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FOREWORD

Environment issues are widely recognized as potential
causes for instability and conflict. Recognizing these dan—
gers, NATO's Committee on the Challenges of Modern
Society (CCMS) directed a Pilot Study, “Environment and
Security in an International Context,” to analyze the rela—
tionship between environmental change and security in an
international, regional, and global level. The main goal of
the study is to elaborate conclusions and recommendations
to enhance environmental aspects in security deliberations,
and to include security considerations in national and in—
ternational environmental policies and instruments. The
Third Pilot Study Group meeting took place from May 19th
through May 22nd, 1997 at the Center for Strategic Leader-
ship (CSL), U.S. Army War College in Carlisle,
Pennsylvania. The meeting was co-hosted by the Center for
Environmental Security of Pacific Northwest National
Laboratory. A group of environmental and policy experts
from NATO and Eastern Europe met to discuss and to craft
multi-disciplinary and multi-lateral approaches to the
problem.

Using the advanced technological capabilities of the
Army War College’s Collins Hall, the participants devel-
oped, discussed, and commented on a broad range issues. A
summary of their activities is compiled in this report.

The Center for Strategic Leadership and the Center for
Environmental Security of Pacific Northwest National
Laboratory are pleased to have co-hosted this conference on
the Environment and Security in an International Context
in collaboration with the NATO Committee on the



Challenges of Modern Society. We hope that the ideas and
concepts presented herein will contribute to the solution of
this problem.

RADM THOMAS R. FOX, DOUGLAS R. CAMPBELL
USN (RET.) Professor
Associate Laboratory Director Dir, Center for Strategic
Pacific Northwest National Leadership

Laboratory U.S. Army War College

Vi



PREFACE

In the post--Cold War world, policy makers are delving
more deeply into the causes and consequences of instability
and conflict. As we grapple with these complexities, we are
becoming increasingly aware of the key role environmental
degradation and scarcity play in this multivariate equa—
tion. The 1996 U.S. National Security Strategy recognized
that “a number of transnational problems which once
seemed quite distant, like environmental degradation,
natural resource depletion, rapid population growth and
refugee flows, now pose threats to our prosperity and have
security implications for both present and long--term
American policy.” Former U.S. Secretary of State Christo—
pher, in a major speech at Stanford University in April
1996, stressed that “addressing natural resource issues is
frequently critical to achieving political and economic sta—
bility, and to pursuing U.S. strategic goals around the
world.” Indeed, during his tenure Secretary Christopher
embarked on an effort to more fully engage the State De-
partment in the environmental aspects of foreign policy;
Secretary Albright has since demonstrated insightful lead—
ership in advancing environmental diplomacy on many
fronts. And, as is well known, Vice President Gore has been
a tireless champion of the environment. His recent work on
the cooperative effort he chairs with the Russian Prime
Minister, known as the Gore--Chernomyrdin Commission,
has been based in part on his recognition that underlying
environmental problems are linked directly to the future
stability and security of Russia.

We at the U.S. Department of Defense recognize envi—
ronmental security as a critical component of national
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security. Our International Environmental Security pro-

gram has as one of its major missions to pursue knowledge

and foster better understanding of environmental, safety,

or health conditions which could lead to instabilities among

peoples or countries. To carry out this mission, we are con—
tributing to the understanding of how environmental

factors, in certain political, economic, social, and cultural

contexts, can instigate or exacerbate instability or conflict.

The Defense Department's role is to use our capabilities to

detect, forecast, and prevent, where possible, untenable se—
curity situations induced by environmental factors.

International Environmental Security provides an excel-

lent example of former Secretary of Defense Perry's

visionary concept of “Preventive Defense,” which seeks to

use our defense resources to prevent the causes of conflict

and create the conditions for peace.

I am very pleased to serve as co--chair of the NATO
CCMS Pilot Study Environment and Security in an Inter—
national Context, the subject of this report. The focus of the
Pilot Study is to examine the relationship between the envi—
ronment and security in a broad international context. The
Pilot Study aims to develop a predictive framework and
methodology for examining cases of tension, grievance and
conflict where environmental factors play a key role. The
Pilot Study will also produce a general set of policy recom—
mendations for predicting, preventing, and/or mitigating
environmentally--induced tension and conflict. A specific
set of policy recommendations will be developed for the
North Atlantic Council.

Representatives from NATO, North Atlantic Coopera—
tion Council (NACC), and Partnership for Peace (PfP)
member countries attended the first meeting of the Pilot
Study in Waldbrol, Germany in April 1996, where the
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overall methodology and terms of reference for the Pilot

Study were drafted. The Pilot Study's three subgroups

were established at the next meeting in Ankara, Turkey in

November, 1996. The subgroups are as follows: Subgroup

#1 -- Definition and Modeling; Subgroup #2 -- Definition

and Development of Databases and Decision Support Sys—
tems; Subgroup #3 -- Policy Responses. The US Army War

College at Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania, USA hosted

the third plenary meeting in May 1997, which is the subject

of this report. At the Carlisle meeting the members re-

viewed the progress of the subgroups, approved a structure

for the final report and established a schedule for the bal-
ance of the meetings related to the Pilot Study. This

meeting also featured an environment and security gaming

exercise which was the first of its kind to explore the link-

ages between environmental security concerns and NATO

policy responses. The next plenary meeting is scheduled to

be held in Vienna, Austria in March, 1998, with the final re-

port due in early 1999.

The Pilot Study will advance both the state--of--the--art
and the state--of--the practice on international environ—
mental security concerns. | look forward to continuing our
work with leading practitioners and scholars from the
NATO, NACC, and PfP member countries.

GARY D. VEST

Principal Assistant

Deputy Under Secretary of
Defense (Environmental
Security)



ACRONYMS

AMEC Arctic Military Environmental
Cooperation

AOR Area of Responsibility

APEC Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation

ASEAN Association of Southeast Asian Nations

CCMS Committee on the Challenges of Modern
Society

CSCE Conference on Security and Cooperation
in Europe (later OSCE)

CSD Commission on Sustainable Development

DOD Department of Defense

DOE Department of Energy

DOS Department of State

ECE Economic Commission for Europe

EPA Environmental Protection Agency

EU European Union

EUCOM European Command

FAO Food and Agricultural Organization

FAFORSE Federal Armed Forces Office for Studies
and Exercises (Germany)
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G-7 Group of 7 (Canada, France, Germany,
Italy, Japan, UK, and US)

GATT General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade

IAEA International Atomic Energy
Agency

IDA International Development
Association

IFOR Implementation Force

ILO International Labor Organization

IMF International Monetary Fund

IMO International Maritime
Organization

ITU International Telecommunication
Union

MERCORSUR Southern Cone Common Market

MOU Memorandum of Understanding

NACC North Atlantic Cooperation Council

NAFTA North American Free Trade
Association

NATO North Atlantic Treaty

Organization

OAU Organization of African Unity
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OECD

OSCE

PACOM
PfP

SACEUR
SFOR

TOR

UN
UNCTAD

UNDP
UNEP
UNIDO

WEU
WHO
WIPO
WMO

Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development

Organization on Security and
Cooperation in Europe

Pacific Command
Partnership for Peace

Supreme Allied Commander Europe
Stabilization Force

Terms of Reference

United Nations

United Nations Conference on Trade and
Development

United Nations Development Program
United Nations Environment Program

United Nations Industrial Development
Organization

Western European Union

World Health Organization

World Intellectual Property Organization
World Meteorological Organization
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Army War College Center for Strategic Lead—
ership and the Center for Environmental Security of the
Pacific Northwest National Laboratory cohosted the NATO
Committee on the Challenges of Modern Society (CCMS)
Pilot Study “Environment and Security in an International
Context" Conference and Meeting from May 19th through
May 22nd, 1997 at the United States Army War College,
Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania. Participating countries
were Austria, Belarus, Canada, Czech Republic, Finland,
France, Germany, Hungary, Kyrgyz Republic, Latvia,
Lithuania, Moldova, Poland, Romania, Slovak Republic,
Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, and the United States. A
list of attendees is included in Appendix A. This was the
Third Meeting of the “Environment and Security in an In—
ternational Context” Pilot Study, and it built upon earlier
meetings in Waldbroel, Germany in April 1996 and An—
kara, Turkey in November 1996. The meeting was
co-chaired by Mr. Gary D. Vest, Principal Assistant Deputy
Under Secretary of Defense (Environmental Security),
United States Department of Defense and Mr. Kurt M. Li—
etzmann, Federal Ministry of Environment, Nature
Conservation and Nuclear Safety of the Federal Republic of
Germany.

Objective.

The objective of the Third Meeting was to discuss the
overall work program of the Pilot Study as it has been de—
veloped within the three subgroups. The main discussions
concentrated on (1) contextual issues (to which degree



environmental problems contribute to the occurrence of se—
rious conflicts), (2) issues of indicator development, and (3)

policy options to be further discussed in the areas of foreign

and security policy as well as environmental and develop—
ment policy. Appendix B contains the Terms of Reference

for the CCMS Pilot Study “Environment and Security in an

International Context." To accomplish its objective, the

Conference included a series of Subgroup Meetings, a Ple—
nary Business Meeting, two Panel Sessions, an

environmental security game (the results of which are pub—
lished separately) and a final Plenary Session. The meeting

Agenda is included as Appendix C.

The Committee on the Challenges of Modern
Society (CCMS).

The Committee on the Challenges of Modern Society
(CCMS) was established in 1969 in order to give the Alli—
ance a new “social dimension.” Its aim was to attack
practical problems already under study at the national
level and, by combining the expertise and technology avail-
able in member countries, arrive fairly rapidly at valid
conclusions and to make recommendations for action to
benefit all. On 10th March 1992, the Workplan for Dia—
logue, Partnership and Cooperation issued at the meeting
of the North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC) included
enhancement of participation of Cooperation Partners' ex—
perts in CCMS activities. The first plenary meeting of
NATO/CCMS with NACC countries was held on 23rd Feb-
ruary 1993 in Brussels. It was agreed that Cooperation
Partners could propose new pilot studies provided there is
an Alliance country as co-pilot and at least two other Alli—
ance countries as participants.



The Committee meets twice a year in plenary session
and annually with NACC countries. The Committee does
not itself engage in any research activities; its work is car—
ried out on a decentralized basis, through its pilot studies.
Subjects for pilot studies cover a large spectrum dealing
with many aspects of environmental protection and the
quality of life, including defense-related environmental
problems. So far 51 pilot studies have been completed and
twenty are underway. Each pilot country, working with
other interested NATO and NACC member countries (and
possibly with other countries), is responsible for develop—
ing, conducting, and disseminating the results of a pilot
study. The CCMS pilot studies are funded by nations. Re-
ports on the progress of studies are submitted to the
Committee by pilot nations at regular intervals. On com—
pletion of a study (which normally takes three to four years)
a summary report is forwarded to the North Atlantic Coun—
cil whilst a lengthier, technical report is published by the
pilot group and made available on a worldwide basis to any-
one expressing interest.

The “Environment and Security in an International
Context" Pilot Study.

The purpose of this pilot study is to analyze the relation—
ship between environmental change and security in an
international, regional, and global level. The main goal of
the pilot study should be to elaborate conclusions and rec—
ommendations to enhance environmental aspects in
security deliberations, and to include security considera—
tions in national and international environmental policies
and instruments. These conclusions and recommendations
will be designed to provide a basis for senior-level decision-
making. The pilot study will develop methodologies and ap—
proaches for analysis and prioritization of



environmentally-induced security risks. It should also
elaborate new priorities in national and international
policy-making including institutional arrangements. The
pilot study should be conducted with a view to designing ap—
propriate preventive measures and strategies. Another
goal is to enhance the capacity to analyze the evolving in—
teraction between environment and security. Sustainable
development and a precautionary approach should be
stressed as guiding principles for measures in the field of
environment and security. The implications of the Pilot
Study recommendations on environmental security are
particularly important given the new NATO Strategic Con—
cept. This strategic concept recognizes changes in the
security environment and the emergence of threats from
non-traditional sources, and treats economic and environ—
mental elements, as well as defense, as security
components.



CHAPTER 11
SUBGROUP WORKING SESSIONS

The Conference began with a series of Subgroup Work—
ing Sessions to discuss the work that had been
accomplished in accordance with the Study methodology
developed at the January 21-22, 1997 meeting in Washing-
ton, DC. See Appendix D. Mr. Larry Blotzer of the Center
for Strategic Leadership, U.S. Army War College welcomed
the attendees and provided an overview of the administra—
tive and logistical support for the Conference, a description
of the capabilities of the Collins Hall gaming facility, and a
short history of the Army War College. Mr. Gary Vest, U.S.
co-chair of the Pilot Study and Subgroup One then wel-
comed the group. He noted that both the recent Committee
on the Challenges of Modern Society (CCMS) Plenary Meet—
ing and the recent North Atlantic Cooperation Council
Plenary Meeting had expressed interest in this meeting of
the Pilot Study on “Environment and Security in an Inter—
national Context." He believed that the potential use for
the study was significant in both fora. Mr. Kurt Lietzmann,
German co-chair of the Pilot Study and Subgroup One also
welcomed the group. He supported Mr. Vest's comments on
the importance of the Pilot Study. He pointed out that the
thrust of the Pilot Study goes beyond scientific and techni—
cal analysis to have significant impacts on security policy.
He noted that it might be necessary to change the schedule
in order to come to solid rather than quick conclusions. He
expressed the pleasure of both co-chairs at the expanded
participation at this meeting of the Pilot Study.

Subgroup One - Definition and Modeling




Mr. Gary Vest and Mr. Kurt Lietzmann co-chaired this
subgroup presentation. Mr. Brian Smith of Evidence Based
Research, Inc. provided a briefing on “Alliance Security
Frontiers in the New Security Environment.” See Appen—
dix E. All presentations were designed to stimulate
discussion on their topics in order to explore the perspec—
tives of all conference attendees and to develop a consensus
on the issues under study. Mr. Smith reviewed the charge
to this Subgroup as agreed to at the January meeting which
was to define the NATO security boundary conditions and
to identify what policy goals were to be maximized. In this
context he outlined applicable articles within the treaty
and also discussed the new NATO Strategic Concept, first
promulgated in 1991, and its impact on the Alliance. He
also reviewed the role of NATO forces in the New Strategic
Concept. He then went on to define When an environ—
mental issue became a security issue in the NATO policy
context; his analysis concluded that this occurred when
“one of the member states perceives an environmental
problem as having become a political problem.” Through-
out the presentation there was much dialogue which was to
be incorporated into the Subgroup report out during the
Plenary Session on May 20th. Participants noted that Arti—
cle 7 made clear to member countries that there was no
contradiction between membership in NATO and member-
ship in the UN. A subgroup member commented that the
absence of legal advice to the group was a problem, on the
other hand several participants in the Pilot Study meeting
are experts in public international law. Another noted that
perhaps the Pilot Study should draft an agreement on envi—
ronmental matters. It was also pointed out that the group
must consider the concept of Sustainable Development as
articulated in Rio in 1992. In response to this it was noted
that the Rio Treaty was adopted by individual nations and
not by NATO and that nations can do this without



contravening the NATO Treaty. Another participant noted

that the group needed to take into account the expansion of

NATO and that NATO'’s new task is “to project stability be—
yond NATO boundaries.” It was pointed out that an

environmental crisis could be outside of NATO and not in—
clude a NATO member. In reply, another participant

stated that the focus should be on NATO'’s Area of Respon—
sibility. All these comments were noted by the subgroup for

consideration in its final report out on May 20th.

Major Volker R. Quante of the German Federal Armed
Forces Office of Studies and Exercises (FAFORSE) pro—
vided additional “Recommendations to the NATO CCMS
Pilot Study” to expand on the presentation by Brian Smith.
See Appendix F. He noted that the common security policy
Is based on three mutually reinforcing elements: dialogue,
cooperation, and common defense. He continued that crisis
management can be seen as a second dimension of Alliance
activities, next to collective defense. The regional scope of
NATO will add an Asiatic-pacific component next to the
Transatlantic one. One co-chair noted that there has al-
ways been an international dimension to the CCMS. As
with Mr. Smith, there was a great deal of interchange
throughout the presentation and Major Quante and Mr.
Smith were to mesh their ideas and incorporate the sugges—
tions of the other members of the subgroup. See Appendix
G.

Dr. Brian Shaw, Director of the Center for Environmen—
tal Security of Pacific Northwest National Laboratory next
presented the topic “Environmental Characterization.” See
Appendix H. He noted that his presentation built upon the
work of Mr. Smith and Major Quante because it is neces—
sary to understand the security setting before discussing
the environmental context. Dr. Shaw addressed the issues



of how to define and quantify the environment and the envi—
ronmental context of Preventive Defense including tension
reduction and confidence building. He also

Tension Reduction/Confidence Building Measures

A= -
&g Tension Reduction: -7 -
[l Tdentification and ="
b Characterization -7
= -
= - Confidence Building:
= =7 Risk Assessment
a T and Management
E =
Confrontation  Negotiation  Long-Term
P Coexistence
Level of Relationship

reviewed characterization as the basis of risk analysis, risk
assessment, and the types of risk analysis. Dr. Shaw
identified NATO key issues including: environmental
security issues requiring cooperative decision-making, and
the requirement for proactive characterization, risk
assessment, and management (Preventive Defense).
Throughout the presentation, there was a lively dialogue
with one attendee commenting that the Pilot Study needed
to concentrate on Natural Resources and also to look at air
and water pollution, the effects of industrial and natural
accidents, and at global problems like the “Greenhouse
Effect.” One cochair noted that the Subgroup is still
discussing methodology and building on the paradigm
presented by Mr. Smith. An attendee noted that we needed
to provide stratification and one way might be to consider
the security implications of (1) a gradual buildup of
environmental degradation, (2) disasters (Chernobyl), (3)




development plans (i.e., nuclear power plants), (4) resource
exploitation (fisheries), and (5) Ozone - compliance and
noncompliance with ozone restrictions (i.e., smuggling).
Another attendee pointed out that we must also establish
“null sets,” i.e., issues that are not important, and that
there needs to be a management scheme to deal with these
Issues. Another comment dealt with the need for a
response strategy and an understanding of how NATO
deals with these issues. It was then noted that the Terms of
Reference (TOR) for the Pilot Study do not confine the study
just to NATO. A study group member questioned whether
the study would go beyond the CCMS TOR? It was also
stated as a matter of course that the Pilot Study will regard
the CCMS TOR.

Prior to the final presentation of Subgroup One, co-chair
Vest asked if there were any changes to the minutes of the
Subgroup Meeting held in January in Washington. There
were no objections to the minutes as prepared, and they
were accepted unanimously. See Appendix D.

The final presentation of Subgroup One was made by
Kerstin Imbusch from Ecologic. The presentation was enti—
tled “Elaboration Criteria for Assessing the Security Risks
Associated with Environmental Problems.” See Appendix
I. The purpose of the presentation was to elaborate on the
contextual relationship between environmental stress and
secondary social problems and to frame work conditions. It
was noted that environmental problems could also mani-—
fest themselves as economic problem. There was extensive
discussion about how to portray a model that clearly pre—
sented the relationship between environmental problems
and scarcity on the one hand with their interlocking cause
and effect with secondary social problems on the other, and
with each having the potential to lead to serious conflict. It
was noted that in the Ankara meeting “serious conflict” had



been depicted as a pyramid with conflict on the top and
grievances and threats as lower tiers. It was agreed to in—
corporate this paradigm in the model. There was also lively
discussion about framework or “nurturing” conditions and
also what these were and how they were to be identified.
Knowledge, for instance, was felt to also include the concept
of “intellectual potential.” It was agreed that all who had
an interest in reworking the conceptual paradigm should
meet and report back to the Plenary Session on May 20th.

Subgroup Two - Definition and Data Base
Development

Mr. Vest chaired the Subgroup Two session. Dr. Bert
Spector of the Center for Negotiation Analysis discussed
the work of Subgroup Two. See Appendix J. Subgroup Two
had three objectives: to collect data on a sample of environ—
mental threats, to identify early warning indicators, and to
design decision support systems. He noted that there was a
need to determine a methodology to communicate between
Subgroups and to integrate the activities of the Subgroups.
Dr. Spector commented that there were three or perhaps
four categories of threat indicators and presented a graphic
from Annex J which depicted these indicators. There was
much discussion about how to portray the information and
what to include and he agreed to rework the slide and to
present it at the subgroup repo rt out. Data bases were
then discussed and one participant asked from whence to
get the data. It was agreed that there was not time to de—
velop primary data and that there should be a sample. It
was noted there might be some difficulty in precisely defin—
Ing selection data and in collecting it. It was also pointed
out that not all indicators were recognized and thus one
would never be able to collect all data. It was suggested to
align data collection with the Commission for Sustainable
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1. Threat
Indicators

i Economic
Military
Threats MNThreats

Political Environmental
hrests - Threats

Cultural/Ethnic
Threats

2. Impact Indicators

Impact Types
Impact | ntensity
Impact Per ceptions

3. Policy Response
Indicators

Response Types
Response Timing

Growth Indicators “Blue Book” as a useful approach.
Another participant recommended that in regard to deci—
sion support systems an examination should be made of the
early warning systems on the political side. At the conclu—
sion of the presentation, Mr. Vest asked the members of the
group to consider assuming the chairmanship or co-—
chairmanship of Subgroup Two. Mr. Vest also noted that
Subgroup 2 was seeking to widen the participation in the
subgroup to include as many participating countries as
were interested.

Subgroup Three - Policy Responses

This Subgroup was chaired by Mr. Lietzmann. He noted
that the question for inquiry were contained in Attachment
“6” to the Subgroup One Meeting Minutes (Appendix D).
Mr. Alexander Carius from Ecologic made a presentation
on Policy Responses. See Appendix K. The major thrust of
the presentation was to focus on environmental issues that
impact on international security (transboundary). A par-—
ticipant noted that an environmental issue becomes a
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security issue when it goes from being an environmental is-
sue to a political problem. It was also noted that
environmental problems could under some circumstances
enhance security. Another participant noted that the pres—
entation depicted the world as we would like to see it but
that it was far from a focus on NATO. The importance of
Confidence Building was also highlighted. The chair noted
that an important message is that environmental policy
works to prevent conflict. The security community must be-
come aware of the fact that environmental problems can
lead to conflict. The environment must be taken into ac—
count in security scenarios.
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CHAPTER Il
INITIAL PLENARY SESSION

Welcoming Remarks.

The plenary session opened with welcoming remarks by
Major General Richard Chilcoat, Commandant of the U.S.
Army War College, who noted that environmental security
was an important topic for study at all U.S. War Colleges.
This conference provided an excellent opportunity for the
faculty of the War College to enhance its expertise in this
key area. He would be watching with interest the work
done by the group on environmental security and he was
pleased that the U.S. Army War College was able to host
and participate in the important work of this Pilot Study
Group. Rear Admiral Thomas Fox from the Pacific North-
west National Laboratory then welcomed the group. He
pointed out that environmental security was an elusive
topic but that it was important to regional security. He was
sure that the meeting would be fruitful and productive. Mr.
Vest next welcomed the group and emphasized that he was
pleased to be at the Army War College and to have the op—
portunity to use the modern facilities of Collins Hall to
continue the important work of the Pilot Study. Mr. Lietz—
mann thanked the Army War College for welcoming the
group and for providing the use of its facilities. He noted
that this was an excellent venue to bring together elements
of the environmental community and the military commu-—
nity to study a common problem - environmental security.

Old Business.

Mr. Vest then reviewed the agenda and asked if the
agenda as portrayed was acceptable to the group. He
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reminded them that this was their meeting and that the
agenda would be changed to accommodate their interests
and needs. The co-chair also noted that perhaps they could
integrate the concepts developed during the meeting into
other conferences around the world. He encouraged wider
future participation in the Pilot Study and its subgroups
and also noted that there were several leadership roles
available and he encouraged the group to consider accept—
ing one. Mr. Lietzmann then reviewed events since Pilot
Study Meeting Two in Ankara, which had organized the Pi-
lot Study work and created three subgroups. Subgroup 1
had met in January and Subgroups 2 and 3 were meeting
for the first time here in Carlisle. The work of Subgroup 1 is
a precursor for Subgroups 2 and 3. The Ankara meeting
had also decided to encourage wider participation and in
this regard, a questionnaire had been sent out seeking sub—
stantial contributions. These had not been forthcoming.
Mr. Lietzmann reminded the group that participation in
the Pilot Study was a means to debate and to negotiate; it is
a means to contribute to the results. The minutes of the An—
kara meeting were then approved as submitted. Appendix
L.

Opening Statements.

Mr. Vest then requested opening statements from the
group. Dr. Irene Freundenschuss-Reichl stated that Aus—
tria would be pleased to participate in Subgroup 3.
Professor Bedrich Moldan declared that the Czech Republic
would participate in Subgroup 2 and that he was willing to
co-chair the subgroup. A Turkish representative observed
that there was ambition in terms of the speed of the dead-
line for the Pilot Study; perhaps we should prolong the
deadline. He further noted that the contents were also am—
bitious as they encompassed global aspects; the group
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might lose sight of the immediate security context of NATO.

Mr. Lietzmann noted that research on environmental secu—
rity and security leads in two directions. Environmental

negotiations on an international level lead to negotiations

on security. Also, security policy should also include envi—
ronmental elements. A goal is to move environmental

issues higher on the security agenda. The security commu—
nity goes beyond NATO and most areas where the

environment has caused serious conflict are outside NATO.

CCMS provides the right forum for discussion as regards

the aim of the Pilot Study to analyze the relationship be-

tween the environment and security. The main aim of the

Pilot Study is not to develop specific NATO related policy

decisions but to provide a right forum for discussions. Some

results of discussions will be prepared; but we must keep in

mind the mandates of CCMS and NATO. It should also be

noted that NATO is a developing and growing community.

NATO’s CCMS is not often connected efficiently with other

organizations. The Pilot Study may propose an interna—
tional forum to present its intermediate report. Mr. Vest

mentioned an effort of the U.S. Defense Department to or—
ganize a joint international “Workshop on Military

Activities and the Environment,” sponsored by Sweden and

the United States of America and hosted by Poland. This

workshop, to be held in early 1998, also provides a Euro—
pean forum to exchange early results and to integrate

preliminary outcomes of our Pilot Study into the European

discourse.
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New Business.

ECHS’

Mr. Brian Smith presented an update on the Environ—
mental Clearing House System (ECHS) web site which is
maintained by the Institute for Defense Analysis. The
ECHS provides a modality to share information and ideas
among all members of the Pilot Study. The major change to
ECHS since it was first introduced at Ankara is the addi—
tion of a “Draft Documents” section. To view this portion of
the web site, the user identification is SECURITY and the
password is ENVIRON. One participant wanted to know
how to add documents to the site and was informed that
they should be sent to Brian Smith who would ensure that
they were added. Mr. Vest noted that the internet was an
efficient method to conduct business and that the prepara—
tions between the United States and Sweden for the
upcoming conference in Poland had all been done without
face to face meetings.

Subgroup One

Mr. Smith then reported on the results of the Subgroup
1 meeting the previous day. The subgroup was responsible
for three broad areas: the NATO Security Context, Envi—
ronmental Characterization, and Security Context
Assessment. During the Subgroup meeting on May 19th,
Mr. Smith had discussed the NATO Security Border As—
sessment and the tenets of the 1991 NATO Security

1 See Internet site http://echs.ida.org

16



Concept. Major Quante then followed and presented fur—
ther elaboration on a new NATO Security Concept. Mr.
Smith stated that his presentation and Major Quante’s
would be woven together into one document (Appendix G).
The additions and comments made at the subgroup meet—
ing will also be incorporated into the final document. Dr.
Shaw had addressed the issues of how to define and quan—
tify the environment and the environmental context of
Preventive Defense including tension reduction and confi—
dence building. Mr. Smith then presented the result of a
collective effort to refine the model of Ms Imbusch. There
was a lively discussion of the model and it was determined
that “secondary problems” which had been a component of
the earlier model had been eliminated in this version and
should be reinstated. There was again discussion about the
terms “nurturing agents” and “filters” and their meaning
and how they should be incorporated into the model. There
was discussion on the use of the term “public” and the con—
cept of “state of public participation.” There were
additional comments on the relationship between the terms
“political system” and “public participation.” In terms of
the “filters” there are many, such as political stability, cul—
tural and ethnic, socio-economic, institutional, tech-
ological, and managerial conditions, to cite just a few. The
importance of the judicial system was also commented on.
The subgroup was directed to review all these comments
and any others they were provided and to deliberate and re-
fine the model and report back on May 22nd. (See Chapter
VI)

Subgroup Two

Dr. Spector reported on the May 19 Subgroup 2 meeting.
Agreements include Subgroups One and Two working to—
gether to integrate concepts, especially environmental
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threats and a security assessment framework, and to recon—
cile these with the indicators and data base. Indicators will
draw heavily on existing work to include the Commission
for Sustainable Development. Subgroup Two also needs to
develop indicators related to early warning, especially as
they relate to preventive defense. In terms of data bases,
three types need to be considered: (1) indicators which key
on countries or regions over time to determine trends and
thresholds; (2) a focus on historical cases with a representa—
tive sample for comparative analysis; and (3) regimes in
order to gather information on structural procedures and
institutions in the regimes which can be drawn upon to help
in conflict resolution. Itwas asked whether there was some
overlap in this regard between Subgroup Three and Sub-
group Two. A Subgroup Three representative stated that
there was no duplication and no overlap. Subgroup Three
may describe what needs to be collected but it will not col-
lect data. One participant noted that what was needed is to
make a data base of data bases. Another member noted
that Subgroup Two should keep the number of indicators
and data bases small. It is hard to develop definition and
comparability. We should not look at regimes, not because
this was an invalid approach but because of the logistics of
the problem. It was also noted that it is necessary to know
what exists in other fora. Another participant pointed out
that we must use all sources of information to include intel—
ligence. Dr. Spector also discussed decision support tools.
Their function is to provide early warning to support policy
makers. We need to employ what has been learned about
decision support tools for military decision makers. The
outline for the final report must be sensitive to the needs of
policy makers. Need to start with decision criteria and how
they are perceived. From decision criteria we then need to
translate them into security indicators and lastly review
their practicality. We must present a realistic picture of
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what can be done and how the data bases can be main-—
tained. As a part of the overall work of Subgroup Two, we

need to involve key researchers and to gain access to them.

Also, an interim meeting of Subgroup Two is needed in the

fall and a tentative venue of Prague is being discussed.

Subgroup 3.

Mr. Carius reported on the work of Subgroup Three. See
Appendix M. He reviewed their work on assessment of
environmental security threats and policy responses for
preventing environmentally induced serious conflicts. He
also asked for participation from other nations and for a
co-chair for Subgroup Three. There was a comment made
to change “international” to “global” on page 4 of Appendix
M and also to note that “new international institutions”
was a question to be explored and not a statement of fact.
Another comment concerned the real difficulty in
separating development policy and environmental policy
and that one must keep in mind the principles of
sustainable development. Also, on page 3 the word
stabilize should be changed perhaps to improve or
ameliorate. Another comment concerning the question of
“new international institutions” was that we need to
strengthen existing institutions rather than develop new
ones. A co-chair noted that there was a great deal of
interest in looking at the efficiency of current institutions,
perhaps to concentrate forces at the global level. A final
comment on this topic urged the group to keep open the
option on new institutions and to look at the idea of an
environmental council like the security council as a part of
the UN. Dr. Freudenschuss-Reichl was declared a co-chair
in Subgroup Three and she is responsible for the
development of Environmental Policy response strategies.
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CHAPTER IV
PANEL SESSION I - ENVIRONMENTAL
SECURITY AS A COMPONENT OF
PREVENTIVE DEFENSE.

Mr. Vest introduced this panel which would look at this
topic from the perspective of the United States. The strat—
egy of Preventive Defense is built on the premise that
defense establishments have an important role to play in
building democracy, trust and understanding. Defense en—
vironmental cooperation can support this essential
component of our national strategy. Indeed, the Secretary
of Defense himself has stated, “Our defense environmental
programs are becoming another important tool in which to
engage the militaries of new democracies. In doing so, we
can make a small contribution to a better global environ—
ment; and have a positive influence on their approach to
defense and the way they manage resources.”" Today DOD
engages in defense environmental cooperation with Russia,
Poland, Hungary, the Czech Republic, Australia, Sweden,
and many NATO nations. DOD has also integrated defense
environmental cooperation into its regional strategies for
Europe, Asia--Pacific, and the Western Hemisphere.

Beyond cooperation with other militaries, it is becoming
increasingly clear that environmental degradation and
scarcity play a key role in the causes of conflict and instabil—
ity in the post--Cold War world. That is why for the first
time, the National Security Strategy recognizes that prob—
lems such as environmental degradation and natural
resource depletion pose threats to U.S. prosperity and se—
curity. Thus DOD now works with other agencies of the
U.S. government to improve our understanding of these
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potential causes of conflict and instability and to create
mechanisms to provide adequate warning of future crises.

The DOD has environmental responsibilities and activi—
ties around the world. Military to military environmental
security relationships can be very effective in enhancing
the overall relationship between the United States and
other nations, while at the same time contributing to over-
all environmental quality of life. For many years, the DOD
has been using good environmental practices in its opera—
tions throughout the world. DOD has produced the World
Wide Overseas Environmental Baseline Document as the
basic guideline for overseas environmental performance
while specific practices are worked out with the host coun—
ties. Additionally, in countries where the U.S. has bases,
the DOD has prepared Final Governing Standards to serve
as the basis for all environmental programs in that country.
DOD’s global Environmental Security efforts are aligned
with the unified command areas of responsibility (AOR).
Comprehensive Environmental Security Strategies are un—
der development for EUCOM, PACOM, and SOUTHCOM.
This overseas environmental program coupled with over 25
years of extensive environmental experience in the United
States, allows the DOD to employ Environmental Security
as an effective tool in military to military relationships and
to support the Preventive Defense strategy.

Of particular interest is the interagency approach that
the Unites States was taking in dealing with international
environmental security issues. He noted that the Depart—
ment of Defense, the Environmental Protection Agency,
and the Department of Energy, in consultation with the De-
partment of State had signed an interagency
“Memorandum of Understanding Concerning Cooperation
on Environmental Security” on July 3, 1996.
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The Environmental Security as a Component of Preven—
tive Defense panel was chaired by Ms Sherri Goodman,
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Environmental Secu—
rity), and included Mr. Jonathan Margolis, U.S.
Department of State, Ms Elizabeth Campbell, U.S. Depart—
ment of Energy, Mr. Alan Hecht, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, and Dr. Kent Butts, Center for Strategic
Leadership, U.S. Army War College.

Ms Goodman discussed Environmental Security and
how U.S. Department of Defense environmental programs
contribute to Environmental Security and to the military
mission of U.S. armed forces.

“It is a pleasure to moderate this panel today. | would
like to frame the discussion for the panel by talking a bit
about the concept of Environmental Security and how the
Defense Department environment program contributes to
the military mission.

“At the Army War College students come to develop
strategic leadership skills today that will prepare them to
face tomorrow's national security challenges. Today, here
at the Army War College, we are embarking on this process
with our colleagues from abroad.

“It is becoming increasingly clear to policy makers, sci—
entists and scholars that environmental conditions have
been and will continue to be important to U.S. national se—
curity interests, and a factor in conflicts throughout the
world.

“In the United States, the Clinton Administration has

recognized this fact, and now, environment is an important
element of our national security policies. In his 1996 State
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of the Union Address, President Clinton described environ—
mental degradation as a threat. The leadership within the

Administration speaks in a unified voice on this matter. In

1996, America's top leaders from the Defense Department,

Central Intelligence Agency, Environmental Protection

Agency and State Department all gave major speeches on

this subject.

“Secretary of State Albright put it succinctly in her
Earth Day remarks on April 22. She said ‘...a lack of envi—
ronmentally sound development can entrap whole nations
within a cycle of deepening poverty, disease and suffering.
There is nothing more destabilizing to a region than to have
as a neighbor a society so depleted of resources that its peo—
ple have lost not only faith, but hope.’

“Environmental security is a part of a revolutionary new
defense strategy called ‘preventive defense.” The term was
coined by former--Secretary of Defense Perry. In Dr.
Perry's words, with preventive defense we can ‘promote
trust, stability, and democratic reform, and so help to pre-
vent the conditions for conflict and build the conditions for
peace.’

“For preventive defense to succeed we must address the
increasingly diverse threats to our security in the post-—
Cold War world. Understanding the causes of conflict and
instability, providing adequate warning of potential crises,
and acting well before a crises to avoid costly military inter—
ventions are at the heart of preventive defense. In the
words of the founder of the Army War College, Elihu Root,
‘Not to promote war, but to preserve peace.” This is the es—
sence of preventive defense. The role of environmental
degradation and scarcity in causing conflict is the subject of
a lively debate in the academic and national security
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communities. We have been engaged in a process of learn—
ing how environment maybe a factor in conflict. Despite
the lack of consensus about these issues, it is clear that re-
source abuse and related conditions may contribute
significantly to instability around the world.

“I would like to quote my Marine Corps colleague Lieu-
tenant General Anthony Zinni who speaks eloquently
about the role of environmental factors to the military mis—
sion. ‘I think for any military person looking at operations,
you have to see that environmental factors will effect you in
several ways. Firstof all, more and more they are becoming
principal, or contributing causes leading to conflict. There
will be water wars, | guarantee it. We can see that in some
areas we go into as water sources are depleted and/or pol-
luted and population, demands grow. As rain forests are
depleted and arable lands are exhausted, urbanization
takes place. As people come to the cities, and third world
cities especially cannot handle this massive growth, they
become hotbeds for violence and conflict. Where regional in—
stabilities or U.S. interests are involved, we engage.’

“The type of military operation in which our troops are
involved today is what we call ‘operations other than war,’
such as peacekeeping in Bosnia, humanitarian relief in
Rwanda, and natural disaster relief in our own country,
from floods to fires. Environment is a factor in these opera—
tions. Twenty--five years ago the U.S. military didn't know
very much about environmental protection, or about the ef—
fects our activities were having on the environment. We
have come a long way in 25 years. Today, the U.S. has one
of the most diverse environmental programs in the world.
Our military plays an important role in protecting the envi—
ronment, not only in the day to day operations and training
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activities, but also in the planning and execution of military
operations.

“In fact, environmental considerations are recognized as
essential, and | quote Secretary of Defense William Cohen,
‘...environmental protection is critical to the Defense De-
partment mission and environmental considerations shall
be integrated into all defense activities.” DOD's Environ—
mental Security program is responsible for protecting and
maintaining access to land, sea and air. This involves man—
aging the natural resources under our jurisdiction, cleaning
up sites that have been contaminated in the past, develop—
ing programs and technologies to prevent pollution from
the outset, protecting the safety and health of our troops,
and complying with the law. Today our military is lean,
mean and green.

“Our programs allow us to make a small contribution to
a better environment. They are also a tool for international
cooperation. By sharing our expertise we can have a posi—
tive influence on the way our military counterparts around
the world approach defense and environment. As an exam-—
ple, in September 1996, the Secretary of Defense signed a
unique declaration with the Defense Ministers of Norway
and Russia on Arctic Military Environmental Cooperation
(AMEC) in which the three nations’ forces will work to—
gether to ensure that their military activities do not harm
the Arctic environment. Under AMEC, Russia, Norway,
and the U.S. are undertaking projects on safe handling and
storage of radioactive materials, the proper disposal of con—
taminated materials, and the exchange of information on
risk assessments and cleanup technologies and methods.
The world we live in has become completely interdepend—
ent. Our economies, food supplies and environment are
globally intertwined. Environmental problems can not be
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solved in isolation from our friends and neighbors around
the globe. As we move towards the 21st century, environ—
mental policies are likely to be determined by international
standards of conduct. The programs and policies we de—
velop today should lay the groundwork for the kind of
cooperation and communication that will be required to
solve our environmental challenges in a meaningful way.”

Mr. Jonathan Margolis reviewed Department of
State activities in support of Environmental Diplomacy.

“With the end of the Cold War, definitions of the United
States' strategic interests have changed. Our foreign policy
must now address a broad range of threats -- including
damage to the world's environment -- that have not been in—
cluded in the traditional litany of security threats but
which nonetheless require our urgent attention in our own
interest. No single country is responsible for these prob—
lems. Many nations have contributed to their causes, and
they can be addressed effectively only if the nations of the
world work together, adopting and implementing policies
that are result oriented.

“There is a some debate within academia and the U.S.
Government over the definition of environmental security.
In some views, the term refers to the idea that environ—
mental degradation can produce conflicts, mass migrations
and ultimately war. Under this definition, efforts at pro—
tecting the international environment are justified as
reducing the likelihood of migration and war.

“In its recently released first annual Environmental Di—
plomacy report, the State Department has taken a different
view of the subject, namely that international environ—
mental issues have wide--ranging political, economic, and
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social implications, and therefore, increasingly are and
should be an integral part of the conduct of foreign policy.
We are concerned that our regional efforts to promote de—
mocracy, free trade, and stability throughout the world will
fall short unless people have a livable environment. In this
outlook, we distinguish between two types of environ—
mental issues: global issues and regional issues.

“Global environmental issues such as the build up of
greenhouse gases, the destruction of forests, the degrada—
tion of the oceans, the loss of biodiversity, or the release of
chemical pollutants can threaten the health and livelihood
of U.S. citizens, and our interests abroad, regardless of the
geographic origin of the threats. For example, toxic chemi—
cals long banned in the United States but in use elsewhere
in the world can be found contaminating the soil and water
in several areas of the U.S. Climate change could cause
shifts in patterns of U.S. agricultural productivity, damage
to coastal homes and businesses, higher disease incidence,
and an increase in severity and frequency of storms. Ocean
degradation, whether through overfishing or increased pol—
lution, reduces fish stocks and deprives thousands of
Americans of their livelihoods.

“We have made many important advances on these is-
sues, including agreements to phase out the remaining
substances that damage the stratospheric ozone layer and
to ban ocean dumping of low--level radioactive waste.
Other opportunities for further progress this year include
the conference on the UN Framework Convention on Cli—
mate Change which will be held in Kyoto, Japan this
December, where we will be pressing for a substantive
agreement to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. We ap—
proach each of these multilateral negotiations as affecting
our national security interests in the broadest sense.
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“Regional environmental issues also pose challenges to
our security interests and foreign policy. Governments, es—
pecially in the developing world, face difficult challenges of
providing sufficient water and energy resources, ensuring
air quality , and balancing the impacts of land use decisions
and urban and industrial growth. Some of these problems
can be addressed by one country, others are transboundary
and can exacerbate existing tensions. The ability of govern—
ments to address these problems has implications for their
internal political and economic stability, for the economic
and political stability of their region, and by extension, for
U.S. foreign policy.

“Our regional strategy also includes the establishment
of regional environmental hubs in key embassies to work on
transboundary solutions to environmental problems.
While the hubs all share a common approach of helping
neighboring nations work together, each will address the
priority environmental problems specific to its region.

* San Jose, Costa Rica, the Central America and Caribbean hub,
will focusontheloss of forestsand biological diversity, and onthe
management of coral reefs and coastlines,

® Tashkent, Uzbekistan, the Central Asian hub, will work to
encourage cooperation on water related problemsin the Aral Sea
Basin;

* Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, the Eastern Africa hub, will address
desertification, Biodiversity loss, and water use;

e Kathmandu, Nepal, the South Asia hub, will promote regiona
cooperation on alternative energy, clean air, water shari