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Introduction  
​ The issue of ensuring all member states are able to comply with the 

defence budget standards and supporting member states focuses on the varying 

abilities of member states at having the sufficient financial resources to be able 

to comply with the NATO defence budget standards without facing major 

financial complications and mostly the states that fail to reach the minimum 

required contribution.  

NATO’s long-standing guideline is that allies spend at least 2% of GDP on 

defence and all 32 member states (except Iceland which has no armed forces) 

are expected to meet or exceed the target. However, according to NATO data as 

of 2024, 9 countries including Spain, Italy, Belgium, Canada, Portugal, Croatia, 

Luxembourg and Slovenia have failed to meet the 2% goal while Iceland is a 

NATO member without standing armed forces which makes it an exception. 

At the recent 2025 summit in The Hague, NATO committed to a 

longer-term goal of 5% of GDP which contains 3.5% for core defence and up to 

1.5% for related security or infrastructure needs by 2035. This could become 

complicated since not every member could reach the current target of 2% yet. 

While this could become a larger issue, supporting the member states that fail 

to reach at least the current goal could let the longer-term goal be less 

challenging to adapt to by 2035. 
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As NATO faces increasingly complex global security challenges from 

regional conflicts to cyber threats, ensuring that every member state fulfills its 

financial requirements is critical. Insufficient defense spending by certain 

member states undermines the alliance’s ability to project power, maintain 

readiness, and support deterrence efforts against potential adversaries. Ensuring 

that defence commitments are met is challenging yet important for stability and 

maintaining the ability to prevent conflicts that could endanger civilians and 

developing states. The issue requires cooperative solutions and maintaining 

necessary support and addressing this challenge will help ensure that NATO 

remains a strong and unified force capable of protecting the peace and stability 

of its member states and the broader international community. 

 Considering the new longer-term target for 2035 recently committed by 

NATO requires 5% GDP rather than the 2% target, the issue further complicates 

with the fact that young people will inherit the global security environment 

shaped by today's policy decisions and might have to face even more challenges 

if cooperation is not enough for this issue. Therefore, strategies should aim to 

promote long-term peace and cooperation to prevent escalated conflict and 

should actively include youth perspectives for a better monitored process 

throughout the years. It’s essential to ensure that the solutions to this issue also 

upholds equity, transparency and sustainability while the strengthened and 

supported defence readiness also provides protection, development and 

acknowledgement of the young generation at the global level. 

Gradually involving more young perspectives and innovative ideas in 

cooperation and monitoring for targets or investments regarding the defence 

budget and spending would likely allow better decisions that could shape a 

global security environment that is easier to adapt to and could maintain a 

longer-term cooperation that is critical to prevent increasing conflict.  
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This would prevent more pressure on states with weaker economies as 

well as the young generation, allowing them to adapt gradually and achieve 

goals for future budget requirements with less conflict and a peaceful process. 

This would not only develop a better start for youth but would also allow 

stability which is crucial for this issue. If member states consistently underfund 

defence, collective systems might face serious problems such as capability gaps, 

strained diplomatic relations among allies and consequently reduced readiness 

or cooperation for possible future threats. This would affect global youth, which 

are key stakeholders in long-term stability, leading them to face increased 

unstableness if conflicts escalate. 

Sustainable assistance is more preferable than pressure or punishment 

for the issue since many states fail to reach targets due to financial development 

and structural issues. Limited economic growth and dependence on imports are 

some issues that require cooperation and support rather than cruel restrictions 

and pressure. Such states that are unable to invest risk becoming  vulnerable 

points in regional security networks, having to neglect modern security 

challenges and threats like cyberattacks, misinformation, artificial intelligence 

misuse and drone warfare due to not updated defence investments and 

vulnerability without any outer support.  

 

Definition of Key Terms 

North Atlantic Council (NAC): The principal political decision-making body 

of NATO. It provides the forum of consultation and cooperation between Allies 

on all policy and operational issues. Decisions taken by the NAC are considered 

the expression of the collective will of all member countries. 

Defence Investment Pledge(DIP): The political commitment agreed by 

NATO Allies at the 2014 Wales Summit (and reaffirmed since), stipulating that 

Allies should aim to move towards spending at least 2% of their GDP on defence  

budget on major equipment (including R&D). 
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Gross Domestic Product (GDP): The total monetary or market value of all the 

finished goods and services produced within a country’s borders in a specific 

time period. It is a metric used as the denominator for calculating the 2% 

defence spending target. The GDP of a country displays its size, economic 

strength, and global relevance. 

Burden Sharing: The practice and principle within NATO that all Allies should 

contribute equitably to the collective security of Alliance, encompassing not just 

financial contributions (like the 2%  Target) but also capability, forces, and 

missions. 

Free-Riding: A political accusation, often levied by high-spending members 

(historically the US) against low-spending Allies, suggesting that they 

disproportionately benefit from the collective security provided by NATO 

without contributing their fair share of resources. Basically, nations failing to 

meet the minimum are “free-riding” on the security provided by the 

higher-spending allies.  

Resilience (Article 3): A core obligation under the Washington Treaty 

requiring Allies to maintain their individual capacity to resist armed attack. In 

the modern context, it includes civilian preparedness, protection of critical 

infrastructure, and ensuring secure supply lines and energy independence.  

Collective Defence (Article 5): This is the concept of the chain reaction 

established in NATO where an attack towards a NATO member is recognized as 

an attack to the other NATO members as well. Article 5 or the North Atlantic 

Treaty clearly holds this act of collective defence together by stating that this 

armed attack against one NATO member  will trigger an obligation for each 

member to come to the attacked member's assistance. This specific Article is 

one of the sole reasons for the further presence and contribution  of  the US in 

NATO and its North Atlantic Treaty especially considering the threat of Russia. 

This  was brought during NAC’s birth in the late 1940’s after the Cold War. 
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Capability Targets: Specific, measurable goals developed through the NATO 

Defence Planning Process (NDPP). These targets define the national forces, 

equipment, and resources an Ally must provide to meet the Alliance’s needs, 

serving as a functional measure of contribution.  

20% Benchmark: The second component of the DIP, requiring Allies to 

dedicate at least 20% of their annual defence expenditure to major equipment 

associated with Research and Development (R&D). This ensures that spending 

leads to modernization, not just personnel costs.  

 

Major Actors Involved 

Spain:  

Spain is a member state that is known for its constant failure to meet the 2% 

GDP target on defence spending from NATO. This country represents the 

problem of transitioning budget priorities in the Mediterranean Allies. Though 

it is an NATO and EU member, Spain was the only country to reject the newly 

discussed 5% target at the NATO Summit in The Hague. Spain’s defense strategy 

is strategically aligned with the unique challenges of NATO’s Southern Flank. 

Resources are allocated predominantly to key areas; ensuring Mediterranean 

security, combating terrorism, and managing North African instability. Spain 

argues that these focused contributions are inherently beneficial to the 

collective Alliance security, thereby mitigating concerns over their failure to 

meet the standard 2% GDP defense spending commitment. Hence, Spain aims 

for flexibility in the NATO system and follows a slower transmission to the 5% 

target since they already historically struggled to meet the caliber initially so a 

5% GDP would be even more difficult for Spain to thrive under the pressure.  
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Canada: 

Canada is a country where its involvement in the burden-sharing debate is 

characterized by a persistent gap between its strong political commitment to the 

Alliance and its comparatively low defence spending metrics. It serves as a key 

example of the challenge faced by affluent Western nations that prioritize social 

spending. Recent statistics wise, Canada has consistently been one of the few 

wealthy NATO-Members to fall below the 2% GDP floor and the 20% equipment 

benchmark placing the country in the category of a low-spending Ally. Due to 

this fall, Canada is a big factor behind the output argument where they 

emphasize the priority for quality and availability of its deployed forces over 

the input which is the spending metric. Yet, this low spending of the country is 

causing friction with its neighbor The US where they receive pressure from 

them because of their shared security arrangement. The US often implies that 

Canada must modernize its military, mainly North American Aerospace 

Defense Command (NORAD), to remain a reliable partner in North American 

defense, linking regional security directly to NATO spending goals. The current 

government faces significant domestic political resistance to the massive 

military spending required to reach the new 5% target and even the previous 2% 

floor, making it one of the most difficult cases for the NAC to manage. This is 

why to manage the pressure coming from The US, Canada aims to maintain its 

political standing. Canada often argues that its non-monetary contributions are 

undervalued.  

 

United States of America 

​ The US is the largest military and economic power within NATO, whose 

security guarantee forms the backbone of the Alliance's deterrence. Since it has 

been the largest power, it has always been an advocate for more contributions 

from other NATO countries with the  support of the Secretary General of 

NATO/NAC. The President of the United States, Trump is a crucial figure for 

this topic.  
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In the recent NATO Summit in The Hague June 2025, Trump has claimed “I 

stand with Article Five, that’s why I’m here” which depicts Trump’s and The 

US’s appreciation and mostly recognition of Article Five. For defence budgets, 

The US spends over  3% of its GDP on defense which is well above the targets, 

and The US contributes approximately two-thirds of the total NATO defense 

spending. Historically, after the tragic events  of  the 11 September 2001 attacks 

The US has significantly increased its defense spending, constantly creating an 

imbalance of monetary input compared to Non-US Allies. When it comes to 

intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance The US is a big reliance of the 

Alliance to aid these essential capabilities. Due to these qualities of The US, it 

has specific aims and goals for the achievements of the Treaty. Although 9 

countries couldn’t meet the 2% GDP target on defense spending  initially, a new 

5% GDP goal has been brought up to the committee. The US aims to increase 

Burden Sharing in order to reduce the share of the financial and military 

burden of the country. Additionally, it aims to strategically rebalance thereby 

freeing up US resources for other strategic properties, particularly 

China/Asia-Pacific. Ultimately, with the new changes in the compliance 

mechanisms after the NATO Summit, The US stated that they want the 

European and Canadian Allies to do “more of the heavy lifting” after the new 

GDP requirements. Basically, The US is the main source of pressure towards 

other Allies to take action.  

Poland: 

​ Poland represents the most compliant and aggressive high-spending Ally 

in NATO. Its approach to defence spending is not just about meeting the 

standard; it is about setting a new, higher standard and rapidly transforming its 

military into a credible deterrent force on the Alliance’s Eastern Flank. Poland 

has the track record to back up its demeanor towards the Treaty as well since it 

has consistently been the highest budgeter for NATO’s defense spending with 

more than 4% of its GDP, even passing the 3.5% core target set at the 2025 Hague 

Summit. Poland perceives the threat from the East as existential and immediate 

due to its proximity to Russia and historical memory.  
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This violent threat to Poland provides the overwhelming political justification 

for massive defence spending that few other Allies share. Their exports of 

advanced equipment from the United States and South Korea characterizes 

Poland’s journey to the one of the most ambitious military modernization 

programs in the world. Poland actively uses their position as a major 

contributor to pressure other Allies to comply with the new set targets. 

UN General Assembly (UNGA): 

 UNGA is the primary decision maker and policy setter of the UN. It is led by 

the UN secretariat and it is a representative body of the UN. All of the decisions 

made in the NATO needs to be supported by a body where each member of the 

NATO can be freely questioned and no member is treated unfairly especially 

when it comes to budget. Since the spent budget is for defense it is directly 

related to the political developments of the world so the UN has to have a 

monitoring involvement like this one. Additionally, many NATO allies use UN’s 

platform, mostly UNGA’s to argue that their defence spendings are necessary to 

target specific nations and regions, requiring more expensive UN peacekeeping 

interventions and financial incentives which the UN and the UNGA supplies. 

Basically, it acts as a universal forum. UNGA aims to promote the collective 

defense standard with the least amount of armaments used. Another goal of this 

body is to promote Sustainable Development Goals (SDG), advocating the need 

for advanced military equipment to focus on global priorities, which correlates 

to a higher pressure for defence budget spending for the NATO members.  

 

General Overview of the Issue 

The Birth of NAC through NATO 

 The committee we will be debating in has a crucial historical event for its cause 

of formation. The Second World War ended in 1945, however its effects still 

deeply extend to its recent years that come after it. In 1949, The Soviet Union's  
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newly added strength in Europe called for a formation of political and national 

support. At this stage, many Western European (closer to the Soviet Union) 

countries gathered in a political state to discuss possible projects and security 

actions to protect themselves from the eagerly anticipated aggressions of the 

Soviet Union. As it sparked several security issues that could severely dispose of 

previously built relationships between nations.  Through their implementations, 

in the end they determined that only a truly transparent and collaborative 

security agreement could deter the aggression of the Soviet Union yet they 

aimed to simultaneously prevent the revival of European militarism and 

promote political and democratic integration instead. Ultimately, on 4 April 

1949 the North Atlantic Council (NAC) Treaty was formed. NAC rose strong with 

publishing the infamous Article 5 that added a new meaning to collective 

defense, turning the tables on the Soviet Union by becoming a passive threat. 

Later in 1949 and onwards to 1950, the concerning events of the Soviet Union’s 

possession of an atomic bomb and the Korean War set more eyes on NATO 

gaining military and political attention. This attention was first given by SHAPE 

( Supreme Headquarters Allied Commander Europe) which managed to give 

NATO a consolidated command structure including a military Headquarters. 

NATO had a security umbrella and several support systems which attracted new 

Allies to the body which had regional, political, and military relevance. Yet this 

thriving season of the committee reached a stage of hesitance with the Soviet 

Union’s reaction, the Warsaw pact. The Warsaw pact consisted of the Soviet 

Union and Eastern European client states, aiming to cut NATO’s recent 

accession short. During this timeline NATO adapted the strategy of Massive 

Retaliation. NATO would respond with nuclear weapons in the case that the 

Soviet Union attacked them. This strategy allowed for Allies to put all of their 

political energy to their economic growth as if the strategy acted like a 

holographic shield. Nevertheless, this historical context established three main 

factors of NATO simultaneously: NAC as well: NAC’s decision making focusing 

on economic activities through security, being a recognizable threat to the 

Soviet Union later Russia, and maintaining its structure of a cactus ; it will only 

damage when touched.  
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The NATO Summit of The Hague and Defence Expenditures 

 ​ Consensus is a pivotal factor when it comes to NAC, as NATO focuses on 

discussing security issues and agreeing on common responses. All Members 

must agree on the argument before it can be published. This is present for its 

approach to defence expenditure as well. Within the framework of defence 

spending, personnel costs for Armed Forces represent a large, necessary 

expenditure line item. The budget administered by the Ministry of Defence 

primarily consists of, but is not limited to, remuneration and support of 

military staff. Land, maritime and air forces are included in the Armed Forces. 

NAC primary focus on defense expenditure is due to the aim for the 

expenditures to be included in the NATO definitions. Expenditures for 

operations, engagements and missions, and other activities could be under this 

definition which would allow for the Ministry of Defence to pay for these costs 

with everything associated for defence expenditure. Hence, NAC and NATO's 

defence budget standards should be met for Allies to benefit from it the way it is 

intended to in a plausible manner. Now, this is where the recent NATO summit 

in the Hague added new advancements while also causing difficulties to NAC’s 

understanding of Defence expenditure. As previously explained, US’s pressure 

towards the free-rider problem and frustration over unmet responsibilities of 

some Members. This added pressure from US and other consistent members 

like Poland and Lithuania led to distinct changes established in the Summit. The 

reason behind the pressure is because NATO actually doesn’t have a military 

army of its own, it is a platform of discussion and cohesion for reliance on 

NATO members to contribute forces. The 2025 Hague NATO Summit 

established a new, elevated defence investment standard, committing Allies to 

spending 5% of their GDP on defence and security-related costs by 2035. 

Crucially, the commitment stipulates that at least 3.5% of this total must be 

dedicated to core defence requirements and resourcing NATO Capability 

Targets. Previously in 2014, the original 2% GDP on defence spending was 

agreed upon to protect infrastructure and amid border stability in the Middle 

East after Russia’s illegal annexation of Crimea. Since 2014, several Allies have 

upped their budgets to meet the requirement yet a little less than half still was  
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under 2% for years due to low amounts of addition to their spending. However, 

progress was still being made since some countries exceeded the requirements 

such as Poland reaching the requirement with 4% and the US’s generally big 

GDP automatically benefited the operation as long as they met the requirement. 

Though goals were reached, the number of members on the lower side sparked 

some questioning of NATO as a whole among members and outside parties. 

İnfamously, in 2023 Russia’s invasion of Ukraine occurred which led to a drastic 

change of spending for NATO members. Ukraine is not a NATO member but 

nevertheless most of the NATO members increased their GDP percentage to 

immediately secure Ukraine’s regions and promote peacekeeping between 

nations. To showcase the drastic change, here is a data graph presenting the 

NATO members GDP share before the invasion of Ukraine based on the set 

requirement in 2014.  

                              Image 1: NATO Defense Spending in 2023 

​ As can be seen on the graph, 19 out of the 32 NATO Members failed to 

meet the requirement on defense spending set way back in 2014. 
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 However, currently after the Hague Summit only 9 countries are still under the 

2% requirement but the invasion has incentivized to boost many countries over 

the requirement through urgent security needs in the region. But why is 

NATO’s successful accession in 2023 still not enough for those 9 countries to 

also meet the defense spending standards after the deadline of the standard set 

in 2014? Well, that is what was discussed in the 2025 Summit as its the 

culmination of the burden-sharing debate. The Summit transformed the debate 

“Will you meet the 2%?” to “How will you reach 5%?”. The intensified pressure is 

evident by the increased US Leverage in the Summit as The United States now 

publicly can critique any Ally not showing a credible path to 5%, tying burden 

sharing even more closely to the Alliance solidarity. Clearly in the Summit, a 

division occurred between two geographical parts of the member states where 

Eastern Flank Allies like Poland who see the new target as necessary and are 

actively advocating for its completion while Southern/Western Allies like Spain. 

After this Summit a formal review for the progress of the Allies will be held, 

creating a strong accountability mechanism. This is why a feasible path to the 

target must be built in order to meet the standards of NATO and its massive 

fiscal shift. The war in Ukraine has rapidly depleted the military stocks of many 

Allies, this is why the 5% target will simultaneously supply Ukraine and replenish 

members their own arsenal in the meantime with modern equipment moving 

away from outdated systems. Hence, this is where the 3.5% GDP component of 

the standard comes into place. The 1.5% security-related component is essential 

for addressing modern, non-conventional warfare. This money targets cyber 

defence, military mobility, and resilience. Upgrading infrastructure, protecting 

military networks, and securing critical energy and supply chain infrastructure. 

Another aim for the 5% target is to reduce US dependence on the expenditure 

with the possibility of the US reducing its commitment to European security. By 

proving the US they are willing to spend heavily, European Allies seek to 

reassure the US and ensure the continued variability of the Alliance regardless 

of future US administrations. Meeting the target will also establish the fact that 

the Allies act towards threats in their environment where their activity should 

be proportional to the adversaries around them. Additionally, Legitimizing the 

collective defence concept set in Article 5, which is a core element of the NATO, 
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is a pivotal part for trust within all members. So, meeting the standards will 

secure full faith of the Alliance. This is why countries that cannot meet the 

requirements currently, need support systems that will allow NATO to further 

benefit from its core.   

Timeline of Important Events 

Date: Event: 

June 25, 2025 The Hague Summit:  
5% GDP target by 2035 introduced: 
3.5% core defence, 1.5% broader 
defence-related spending 

July 10, 2024 Washington Summit: 
Reported 23 allies meeting or 
exceeding the 2% GDP target and 
reaffirmed that 2% is the minimum, 
with some allies needing to go 
beyond it. 

July 11-12, 2023 Vilnius Summit: 
Reaffirming 2% GDP target; signal 
need for spending beyond 2% to close 
capability gaps. 

June 29, 2022 Madrid Summit:  
Adopted the 2022 Strategic Concept 
which included a commitment to 
significantly increase defence 
investment. 

June 14, 2021 Brussels Summit: 
 Reinforced the NATO 2030 agenda, 
highlighting increased investment in 
new technologies.  

July 11-12, 2018 Brussels Summit: 
Urged allies below 2% to increase 
budgets and submit credible national 
plans to reach 2% by 2024. 

July 8-9, 2016 Warsaw Summit: 
Strong reaffirmation of the 2014 
Wales 2% GDP pledge. 
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September 4-5, 2014 Wales Summit: 
Defence Investment Pledge (DIP): 
Allies aim to reach 2% GDP within 10 
years; 20% on equipment 

4 April 1949  Formation of NAC 

 

Related Documents  

●​ https://www.nato.int/content/dam/nato/webready/documents/fina

nce/def-exp-2025-en.pdf 

●​ https://www.nato.int/content/dam/nato/legacy-wcm/media_pdf/2

024/12/pdf/241217-MB_2025-ExecSum.pdf 

●​ https://www.nato.int/content/dam/nato/legacy-wcm/media_pdf/2

024/12/pdf/241220-MB-2024-ExecSum.pdf 

●​ https://www.nato.int/content/dam/nato/legacy-wcm/media_pdf/p

df_2015_06/20150603_cm-2015-0025.pdf 

 

Past Solution Attempts 

​ Common Funding System (1951): The goal was to help less wealthy 

members contribute to NATO capabilities without requiring equal spending 

levels. Costs for major shared projects were paid from a joint pool and 

contributions were proportional to national wealth, making it easier for 

developing members to participate. This system allowed fair burden-sharing 

and reduced financial strain on weaker economies. However, this system did not 

solve the underlying problem that some states underfunded their own 

militaries. 

Ada Bengi-Bartu Sönmezer​Deputy​ 14 

https://www.nato.int/content/dam/nato/webready/documents/finance/def-exp-2025-en.pdf
https://www.nato.int/content/dam/nato/webready/documents/finance/def-exp-2025-en.pdf
https://www.nato.int/content/dam/nato/legacy-wcm/media_pdf/2024/12/pdf/241217-MB_2025-ExecSum.pdf
https://www.nato.int/content/dam/nato/legacy-wcm/media_pdf/2024/12/pdf/241217-MB_2025-ExecSum.pdf
https://www.nato.int/content/dam/nato/legacy-wcm/media_pdf/2024/12/pdf/241220-MB-2024-ExecSum.pdf
https://www.nato.int/content/dam/nato/legacy-wcm/media_pdf/2024/12/pdf/241220-MB-2024-ExecSum.pdf
https://www.nato.int/content/dam/nato/legacy-wcm/media_pdf/pdf_2015_06/20150603_cm-2015-0025.pdf
https://www.nato.int/content/dam/nato/legacy-wcm/media_pdf/pdf_2015_06/20150603_cm-2015-0025.pdf


 
​ NATO Defence Planning Process (NDPP) (1969-present): The goal 

was to ensure all states are able to provide appropriate military capabilities and 

meet alliance requirements. Even though NATO cannot force states to spend 

more; NDPP targeted capability gaps, poor long-term defence planning and 

lack of coordination between national plans and NATO requirements while 

remaining structured, systematic and universal. 

​ Defence Investment Pledge (Wales Summit, 2014): The purpose was 

to push all members to reach 2% of GDP defence spending and 20% equipment 

expenditure by 2024. It was a strong peer pressure mechanism and intended to 

create reputational pressure to reach targets and goals, failing because countries 

did not face consequences for failure and many lacked political will to increase 

spending. 

​ Warsaw National Implementation Plans (2016): The goal was to force 

members to document how they will reach the 2% benchmark, targeting the lack 

of transparency and excuses for slow progress. Even though it provided NATO 

with better planning data, it failed due to frequently revised or unfulfilled plans. 

​ Brussels Accountability Measures (2018): NATO began publishing 

detailed annual spending reports, targeting the lack of follow-through on earlier 

commitments, allowing transparency by increasing political pressure by making 

defence-spending progress trackable and public but didn’t  succeed fully due to 

countries not being influenced by this pressure. 

​ NATO 2030 Agenda (2021): The goal was to help members meet 

defence requirements in new domains, targeting modernization gaps and future 

operational needs by providing access to innovation funding or cyber programs. 

While this is forward-looking and provides some institutional support, it did not 

fully solve core budgeting disparities. 

Ada Bengi-Bartu Sönmezer​Deputy​ 15 



 
​ Reclassification of 2% as a Minimum (Vilnius 2023): With the goal to 

eliminate vagueness and demand that 2% be treated as a floor and not a target, 

public and diplomatic pressure was once again increased for a strong political 

message and the reinforcement of unity and urgency. However this 

reclassification also did not succeed since there was no mechanism to neither 

penalize underperformance or provide support. 

 

Possible Solutions  

​ Delegates should find different approaches to the issue in order to close 

the gap between the members. They can create a conceptual framework to give 

extra credit to nations to quickly achieve their specific Capability Targets. 

However, focusing only on high-achieving countries is not enough, NATO is a 

collaborative and consensus focused organization so other allies' contributions 

are beneficial as well to secure trust. Evidently, economic solutions must be 

brought to however the 5% target is already set so that cannot be changed, the 

path of NATO that is going to that target can be changed. Also, clear strategic 

responsibility distribution can be managed to manually ensure members move 

simultaneously to the same objectives.  

Useful Links  

●​ https://www.nato.int/en/what-we-do/introduction-to-nato/funding

-nato 

●​  www.dvidshub.net/video/927840/nato-all-you-need-know-mastersubs. 
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