-American alliance which will 

provide grounds for the protection of 

Western Europe.

Increasing tension and security concerns was of utmost concern to the Western Europe 

countries, and they therefore were committed to any alliance that would guarantee its countries, and they therefore were committed to any alliance that would guarantee its 

security. This saw the coming together of the different countries of Western Europe including 

France, Belgium, Netherlands, Great Britain in 1948 which saw the signing of the Brussels 

Treaty. In May 1948, the United States congress through Republican Senator Arthur H. 

Vandenburg proposed a resolution for the signing of a treaty which would exist in accordance 

to the UN charter, and invariably existing in isolation to the corridors of the Council where 

the Soviet enjoyed veto power. This resolution was quickly adopted and served as a precursor 

to the formation of NATO.

The following months saw increased consultations and negotiations between the U.S. 
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The following months saw increased consultations and negotiations between the U.S. 

congress and other members of the alliance including Canada, Belgium, Denmark, France, 

Iceland, Italy, Luxemburg, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal as well as the United Kingdom 

on the terms and conditions of the alliance, and in 1949, the treaty was signed, with the basic 



highlight being that an attack against any member of the alliance be considered as an attack 

against all. Today, decades after the war, NATO still stands is therefore considered the 

largest military alliance in the world.

U.S. Contributions to NATO 
The formation of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization was largely based on the notion of 

collective defence which considers an attack on one of its allies an attack on all. 

Consequently, every member state is bound to make certain contributions for its military as 

well as its civilian budget to the tune of roughly $1.4 billion and $250 million respectively.

According to the precepts of the treaty, a member state is required to provide a fraction of its 

national income. And according to this formula, the United States is said to be responsible for 

the provision of about twenty-two percent of this entire budget.

Also, back to their individual nations, each NATO member state in 2014 signed an agreement 

which will see each country increasing its defence spending to reflect 2 percent of its gross 

domestic product. However, out of the twenty-nine members of the North Atlantic Treaty 

Organization, only five are expected to meet this target of two percent increase by the end of 
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the year. Meanwhile, the United States already spends roughly $618 billion, corresponding to 

roughly 3.6 percent of the nation’s GDP on defence.

And while there are no stipulated penalties for erring member states, as this is merely 

considered a simple matter of guidelines, it is becoming rather frustrating for the United 



States, seeing that only five out of its twenty-nine have met this goal. Consequently, the 

President of the United States is concerned about what it considers billions of dollars lost in 

trade while it pays for the security of Europe. Therefore, requesting that member states strive 

to achieve the two percent feat with the year, and not 2025 as proposed.

When considered, one would come to agree with the position of the United States on the 

matter, given that the total of the collective defence spending of the entire member states matter, given that the total of the collective defence spending of the entire member states 

amounts to a little over $936 billion, where contributions by the United States alone amount 

to roughly sixty-seven percent of the entire sum.

However, leaders and politicians on both sides of the divide have strongly criticised the 

comments of the U.S. President, insisting that the tenets of the agreement did not require 

Europe to pay for protect against Russia as offered by the United States, insisting that this 

isn’t the way the alliance was meant to work. Critics have also sighted the relationship 

between the present U.S. government with Russia in view of its constant aggressive military 

activities in the region.

The Real Problems with NATO

Over the years, NATO went from being perceived as the harbinger of freedom to an 

imperialist military alliance with a fighting doctrine that permits a first-strike albeit of nuclear 

proportions. Among other reasons including the negotiation of the Intermediate-Range 
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proportions. Among other reasons including the negotiation of the Intermediate-Range 

Nuclear Force Treaty which came into play in 1987, the fall of the Berlin wall in 1989, 

culminated by the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, the key objective of the treaty which 

revolved essentially in the defence of the countries of Western Europe against the 



expansionist regime of the Soviet Union had gradually had to be improved to capture realities 

of the present.

Also, in 1991, the United States and Russia had entered into an agreement that allowed 

German reunification, albeit on West German terms. In exchange, the United States had 

agreed to halt any intended expansion of NATO towards Moscow, an agreement whi ch 

President Clinton had reneged on when he sanctioned the expansion of NATO even on to 

Russia’s borders. This saw a major shift in agenda of the alliance, with NATO now focussing 

on a primary task of “out-of-area operations”: with a primary focus of ensuring the security 

and free flow of minerals as well as money to the Global North.

Presently, recent events have seen more changes made to NATO’s primary mission. 

Incidences including but not limited to the sudden return of autocratic order as implemented 

the Russian President, Vladimir Putin, the coup in Ukraine and consequent outbreak of the 

Maidan protests, the annexation of Crimea by Russian government as well as its covert 

military intervention in Ukraine have once again seen a change in the direction of the primary 

objectives of NATO. This time, its priorities edged on preparations for a likely war with 

China or Russia.

The question that begs to be answered now is that which involves the possibility of 
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The question that begs to be answered now is that which involves the possibility of 

addressing all the many problems that currently befalls NATO. The first of such being a 

matter of mistrust regarding NATO’s hidden plan which as was put forward in the famous 

quote of Lord Ismay regarding the original agenda of the American government in NATO. 

According to him, NATO’s core mission and plan from the onset has been and remains that 

of “Keeping the Russian out, the Americans in, and the Germans down”. This certainly does 

reveal a lot especially regarding the disposition of the United States during the cold war, in 

which its commitment became even less certain as the war progressed.



NATO in the Age of Trump

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization, NATO, undoubtedly has survived lot, but this is not 

to say that it isn’t facing its own challenges. No doubt, this large, unwieldly alliance 

comprising 29-member nations is going through what may be rightly described as being one 

of its most phase in its entire history and existence.

For an alliance considered to be the world’s strongest military alliance yet to be seen, NATO, 

according to rife speculations is going through the single greatest leadership challenge. This 

apparent lack of upright, principled and dedicated American presidential leadership has put 

NATO in a rather tight and precarious position. All past American leaders, including its 

founding father, in the person of President Truman had consider eth alliance to be a vital 

American interest. This, however, seems not to be the case with President Donald Trump, as 

both member states as well as the general public now see him as being the alliances most 

pressing and difficult problem.

NATO in the age of Trump is fast assuming the status of a shadow of itself. This deep 

reflection of the circumstances on ground bothers on the fact that the alliance now has as its 

head, a leader whose disposition towards the alliance can easily be described as having lost 

faith in the existence. His first few years in office has witnessed a brazen disregard for one of 

the core commitment of the alliance which perceives an attack on a member state as an attack 
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the core commitment of the alliance which perceives an attack on a member state as an attack 

n all. Consequently, his indecision and reactionary approach towards the aggressions of 

NATO’s chief adversary, Russia, has continually weakened the alliance.



As opposed to providing support for leaders of member states, President Trump, in retrospect 

has assumed a position of a consistent critic of such leader, an example which is clearly 

evident in the case of his criticism of the German Chancellor, Angela Merkel, but publicly 

defending the actions of anti-democratic regimes such as hat which is run by the Hungarian 

Prime Minister, Viktor Orban. His actions and inactions can thus be interpreted as dubbing 

the European Union and its member states as enemies, rather than friends that they are.the European Union and its member states as enemies, rather than friends that they are.

According to the president, NATO was done with its core missions given the end of the cold 

war, and in this insinuation, neglect the constant threat of Russian led campaigns in countries 

of member nations including Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Poland. The issue of European 

defence spending has also been a contending issue in the deepening crisis currently befalling 

the alliance, and President Trump is of the view that allies have been taking advantage of the 

U.S. And while it is true that a lot remains to be done, it may be wise to appreciate the fact 

that spending by NATO allies has greatly increased from what it used to be. 

Challenges Facing NATO 
For an alliance that has done so much in safeguarding the 

continent from the cold war even onto post-cold war era, NATO 

certainly has its own challenges and problems. And one ironic 

fact in the entire NATO paradox, is that which assumes that the 

main problem of the organization is itself. Apart from President 

Trump’s badgering regarding the need for member states to 

spend more on security, opposition is rife in other quarters

regarding a review of a frame work which allows Washington 

call the shots, and in so doing, makes certain its interests come first.

The major challenges facing the union are perceived to have more to do with the political and 

financial will of member states rather than logistics. Also, considering that the EU forces 

alone, if amassed would almost see the formation of an army, the magnitude of which is 

surpassed by China alone, this would greatly improve the capabilities of the EU to defend 

itself.
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Let’s consider a few of the problems currently facing NATO:

• Unwillingness of member states to increase military spending.

With no viable alternative to the exiting alliance between NATO member states, it remains 

for each ally to take the security of its territory more seriously. And while one may choose to 

apply the classic economic approach to the equation, it may generally be unwise to spend apply the classic economic approach to the equation, it may generally be unwise to spend 

more on transportation infrastructure or health services while ignoring security.

• Pressure from Russia

The wake of strained relations between NATO and the U.S. has brought increased worries to 

NATO allies, as one cannot be too careful even in a bid to sever ties with the U.S. for fear of 

exposing its weakness to rivals like the Russians.

• Calls for Brexit

While the European countries have put a lot of effort in developing policy as well as projects While the European countries have put a lot of effort in developing policy as well as projects 

including the Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO) which has proposed the sum of 

$13 billion for spending on European defence, the notion that the EU could ever do without 

the United States with regards to protection may be largely misleading.

Russia-NATO Relations
In 1991, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, NATO, within the framework of the North 

Atlantic Cooperation Council, entered into a strategic alliance with Russia. A few years later, 
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in 194, in a historic move, Russia joined the Partnership for Peace Program, opening the 

doors of possibilities which have seen NATO and Moscow coming together to sign several 

important agreements bothering on peace and cooperation between the two.

Consequently, in 2002, relations between the 

Moscow and NATO took a boost with the 

establishment of Russia-NATO council (NRC), 

with a view to serve as a forum where both groups 

could carry out consultations as it pertains to could carry out consultations as it pertains to 

security as well as direct cooperation in other 

areas of interest including weapons proliferation, 

cooperation on Afghanistan, fighting terrorism, 



intelligence and many more. Also, Russian military action in Georgia on the 8 August 2018 

also saw an increased strain in relations between NATO and Moscow, with the former 

prevailing on them to reverse its support towards the declaration of independence by the 

Georgian nations of Abkhazia and South Ossetia.

Ultimately, NATO was forced to put an end to all formal cooperation with Moscow on April 

1, 2014 in response to the latter’s military intervention and aggressive actions in Ukraine, as 

well as what has been termed the illegal occupation and consequent annexation of Crimea. 

Notwithstanding, channels of both military and political communications between both 

parties have remained open, and there is the hope of reaching a compromise someday.

Given the Russian support for the highly unpopular Syrian regime, its provocative military 

activities around NATO’s borders and a host of oth er activities which have constantly 

undermined NATO, the alliance through the North Atlantic Council made a statement giving 

to its support to the decision of the United States to renege on agreements and therefore halt 

all commitments as it pertained to the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty in 

response of Russia’s material breach of the same. Given the grievances towards the continued 

violation of international law and treaties by the Russians, NATO has therefore responded to 

this renewed threat by activating both deterrence and defence mechanisms whilst remaining 

11

open to dialogue.



Conclusion 
The cold war era is gone, however, relations between Moscow and NATO has remained as 

though the war still rages on. With both sides actively employing the blame game tactics, and 

employing sympathetic media outlets to churn out stories in a bid to help spread their 

message.

While the expansionist threat of the Soviet Union may be seen as the primary factor in the 

expansion of NATO, others have remained of the opinion that this was an ill-thought out and 

reckless decision, one which inevitably was bound to irritate the Russians and force them to 

consolidate their hold on its strong holds in Europe, and exerting immense pressure on its 

neighbours,

Over the years, the activities of the alliance have continued to elicit different reactions among 

member states and the world at large. And others even think it’s time to finally lay the 

alliance to rest and leave the rest to war-time historians. In retrospect, others are of the 

opinion that the European Union and its surrounding countries are even less prepared than 

ever in their bid to protect the region. Hence, they remain in favour of an alliance that will 

ensure security of its democracy, territory and economy, even though there is no opposing the 

need to encourage a home-grown effort in the same regard.
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