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Introduction 

The decision to expand NATO by inviting Poland, the Czech 
Republic, and Hungary to join the alliance is a fateful undertaking. 
Advocates of enlargement insist that it will foster cooperation, con­
solidate democracy, and promote stability throughout Europe. But 
an enlarged NATO is a dubious idea. Instead of healing the wounds 
of the Cold War, it threatens to create a new division of Europe. 
Even worse, it will establish expensive, dangerous, and probably 
unsustainable security obligations for the United States. 

There are four major drawbacks to NATO enlargement. One is 
that, if enlargement is not merely an empty political gesture but is 
intended to provide meaningful security to the new member states, 
it is certain to be expensive. A 1996 study by the Congressional 
Budget Office concluded that the costs could run as high as $125 
billion by 2012. Subsequent RAND Corporation and Pentagon stud­
ies have produced far lower figures, but those calculations are based 
on the assumption that Europe's security environment will remain 
quiescent for at least the next 15 years. They further assume that an 
enlarged NATO can meet its obligations merely by upgrading Cen­
tral European defenses and by creating a small rapid-reaction force. 
The RAND analysts estimate the probable costs of enlargement at 
between $30 billion and $52 billion over 10 to 15 years. The Penta­
gon's figures are even lower—$27 billion to $35 billion.1 

Basing cost projections on a rosy scenario is dubious methodology. 
There is no guarantee that Europe's strategic environment will 
remain placid for 15 years. One need only recall how different that 
environment looked 15 years ago to appreciate how rapidly radical 
transformations can occur. 

The comment of a "senior U.S. official" following the release of 
the Pentagon report reveals much about the underlying motives 
of advocates of NATO enlargement. "There was a strong political 
imperative to low-ball the figures," admitted the official. "Every­
body realized the main priority was to keep costs down to reassure 
Congress, as well as the Russians."2 

1 



NATO ENLARGEMENT 

If the overall cost projections in the RAND and Pentagon studies 
are excessively sanguine, the assumption that the European coun­
tries will pay the overwhelming majority of those costs is even 
worse. Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic face daunting 
financial problems that make it difficult for them to spend additional 
billions of dollars on bringing their military forces up to NATO 
standards. All three countries are under pressure from the Interna­
tional Monetary Fund to reduce their budget deficits. Moreover, 
there is a dearth of domestic support for undertaking expensive 
military burdens, even if the costs were theoretically affordable. 

Prospects for generous funding by the current European members 
of NATO are no better. The West European countries have slashed 
their military spending, in some cases at a rate even greater than 
that of the United States, since the end of the Cold War. There 
is no evidence that such trends will be reversed to fund NATO's 
enlargement. Indeed, both the British and the French governments 
have recently announced plans to further cut defense expenditures 
and reduce the size of their militaries. 

The public in several West European countries seems preoccupied 
with thwarting efforts to trim their bloated welfare states. German 
chancellor Helmut Kohl has encountered ferocious opposition to his 
efforts to scale back domestic welfare programs. The situation in 
France is even more volatile. The attempt by newly elected French 
president Jacques Chirac to make modest cuts in such programs 
provoked mass demonstrations, eventually impelling Chirac to seek 
the resignation of the cabinet minister responsible for the austerity 
plan. Chirac's effort to placate an angry populace proved insufficient, 
however, as French voters elected a Socialist parliamentary majority 
in the spring of 1997. 

Given such political realities, it is naive to assume that there will 
be a groundswell of public support for increased military outlays to 
bring the Central European states into NATO. Moreover, the West 
European political elites show no inclination to challenge public opin­
ion on this issue. Indeed, within hours of the decision at the Madrid 
summit in July to expand the alliance, Chirac stated bluntly that 
France would not contribute a single franc to pay for enlargement. 

West Europeans across the political spectrum have stated pri­
vately, and sometimes publicly, that NATO enlargement is primarily 
a U.S. initiative and that Washington should therefore pay for it. 
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Introduction 

The conclusion of Walther Stuetzle, a former senior defense planner 
for the German government, seems prophetic. "So who will pick 
up the tab? I think that it will have to be the United States."3 It is 
not a minor concern. American taxpayers could be on the hook for 
an additional $25 billion to $35 billion over the next 10 to 12 years— 
even if one accepts the extraordinarily low RAND and Pentagon 
projections. The burden could be more than $100 billion if the more 
realistic (in fact, conservative) CBO numbers are correct. 

Those who believe that NATO enlargement can be done "on the 
cheap" ignore the fact that the new members are expecting reliable 
security guarantees, not just the honor of alliance membership. That 
leads to the second problem with enlargement: the United States 
will be assuming extremely dangerous obligations if it is serious 
about providing protection. Russia has important strategic, eco­
nomic, and cultural interests throughout much of Eastern Europe 
going back generations and, in some cases, centuries. It also has a 
daunting array of grievances, some spurious, some legitimate, with 
its various neighbors. Extending security commitments to nations 
in what Moscow regards as its geopolitical "back yard" virtually 
invites a challenge at some point. Although that may not be an 
immediate danger, given the disarray in the Russian military, one 
cannot assume that Russia will remain weak forever. 

A Russian challenge, now or in the future, would create a horrific 
dilemma for the United States. Washington would have to renege 
on treaty obligations to its new allies or risk war with a nuclear-
armed great power. The first option would leave American credibil­
ity in tatters; the second might leave America itself in ruins. 

Enlargement enthusiasts habitually downplay the extent of Ameri­
ca's risk exposure. But the United States, if it is serious about its 
commitments and is not bluffing, must be willing to do whatever 
is necessary to defend its new allies—including shielding those coun­
tries with the U.S. strategic nuclear arsenal. Indeed, it would be 
difficult to mount an effective conventional defense of the eastern­
most members of an expanded NATO against a capable adversary. 
That is especially true if NATO goes beyond the first round and 
brings in the Baltic states—which both President Clinton and Secre­
tary of State Madeleine Albright have implied will happen someday. 
Most military experts believe that the Baltic republics cannot be 
defended by conventional means. The only alternative would be a 
U.S. nuclear guarantee, with all the risks that course implies. 
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The third problem with enlargement, closely related to the second, 
is that the alliance could become entangled in parochial disputes 
among the Central and East European states. Article 5 of the North 
Atlantic Treaty obligates the United States and its allies to help a 
fellow member repel aggression from any  source—not just a great 
power with hegemonic aspirations. That is a matter of concern since 
there are several potential flashpoints along the alliance's revised 
security frontier. Hungary has problems with three neighboring 
states—Serbia, Slovakia, and Romania—about the treatment of eth­
nic Hungarians in those countries. Although Hungary has signed 
paper accords with Slovakia and Romania, there is little evidence 
that the underlying grievances have been resolved. There is not even 
a paper accord with Serbia, where tensions involving the mistreated 
Hungarian minority in the province of Vojvodina are approaching 
the boiling point.4 

Even more worrisome is that part of NATO's eastern frontier 
would be the border between Poland and Belarus. The political 
situation in the latter country is ominous. Ruled by the autocratic 
and eccentric Alexander Lukashenko, and having one of the weakest 
economies in Europe, Belarus is a political volcano waiting to erupt. 
There is considerable danger in having the United States obligated 
to protect Poland if t rouble breaks out along the Polish-Belarusan 
border—especially since Belarus is increasingly a political and mili­
tary client of Russia.5 

At the very least, an expanded NATO could entangle the United 
States in an assortment of Bosnia-style peacekeeping missions. The 
Clinton administration explicitly sees peacekeeping as a crucial— 
perhaps even the principal—function of an expanded NATO. 
According to the president, NATO is now an organization "adapted 
to its new crisis management and peacekeeping missions."6 Both 
the Senate and the American people should ponder whether involv­
ing U.S. forces in such ventures is truly in America's best interest. 

Advocates of enlargement believe that, in the president's words, 
"NATO can do for Europe's East what it did for Europe's West at 
the end of World War II—provide a secure climate where freedom, 
democracy, and prosperity can flourish."7 Even if one accepts the 
argument that NATO was crucial in pacifying and stabilizing West­
ern Europe, there is little prospect of comparable success in Eastern 
Europe. Many of the sources of conflict in Western Europe had 
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been ebbing long before the creation of NATO. The Anglo-French 
antagonism, the complicated dynastic rivalries, and a host of other 
issues that once plagued the western portion of the Continent had 
already receded into history. The principal remaining source of ten­
sion—the Franco-German territorial feud over Alsace-Lorraine— 
had also been decisively resolved with Germany's crushing defeat 
in World War II. 

By contrast, Eastern Europe remains a cauldron of boundary dis­
putes, ethnic and religious rivalries, and fragile, unstable political 
and economic systems. The process of nation building in Eastern 
Europe today resembles that in Western Europe two or three centu­
ries ago, with all the attendant turbulence. Clinton's attempt to 
recreate Washington's West European policy of the late 1940s in a 
volatile Eastern Europe is dangerously misguided. America is far 
more likely to become entangled in Eastern Europe's problems than 
it is to be the region's savior. 

Finally, there is the probable adverse impact of NATO enlarge­
ment on Russia's political development and relations with the West. 
There is a conceptual contradiction at the heart of the campaign for 
enlargement. Some prominent advocates of NATO expansion, most 
notably Henry Kissinger and Zbigniew Brzezinski, seem motivated 
by an animus toward Russia. To that faction of the pro-enlargement 
camp, a larger NATO is primarily an insurance policy against any 
revival of Russian imperial ambitions. If a second cold war emerges, 
they would rather have the democratic West's defense line on the 
border between Poland and Belarus than between Germany and 
Poland. They especially want to be certain that the alliance would 
have the strategic depth that it lacked throughout the Cold War. 

But other advocates of expansion, including most members of the 
Clinton administration, strongly (and apparently sincerely) reject 
the concept of an enlarged NATO as an anti-Russian measure. They 
believe that expanding the alliance must have the objective of foster­
ing the political and economic integration of all of Europe, including 
Russia. Indeed, they have argued that in time Russian leaders will 
come to see an enlarged NATO as beneficial to Russia's interests, 
since it will help prevent instability in historically volatile Central 
and Eastern Europe. 

It is increasingly evident, however, that Russia's opinion leaders 
are suspicious of the motives for NATO enlargement, despite the 
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soothing words of the Clinton administration. That should concern 
all Americans who grasp the importance of cordial U.S.-Russian 
relations to continued peace in the world. 

The enlargement issue undermines pro-Western democrats in 
Russia and plays into the hands of Communists and ultranational-
ists. Clinton administration officials and other supporters of NATO 
expansion profess to be baffled at the hostile reaction of Russians 
across the political spectrum. But even democratically inclined Rus­
sians find it difficult to countenance a powerful, U.S.-led military 
alliance perched on their country's western frontier. The few political 
figures who fail to oppose enlargement are excoriated by their oppo­
nents as stooges of foreign powers. Given the fragility of Russian 
democracy, that development is exceedingly worrisome. Just as the 
foolish "war guilt" clause in the Versailles Treaty after World War I 
undermined domestic support for Germany's democratic Weimar 
Republic, and eventually helped bring the Nazis to power, NATO 
enlargement could fatally wound democracy in Russia. 

The expansion of NATO also threatens to poison Russia's relations 
with the West even if a democratic regime retains control. We should 
not accord excessive importance to the willingness of Russian presi­
dent Boris Yeltsin to sign the Founding Act on Mutual Relations, 
Cooperation and Security between NATO and the Russian Federa­
tion. Russian leaders understood that, given their country's weak­
ened condition, they could not block the first stage of enlargement. 
Therefore, they adopted a strategy to make the best of a bad situation 
and limit the damage to Russia's interests. The rhetoric coming from 
Moscow suggests a continuing seething resentment about the West's 
determination to expand NATO and a growing determination to 
prevent any further rounds of enlargement. The danger is that, when 
Russia recovers economically and militarily, Russians will remember 
that the West exploited their country's temporary weakness to estab­
lish a dominant position in Central and Eastern Europe and seek to 
overturn that outcome. 

Moscow can take several unpleasant countermeasures even in the 
short term. Prospects for a START III nuclear arms agreement to 
further reduce the Russian and U.S. arsenals are likely to be an 
early casualty of NATO enlargement. Even the fate of the START II 
agreement in the Duma is uncertain. Moscow also has an incentive 
to seek closer strategic relationships with Iran, China, and other 

6 



Introduction 

powers outside Europe. There are already ominous signs of a Mos­
cow-Beijing axis. Russian and Chinese leaders speak of a "strategic 
partnership" between the two countries, and China is now Russia's 
largest arms customer. 

As NATO expands eastward, Russia can also seek to create its own 
political-military bloc among those nations left out of the alliance. 
Moscow is already vigorously courting such countries as Slovakia 
and Bulgaria. The 1997 union agreement between Russia and Belarus 
may be the first tangible step toward establishing an anti-NATO bloc. 
It is revealing that although the reformers in Yeltsin's government 
vehemently (and successfully) opposed the economic integration 
provisions in the draft accord, they mounted no comparable opposi­
tion to the provisions outlining military cooperation. From Moscow's 
perspective, Belarus is an important security buffer between an 
expanded NATO and Russia. It also could become a forward staging 
area for Russia's forces if relations between Moscow and the Western 
alliance deteriorated. 

Some proponents of enlargement argue that, whatever the costs 
and risks of expanding the alliance eastward, they pale in compari­
son with those that would exist if the United States were drawn 
into yet another massive European war. But U.S. policy should not 
be based on the need to prevent such a highly improbable event. 
As several of the authors in this collection point out, there is no 
European power today or in the foreseeable future that has either 
the intention or the ability to replicate the campaigns for continental 
hegemony undertaken by Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union—or 
even the more limited bid for preeminence made by Wilhelmine 
Germany in 1914. 

From the standpoint of American interests, what matters in Europe 
is the conduct of the handful of major powers. As long as those 
states remain at peace with one another, and no menacing would-be 
hegemonic power emerges, there is no credible danger to America's 
security. Events involving small countries in Central and Eastern 
Europe may create annoyances, but they will not affect European 
stability or the overall configuration of power on the Continent. 
In that vein, Britain's ambassador to the United States, John Kerr, 
admitted with surprising candor that "the war in Bosnia could rum­
ble on for years without directly impinging on the security of West­
ern Europe."8 
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U.S. policymakers must learn to distinguish between parochial 
squabbles and serious threats. The belief that it is impossible to 
tolerate any episode of instability anywhere in Europe because it 
will eventually draw in the United States is fallacious. Yet the case for 
NATO expansion reflects the historical analysis of former national 
security adviser Anthony Lake. According to Lake, "If there is one 
thing this century teaches us, it is that America cannot ignore con­
flicts in Europe."9 Lake and other advocates of NATO enlargement 
miss the crucial point that both of the armed conflicts in Europe in 
which the United States ultimately intervened were wars involving 
all of Europe's great powers. Such serious disruptions of the interna­
tional system had the potential to place important American interests 
at risk. 

Not every conflict that has erupted in Europe, or is likely to in 
the future, has wider strategic implications. There is no validity to 
the notion that limited struggles, especially those involving small 
powers in peripheral regions, are destined to escalate to continental 
conflagrations that will drag in the United States. Ironically, expand­
ing the alliance may increase rather than decrease the danger of a 
major war, since it will almost certainly exacerbate tensions with 
one European great power: Russia. 

The contributors to this volume hold a variety of views about 
future U.S. policy toward NATO. Some of them argue that the alli­
ance—in its traditional form—still plays an important role in 
Europe's security and advances American interests by providing an 
institutional expression of transatlantic solidarity. Others conclude 
that NATO is a Cold War relic that encourages an unhealthy Euro­
pean reliance on the United States to manage Europe's security 
affairs. They believe that alternative security institutions, directed 
by the Europeans themselves, should be created or strengthened to 
deal with the Continent's problems in the post-Cold War era. The 
various authors are united, however, in their belief that the expan­
sion of NATO is a disastrously misguided initiative. 

The book is divided into four sections: "Problems of Cost and 
Credibility," "NATO Enlargement and Russia's Relations with the 
West," "Ins and Outs: Creating a New Division of Europe," and 
"Alternatives to an Enlarged NATO." 

In Part I, "Problems of Cost and Credibility," Ted Galen Carpenter 
points out that what the Clinton administration touts as a "new" 
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NATO is actually a confusing hybrid that ignores the fundamental 
differences between a collective security organization and a tradi­
tional military alliance. Blurring that distinction obscures the fact 
that NATO enlargement obligates the United States to use any means 
necessary to defend new members from any adversary—an inher­
ently risky and expensive proposition. Carpenter warns that an 
enlarged NATO would be simultaneously provocative and lacking 
in credibility. 

William Hyland traces the historical evolution of NATO in 
chapter 2 and notes that it is both unusual and unwise for an alliance 
with no clear mission and drastically reduced capabilities to extend 
significant new security commitments. Bringing new members into 
the alliance would greatly enlarge NATO's security frontiers. Cur­
rent members, who have reduced the size of their militaries since 
the end of the Cold War, would probably be unable to fulfill new 
security obligations without creating massive reserve forces and 
generally bolstering their defense capabilities. Absent such enhance­
ments, NATO enlargement is a meaningless gesture that fails to 
address the need for a new approach to European security in the 
post-Cold War era, according to Hyland. 

In chapter 3, Alan Tonelson criticizes the strategic incoherence 
that has driven NATO enlargement. Many proponents of enlarge­
ment have set forth unexceptionable goals—such as peace, stability, 
and prosperity in Europe—but they have not considered key issues 
of cost, risk, and feasibility or whether NATO enlargement is even 
relevant to achieving their objectives. The resulting mismatch 
between means and ends creates the likelihood that expanding 
NATO will make Europe less, not more, stable over the long term, 
Tonelson argues. 

Christopher Layne notes in chapter 4 that two broad strategic 
rationales—counterhegemony and regional stability—have histori­
cally driven U.S. military engagement in Europe. In the post-Cold 
War era, however, neither rationale applies. He argues that in the 
absence of a major hegemonic threat in Europe, there are no interests 
that merit risking U.S. blood and treasure. European security should 
instead be the province of the Europeans, Layne asserts. 

In chapter 5, Benjamin Schwarz characterizes NATO enlargement 
as a logical extension of the U.S. empire. Washington is prepared 
to assume the immense costs and risks of NATO expansion as a 
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means of exercising American global leadership. Schwarz warns 
that such a strategy entails literally infinite costs and risks and urges 
greater public debate of Washington's commitment to a global pax 
Americana and the inevitable expansion of U.S. security commitments 
that policy entails. 

Barbara Conry examines potential conflicts involving the Czech 
Republic, Hungary, and Poland in chapter 6. Many proponents of 
enlargement contend that NATO expansion will pacify Central and 
Eastern Europe much as NATO facilitated the Franco-German rap­
prochement after World War II. Conry argues that potential conflicts 
in Central and Eastern Europe today, however, are unlikely to be 
greatly dampened by NATO. Conflicts involving new NATO mem­
bers are more likely to become perennial headaches for the alliance, 
much as disputes between Greece and Turkey have long plagued 
NATO. 

In Section II, "NATO Enlargement and Russia's Relations with 
the West," Susan Eisenhower details the erosion of trust between 
Russia and the West in recent years. She contends that at the end 
of the Cold War Moscow made a series of unilateral concessions 
based on the expectation that postcommunist Russia would be wel­
comed as part of the West. As Russian-Western relations have 
chilled, however, Russian resentment has increased markedly. Mos­
cow may perceive NATO enlargement as the ultimate betrayal, 
according to Eisenhower, which would undermine both Russian-
Western relations and democratic elements within Russia. 

Jonathan Dean argues in chapter 8 that the Founding Act is a 
good idea on its own merits but that NATO enlargement obliterates 
the benefits that act would otherwise have. Although Russia might 
in time become reconciled to a modest enlargement limited to the 
three countries invited at the Madrid summit, Dean contends that 
it is clear that NATO intends to expand further. Given those circum­
stances, he views comprehensive enlargement—eventually includ­
ing Russia—as less dangerous than an alliance that extends beyond 
the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland but excludes Russia. 

In chapter 9, Stanley Kober draws parallels between events sur­
rounding NATO enlargement and events that led up to World War I. 
Moscow perceives NATO enlargement as a Western effort to take 
advantage of Russian weakness to permanently exclude Russia from 
Europe. Kober notes that Russia has already taken defensive steps 
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in response—including initiating a strategic rapprochement with 
China—and expresses concern that the provocations, miscalcula­
tions, and entangling effects of an outdated alliance could play them­
selves out once again at the close of the 20th century. 

In chapter 10, Anatol Lieven dismisses the notion that the Found­
ing Act significantly eased Russia's objections to NATO expansion 
and laments the West's willingness to allow empty rhetoric to 
obscure significant—and dangerous—issues. He notes with concern 
the reflexive anti-Russian sentiment among some influential mem­
bers of the American foreign policy community, who appear intent 
on denying Moscow any interest—even a legitimate interest—in 
developments outside Russia's borders. Efforts to deny Russia the 
prerogatives of a normal great power may well eventually have 
explosive results, Lieven cautions. 

In Section III, "Ins and Outs: Creating a New Division of Europe," 
Hugh De Santis points out the potentially destabilizing consequences 
of NATO enlargement. Those include the risk that the "failed suit­
ors" denied membership in the first round of expansion will reverse 
their progress toward liberalization; that those countries will turn 
away from the West, perhaps joining an informal Russian sphere 
of influence; or that enlargement will redivide Europe into clearly 
defined rival geostrategic blocs. Avoiding such pitfalls, De Santis 
explains, will depend not only on the alliance's adroit management 
of the challenges ahead but also on the actions of the United States, 
Russia, the West European nations, and other players. 

James Chace makes the case in chapter 12 that history has estab­
lished inclusiveness, even of former enemies, as a cardinal principle 
of a peaceful European system. Current NATO enlargement 
schemes, which exclude Russia, violate that principle. Chace argues 
in favor of a European security organization that would include 
both the United States and Russia. He warns that excluding Russia 
from the European system would redivide Europe and thus invite 
disastrous consequences. 

In chapter 13, Owen Harries criticizes realists who advocate NATO 
enlargement on the basis of the conviction that Russia is inherently 
expansionist. He recalls that the United States during the Cold War 
always insisted that its opposition was directed against the Soviet 
regime and ideology, not the Russian nation and people. Failing to 
make that distinction today, and expanding what amounts to the 
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American empire up to the Russian border, is dangerous, Harries 
warns. 

In chapter 14, Eugene Carroll contends that the muddled argu­
ments for enlarging NATO confuse military initiatives, political 
objectives, and economic goals. He argues that there is no major 
threat to Europe today, and that expanding the alliance at this point 
is likely to redivide Europe and thereby create a threat that would 
otherwise not exist. Carroll warns that leaving Russia on the outside 
of a redivided Europe will force Moscow to explore other means of 
shoring up Russian security, which could have serious—and danger­
ous—implications for the United States. 

In Section IV, "Alternatives to an Enlarged NATO," Doug Bandow 
argues that NATO in its present form is a relic of the Cold War that 
should be disbanded rather than expanded. The United States has 
no vital interests at stake that justify keeping large numbers of U.S. 
troops permanently stationed on the Continent. Given Europe's 
immense collective economic and human resources, European secu­
rity should become a European responsibility, Bandow contends. 

In chapter 16, Jonathan Clarke makes the case for an alternative 
to NATO that builds on the alliance's unique strengths but features 
an updated organization, doctrine, and membership to reflect 
changed strategic circumstances. Such a structure must be inclusive, 
and it should emphasize mediation and small peacekeeping opera­
tions over security guarantees. The Organization for Security and 
Cooperation in Europe, Clarke suggests, may be a starting point. 

Amos Perlmutter, in chapter 17, argues that a "Middleuropa" 
security structure would better advance U.S., West European, and 
Central and East European security interests than would an enlarged 
NATO. Such a structure would allow the Central and East European 
countries to meet their defense needs—perhaps with parallel ties to 
the West and to Russia—without redividing Europe. That security 
arrangement, together with an expanded European Union to further 
Central and East European economic and political development, 
could potentially form the basis of a stable and secure Europe. 

In chapter 18, Ronald Steel contends that Washington's enthusi­
asm for NATO enlargement is based largely on the fear that the 
alliance will become irrelevant—and that U.S. influence will there­
fore be reduced—unless NATO takes on new missions and new 
members. He argues that enlargement will actually contribute to, 
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not forestall, the waning of American influence on the Continent. 
NATO enlargement will bridge the historic divide between Eastern 
and Western Europe and thus provide the impetus for the creation 
of a new European entity, which would make the U.S. role in Europe 
increasingly superfluous. 

In the concluding chapter, Stanley Kober warns that the expansion 
of NATO is based on the fallacious assumption, embraced especially 
by Secretary of State Madeleine Albright, that the United States can 
convert NATO into an effective collective security organization for 
imposing peace and freedom in Eastern Europe. Kober argues that 
the United States should, instead, lead by example and foster the 
emergence of stable democratic systems, based on individual rights 
rather than group identity politics, in the former Soviet bloc, thereby 
reducing the likelihood of armed conflict. Membership in NATO 
will have little impact on whether such systems develop. 

The analyses presented in this book constitute an important contri­
bution to a debate that, for practical purposes, is just beginning, 
despite the Clinton administration's premature (and foolhardy) 
insistence that NATO issue formal invitations to the Czech Republic, 
Hungary, and Poland at the Madrid summit. Although NATO 
enlargement has received considerable media attention and has been 
a subject of discussion in foreign policy circles, the debate has not 
yet progressed beyond the preliminary stages. Key issues—includ­
ing the strategic rationale for NATO enlargement, whether security 
guarantees to new member states can be made credible, and who 
will pay for enlargement—remain unresolved. 

It will be the special responsibility of the U.S. Senate to see that 
such critical matters are addressed in a serious fashion during the 
ratification debate. NATO enlargement is a pivotal national security 
issue that will shape U.S. foreign policy and the European security 
system for decades to come. By examining the many pitfalls associ­
ated with extending U.S. security guarantees into Central and East­
ern Europe, the authors in this volume seek to advance the emerging 
public and congressional debate. 
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PROBLEMS OF COST AND CREDIBILITY 





1. Strategic Evasions and the Drive for 
NATO Enlargement 

Ted Galen  Carpenter 

When NATO leaders met in Madrid in July 1997, they invited 
three Central European nations—Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 
Republic—to join the alliance. Advocates of NATO enlargement 
insist that adding new members will foster cooperation and promote 
stability throughout Europe. It is more likely to create a new division 
of Europe and dangerous security obligations for the United States. 

Proponents of enlargement insist that a "new" NATO—some­
thing more akin to a Euro-Atlantic collective security organization 
than to a traditional military alliance—is evolving. That "spin" is 
increasingly evident in President Clinton's comments. "NATO, ini­
tially conceived to face a clear-cut and massive threat, is now a 
lighter, more flexible organization adapted to its new crisis manage­
ment and peacekeeping missions. This alliance that is renovating 
itself is no longer that of the Cold War."1 

Such remarks reveal an ignorance of the profound differences 
between collective security organizations and military alliances, 
which are collective defense  organizations. The former have two 
noticeable characteristics. They tend to be ineffectual "talk shops" 
rather than serious security mechanisms; the League of Nations and 
the United Nations are classic examples. They also, by definition, 
must be as inclusive as possible. Alliances, on the other hand, are 
selective and exclusionary; they are invariably directed (either 
implicitly or explicitly) against an identifiable adversary. 

NATO cannot become a collective security organization unless it 
admits virtually all European nations—which would make it nearly 
congruent with the Organization for Security and Cooperation in 
Europe. But not all European nations will be admitted; after the first 
round of enlargement, there will still be as many European countries 
left outside NATO's tent as there will be on the inside. What the 
Clinton administration is apparently attempting to do is create a 
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weird hybrid entity—part traditional alliance and part collective 
security organization. That objective is apparent from another Clin­
ton comment: "We are building a new NATO. It will remain the 
strongest alliance in history, with smaller, more flexible forces, pre­
pared to fight for our defense, but also trained for peacekeeping." 
He added, "It will be an alliance directed no longer against a hostile 
bloc of nations, but instead designed to advance the security of every 
democracy in Europe—NATO's old members, new members, and 
nonmembers alike."2 

That statement reflects a dangerous conceptual muddle. The 
American people are likely to end up with the worst of both worlds: 
a NATO that periodically becomes entangled in messy, Bosnia-style 
peacekeeping missions in disputes that have little, if any, relevance 
to vital American interests and a NATO that is obligated to protect 
Central and East European nations from any threat posed by their 
great power neighbor, Russia. 

Both scenarios are worrisome. There is little doubt that the Clinton 
foreign policy team sees the Bosnia mission as a model for future 
NATO enterprises. One "carrot" held out by Secretary of State Made­
leine Albright to gain Russian acceptance of NATO's enlargement 
was a proposal to create a permanent joint brigade, similar to that 
sent to Bosnia to enforce the Dayton accords, for European peace­
keeping missions. (Albright's motto seems to be, "Let a hundred 
Bosnia missions bloom.") 

The prospect of U.S. and other NATO troops being used as armed 
social workers is bad enough, but the other scenario is even more 
troubling. For all the propaganda about the new NATO and its more 
political orientation, NATO remains first and foremost a military 
alliance to protect its members from armed attack. Although the 
organization does have a political dimension, it never has been 
exclusively—or even primarily—a political association. If NATO 
moves eastward, the United States and the other current members 
will be undertaking new and potentially far-reaching security obliga­
tions. No amount of "feel-good" rhetoric about encouraging stability 
and fostering democracy should be allowed to disguise that reality. 
Even Clinton belatedly acknowledged the point during his May 31, 
1997, commencement address to graduates at West Point: "In the 
years ahead, it means that you could be asked to put your lives on 
the line for a new NATO member, just as today you can be called 
upon to defend the freedom of our allies in Western Europe."3 

18 



Strategic Evasions 

Fear of Russia 
It may be true that the Central and East European countries do 

not view NATO in exclusively military terms. There are indications 
that several governments consider inclusion in the alliance important 
evidence that their nations are finally and irrevocably part of "the 
West."4 Some of those countries may also see NATO membership 
as a way of entering other important Western institutions—espe­
cially the European Union with all its economic benefits—through 
the back door. Nevertheless, the core objective of the countries seek­
ing NATO membership is unambiguous: they want the protection 
of the alliance's security guarantees. 

During the initial post-Cold War years, most Central and East 
European leaders avoided publicly identifying specific potential ene­
mies, preferring instead to cite general security concerns. Laslo 
Kovacs, chairman of the Hungarian parliament's Foreign Affairs 
Committee, typified the tendency to address the issue obliquely 
when he stated, "The security risk we now face stems from the 
instability of the region rather than a traditional military threat."5 

That was always a vacuous, if not dishonest, formulation, yet it 
is routinely echoed by American advocates of NATO expansion. 
Security threats are not akin to a force of nature that can arise 
unpredictably and strike at random. They emanate from specific 
sources—usually a revisionist state or an insurgent movement. Cit­
ing "instability" as the primary problem facing post-Cold War 
Europe begs the question of who is likely to cause instability. 

Ominous political developments in Russia have changed the tone 
of statements from Central and East European capitals. Although 
there are still diplomatic circumlocutions about NATO's guarding 
against the vague specter of instability, officials increasingly have a 
definite security threat in mind. Indicative of the new attitude was 
the statement in February 1997 by Zbigniew Siemiatowski, a close 
adviser to Polish president Aleksander Kwasniewski, that denounced 
"Russian provocations" and clearly regarded Moscow as a security 
threat to his country.6 

There is a subtle but important conflict between the agendas of 
Western proponents of expansion and the Central and East European 
governments that seek to join NATO. The former portray enlarge­
ment primarily as a political exercise to enhance European "stabil­
ity." The latter regard NATO as a lifeguard to protect their indepen­
dence from potential adversaries—especially a revanchist Russia. 
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To those governments and populations, NATO's great appeal is 
precisely the obligations of mutual assistance set out in article 5 of 
its charter. Apprehensive Central and East European nations want 
reliable protection, not merely membership in a political association 
and "consultations" in the event of trouble. It is also apparent that 
at least some officials see article 5 as a specific guarantee of U.S. 
protection.7 

Such desires on the part of Russia's former Warsaw Pact allies 
create difficult enough problems. Similar goals on the part of several 
former Soviet republics are even more troublesome, since NATO's 
acquiescence would require an alliance presence in Russia's "near 
abroad"—a step that influential Russians across the political spec­
trum have made clear would be highly provocative. That is not 
merely a hypothetical problem; the three Baltic states express the 
same eagerness as Poland, Hungary, the Czech Republic, and other 
Russian neighbors for NATO membership and article 5 guarantees. 
Moreover, the Baltic republics are receiving support from some Cen­
tral European countries (especially Poland), at least a few West 
European officials, and influential Americans both in and out of 
Congress.8 

Credibility Problems 

It is not at all clear how security guarantees to the Central and 
East European countries can be made credible. Most proponents of 
new NATO missions in Eastern Europe act as though there is no 
serious prospect that the security promises embodied in article 5 
will ever have to be honored, even as they insist that alliance security 
commitments will somehow deter aggression and enhance the stabil­
ity of the region. Such a position is inconsistent if not disingenuous. 
Either the alliance intends to afford the nations of Eastern Europe 
reliable protection against "aggression," or it does not.9 If the former 
is true, the commitment involves significant costs and risks—includ­
ing the prospect of a confrontation with a nuclear-armed great 
power. If the latter is the case, NATO's leaders are engaging in an 
act of deceit that could prove fatal to any East European nation 
foolish enough to rely on the alliance. A retreat under pressure 
would also devastate NATO's credibility (and the credibility of 
NATO's leader, the United States) on other issues. It is a problem that 
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simply cannot be finessed, however much advocates of enlargement 
may try. 

To be effective, a military alliance must be a credible security 
shield, not merely a psychological security blanket. Expansion based 
on the latter assumption is little more than an irresponsible bluff 
that Russia, given its extensive interests in Eastern Europe, might 
someday decide to call. 

Indeed, it could be argued that as NATO expands eastward the 
risk of a collision with Russia might be even greater than it was 
during the Cold War. Three factors are especially important in deter­
mining whether extended deterrence—attempting to deter an attack 
on an ally or a client—is likely to succeed: the balance of military 
forces between the guarantor power and the potential challenging 
power, the importance of the stakes to the protector, and the impor­
tance of the stakes to the challenger. Advocates of widespread U.S. 
security guarantees to allies and "friends" habitually focus on the 
first factor, but the other two are also crucial. Indeed, the relationship 
of the latter two might justifiably be termed the "balance of fervor." 

America's explicit security guarantees during the Cold War were 
largely limited to areas of substantial economic and strategic impor­
tance. Western Europe was always at the top of that list; the region 
was considered crucial to America's own security and economic 
well-being, and U.S. policymakers were determined to prevent that 
power center from coming under the control of the USSR. (It is 
useful to recall that the U.S.-led NATO did not go beyond that 
objective and interfere when Moscow used force on three occasions 
to restore order in its East European empire—East Germany, 1953; 
Hungary, 1956; and Czechoslovakia, 1968.) Given Western Europe's 
importance to the United States, it was credible to leaders in the 
Kremlin that the United States would be willing to incur significant 
risks—even the possibility of a major war with nuclear implica­
tions—to thwart Soviet conquest of the region. 

Conversely, while Western Europe would have undoubtedly been 
a significant strategic and economic prize for the Soviet Union, the 
area was not essential to Moscow. There was, therefore, a definite 
limit to the risks the Kremlin was willing to run to gain dominion. 
Although Soviet leaders could never be sure that the United States 
would really go to war on behalf of its allies, challenging the commit­
ment would have been an extraordinarily reckless gamble. 
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The balance of fervor is substantially different when it comes 
to NATO's enlargement into Central—to say nothing of Eastern— 
Europe. Russians of nearly every political persuasion regard that 
move as an unwarranted intrusion into Russia's geopolitical "back 
yard." That point is especially worrisome given the desire of the 
more aggressive proponents of NATO enlargement to incorporate 
the Baltic states. Relations between Russia and several of its neigh­
bors are tense, as disputes continue over boundaries, resources, 
and the treatment of Russian minorities in the other independent 
republics of the former Soviet Union. 

Moreover, the greater role played by nationalist sentiments and 
democratic politics in post-Soviet Russia may make Moscow's for­
eign policy more unpredictable than it was during the Soviet era. 
Political leaders who are accountable to a demanding electorate, and 
who are themselves not steeped in the Leninist dogma of historical 
inevitability, are more likely than were their predecessors to react 
to perceived provocations—especially when matters of national 
pride are involved. Retaliation for the mistreatment of Russian citi­
zens of neighboring states, problems with transit rights to the mili­
tary enclave of Kaliningrad (which borders on Poland), or any num­
ber of other issues could spark an incident between Russia and 
NATO. 

The point is, not that Russia will become a relentlessly expansionist 
aggressor, but that it is likely to act as great powers have acted 
throughout history, and that creates the potential for trouble if 
NATO insists on a presence in Eastern Europe. A great power typi­
cally seeks a preeminent role in its immediate region, carves out a 
sphere of influence or securi ty zone, and refuses to tolerate 
unfriendly behavior on the part of smaller neighbors. 

Sops to Russia 
We should not be lulled into complacency by Russian president 

Boris Yeltsin's willingness to sign the Founding Act on Relations, 
Cooperation and Security between NATO and the Russian Federa­
tion. Russian leaders understand that, given their country's weak­
ened condition, they cannot block the first round of enlargement. 
They have, therefore, adopted a strategy to, in Foreign Minister 
Yevgeny Primakov's words, "limit the damage to Russia's interests." 
Moscow's underlying objective is to raise the political costs of the 
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initial round of enlargement enough that there will never be a subse­
quent round that might bring the alliance into Russia's near abroad, 
especially the Baltic region.10 

It is unlikely that the Yeltsin government achieved that objective 
with the negotiation of the Founding Act. Indeed, both Clinton and 
Albright have recently emphasized that the first round of enlarge­
ment will not be the last.11 Albright added, in an unmistakable refer­
ence to the Baltic republics, that "no European democracy will be 
excluded because of where it sits on the map."12 The concessions 
given to Russia in the Founding Act were little more than sops, 
despite Yeltsin's best effort to portray them as meaningful. Russia 
will have a seat at a new "permanent joint council" at which alliance 
policies are discussed, but Moscow will not have a vote, much less 
a veto, on NATO decisions.13 (Moscow's status seems akin to that of 
delegates from Guam and other U.S. territories, who have speaking 
privileges but no vote in the U.S. House of Representatives.) NATO 
has also formalized its policy that the alliance has "no intention, no 
plan, and no reason" to deploy nuclear weapons in the new member 
states.14 With regard to conventional forces, NATO "reiterates that 
in the current and foreseeable security environment, the Alliance 
will carry out its collective defense and other missions by ensuring 
the necessary interoperability, integration, and capability for rein­
forcement rather than by additional permanent stationing of sub­
stantial combat forces."15 

Such "pledges" contain massive loopholes. To start with, it is not 
clear what is meant by "substantial" combat forces; that elastic term 
would seem to allow NATO to choose virtually any number it 
deemed appropriate. Moreover, "intentions and p lans" can be 
changed at any time. The advent of a crisis somewhere in Eastern 
Europe might create the "reason" for altering plans and deploying 
conventional forces, and perhaps even nuclear weapons.16 Indeed, 
there would be enormous pressure to deploy significant NATO 
assets to provide a tangible display of the alliance's resolve and to 
reassure an uneasy front-line member. 

The concessions given to Russia in the Founding Act do not consti­
tute meaningful, binding restrictions on NATO's conduct. The dan­
ger, of course, is that the Russian political elite and public will 
eventually see the sops for what they are. When Russia recovers 
economically and militarily, Russians will likely remember how the 
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West exploited their country's temporary weakness to establish 
hegemony in Central and Eastern Europe, and they will seek to 
overturn it. 

Ominous Signs 

Even now Moscow can take (and in some cases is taking) several 
worrisome countermeasures. They include efforts to strengthen ties 
with powers outside Europe, most notably the new "strategic part­
nership" between Russia and China.17 The Yeltsin government has 
also pointedly refused to adopt a "no first use" doctrine with regard 
to nuclear weapons.18 Indeed, given the country's financial straits, 
a heavy reliance on nuclear weapons may be tempting as a cost-
effective response to NATO's approach to Russia's border. As the 
alliance expands eastward, Russia may also seek to create its own 
political-military bloc among those nations that are not included on 
the roster of new NATO members. The agreement between Russia 
and Belarus, which seems so contrary to Russia's political and eco­
nomic interests, suggests an intention to construct such a bloc. From 
Moscow's perspective, Belarus is a security buffer between an 
expanded NATO and Russia—and a potential forward staging area 
for Russian forces. 

The possibility of a deterioration of relations between Russia and 
an enlarged NATO is reason for apprehension. Unlike the situation 
during the Cold War, there is no Iron Curtain dividing Europe into 
clear spheres of influence. Instead, Eastern Europe is one vast gray 
zone between Russia and the West. One ought to contemplate, for 
example, the numerous possibilities for friction between Poland and 
neighboring Belarus—which is increasingly a Russian satellite ruled 
by the volatile and eccentric Alexander Lukashenko. 

Wishful Thinking by Advocates of Enlargement 

Advocates of NATO enlargement minimize or ignore the realities 
of international politics—as though the end of the Cold War has 
magically invalidated centuries of consistent patterns of interaction 
between states in the international system. Enlargement enthusiasts 
also disregard long-standing requisites of deterrence as they spin 
their ethereal designs for a "new NATO" that will bring peace and 
prosperity to all of Europe. 
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A prime example of that approach is a study of the probable costs 
of NATO enlargement by RAND Corporation scholars Ronald D. 
Asmus, Richard L. Kugler, and F. Stephen Larrabee. " N A T O 
enlargement is not currently  threat-driven; rather it is part of an 
overall strategy of projecting stability and unifying Europe," they 
emphasize. The strategic requirements of enlargement are moderate 
"and will remain so barring  a  future  deterioration  in  Europe's  strategic 
environment." They argue further that an enlarged NATO can meet 
those requirements merely by upgrading East-Central European 
defenses and by preparing current NATO forces to project power 
to the region in case of crisis. "There is no requirement today for 
dep loy ing large n u m b e r s of NATO combat forces in those 
countries."19 

The RAND trio steadfastly ignores unpleasant possibilities. Con­
trasting their cost estimates with those of the Congressional Budget 
Office (especially the latter's high-end estimate of more than $120 
billion by 2012), Asmus, Kugler, and Larrabee contend that the 
CBO's estimates "are mostly driven by a postulated NATO strategy 
of preparing for war against Russia." In contrast, their approach "is 
anchored in the premise of avoiding confrontation with Russia, not 
preparing for a new Russian threat."20 

That comes perilously close to wishing a problem out of existence. 
To be sure, Russia is not the only conceivable threat to the security of 
the Central European states. Hungary, in particular, could eventually 
have problems with at least two neighbors, Romania and Serbia, 
especially over the treatment of Hungarian minorities in those coun­
tries. Nevertheless, if a serious  security threat emerges, NATO mili­
tary planners know it will come from Russia. 

Even a partially recovered Russia could deploy sizable military 
assets on its western frontier (and perhaps in Belarus as well). And 
the task of countering that development—of providing the new 
NATO members with effective, credible protection—would be diffi­
cult. The RAND authors assume that a NATO "rapid-reaction" force 
consisting of five divisions (approximately 80,000 troops) and five 
aircraft wings (350 planes) would make the new security commit­
ments credible. It is highly doubtful that a force of that size—even 
taking into account NATO's probable edge in quality and training— 
would be sufficient to bolster the defenses of the new Central Euro­
pean members against a concerted Russian buildup. Indeed, 80,000 
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troops smacks of tokenism. NATO sent nearly that many personnel 
to police the Dayton accords in Bosnia—after a cease-fire was in 
place. 

Tripwire Forces and the Requisites of Deterrence 
The RAND trio and others who argue that NATO can extend 

its commitments eastward without having to deploy conventional 
forces in the new member states also ignore the virtual consensus 
found in a vast array of literature on deterrence. Lawrence Freedman 
professor of war studies at King's College in London, emphasized 
that the deployment of ground forces in a state that might be the 
target of aggression is the sine qua non of extended deterrence.21 

Glenn Snyder, one of the intellectual fathers of modern deterrence 
theory, made a similar point nearly three decades earlier, stressing 
that, in extended-deterrence situations, deployment of the defender's 
forces is one of the most powerful factors in ensuring success, 
because those deployments are a highly visible signal that the 
defender is serious.22 

McGeorge Bundy, national security adviser in the Kennedy and 
Johnson administrations, stated that the credibility of deterrence in 
Europe during the Cold War was not due merely to NATO defense 
doctrine or the existence of large numbers of American nuclear 
warheads. What mattered more was "the American military pres­
ence there and the American political commitment that it represents 
and reinforces." Indeed, Bundy acknowledged, "A defense based 
on nuclear weapons alone would not sustain the self-confidence of 
Western Europe; it would not persuade those nearest the Soviet 
Union that no Kremlin leader would be tempted to try for easy 
pickings. Conventional forces are indispensable."23 

Such considerations were not confined to Europe at the height of 
Cold War tensions. They have a much wider applicability. Political 
scientist Paul K. Huth notes the danger when such tangible signs 
of determination are not present. 

The political commitment represented by an alliance may be 
discounted by an adversary unless the defender also has a 
credible military option for protecting its protege. Alliance 
ties are not likely to enhance the credibility of extended-
general deterrence unless peacetime military cooperation 
between the allies includes the deployment of forces from 
the stronger power on the territory of the weaker power. 
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The deterrent value of an alliance commitment cannot be 
separated from the analysis of the immediate balance of 
forces and the importance of a tripwire force in position for 
the defender.24 

Those who adopt the sanguine view that NATO enlargement can 
take place without tangible indicators of military commitment being 
given to the new members have the daunting task of explaining 
why such long-standing verities of deterrence theory have suddenly 
become invalid. It will hardly be surprising if the East Europeans 
eventually seek NATO tripwire forces. One of the earliest and most 
consistent aspirations of the West European members of NATO was 
to obtain and keep a U.S. troop presence on the Continent.25 Without 
that presence, European leaders stated privately (and sometimes 
publicly), they could never be certain that the United States would 
honor its pledge to defend their countries if war actually broke out. 
Not only did the allied governments want U.S. forces stationed in 
Europe, they wanted them deployed in forward positions so that 
they would be certain to be caught up in the initial stages of a 
conflict. A constant feature of the transatlantic security relationship 
was the West European effort to deny U.S. policymakers the luxury 
of choice.26 If the West Europeans were unwilling to trust the U.S. 
treaty commitment to aid them, despite the importance to America's 
own security of keeping Western Europe out of Moscow's orbit, the 
East Europeans, who recognize that their region has never been as 
important to the United States, would have an even greater reason 
to want the tangible reassurance provided by a NATO tripwire force 
that included U.S. military personnel. 

The rationale of those who insist that such a deployment will be 
unnecessary needs to be something more than the fact that Russia 
is currently too weak to pose a credible (conventional) military threat 
to the alliance's new members. That may be true, but one can scarcely 
assume that Russia will never recover militarily. If such a recovery 
takes place, will advocates of enlargement then argue that the United 
States must move to shore up NATO's eastern flank—even if the 
costs and risks are high—lest inaction fatally undermine the alli­
ance's cohesion and credibility? 

Clinton tacitly acknowledged that the kind of military assets 
needed to deter an attack on new members will not be materially 
different from those needed to perform that mission on behalf of 
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the West Europeans during the Cold War. "Enlargement requires 
that we extend to new members our Alliance's most solemn security 
pledge, to treat an attack against one as an attack against all. We 
have always made the pledge credible through the deployment of 
our troops and the deterrence of our nuclear weapons."27 It is notable 
that the president did not contend or even imply that the means of 
making the pledge credible would change—an omission that should 
reinforce skepticism about how new the "new NATO" really is. 

America's Risk Exposure 
In examining the requisites of deterrence and the critical role 

played by both the balance of forces and the balance of fervor, it is 
imperative to understand the extent of America's prospective risk 
exposure in an enlarged NATO. The United States is not merely 
pledging to contribute troops to a NATO rapid-reaction force in the 
event of trouble; it is promising to do whatever is necessary to 
defend its new allies. That includes shielding those countries with 
the U.S. strategic nuclear arsenal. Indeed, it would be difficult to 
mount an effective conventional defense of the easternmost members 
of an expanded NATO against a capable adversary. That is especially 
true if NATO goes beyond the first round of expansion and brings 
in the Baltic states. Most military experts believe that there is no 
way to defend the Baltic republics by conventional means. The only 
way to defend them is with a U.S. nuclear guarantee. 

Such grave risks should never be incurred except to defend Ameri­
ca's vital security interests. Proponents of enlargement must show 
why the nations of Central and Eastern Europe are so important to 
America's security and well-being that U.S. leaders are justified in 
putting not only the lives of American troops but the existence of 
American cities at risk. 

Advocates of enlargement sometimes act as though a bigger 
NATO is merely an institutional mechanism whereby everyone can 
gather in the center of Europe for a group hug. It is not. It is an 
unnecessary, expensive, and provocative initiative with perilous 
implications. The only question is whether NATO enlargement will 
turn out to be a farce or a tragedy. 
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2. NATO's Incredible Shrinking Defense 
William G.  Hyland 

The leaders of NATO are creating a transatlantic monstrosity wor­
thy of Mary Shelley. The Atlantic alliance is being buried. In its 
place, NATO, led by the Clinton administration, is stitching together 
a Frankenstinian horror: a military alliance with no clear enemy, a 
military alliance with rapidly diminishing capabilities but expanding 
geographical commitments, a military alliance that can no longer 
credibly defend its members, a military alliance that will degenerate 
into little more than a political club of first- and second-class mem­
bers plus a list of applicants that may never be allowed to join. 

How did this weird concoction come about? The expansion of 
NATO is, in part, a desperate but flawed effort to salvage an alliance 
that no longer has a clear mission. It also reflects the residue of anti-
Russian sentiment that continues to animate American officials in 
and out of power. Mainly, it is the result of the fumbling policies 
of the Clinton administration in refusing to address forthrightly 
NATO's future in 1993. 

Oddly enough, the debate over NATO expansion thus far has 
seemed more like a discussion at a graduate seminar than a flesh-
and-blood shootout over the future of American foreign policy. The 
United States is on the verge of undertaking profound new military 
commitments, but the Pentagon is virtually silent, Congress disinter­
ested, and the public apathetic. Perhaps all of that will change when 
the costs of NATO expansion are publicized. But even the cost 
estimates are in dispute (as usual). The ultimate cost depends on 
assumptions about the backup forces that will be earmarked to 
reinforce the militaries of the new members. The only thing that is 
certain, as one German official said, is that the United States will 
have to pick up the tab.1 

Some History 
It was often said that NATO was created to bring the Americans 

in, keep the Russians out, and keep the Germans down. For the 
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Europeans, NATO's original purpose was, indeed, to bring the 
Americans in.2 It was the Truman administration that produced the 
concept of an Atlantic alliance in secret talks in Washington in the 
spring of 1948.3 Restoring European confidence, however, was not 
a sufficiently strong rationale to overcome isolationist opposition to 
an "entangling alliance." In the United States the focus was on 
NATO's second objective: to deter Soviet aggression—in other 
words to keep the Russians out. (The third aim, to keep the Germans 
"down," was gradually reinterpreted. Instead of seeking to forever 
suppress Germany, the new objective was to tie it into a multilateral 
European institution, allowing its recovery, though not yet its full 
integration, let alone its rearmament.) 

The American commitment was the product of a bipartisan collab­
oration between Sen. Arthur Vandenberg, the Republican chairman 
of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, and Under Secretary of 
State Robert Lovett. The Vandenberg Resolution of June 11, 1948, 
opened the door to the treaty negotiations and eventually permitted 
the United States to turn its back on isolationism and join an "entan­
gling" alliance for the first time since the American Revolution. 

Vandenberg and the Truman administration assumed that the 
American initiative would encourage the Europeans to unite and 
make a major effort in their own defense. After 10 years or so, 
Europe would have recovered; therefore, American participation in 
a regional defense treaty would, like the Marshall Plan, be only a 
stopgap. The Europeans proposed a treaty for 50 years; the American 
side countered with a 20-year treaty that would be renewable.4 More­
over, no substantial number of new American troops would be 
required in Europe. When asked if joining NATO meant sending 
American troops to Europe, Secretary of State Dean Acheson 
responded with a resounding no. 

The Korean War changed everything. The new U.S. commitment 
to NATO was challenged in Congress when, despite Acheson's 
assurance, President Truman proposed sending four to six divisions 
to Europe, in the wake of the Korean attack. That proposal was 
opposed mainly by Republicans, although the political lines were 
never very clear-cut. The Great Debate of 1951, as it was called, 
was the last hurrah of the isolationists. The outcome was a strong 
affirmation of both the NATO treaty and the commitment of Ameri­
can ground forces. Subsequent challenges to NATO were over the 
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size and armament of the American troop contingent. Even during 
those periodic debates, U.S. participation in the alliance was never 
seriously questioned. 

Post-Cold War NATO 
Even though there was a recurring debate about how to ease 

tensions during the Cold War, there was virtually no planning for 
a post-Cold War security order in Europe. After the collapse of the 
Soviet Union's East European empire, there was a ragged, piecemeal 
settlement. Its chief features were (a) the reunification of Germany, 
(b) the reduction and limitation of strategic armaments and conven­
tional arms in Europe, and (c) a significant revision of Western 
(NATO) military doctrine and strategy. 

The result was a new geopolitical and military order in Europe. 
The expansion of NATO threatens to upset that settlement. 

The German  Settlement 
One of the great nightmares of the post-World War II period 

was that Germany would reemerge as a unified but neutral state 
maneuvering once again between East and West. When the prospect 
of genuine movement on the German question arose, both Britain 
and France adopted policies designed to forestall reunification. They 
both went so far as to argue for an interim period of "stabilization," 
even though that meant perpetuating the Warsaw Pact. The Ameri­
cans and West German chancellor Helmut Kohl saw the opportunity 
for a unified Germany and seized it. 

The Bush administration, however, insisted that a united Germany 
would have to be a member of NATO. The United States was willing 
to treat East German territory as a special zone for an interim period; 
the only German troops there would be "border g u a r d s " not 
assigned to NATO. The Soviet forces in East Germany would remain 
for five years, and thereafter no foreign troops would be "stationed" 
in eastern Germany. 

Those concessions were justified as necessary to take into account 
"legitimate" Soviet security concerns. It was implicitly recognized 
that the advance of NATO might, in fact, threaten Soviet security. 
No explicit guarantee against NATO expansion was given, nor was 
one demanded by Soviet president Mikhail Gorbachev. Opinions 
differ on how far the Bush administration went in reassuring Mos­
cow that NATO would not expand. But the import of the negotiations 

33 



NATO ENLARGEMENT 

was that after the withdrawal of Soviet troops from Germany, NATO 
would not expand beyond eastern Germany.5 

The Military  Settlement 
After 1989 NATO had no clear military role, and soon it sought 

a new out-of-area mission. In the Gulf War NATO was helpful but 
not central. For a time it appeared that NATO's European members 
would create a new role for the alliance as Europe's policeman in 
the Yugoslavian crisis. The result of the Yugoslavian adventure was 
the demise of the old NATO: first it was exposed as a paper tiger 
in various half-hearted bombing missions; then it was reduced to 
being an arm of the feckless United Nations; finally it was rescued 
by an American-sponsored de facto partition of Bosnia and relegated 
to a peacekeeping operation in the Balkans. NATO's involvement 
in the Yugoslavian conflict has been a repudiation of the original 
treaty's aims and, indeed, a repudiation of the basis on which the 
treaty was ratified by the Senate. Skepticism about the new peace­
keeping mission was evident in the congressional debates over send­
ing American forces into Bosnia. 

The old NATO was buried more ceremoniously by the creation 
of a new military balance in Europe, codified in the Conventional 
Forces in Europe agreement. The CFE created a new military regime 
of limited armaments in a region from the Atlantic to the Urals. In 
effect, it ended any concept of two blocs. It also greatly reduced the 
potential for a surprise attack with conventional forces. 

Strategic Revision 
Perhaps even more significant has been the radical shift in NATO's 

military doctrine and strategy. For most of the alliance's existence, 
NATO's military doctrine rested on the two pillars of "forward 
defense" and "flexible response." A commitment to defend as far 
"forward" as possible was adopted out of deference to the Germans, 
who could not sustain an alliance doctrine that counseled an immedi­
ate retreat across the Rhine. Recognizing that a conventional defense 
of the central front would be difficult if not impossible, NATO 
adopted the doctrine of flexible response, a euphemism for the use of 
nuclear weapons and, in particular, for the first use of such weapons. 

In an effort to reassure Gorbachev of NATO's benign intentions, 
those doctrines were radically altered at NATO summits in July 
1990 and November 1991. The new doctrines officially dropped the 
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concept of forward defense in favor of a "reduced forward presence" 
and modified "flexible response" to reflect a "reduced reliance on 
nuclear weapons," which became "truly weapons of last resort."6 

In July 1990 all of the Warsaw Pact members were invited to 
set up liaison missions at NATO headquarters, further eroding the 
structure of two distinct competing blocs. At the same time, NATO 
leaders were undermining the founding principles of the alliance. 
As British prime minister Margaret Thatcher put it in a message to 
President George Bush, "What is the point of defence and security 
if we are letting those who were so recently our bitter foes—and at 
worst could become so again—so close to the innermost councils of 
our defense and preparedness?"7 

In short, by the time the Warsaw Pact and the USSR disappeared, 
NATO had reduced its defense establishments, limited its arma­
ments, and diluted its defense doctrines. It also had dissipated its 
forces and energies in a Balkan sideshow. Given those developments, 
it made little sense at that moment for NATO to expand its security 
responsibilities to the states of the former Warsaw Pact. 

NATO Expansion 

The Bush administration dodged the issue of NATO expansion 
by creating a hollow shell called the North Atlantic Consultative 
Council. That action opened the door to an expansion of NATO, 
but at no point did the Bush administration suggest formal inclusion 
of the former Warsaw Pact countries in NATO. Indeed, the adminis­
tration seemed to signal the opposite: that NATO would not expand. 

The Clinton administration thus inherited no clear commitment 
and could have rested on Bush's circumvention. The Clinton admin­
istration, however, equivocated over NATO's expansion. At first the 
issue was brushed aside. Secretary of State Warren Christopher 
stated at a June 10, 1993, NATO meeting in Athens that "at an 
appropriate time, we may choose to enlarge NATO membership. 
But that is  not  now  on  the  agenda.  "8 In response to growing political 
pressures in Europe, the administration insisted that it would not 
draw a new line of division in Europe. It then sought to put off the 
entire question by inventing a compromise, the half-baked Partner­
ship for Peace, an "evolutionary process of expansion" that would 
be "non-discriminatory and inclusive" but not tied to a specific 
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timetable or specific criteria for membership. The effect was to post­
pone expansion for at least four years.9 

But little was done by Washington in the interim to counter grow­
ing Russian objections to NATO expansion. The "inclusive" expan­
sion was narrowed down to the so-called Visegrad countries— 
Poland, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia (before its breakup)—with 
vague promises that other new members would be added later. By 
1996 the original arguments justifying the creation of NATO in the 
1940s—reassurance and deterrence—were increasingly invoked to 
justify its expansion. 

Nevertheless, new  members  cannot  become  truly  integrated  into  NATO 
because they  cannot  be  credibly  defended.  Any credible defense of Poland 
or the Czech Republic would require a massive commitment of 
ground forces, if not stationed in those countries, then quickly avail­
able from reserves. The doctrine of forward defense, however, has 
been abandoned. At the Helsinki summit (March 1997) between 
Clinton and Boris Yeltsin, when the Russian president voiced his 
concern that NATO enlargement would lead to a potentially threat­
ening buildup of "permanently stationed" combat forces of NATO 
near Russia, Clinton stressed that the alliance "contemplated nothing 
of the kind."10 Those concessions were subsequently incorporated 
into the Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation and Secu­
rity between NATO and the Russian Federation, signed in Paris in 
May 1997. 

If the defense of its new members is to be seriously contemplated, 
expansion of NATO will require creation of a massive reserve force. 
Currently, however, the military establishments of the United States, 
Britain, France, and Germany are shrinking, a trend not likely to be 
reversed. Moreover, Hungary is not even contiguous to any other 
NATO nation. Since Slovakia has been excluded in the first round 
of expansion, Hungary cannot be reinforced without a safe passage 
through neutral Austria. 

If NATO were to expand to include the three Baltic states, the 
situation would be even worse. Defense of the long frontier running 
from Tallin to Budapest is well beyond NATO's capabilities. (That 
was roughly the line defended by the German Wehrmacht  in late 
1944 with five army groups; the defense of the Vistula alone involved 
almost 1 million men.)11 In the Baltic region, NATO would confront 
Russian troops directly across the border. Without the deployment 
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of substantial NATO forces, all three Baltic republics could easily 
be overrun. Even NATO officials acknowledge that including the 
Baltic states would feed Russian fears.12 Russian spokesmen have 
said that inclusion of former Soviet republics in NATO would be 
grounds for abrogating the Founding Act. Recent proposals to 
include Slovenia and Romania, to assume the defense of those areas, 
which would further enlarge NATO's defense frontiers, are truly 
ludicrous. 

In the  face  of  current  and  prospective  military  realities,  a  NATO  military 
guarantee will  become  a  frivolous  gesture.  Indeed, the situation is remi­
niscent of the 1920s and 1930s, when France built an alliance system 
in Eastern Europe on the promise of French assistance to contain 
Germany. France then adopted a military strategy of defending itself 
behind the Maginot line. NATO, too, would be promising to defend 
its new members when, in fact, its capabilities to do so are already 
inadequate and declining. 

Could the new members be defended by the threat to use nuclear 
weapons? The new NATO doctrine is that nuclear weapons have 
become weapons of "last resort." Moreover, the deal struck between 
Clinton and Yeltsin at Helsinki in March 1997 precludes stationing 
nuclear weapons on the territory of the new members. In their joint 
communique from Helsinki, President Clinton noted in regard to 
NATO's policy on nuclear weapons deployments that NATO mem­
bers have "no intention, no plan and no reason to deploy nuclear 
weapons on the territory of states that are not now members of 
the alliance, nor do they foresee any future need to do so."13 That 
concession was also embodied in the Founding Act. The effect is to 
create a second-class membership in fact if not in name. 

In light of NATO's diminishing collective defense capabilities, a 
case can be made for including Slovenia and Romania in the alliance 
on the debatable grounds that the more new members, the better. 
The result, however, would be a logical extension of the trend toward 
creating an amorphous political club. That would at least be more 
honest than pretending that NATO remains a serious military 
alliance. 

All of this boils down to two possibilities: either NATO member­
ship will become only a paper promise of mutual assistance, or the 
alliance will have to undertake a buildup of conventional forces and 
return to a doctrine of first use of nuclear weapons. Obviously, in 
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either case NATO expansion is a very hazardous and dangerous 
project. 

The Russian Factor 

NATO expansion has produced a new debate about Russia's inten­
tions. Some observers argue that sooner or later Moscow intends to 
extend its influence to the republics of the former USSR and then 
to Central Europe. The countries applying for NATO membership 
clearly regard Russia as the principal threat to their security. 

For over 10 years, however, relations between the United States 
and the Soviet and Russian state have steadily improved. Bush 
announced that the United States and Russia were no longer adver­
saries, and Clinton went even further in Moscow, proclaiming in a 
joint communique with Yeltsin on January 14,1994, a "mature strate­
gic partnership" with Russia. His new secretary of state, Madeleine 
Albright, went still further, proclaiming in Moscow that NATO has 
no enemy to the east and that Russia and the United States "are on 
the same side."14 That mountain of conciliatory rhetoric makes the 
expansion of NATO even more bizarre. 

Indeed, Russia will be a member of a special NATO consultative 
council. Ironically, the Founding Act, already subject to conflicting 
interpretations, further undermines NATO. That Russia will have 
"a voice but not a veto" is a naive incantation. Moscow will have 
more of an opportunity to influence every NATO decision, including 
decisions about military strategy, than will the new members them­
selves. The great irony is that the only country that could conceivably 
pose a threat to NATO will participate in the alliance's military 
planning.15 And consultations could easily be used to delay, if not 
halt, further expansion. 

Finally, the notion of a renewed Russian threat seems to contradict 
current American strategic planning. As reported in the press, a 
draft strategy report indicates that the American military command 
views the period between now and 2010 as a "strategic pause." 
During that time, no superpower challenge of the magnitude of the 
USSR's during the Cold War is likely, according to the Pentagon 
strategists. In other words, the countries of Eastern Europe are not 
likely to be threatened in a way that requires American military 
commitments.16 
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America's Options 

Having come this far, neither the United States nor NATO can 
afford blithely to abandon Poland and the other East European 
countries. That would almost certainly cause a European crisis. The 
Senate is likely to approve expansion; it is even possible that it will 
mandate inclusion of the Baltic republics by some early date. The 
most likely outcome, however, is that further NATO expansion will 
be stalled for some years. A number of vulnerable countries will 
then be left in a gray area, while Russia enjoys a privileged position 
as a NATO consultant. 

Thus, there is still a need to create a new European security system, 
a system that satisfies Russia, Europe, and the United States. 
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3. NATO Expansion: The Triumph of 
Policy Incoherence 

Alan Tonelson 

NATO expansion has already drawn a surprising amount of criti­
cism from many mandarins and other mainstays of America's inter­
nationalist foreign policy establishment, from George F. Kennan to 
the New  York  Times'  editorial page. Most of the critics seem primarily 
concerned with the possible impact of NATO expansion on Russia. 
They fear that bringing the alliance to the former Soviet Union's 
borders will speed the triumph of Russia's revanchist, reactionary 
forces and ultimately usher in a second cold war in Europe. Other 
critics center on the prospect that NATO expansion will dilute the 
alliance's focus. They worry about the dangers of NATO's adding 
to its primary defense and deterrence responsibilities "arms control 
and proliferation, terrorism, civil emergency, and disaster relief," to 
use Secretary of State Madeleine Albright's list.1 And still others, 
most notably Henry Kissinger, are concerned that NATO has pur­
chased Russia's grudging assent to expansion by agreeing to under­
mine the alliance's military posture on the new members' soil. 

But at least as important and troubling as those potential problems 
is the concept of American national interest that underlies plans for 
NATO expansion. At best, that concept is incoherent. At worst, it 
is wrongheaded. As a result, despite the intentions of proponents, 
NATO expansion is likely to make Europe a less, not more, stable 
continent over the long run. 

The Sales Pitch 
According to its champions, NATO expansion is nothing less than 

an all-purpose cure for the problems ailing Europe today and loom­
ing on the horizon. For the former Warsaw Pact countries of Eastern 
and Central Europe, it is viewed as nothing less than a godsend. 
NATO expansion is expected to produce a host of global benefits 
as well. 
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President Clinton, for example, offers four main reasons for 
expanding NATO. First, "it will strengthen our alliance in meeting 
the security challenges of the 21st century, addressing conflicts that 
threaten the common peace of all." By that, the president explained, 
he meant that NATO expansion would facilitate carrying out future 
Bosnia-like peace operations. 

Second, according to the president, "NATO enlargement will help 
to secure the historic gains of democracy in Europe. NATO can do 
for Europe's East what it did for Europe's West at the end of World 
War II—provide a secure climate where freedom, democracy, and 
prosperity can flourish." 

Third, Clinton argues that "enlarging NATO will encourage pro­
spective members to resolve their differences peacefully." The alli­
ance "helped to reconcile age-old adversaries like France and Ger­
many," the president explained, adding somewhat mysteriously, 
"and already has reduced tensions between Greece and Turkey over 
all these decades." 

Finally, the president contends that enlarging NATO, along with 
the Partnership for Peace and other special arrangements with Rus­
sia, Ukraine, and other nonmembers, "will erase the artificial line 
in Europe that Stalin drew, and bring Europe together in security, 
not keep it apart in instability."2 

The goals outlined by Clinton are unexceptionable. The United 
States would indeed be safer and more prosperous if a high degree 
of European stability, security, and prosperity could be ensured for 
decades. But making sound foreign policy involves much more than 
simply describing intrinsically desirable goals. Questions of cost, 
risk, and feasibility must be reckoned with. Policymakers must also 
ask whether they have chosen the right tools for achieving goals that 
can be secured at acceptable cost and risk—unless they want to be 
in the position of painting portraits with pickaxes. Policymakers 
must also make sure that the goals they seek are clearly defined and 
mutually compatible. If those criteria are not satisfied, leaders must 
specify which goals are indispensable and which can be abandoned. 
Finally, it is essential to interpret history's lessons accurately—espe­
cially if those lessons are invoked as prime policy rationales. 

Unfortunately, NATO expansion flunks all of those vital tests.3 

Especially deserving of attention is the failure of proponents to 
identify clear, mutually compatible goals that will serve America's 
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essential interests in Europe and to select the right tools for the job. 
Such factors will determine whether the United States will spend 
the coming decades trapped in repeated military ventures in a chron­
ically unstable Europe or be strategically positioned to reap the 
benefits of Europe's successes and escape the worst consequences 
of its continuing troubles. 

Friend or Foe? 

NATO enlargement assumes that Europe can become increasingly 
unified and stable through the establishment of new types of security 
and diplomatic relationships between the Atlantic alliance and 
Europe's former communist countries. Most of the former Warsaw 
Pact countries of Central and Eastern Europe are expected eventually 
to become NATO members. Countries geographically close to Rus­
sia, such as Ukraine and the Baltic states, are likely to be offered 
unspecified "softer" security arrangements—although for public 
consumption the administration still insists that the door to NATO 
membership will remain open to them.4 NATO will deal with Russia 
through a new Russia-NATO Permanent Joint Council, which will 
establish a Russian mission at NATO and give Moscow what Secre­
tary Albright calls "a voice, not a veto" in NATO's affairs.5 

The main problem with that arrangement is that it reflects NATO's 
inability or unwillingness to answer clearly a fundamental question: 
Is Russia to be viewed as a friend or an actual or potential threat? 
The inevitable result of the ongoing ambiguity, at least over the 
medium and long terms, will be to send Russia and every other 
country currently outside NATO a series of confusing messages 
likely to undermine, not strengthen, European stability. 

The president, the secretary of state, and other American officials 
have essentially taken both positions regarding Russia. For example, 
in his remarks upon signing the Founding Act on Mutual Relations, 
Cooperation and Security between NATO and the Russian Federa­
tion, which established a new NATO-Russia link, President Clinton 
argued that "we are determined to create a future in which European 
security is not a zero-sum game—where NATO's gain is Russia's 
loss, and Russia's strength is our alliance's weakness. That is old 
thinking."6 Yet in the final analysis, the president insisted on leaving 
Russia out of the new NATO. 
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That exclusionary policy has been made somewhat more puzzling 
by the criteria for membership laid out by Washington. As Albright 
has said, "We have made very clear that NATO membership is open 
to all democracies in Europe . . . . That applies to the Baltics as it 
does to the other countries in the region."7 Moreover, Clinton has 
called Russia's 1996 presidential elections "fully democratic, open" 
and proclaimed that "i ts steadfast commitment to freedom and 
reform has earned the world's admiration."8 Yet Russia's steadfast­
ness has brought it not one inch closer to NATO membership—or 
even to serious consideration. Unless the administration believes 
that Russia is a non-European country, the U.S. position is devoid 
of logic. 

The inabil i ty to categorize Russia clearly has produced an 
equally—and dangerously—ambivalent policy on NATO miliary 
deployments on the soil of the new members. NATO's defining 
feature is article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty, which requires each 
member to consider an attack on one as an attack on all. But almost 
from its inception, the alliance faced a potentially crippling problem. 
Most of its military power was located in the United States—an 
ocean away from the likeliest theater of NATO-Soviet conflict. What­
ever treaty commitments the United States made during the Cold 
War, NATO's European members were always worried that if hostil­
ities broke out, America would sit out the war. 

Washington ultimately assuaged those concerns—at least for the 
most part—by stationing in Europe hundreds of thousands of sol­
diers, their families, and thousands of nuclear weapons. In fact, most 
of those forces and personnel were stationed in Germany, directly 
in the probable path of Warsaw Pact invaders. Those forces served 
as a tripwire; since they were deployed so vulnerably, those men, 
women, children, and nuclear weapons inevitably would be 
engulfed by any fighting in Europe, thus ensuring America's partici­
pation in an East-West conflict. Although not every European mem­
ber of NATO insisted on hosting tripwire forces (and in the late 
1980s some countries even resisted new deployments of U.S. nuclear 
missiles), every member has agreed that the American defense guar­
antee would lose considerable credibility without some significant 
U.S. force located somewhere close to the likeliest theaters of combat 
in Europe. 

NATO's newest members are unlikely to be any different. In fact, 
the very insecurity that has pushed them toward NATO should 
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logically make them especially insistent on concrete signs of the 
alliance's commitment to their defense. Their historical experiences 
also teach the limits of paper treaties; after all, first-wave new NATO 
member Poland was abandoned by the Allies in the late 1930s—as 
was Czechoslovakia, the predecessor of the Czech Republic, another 
first-wave new member. 

NATO's response has been to straddle the issue. On the one hand, 
the alliance is sufficiently concerned about the present and future 
Russian threat to offer various security guarantees to the countries 
of Eastern and Central Europe. On the other hand, NATO has told 
Moscow that it has "no intention, no plan and no reason" to deploy 
nuclear weapons on the territory of new members or to station 
"substantial" outside combat forces permanently in those countries.9 

Although NATO governments specify that those statements are not 
a promise of any kind, let alone a binding commitment, they raise 
more questions than they answer, especially in the context of the 
decision to enlarge the alliance. 

For one thing, Russian president Boris Yeltsin has already inter­
preted the statements in his own way. Upon signing the Founding 
Act, Yeltsin declared, "There is an obligation [on NATO's part] 
to non-deploy on a permanent basis NATO's combat forces near 
Russia."10 In addition, the alliance has been sending out some mixed 
signals of its own. 

On January 4,1997, German chancellor Helmut Kohl not only told 
Yeltsin, "We have no intention of moving our military machine to 
Russia's borders. I can't see anyone who would want this." He also 
stated, "It is absolutely clear to me that, given its geographical 
situation, the FRG [Federal Republic of Germany] has a special role 
in Russia"—thereby raising once again the specter of a Germany 
ultimately more determined to serve as a bridge between Russia 
and the West than to remain part of the West.11 On March 23, Gen. 
Klaus Naumann, a German who chairs NATO's military committee, 
told a news conference that at a meeting with Russian generals he 
had "elaborated . . . with great military precision" on the meaning 
of NATO's nondeployment statements. Some press accounts 
reported that those assurances went far enough beyond NATO's 
official position to significantly inhibit the alliance's military 
flexibility.12 
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Dangerously Mixed Signals 
More fundamentally, a policy of ambiguity is a recipe for profound 

East-West misunderstanding. After all, acknowledging no reason to 
station substantial forces in the new member countries and no plan 
or intention to do so amounts to acknowledging that no threat from 
Moscow is anticipated in the future, much less perceived in the 
present. At the same time, NATO is taking a step that Russia's 
leaders still "view negatively," in Yeltsin's words.13 

The result is potentially dangerous mixed signals to Russia of 
strength and weakness, provocation and fear. Moscow will be facing 
an alliance that has reached its doorstep and rejected the possibility 
of Russian membership, but one that has also taken extraordinary 
steps to placate Russia by, in essence, agreeing to expand only on 
paper. That version of NATO amounts to an alliance willing to 
antagonize Russia but not to challenge it militarily. For now, with 
Russia unable even to crush ethnic rebellion in a backwater like 
Chechnya, the effects of such muddled messages may seem inconse­
quential. Yet, unless Russia indefinitely remains weak, poor, and 
fragmented, the long-term effects could be much more dangerous 
and produce a blend of mistrust and uncertainty that could easily 
lead to confrontation. 

Washington's confused message is undoubtedly being reenforced 
by the military spending cuts under way throughout the alliance. 
The very week that Clinton and Yeltsin signed the Founding Act, 
the U.S. Department of Defense released its Quadrennial Defense 
Review, which presents the administration's view of the force levels 
and structures needed to support U.S. national security strategy over 
the next four years—as well as the funding needed to create and 
maintain those forces. In the view of most analysts outside the 
administration, the QDR has simply continued the recent, dangerous 
practice of pretending that an ever-smaller military can carry out 
an ever-expanding set of missions. From 1992 to 1997, the fighting 
strength of the U.S. military shrank by nearly 40 percent. Meanwhile, 
the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marines were sent on more than 
50 peacekeeping and humanitarian relief missions around the globe 
while they remained responsible for defending the American home­
land plus a long list of allies in Europe, the Persian Gulf, and East 
Asia. 

On the eve of Russian acquiescence to increasing the number of 
NATO members America will have to defend, the QDR announced 
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additional cuts of 50,000 to 60,000 active-duty troops. The Russian 
reactionaries that NATO enlargers claim to be worried about 
undoubtedly have noticed that the gap continues to widen between 
America's professed foreign policy objectives and its willingness to 
adequately finance a military capable of achieving those objectives.14 

America's European allies have been downsizing their militaries 
almost as fast as the United States—and from a much smaller base. 
According to the Defense Department's latest study of alliance bur­
den sharing, from 1990 to 1995 U.S. military spending fell at an 
average annual rate of 4.4 percent. The European allies' defense 
budgets fell at an average annual rate of 2.3 percent during that 
period. Only Luxembourg, Portugal, Norway, and Greece managed 
real defense spending increases, and the average annual increases 
for the latter three were all under 1 percent. As a result, in 1995 the 
non-U.S. NATO members still spent an average of just 2.2 percent 
of their gross domestic products on defense, while the United States 
spent 3.9 percent. And the United States accounted for 58.7 percent 
of NATO's total military spending.15 The difficulties of meeting the 
Maastricht European Monetary Union budgetary targets without 
unprecedented cuts in West European welfare states will undoubt­
edly lead to further downsizing of West European militaries. 

To the Finland Option 

The mixture of provocation and weakness, however, could have 
its greatest—and most tragic—effects on NATO's newest members. 
The countries of Central and Eastern Europe are inevitably victims 
of geography, and always have been. Sandwiched between Germany 
and Russia, they have been condemned to be battlefields when ten­
sions between those great powers have been highest and buffers 
during more peaceful periods. Although, as previously discussed, 
various Western powers offered them security guarantees earlier in 
this century, those guarantees always proved worthless. The geo­
graphic position of the Central and East European countries makes 
them simply indefensible—at least by outsiders—at any politically 
acceptable or strategically sensible levels of risk and cost. 

The Soviet Union's demise has given those countries a historic 
opportunity. For the first time, neither Russia nor Germany has the 
capability to conquer them (at least easily) or the desire to remake 
them ideologically. The nations of Central and Eastern Europe 
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should realize that trusting in literally incredible Western guarantees 
and pretending that they have more and better options than are in 
fact available (except temporarily) do not represent their best hope 
for long-term security and substantial independence. Rather, they 
should recognize their inherent geopolitical vulnerability and focus 
on easing the feelings of inferiority, anxiety, and vulnerability that 
the Russians themselves are undoubtedly experiencing. Russia's 
small neighbors need to do that even at some cost to their own 
sovereignty. 

Specifically, those countries should be exploring the option of 
Finlandizing their region—that is, adopting a neutral status and 
guaranteeing Russian forces certain military rights during crises in 
exchange for Russia's agreement to fully respect their independence 
in peacetime (and respect at least limited sovereignty at other times) 
and their right to maintain their own political, social, and eco­
nomic systems. 

Such an arrangement is admittedly not ideal. But if it worked 
for Finland throughout the Cold War—when messianic Leninist 
ideology arguably played some role in shaping Soviet foreign pol­
icy—it would seem that much more practical today. Postcommunist 
Russia apparently retains some expansionist impulses (although 
they seem directed more southward than westward), but it plainly 
has no interest in promulgating world revolution. Just as important, 
although the Finlandization option would impinge on the complete 
but nominal sovereignty that the countries of Central and Eastern 
Europe have understandably proclaimed and clung to since the end 
of the Cold War, it would represent by far the best deal that history 
has ever offered. Those countries should know that Western guaran­
tees must be viewed skeptically. But their preoccupation with joining 
NATO has crowded more realistic and more innovative—if less 
inspiring—approaches to security off their diplomatic agendas. 

Misreading History 

Ambivalence and fence-sitting often seem to be hallmarks of the 
Clinton administration, but the ambivalence underlying current 
NATO enlargement plans reflects more than one individual's charac­
ter flaws—or even the weaknesses of one president's foreign policy 
team. That ambivalence results from the secondary role that Central 
and Eastern Europe have always played—with good reason—in 
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American foreign policy and from the Clinton administration's fail­
ure to understand that the true, historical nature of America's inter­
ests in Europe is far more nuanced than administration rhetoric 
indicates. 

Here is how the president himself recently defined those interests: 

Europe's fate and America's future are joined. Twice in half 
a century, Americans have given their lives to defend liberty 
and peace in world wars that began in Europe. And we have 
stayed in Europe in very large numbers for a long time 
throughout the Cold War. Taking wise steps now to 
strengthen our common security when we have the opportu­
nity to do so will help to build a future without the mistakes 
and divisions of the past.16 

For emphasis, Clinton told his audience of West Point cadets that 
NATO enlargement "makes it less likely that you will ever be called 
to fight in another war across the Atlantic."17 

What the president is either unable or unwilling to realize is that 
the United States has never gone to war in Europe because Central 
or Eastern Europe was being threatened. Throughout the 20th cen­
tury—save for Woodrow Wilson's ill-fated intervention in the Rus­
sian civil war—American leaders have always dis t inguished 
between the nation's vital interests in Western Europe and its second­
ary interests to the east. 

Such a distinction makes eminent sense. Western Europe was 
plausibly, until the nuclear age, seen as a jumping-off point for an 
attack on the Western Hemisphere. Western Europe also had the 
lion's share of the Continent's economic resources, and thus it was 
understandably deemed essential by U.S. leaders that its wealth and 
know-how be kept out of the hands of would-be hegemons. Finally, 
Western Europe was much easier to defend or retake than Central or 
Eastern Europe, especially when America was faced with a nuclear-
armed Soviet adversary. Thus no American president has ever used 
military force to defend any Central or Eastern European country 
under attack. And no post-World War II American president, not 
even Ronald Reagan, ever militarily challenged Soviet hegemony 
over the region. 

Russia does not pose a comparable threat to the United States 
today. But Moscow still possesses thousands of nuclear weapons, 
and although its conventional forces have deteriorated significantly, 
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Russia can still mobilize vast armies and air forces. More important, 
the time horizons of a sound foreign policy must extend beyond the 
next year, or 5 or 10 years. Because Russia will not always be this 
weak, American leaders should think carefully before implementing 
policies based on an ultimate willingness to engage Russian military 
power thousands of miles away from the main locus of American 
military strength, and right next door to the main locus of present 
and future Russian strength. Thus, contrary to the president's boiler­
plate, extending American security guarantees to Central and East­
ern Europe marks a major departure for American foreign policy. 
It sets a precedent that his successors are likely to regret. 

The Wrong Tools 

Finally, NATO expansion is clearly the wrong tool for fixing the 
main problems threatening the stability of either half of Europe. 
Washington is right to be concerned about the Continent, but NATO 
expansion is at best marginal to Europe's most pressing problems. 
Even if one accepts the argument that NATO membership will pro­
vide the security environment needed by new members to proceed 
vigorously and successfully with their transitions from communism 
to capitalism and democracy, no one pretends that membership is 
a sufficient condition for successful reform. 

Central and Eastern Europe need both massive investment and 
wide-open access to new markets, both in Western Europe and 
around the world. An administration truly concerned about Euro­
pean stability would be addressing those economic problems. But 
the United States has so far been satisfied with small-scale, manifestly 
inadequate initiatives, failing even to make major efforts to promote 
private investment in the region. 

Perhaps more important, even as the administration and other 
supporters of enlargement press for the admission of new NATO 
members, Western  Europe has become a significantly less stable 
place. Again, the reasons have nothing to do with military security. 
Western Europe's problems are by now well-known—slow eco­
nomic growth, uncompetitive industries, rigid labor markets, high 
u n e m p l o y m e n t , and difficulties ass imi la t ing non-European 
immigrants. 

In particular, as shown by the latest French elections, many Euro­
peans do not intend to go gently into that good night of a new, 
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Darwinian global economy. And yet, without greater economic 
unity, few countries in the region have the economic weight to 
successfully influence the terms of globalization. On their own, most 
would probably run into the same obstacles encountered by the late 
French president Francois Mitterrand in the early 1980s. Again, the 
Clinton administration barely acknowledges the problem, let alone 
spends significant time developing solutions. 

A Hidden Agenda? 

The aforementioned policy failures suggest that, despite the rheto­
ric, helping to find concrete, practical solutions to Europe's problems 
is a rather low priority of the Clinton administration. Otherwise, 
administration officials would be reading their American diplomatic 
history much more carefully. They would be defining U.S. interests 
on the Continent much more clearly. They would not be sending 
such confusing messages to friend, foe, and neutral alike. They 
would not be shrinking the U.S. military while making new commit­
ments. And they would choose much better tools. 

Perhaps the president has domestic image-making in mind. Per­
haps he is searching frantically for a legacy—any legacy. Whatever 
his true purposes, let us hope that he tells Americans and Europeans 
alike what those purposes are before NATO enlargement becomes 
a fait accompli. And if he does not divulge his real agenda, let us 
hope that a vigilant Congress will pry it out of him. 
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4. Why Die for Gdansk? NATO 
Enlargement and American Security 
Interests 

Christopher Layne 

NATO expansion is not a fait accompli. Before enlargement 
becomes fact, it must clear the final hurdle of ratification in the U.S. 
Senate. The ratification process will be critical because it presents 
one final opportunity to expose the flawed logic of NATO expansion. 

Washington's efforts to enlarge NATO are evidence of U.S. policy­
makers' failure to understand the post-Cold War world. Instead 
of making national security arrangements appropriate for the new 
strategic environment, policymakers are using enlargement to justify 
the perpetuation of a Cold War alliance that has no post-Cold War 
rationale. It is up to the Senate, then, not only to expose the illogic 
of NATO expansion but also to initiate a wide-ranging and rigorous 
public discussion about America's future role in Europe and, indeed, 
the world. 

U.S. Security Interests in Europe 
U.S. security interests in Europe no longer require American mili­

tary engagement on the Continent. The two broad strategic ra­
tionales—counterhegemony and regional stability—do not justify 
such engagement in the post-Cold War era. Historically, counter-
hegemonic concerns—the fear of a single power dominating the 
Continent—have shaped U.S. strategy toward Europe. Until the 
20th century, America's counterhegemonic interests were secured 
without active U.S. involvement in European security affairs because 
the European balance of power prevented any single state from 
dominating the Continent. In 1940, however, and again after World 
War II, the collapse of the European balance of power impelled the 
United States to intervene militarily. 

The emergence of regional stability concerns as a strategic justifi­
cation for U.S. military engagement in Europe is a post-Cold War 
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phenomenon. Policymakers assert that America has a vital interest 
in preventing regional instability because history demonstrates that 
the United States invariably is drawn into Europe's wars. As Sen. 
Richard Lugar (R-Ind.) puts it, "If history teaches us anything, it is 
that the United States is always drawn into such European conflicts 
because our vital interests are ultimately, albeit somewhat belatedly, 
engaged."1 

Policymakers also argue that turmoil and instability in Europe 
have an adverse impact on U.S. economic interests. As then-national 
security adviser Anthony Lake put it, "History has taught us that 
when Europe is in turmoil, America suffers, and when Europe is 
peaceful and prosperous, America can thrive as well."2 Conse­
quently, the United States needs to be militarily involved on the 
Continent to ensure that conflict does not occur. 

The U.S. military presence serves as the Continent's "pacifier" in 
two ways.3 First, by extending its security umbrella over Europe, 
the United States promotes stability by preventing the resurfacing of 
the Continent's historical security rivalries. Second, the U.S. presence 
allows Washington to intervene on the Continent's unruly peripher­
ies, such as the Balkans. Such interventions are important because 
turmoil on the outskirts of Europe could prompt America's allies 
to act independently to maintain order on the peripheries—again 
raising the specter of renationalization. Or the instability could ripple 
back into Europe's core and undercut America's prosperity by dis­
rupting the economic links that bind the United States to Europe.4 

NATO Expansion and Counterhegemony 
How does NATO expansion fit into the counterhegemony and 

regional stability strategic frameworks? Underlying NATO expan­
sion is fear of a resurgent Russia. Thus, NATO expansion could be 
viewed as a manifestation of America's traditional counterhege-
monic strategy. However, neither the administration's declaratory 
policy (as opposed to its action policy) nor the prevailing strategic 
balance in Europe supports such a conclusion. 

The Clinton administration has gone to great lengths to reassure 
Moscow that NATO is not aimed at containing Russian power. As 
President Clinton has stated, "NATO enlargement is not directed 
at anyone."5 To be sure, there is a disingenuous aspect to the adminis­
tration's rhetoric. Even while denying that enlargement threatens 
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Russia, Deputy Secretary of State Strobe Talbott admits that "hedg­
ing against the possibility of resurgent Russian aggression" is, in 
fact, one of the rationales for expanding the alliance.6 

The extent to which U.S. support for NATO expansion is driven 
by latent counterhegemonic considerations is unclear. To the extent 
that such concerns do  underlie U.S. policy, however, they are mis­
placed. In the wake of the Soviet Union's dissolution, Russia is a 
great power by courtesy only. Russia's economy is a shambles. The 
Russian army is not an offensive threat to the rest of Europe—the 
Russian army that fought so badly in Chechnya is not the same 
Russian army that pushed back Hitler's Wehrmacht  from the gates 
of Moscow and planted the Red flag on the Brandenburg Gate. U.S. 
intelligence analysts believe it will take many years for Russia to 
reconstitute its conventional military capabilities and that, conse­
quently, Europe would have ample strategic warning of a revival 
of Russian power.7 

Germany is a more likely hegemon than is Russia. Germany's 
economy dominates Europe, and its conventional forces are more 
powerful and effective than Russia's. America's interest in perpetu­
ating NATO is driven at least as much by the perceived need to "keep 
the Germans down" as by the need to "keep the Russians out."8 

Neither Germany nor Russia is likely to emerge as a serious con­
tender for European hegemony, however, because the Cold War's 
end has restored a stable balance of power that can be maintained 
by the European states. Germany's conventional military power and 
economic prowess are offset by Russia's (and Britain's and France's) 
nuclear forces. Even if Germany should someday become a nuclear 
power, the effect would likely be to further enhance Europe's strate­
gic stability. A European security structure based on the national 
nuclear deterrent forces of Europe's major powers (including Ger­
many) is potentially a much more stable system than a security 
arrangement tied to an American extended-deterrence strategy.9 

It is difficult to visualize a process that could lead to the emergence 
of a European hegemon in a nuclear world. Though war is not 
impossible in a nuclear world, the risk of escalation makes it virtually 
impossible to conquer a nuclear-armed great power. That calls into 
question the strategic premises that historically have underlain 
America's counterhegemonic European strategy. Concern that a 
European hegemon could use the Continent's resources to threaten 
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the United States is an artifact of the prenuclear era. As long as it 
maintains credible second-strike deterrence capabilities, the United 
States is virtually immune from external strategic threat. Simply put, 
in a nuclear world, America's counterhegemonic European strategy 
is obsolete: the prospect of a European hegemon is remote, but even 
if such a power emerged to dominate the Continent, the United 
States still would be secure. 

NATO Expansion and Regional Stability 

Regional stability, not counterhegemony, is the strategic rationale 
that best explains NATO expansion. The U.S. security guarantee to 
Europe through NATO is the chief expression of U.S. interest in 
regional security. Extending the NATO security guarantee to Central 
and Eastern Europe, then, would provide a concrete manifestation 
of U.S. interest in the region and the alleged benefits that interest 
entails. NATO expansion supposedly would contribute to regional 
stability by reassuring new members that they were secure, and it 
would therefore facilitate the consolidation of free-market demo­
cratic institutions in those states. Democracy and economic interde­
pendence would in turn bolster peace and stability throughout 
Europe. As President Clinton has stated, NATO expansion seeks to 
do for East-Central Europe what it did for Western Europe after 
World War II: "Prevent a return to local rivalries, strengthen democ­
racy against future threats, and create the conditions for prosperity 
to flourish."10 

If regional stability is indeed the main rationale for Washington's 
efforts to enlarge NATO, it is important to consider several critical 
questions: What does preserving European stability entail, and 
should the United States want to assume that responsibility? Is 
NATO expansion a prerequisite for democracy's taking hold in East-
Central Europe? Do U.S. economic interests require Washington to 
maintain European stability? By attempting to maintain European 
stability, does the United States help to deter a future European war 
or instead ensure that the United States would automatically be 
dragged into a conflict that it could otherwise avoid? 

East-Central Europe historically has been a volatile region, where 
great powers have competed for security and dominance and where 
many national and ethnic rivalries remain unresolved. A partial 
list of potential East-Central European flashpoints includes border 

56 



Why Die  for  Gdansk? 

disputes between Poland and its neighbors (Germany, Lithuania, 
Belarus, and Ukraine); ethnic conflict between Hungary and its 
neighbors (Serbia, Slovakia, and Romania); and the Russian enclave 
of Kaliningrad. The argument that the United States and NATO 
have a vested interest in suppressing future outbreaks of national 
and ethnic rivalry in East-Central Europe means that the United 
States must, in the name of European stability, be prepared to under­
take future Bosnia-type peace enforcement operations in East-Cen­
tral Europe. As Talbott has argued, "The lesson of the tragedy in 
the former Yugoslavia is not to retire NATO in disgrace but to 
develop its ability to counter precisely those forces that have 
exploded in the Balkans."11 

Americans should be skeptical of such arguments. It has not been 
demonstrated that such potential conflicts would affect U.S. security 
interests. Even the proponents of American intervention in the Bal­
kans never argued that the Bosnian war directly affected the United 
States. They were forced instead to invoke the domino theory's 
discredited, shopworn cliches to make their case. The argument for 
U.S. involvement in Bosnia and in similar conflicts rests on hyper­
bolic fears of what might  happen in the future, absent American 
intervention. 

Moreover, Bosnia has so far been a costly and ineffective endeavor. 
U.S. and NATO involvement in the former Yugoslavia has accom­
plished very little and has certainly failed to achieve the stated goal 
of transforming Bosnia into a multiethnic democracy. Most experts 
believe that if NATO forces withdraw as scheduled in June 1998, 
war will resume. Barring a permanent U.S. and NATO presence, 
Bosnia's ultimate partition into separate Serb, Croat, and Muslim 
political entities is nearly inevitable. But if the purpose of NATO 
enlargement is to ensure Europe's stability, the United States cannot 
simply walk away from Bosnia (or from future Bosnia-style upheav­
als in Europe).12 Bosnia thus is a preview of an expanded NATO's 
coming attractions. 

If Bosnia is indicative of the types of missions in which an expanded 
NATO can expect to be involved, it is important to consider that the 
Clinton administration has pursued its Bosnia policy without either 
congressional or public endorsement. The administration has been 
fortunate that U.S. forces have not suffered combat losses, but it is 
evident that both congressional and public patience is wearing thin 
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with a commitment that has proved expensive, has achieved little, 
and has no definitive end in sight. The lack of enthusiasm for the 
U.S. intervention in Bosnia suggests that neither Congress nor the 
American public is likely to support the use of U.S. forces in future 
East-Central European peace enforcement operations. 

Furthermore, if NATO must expand to protect its members from 
instability originating on the periphery, enlargement is geographi­
cally open-ended. Once Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic 
have been admitted to the alliance, the argument inevitably will be 
made that they will be threatened by instability arising in the regions 
to the east of the expanded alliance. NATO enlargement thus is a 
prime example of how turbulent security frontier thinking results 
in the expansion of security commitments. It is only a matter of time 
before threats to an enlarged NATO impel the alliance's further 
expansion; indeed, there is some evidence that the United States 
already is contemplating eventual NATO expansion further into the 
peripheries, especially the Baltic region.13 

American policymakers argue that NATO expansion is necessary 
to permit the consolidation of democracy in East-Central Europe. 
There is no necessary connection between NATO expansion and 
democracy's success (or failure) there, however. The impetus to 
democratize is internally, not externally, driven. Poland, Hungary, 
and the Czech Republic moved toward democracy long before 
NATO expansion was on the agenda. Conversely, current NATO 
members, such as Greece and Turkey, have had significant lapses 
in progress toward democracy despite alliance membership. Democ­
racy's fate in East-Central Europe, then, has little to do with NATO 
enlargement. 

Moreover, it is far from clear that democratization in Central and 
Eastern Europe (or a lack thereof) or stability in the area is of particu­
lar concern to the United States. Advocates of expansion argue that 
the United States has a vital interest in preserving regional stability in 
Europe because European turmoil would hurt America's prosperity. 
William Odom, former director of the National Security Agency, for 
example, has argued that NATO must expand to preserve regional 
stability for economic reasons. 

Only a strong NATO with the U.S. centrally involved can 
prevent Western Europe from drifting into national parochi­
alism and eventual regression from its present level of eco­
nomic and political cooperation. Failure to act effectively in 
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Yugoslavia will not only affect U.S. security interests but also 
U.S. economic interests. Our economic interdependency with 
Western Europe creates large numbers of American jobs.14 

Contrary to the conventional wisdom, however, U.S. prosperity 
does not depend on European tranquility. U.S. economic interdepen­
dence with Europe is limited. In fact, the historical record shows 
that America profits from Europe's wars.15 

That illustrates a fundamental point about the effect of geography 
on grand strategy. Geostrategically, in relation to the European conti­
nent the United States (like Britain during its great power heyday) 
is an offshore balancer. Offshore balancers enjoy significant strategic 
advantages in comparison with continental powers. The fact that 
the latter must worry constantly about possible threats from nearby 
neighbors historically has worked to increase the relative power 
position and prosperity of insular states. Offshore balancers can 
remain aloof from continental struggles or limit the extent of their 
involvement. The ability to stand on the sidelines, or fight "limited 
liability wars," enables offshore balancers to gain economically at 
the expense of continental powers because the latter are continually 
involved in security competitions and conflict.16 Simply stated, the 
argument that America's prosperity depends on peace in Europe is 
bogus. In the final analysis, the case for NATO expansion turns on 
a single question: will an enlarged alliance enhance U.S. security? 

The Myth of Inevitable U.S. Intervention in European Wars 
Advocates of enlargement often claim that NATO should expand 

to preserve European stability because America cannot expect to 
stay out of Europe's wars; hence, the United States should deter 
war by remaining in Europe instead of withdrawing and having to 
come back later, presumably at greater risk and higher cost. Like 
the argument that U.S. prosperity depends on European peace, the 
claim that America inevitably is drawn into Europe's wars is a 
historical canard. Since the United States achieved independence, 
there have been major wars in Europe in 1792-1802, 1804-15, 
1853-55, 1859-60, 1866, 1870, 1877-78, 1912-13, 1914-18, and 
1939-45. The United States has been involved in three of those wars, 
but it could have safely remained out of at least two of the wars in 
which it fought. In 1812, hoping to conquer Canada while the British 
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were preoccupied with the Napoleonic Wars, the United States initi­
ated war with Britain. World War I also fails as an example of a 
European war into which the United States inexorably was drawn. 
In his classic work on ideals and self-interest in U.S. foreign policy, 
the late Robert E. Osgood demonstrated that America's intervention 
in World War I was not caused by any tangible threat to U.S. security 
interests. American intervention in the Great War was driven by 
snowball and domino concerns similar to those imbedded in today's 
strategy of preponderance. President Woodrow Wilson feared that 
events in seemingly peripheral regions like the Balkans could trigger 
an uncontrollable chain reaction that would leave the United States 
isolated ideologically and confronting a hostile European hegemon 
that could use its military and economic power to "cut off the oxygen 
without which American society, and liberal institutions generally, 
would asphyxiate."17 

But the consensus of military historians is that U.S. intervention 
did not decisively affect the outcome of the war; the American 
Expeditionary Force's contribution to the Allied effort was too little 
and too late to have a significant battlefield impact.. Moreover, the 
argument can be made that the war would have ended in a compro­
mise peace if the United States had not intervened. Unlike the flawed 
1919 Versailles settlement, a compromise peace might not have sown 
the seeds of social and economic unrest that facilitated Hitler's rise 
to power. Had such a peace occurred, would there have been a 
second great war in Europe? Possibly. But, if so, it would have been 
a much different war than World War II. And it might have been 
a war the United States could have avoided. 

A related argument about the U.S. stake in European stability is 
that American "isolationism" in the 1920s and 1930s had disastrous 
consequences and would have a similar effect in the future. Thus 
President Clinton makes the case for NATO expansion by arguing 
that America must not repeat the "mistakes" of the interwar period 
by walking away from its responsibilities. Here, two points should 
be made. First, recent work by diplomatic historians has debunked 
the notion that the United States followed an isolationist policy 
during the 1920s and 1930s.18 Second, American strategy toward 
Europe in 1939-41 was not "isolationist" but a shrewd example of 
an offshore balancer's grand strategy. 
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In 1939-40 the United States stood on the sidelines in the reason­
able expectation that Britain and France would be able to hold Ger­
many at bay. When France was defeated stunningly in the brief 
May-June 1940 campaign (an outcome that surprised even many 
German military leaders), the United States continued following a 
modified offshore balancing strategy based on (1) providing military 
equipment and economic assistance to Britain and (after June 1941) 
the Soviet Union and (2) fighting a limited liability naval war against 
German U-boats in the Atlantic. Had Germany not declared war on 
the United States, the United States might have persisted in that 
strategy indefinitely. Such balancing is reasoned, self-interested 
strategy, not isolationism. 

In short, the historical record does not support the claim that 
European wars invariably compel the United States to intervene. 
Only when a potential European hegemon has loomed on the hori­
zon (1940,1947-50) has the United States been compelled to become 
actively engaged in European security affairs. Wars are not a force 
of nature that magnetically draws states into conflict. States, that is, 
policymakers, have volition; they decide whether to go to war. 

Risks of NATO Enlargement 

Proponents of enlargement argue that NATO expansion will 
reduce the risk of war in Europe. But if that assumption is wrong, 
NATO expansion would not keep the United States out of a future 
major European war; it would instead ensure that the United States 
would be immediately drawn into such a conflict. Fundamentally, 
NATO enlargement is about extending solemn security guarantees 
to the alliance's new members. That raises the question of whether 
there are any vital security interests that would compel the United 
States to send American troops to die for Gdansk (or Warsaw, 
Prague, or Budapest). 

Undertaking to defend another state is a solemn and portentous 
responsibility. The great Ohio State University football coach Woody 
Hayes once said that when a team uses the forward pass, only three 
things can happen and two of them are bad. NATO expansion shows 
that a similar rule applies to strategy: when a state commits itself 
to defending other nations, only three things can happen and two 
of them are bad. 
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The good outcome is that the mere guarantee successfully deters 
aggression. A bad outcome for an expanded NATO is that someday 
its commitments will be tested by an aggressor and that the United 
States, because its security interests in the region are minimal, will 
back down rather than risk the consequences of honoring its guaran­
tee. Backing down, however, would impair the credibility of other 
U.S. strategic commitments. Even worse than backing down, though, 
would be for the United States to honor its commitments and conse­
quently find itself engaged in a big European war in which no vital 
U.S. interests were at stake. In a world where an adversary may 
possess nuclear weapons, that is not just a bad outcome; it is a 
disastrous one. 

It is not clear whether the single benign scenario of NATO enlarge­
ment—that the alliance will successfully deter aggression against its 
new members—is likely. Extended-deterrence strategies (strategies 
that seek to bring distant allies under the protective shelter of a 
guarantor's security umbrella) are hard to implement. As deterrence 
theorist Patrick Morgan has observed, "One of the perpetual prob­
lems of deterrence on behalf of third parties is that the costs a state 
is willing to bear are usually much less than if its own territory is 
at stake, and it is very difficult to pretend otherwise."19 For extended 
deterrence to work, a potential challenger must be convinced that 
the defender's commitment is credible.20 

The credibility of U.S. commitments to defend Western Europe 
was somewhat uncertain even during the Cold War, especially after 
the Soviet Union attained strategic nuclear parity with the United 
States, because defending Europe would have left the United States 
vulnerable to Soviet nuclear retaliation. There was concern on both 
sides of the Atlantic that the U.S. pledge to use nuclear weapons to 
deter a Soviet conventional attack on Western Europe was irrational 
and incredible (in both senses of the latter term). Indeed, extended 
deterrence was such a contentious issue that it repeatedly corroded 
NATO's unity nearly to the breaking point. 

It nonetheless appears that extended deterrence "worked" in 
Europe during the Cold War. One should not assume, however, that 
an enlarged NATO's policy of extending deterrence to East-Central 
Europe will work equally well. If extended deterrence worked dur­
ing the Cold War, it was because of a unique coincidence of circum­
stances that is unlikely to be replicated in the future: the intrinsic 
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value to the defender of the protected region and the permanent 
forward deployment by the defender of sizable military forces in 
the protected region. 

A crucial factor in weighing the credibility of a defender 's 
extended-deterrence commitments is the degree of its interest in the 
protected area. If the Soviets had seriously contemplated attacking 
Western Europe during the Cold War, the risk calculus probably 
would have dissuaded them from doing so. In a bipolar setting, 
Western Europe's security was a matter of supreme importance to 
the United States for both strategic and reputational reasons. 

Today, however, the United States has no major interests in East-
Central Europe, a region that historically has been peripheral to 
America's security. After World War II the United States acquiesced 
when Moscow incorporated that part of Europe into its sphere of 
influence. Unlike Germany, which was strategically crucial because 
of its geographic location, economic resources, and manpower, East-
Central Europe was not. If the Soviet Union had gained control of 
all of Germany, Soviet hegemony in Europe would have been possi­
ble. The same could not be said of a Soviet Union in control only 
of East-Central Europe. If anything, in the post-Cold War era Central 
and Eastern Europe's strategic importance has diminished. Thus it 
will be difficult to convince a potential attacker that U.S. deterrence 
commitments to the region are credible. 

Furthermore, Moscow's stakes in the region are far more salient, 
by any measure, than are Washington's. It is doubtful that the United 
States could successfully deter a resurgent Russia from projecting 
its power back into East-Central Europe, or from reincorporating 
the Baltic republics or Ukraine. To engage in such risky actions, 
Moscow would have to be highly motivated; conversely, the objects 
of possible attack are unimportant strategically to the United States, 
which would probably cause Russia to discount the U.S. guarantees. 
NATO's declared intention to forgo deployment of tactical nuclear 
and conventional forces on the territory of its prospective new mem­
bers further undercuts the prospects for successful deterrence. 

A defender's deployment of its own forces on a protected ally's 
territory is one of the most powerful factors in ensuring the success of 
extended deterrence because that is a visible signal that the defender 
"means bus iness . " But to assuage Moscow's concern that an 
enlarged NATO will threaten Russia's security, the alliance neither 
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plans nor intends to deploy U.S. forces in East-Central Europe. That 
leads to one of two conclusions: either an enlarged NATO's security 
guarantees will lack robustness, or U.S. policymakers do not really 
believe there is a security threat to East-Central Europe (in which 
case, why expand NATO?). 

The Pursuit of U.S. Hegemony 

But if extended deterrence in East-Central Europe will not be 
credible, the risk of a European war in the future will increase. 
That leads back to the key issue of whether the United States is, as 
policymakers assert, better off remaining in Europe in the hope of 
preventing such a war. 

The Clinton administration has sought to build support for NATO 
expansion by invoking the heroic spirit that animated America's 
two great post-World War II achievements: the Marshall Plan and 
the Atlantic alliance, but that is a pathetic misuse of history. Ameri­
ca's involvement in European security affairs after World War II 
was a manifestation of its counterhegemonic strategy. Had U.S. 
policymakers not believed that the Soviet Union threatened to 
achieve domination of the entire Continent, it is unlikely that the 
United States would have provided massive economic assistance to 
postwar Europe or that it would have reversed its long-standing 
policy of eschewing peacetime involvement in European security 
affairs. Context counts in geopolitics. Today, there are no overriding 
strategic concerns that compel American involvement in Europe. 
America ' s counterhegemonic concerns are not implicated in 
post-Cold War Europe. If one speaks at all of hegemony in today's 
world, it must be of American  hegemony. 

Indeed, lofty and misleading rhetoric about NATO expansion 
hides this crucial fact: U.S. policy in Europe aims not to counter 
others' bids for hegemony but to perpetuate America's own. Since 
the end of World War II, the United States has attempted to maintain 
its preponderance in the international arena to prevent the emer­
gence of new geopolitical rivals. In the late 1940s, of course, the 
United States accepted the reality of Soviet power. Short of preven­
tive war (a thought with which some American policymakers flirted), 
the United States could not prevent the Soviet Union's ascendance 
to superpower status.21 However, from 1945 on the United States 
was, and was determined to remain, the sole great power in its own 

64 



Why Die  for  Gdansk? 

sphere of influence, the non-Soviet world. As historian Melvyn P. 
Leffler points out, American policymakers believed that "neither an 
integrated Europe nor a united Germany . . . must be permitted to 
emerge as a third force or a neutral bloc."22 

America's postwar hegemony has been reflected in its policies. In 
NATO, for example, the United States has sought to remain the final 
arbiter of nuclear strategy, and the alliance's supreme commander 
always has been an American. Throughout the Cold War, Washing­
ton sought to bilateralize East-West relations to limit its allies' ability 
to influence the two superpowers' political-military agendas. The 
United States also reacted with hostility to West European attempts 
to assert an independent identity in international politics, especially 
to the policies of French president Charles de Gaulle and the Ostpoli-
tik of West German chancellor Willy Brandt.23 

In the post-Cold War world, NATO is the principal instrument 
by which the United States maintains primacy in European security 
affairs. With the Soviet Union's collapse, the threat that catalyzed 
the alliance's creation quite literally disappeared from the map, but 
Washington has refused to ask whether the alliance, and the U.S. 
presence in Europe, is still necessary. The explanation for the U.S. 
attachment to NATO is apparent: the alliance is an American-domi­
nated instrument that Washington employs to exercise political and 
military influence on the Continent. 

American policymakers believe that the perpetuation of American 
hegemony in Europe (and globally) will enhance U.S. security. That 
notion rests on a misreading of history and betrays a naivete about 
the nature of international relations. U.S. policymakers may tell 
Moscow that it should not perceive enlargement as a threat, but 
international politics continues to take place in an anarchic realm, 
and each state is responsible for ensuring its own security. In the 
competitive arena of world politics, states are concerned about the 
distribution of power among themselves and their rivals. 

In a "unipolar" world—in which the United States is the only 
superpower—it should come as no surprise that Russia and other 
countries assign more weight to America's unchecked power than 
they do to Washington's assurances that U.S. power does not consti­
tute a threat to any other state. Hegemons may claim their intentions 
are benign, but other states inevitably feel threatened by a hegemon's 
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unchecked power and form alliances to balance against the prepon­
derant state, which is why modern would-be hegemons have invari­
ably failed. 

Because other nations regard NATO expansion as a manifestation 
of Washington's hegemonic aspirations, they are responding as 
expected. Russia, the state most obviously threatened by NATO 
expansion, has moved to bolster its security ties with Belarus and 
Iran in an attempt to create counterweights to an expanded, U.S.-
led alliance. More ominous in the longer term, NATO expansion 
has catalyzed a strategic rapprochement between Russia and China. 
In the spring of 1997 the Russian and Chinese governments jointly 
expressed their strategic unease with a world dominated by the 
United States and declared their intention to work together to 
counter American preponderance by restoring multipolarity to the 
international system. Today, Russia's capabilities and its options are 
limited. Over time, however, NATO expansion could create a self-
fulfilling prophecy by provoking the very Russian threat it ostensibly 
seeks to deter. 

Rethinking the U.S. Role in Europe 

NATO expansion is a bad idea. It cannot pass the elementary test 
of logical coherence. If the odds of a future war in East-Central 
Europe are nil, an expanded NATO is unnecessary. On the other 
hand, if the chances of a future war are real, then for the United 
States, NATO expansion is an unacceptably dangerous policy. The 
best way for America to stay out of future European wars is not to 
be militarily present on the Continent when they begin. 

The time has come to reassess America's continental commitment. 
The Clinton administration's attempt to wrap itself in the mantle of 
the Marshall Plan ("present at the re-creation") instead of setting 
out a compelling case for a renewed U.S. commitment to European 
security illustrates how weak the case for American military engage­
ment in Europe really is. In 1947-49 the American effort to rebuild 
and defend a war-shattered Western Europe was a heroic endeavor 
in response to a clear and present danger—not just to Western 
Europe's security but to America's. Today, Europe is prosperous 
and peaceful and no potential European hegemon looms on the 
horizon (nor, from a strategic standpoint, would it matter if one did). 
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Moreover, the Clinton administration's present at the re-creation 
strategy reflects an ignorance of history. The early postwar architects 
of American foreign policy—Marshall; his policy planning adviser, 
George F. Kennan; and Dwight D. Eisenhower, who served as 
NATO's first supreme commander before being elected president— 
did not embark on the task of rebuilding and defending Western 
Europe for the purpose of establishing a permanent American pro­
tectorate over the Continent. Rather, they sought to use U.S. eco­
nomic and military power to buy time for Europe to get back on its 
feet and reassume responsibility for its own affairs. 

In the early 1950s Eisenhower observed that if 10 years hence U.S. 
troops were still in Europe, NATO and the Marshall Plan would 
have failed. Nearly 50 years later, the fact that U.S. policymakers 
are seeking to enlarge NATO illustrates the wisdom of Eisenhower's 
remarks: NATO expansion represents the failure of U.S. policymak­
ers to understand the reasons for America's commitment to Europe 
after World War II. The time has come to complete America's historic 
postwar project by finally and fully devolving to a prosperous and 
democratic Europe the task of managing its own affairs. The task 
of ensuring Europe's peace, stability, prosperity, and freedom is one 
for the Europeans themselves, not for the United States. In the 
absence of a hegemonic threat, there is no reason why U.S. soldiers 
should be asked to die for Gdansk. 
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5. NATO Enlargement and the Inevitable 
Costs of the American Empire 

Benjamin Schwarz 

That NATO enlargement entails potentially enormous problems 
of cost and credibility will not be news to most readers of this 
book. But the majority of detractors—and supporters—of NATO 
expansion characterize it as a radical departure for American policy; 
hence, most opponents of expansion argue that the problems can 
be obviated simply by opting not to embark on that bold new course. 
In fact, however, NATO enlargement is entirely consistent with the 
underlying aims of American global strategy for the last 45 years. 

Since the end of the Cold war, foreign policy commentators and 
officials have been trying to refashion America's global role for the 
post-Cold War era. But for all their talk about the need for a bold 
new vision, they take as a given the status quo, what former national 
security adviser Anthony Lake called the "imperative of continued 
U.S. world leadership."1 

The Clinton administration's Quadrennial Defense Review illus­
trates this stasis. Supposedly, the United States spread its security 
umbrella worldwide to contain the Soviet threat. When the USSR 
disintegrated, many observers hoped that the U.S. defense budget 
could be reduced substantially, freeing America's energies, attention, 
and financial resources to meet long-neglected domestic needs. But 
after months of analysis, the administration's defense planners have 
concluded that the essential features of America's "Cold War" secu­
rity strategy—U.S. leadership of NATO and the East Asian alliances 
and U.S. guardianship of allies' access to Persian Gulf oil—must 
remain inviolate. 

People who call for a more modest foreign and defense policy 
argue that U.S. strategy seems to be extravagance born of paranoia, 
or of the defense establishment's anxiety to protect its budget. But, 
in fact, given the way the makers of U.S. foreign policy have defined 
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American interests since the late 1940s, the specific plans are quite 
prudent. And that is the problem. 

Those who assume that the Cold War's end allows for a sweeping 
reinvention of America's foreign policy misunderstand the real pur­
pose of that policy. America's "Cold War" defense posture and its 
globe-girdling security commitments always had a more fundamen­
tal purpose than containing the Soviet Union. As fiercely anti-com­
munist Republican Sen. Arthur Vandenberg of Michigan said in 
1947, by "scaring hell out of the American people," the U.S.-Soviet 
rivalry helped secure domestic support for Washington's ambition 
to forge an American-led world order.2 

The Roots of America's Global Empire 

Thus, at the end of both world wars and the Cold War, U.S. 
administrations enunciated strikingly similar conceptions of a desir­
able world order. For nearly 80 years, from Woodrow Wilson's 
"liberal capitalist internationalism" to the Clinton administration's 
avowed "highest priority" in foreign policy—"to strengthen the core 
of major market democracies"—the United States has essentially 
pursued the same vision: an economic and political community of 
the advanced capitalist states. Former secretary of state James Baker 
calls the creation of a global liberal economic regime America's 
greatest postwar achievement.3 Whatever factors ultimately deter­
mined that vision, it has proven enormously resilient; in fact, the 
foreign policy community regards the maintenance of the world 
order that vision has inspired not as an option, not even as the best 
option, but as an imperative. 

The architects of U.S. foreign policy realize today, no less than in 
1947, that the world order they describe will not operate by itself. 
What Secretary of State Dean Acheson called the hard task of build­
ing a successfully functioning system has required nothing less than 
that the United States suspend international politics, which is in fact 
the purpose of American "leadership." 

In 1949 John Foster Dulles described one aspect of that "hard 
task," which continues to dictate America's world role. The future 
secretary of state explained that to build what he considered a suc­
cessful international economic and political community, Germany's 
integration with Western Europe was essential. The obstacle, he said, 
was that the West Europeans were "afraid to bring that strong, 

72 



Costs of  the  American  Empire 

powerful, highly concentrated group of people into unity with 
them."4 Similarly, as Dulles, Acheson, and other policymakers 
understood, a strong Japan was at once essential for building a 
prosperous and stable international order and intolerable to its 
neighbors. 

Since the 1940s, then, the fundamental challenge facing U.S. diplo­
macy has been to foster a liberal political and economic order within 
an international system characterized—as David Hume recognized 
250 years ago when bemoaning the lack of economic cooperation 
among states—by "the narrow malignity and envy of nations, which 
can never bear to see their neighbors thriving, but continually repine 
at any new efforts towards industry made by any other nation."5 

A draft of NSC 48, the National Security Council's 1949 blueprint 
of America's "Cold War" strategy, nicely summarized the promise 
of and the threat to the U.S. vision of world order. Starting with the 
premise that "the economic life of the modern world is geared to 
expansion," which required "the establishment of conditions favor­
able to the export of technology and capital and to a liberal trade 
policy throughout the world" (a statement that could have been 
written yesterday), NSC 48's authors went on to warn, "The com­
plexity of international trade makes it well to bear in mind that such 
ephemeral matters as national pride and ambition can inhibit or 
prevent the necessary degree of international cooperation, or the 
development of a favorable atmosphere and conditions to promote 
economic expansion."6 Forty-six years later, the United States 
remains committed to the one successful, albeit tenuous, means that 
it has found to check the forces inimical to the integrative and 
interdependent character of the world order it has pursued: the 
system of U.S.-led military alliances. 

Containing Allies 

Although the continuity and fundamental goals of America's 
global role are obscured by focusing on the containment of its Cold 
War enemy, they are illuminated by examining the containment of 
its allies. Dulles's answer to the obstacle that inhibited European 
cooperat ion—and hence that stymied the international order 
believed necessary for America's, and the world's, prosperity and 
security—was that the American-led NATO, not an exclusively 
European security system, had to guard the Continent: 
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The Germans would be too strong for the comfort and safety 
of our European allies;... the Germans can be brought into 
the West if  the West includes the United States. They cannot 
safely be brought into the West if the West does not  include 
the United States. The Atlantic Pact will superimpose upon 
the Brussels Pact [the post-World War II alliance of West 
European powers] another western unity that is much bigger 
and stronger, so that it does not have to fear the inclusion 
of Germany.7 

By providing for Germany's (and Japan's) security and by enmesh­
ing their military and foreign policies in alliances that it dominated, 
the United States contained its erstwhile enemies, preventing its 
"partners" from embarking upon independent foreign and military 
policies. That stabilized relations among the states of Western Europe 
and East Asia, for by controlling Germany and Japan, the United 
States "reassured" their neighbors that those potentially powerful 
allies would remain pacific. The leash of America's security leader­
ship thereby reined in the dogs of war; NATO (and the U.S.-Japanese 
alliance) by, in effect, banishing power politics protected the states 
of Western Europe and East Asia from themselves. 

Thus the real story of American foreign policy since the start of 
the Cold War is, not the thwarting of and triumph over the Soviet 
"threat," but the successful effort to impose an ambitious vision on 
a recalcitrant world. Freed from the fears and competitions that had 
for centuries kept them nervously looking over their shoulders, the 
West Europeans (and East Asians) were able to cooperate politically 
and economically. As Secretary of State Dean Rusk argued in 1967, 
"The presence of our forces in Europe under NATO has also contrib­
uted to the development of intra-European cooperation. . . . But 
without the visible assurance of a sizeable American contingent, 
old frictions may revive, and Europe could become unstable once 
more."8 Recognizing that Europe (and East Asia) could not be left 
to their own devices in the postwar world, Washington pursued not 
balance and diversity (George Kennan's preferred European policy 
aim) but hegemony. 

What the foreign policy community now calls "the danger of 
renationalization" has always presented two distinct threats to 
Washington's vision of a global order. The first has been the "rena­
tionalization" of regional politics. According to American logic, if 
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Europe were no longer "reassured" (to use a term favored in policy 
circles) by the United States, it would, as Rusk feared, lapse into 
the same old bad habits that the U.S.-led NATO has prevented— 
nationalist rivalries and their concomitant, economic autarky. A 
Continent divided into small, constricted national markets would 
carry dire consequences for world economic efficiency and growth 
and would inevitably lead (according to U.S. policymakers' favor­
ite—in fact, it often seems, only—foreign policy guide, "the lessons 
of the 1930s") to war among the Europeans. 

The other, almost opposite, threat has been the "renationalization" 
of world politics, a threat that has been, ironically, accentuated by 
Washington's various efforts to promote regional economic integra­
tion in Western Europe and northeast Asia. That integration, Wash­
ington has feared, could lead to the economic and security nightmare 
of rising regional powerhouses' forming independent regional eco­
nomic blocs, thus shattering international economic interdependence 
and engendering a dangerous multipolar world of autonomous great 
powers jockeying for power and advantage. 

To realize and protect its global order, Washington has had to 
pursue two often conflicting goals, both of which have been served 
by double containment's strategy of restricting U.S. allies' military 
and political independence. The United States must nurture econom­
ically strong and politically cohesive "partners," while constraining 
them—which has amounted to the imperative, in historian Melvyn 
Leffler's words, that "neither an integrated Europe, nor a united 
Germany nor an independent Japan must be permitted to emerge 
as a third force."9 Thus, for instance, as Henry Kissinger succinctly 
noted, U.S. policy toward Europe "has always been extremely 
ambivalent: it has urged European unity while recoiling before its 
consequences."10 

So, while there is much talk about the need to articulate a new 
foreign policy, a new set of interests and priorities, and a new interna­
tional role for the United States in this "new era," post-Cold War 
policymakers do not find any really new global role possible or 
desirable.11 The significance of the "debate" concerning what Ameri­
ca's "new" foreign policy should be is that there is, in fact, no 
argument. There is a remarkable consensus on the maintenance of 
America's fundamental world role and the instruments—such as 
America's leadership in its European and Asian alliances and its 
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guardianship of its allies' access to Persian Gulf oil—that sustain it 
(and largely account for America's spending nearly as much on 
national security as all the other industrialized countries of the world 
combined). The mantra that America cannot be "the world's police­
man" may be continually enunciated, but most members of the 
foreign policy community would agree with Kissinger's comment 
about the half-hearted search for a new "global doctrine" in the 
mid-1970s: "The phrase that the United States cannot be the world's 
policeman is one of those generalities that needs some refinement. 
The fact of the matter is that security and progress in most parts of 
the world depend on some American commitment."12 

The Pentagon's January 1993 revised Defense Planning Guidance 
document, for instance, describes the creation of "a prosperous, 
largely democratic, market-oriented zone of peace and prosperity 
that encompasses more than two-thirds of the world's economy"— 
not the victory over Moscow—as "perhaps our nation's most sig­
nificant achievement since the Second World War."13 That document 
identified "reassurance," "stability," and "precluding] destabiliz­
ing military rivalries" as the sine qua non of global capitalist order, 
making the maintenance of U.S. "leadership" of its Cold War-era 
alliances America's "most vital" foreign policy priority. Since that 
requires retaining "meaningful operational capabilities," the same 
purposes, means, and (somewhat reduced) costs that characterized 
America 's Cold War global strategy define its post-Cold War 
strategy. 

The same concerns that animated U.S. officials during the Cold 
War fed the Bush administration's assessments of a world without 
American dominance. For example, Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for Policy Alberto Coll painted a harrowing picture in 1992 
of a world in which America's international " leadersh ip" had 
declined. He foresaw "a Europe breaking its Atlantic ties and plung­
ing into unabashed mercantilism, a Middle East heading toward 
catastrophe, a Pacific Rim riven by resurrected political jealousies 
and arms races."14 To Bush's Pentagon, America's "leadership" in 
ameliorating others' security problems—manifest in its Cold War 
alliances—thus continued to be vital despite the Soviet Union's 
demise. 

After all, the now infamous initial draft of the Pentagon's 1992 
post-Cold War Defense Planning Guidance document, which gave 
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the public an unprecedented glimpse into the thinking that informs 
Washington's security strategy, merely restated in somewhat undip­
lomatic language the logic behind America's Cold War allied con­
tainment strategy. The United States, it argued, must continue to 
dominate the international system by "discouraging the advanced 
industrialized nations from challenging our leadership or even aspir­
ing to a larger global or regional role."15 To accomplish that goal, 
Washington must keep the former great powers of Western Europe, 
as well as Japan, firmly within the constraints of the U.S.-created 
postwar system by providing what one high-ranking Bush Pentagon 
official termed "adult supervision." It must, that is, protect the inter­
ests of virtually all potential great powers for them so that they need 
not acquire the capabilities to protect themselves, that is, so that 
they need not act like great powers. The very existence of truly 
independent actors would be intolerable, for it would challenge 
American hegemony, the key to a prosperous and stable interna­
tional order.16 

That understanding of America's world role and the challenges 
to it largely determined the content of the Bush administration's 
post-Cold War foreign policy. The administration squelched Franco-
German initiatives designed to create more independent European 
defense forces.17 The president insisted, when faced with disquieting 
signs of the European allies' desire for greater autonomy, that NATO 
could not be replaced "even in the long run." And the administration 
maintained a single-minded focus in its negotiations with Moscow 
on two interrelated objectives central to America's traditional goal 
of allied containment: ensuring that NATO—the primary means of 
U.S. preponderance and, hence, allied containment—survived in a 
post-Cold War Europe and ensuring that a reunified Germany 
would be enfolded in the alliance.18 

Finally, the U.S. intervention in the Persian Gulf cannot be sepa­
rated from America's enduring imperative of allied containment, 
and the concomitant requirement that the United States retain the 
preeminent responsibility for addressing those problems that 
threaten not only American interests but those of allies or clients, 
or which could seriously unsettle international relations. Were Wash­
ington to relinquish its "adult supervision" responsibilities and 
allow its partners to protect their own interests in the gulf—that 
is, develop naval, air, and ground forces capable of global power 
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projection—such actions would, according to this thinking, lead to 
the nightmare scenario described by Coll in which, when the United 
States no longer keeps Europe and Japan on a tight political and 
military leash, the multipolar and autarkic world of power poli­
tics returns. 

NATO Expansion: The Extension of Empire 

The Clinton administration's argument that NATO's security 
umbrella must be extended to Eastern and Central Europe, then, is 
merely an extension of the argument that America must lead in 
European security affairs. In the view of the proponents of U.S. 
"leadership," if a U.S.-dominated NATO demonstrates that it cannot 
or will not address the new security problems in post-Cold War 
Europe (for instance, the "spillover" of ethnic fighting, refugee flows 
into Western Europe, and the possibility that those developments 
could ignite ultranationalist feelings in, for example, Germany), the 
alliance will be rendered impotent. If the main instrument of U.S. 
leadership and "reassurance" in Western Europe is thus crippled, 
then, it is feared, the post-Cold War Continent will lapse into the 
same old bad habit that the alliance was supposed to suppress— 
power politics—shattering economic and political cooperation in 
Western Europe. 

According to the logic of Washington's global strategy, while the 
end of the superpower rivalry has reduced U.S. security risks and 
commitments in some respects, it has in other ways expanded the 
frontiers of America's insecurity. During the Cold War, stability in 
Europe could be ensured by the Soviets and Americans smothering 
their respective clients. In fact, that superpower condominium while 
crushing to the Europeans, was probably the best means of ensuring 
America's overriding economic and political interest in the stability 
of the Continent, as American statesmen have often privately 
acknowledged. With the disappearance of the Soviet Union, how­
ever, its former charges have become unrestrained and consequently 
free to make trouble for each other and for Western Europe. As 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense Zalmay Khalilizad, one of 
the main advocates of NATO expansion in the Bush administration, 
asserted, "Western and East Central European stability are becoming 
increasingly intertwined. For example, turmoil in East Central 
Europe could drive hundreds of thousands of refugees into Western 
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Europe—challenging political stability in key countries, especially 
Germany."19 

Even more important, American strategists fear that if the newly 
independent states of Eastern and Central Europe are not enmeshed 
in multilateral security arrangements under U.S. leadership, the 
region could once again become a political-military tinderbox, as it 
was in the 1920s and 1930s, with the Baltic countries, Russia, Ukraine, 
Poland, the Czech and Slovak Republics, Hungary, and Romania 
worrying about each other and about Germany. And, as it did in 
the past, such a tense situation, according to a sort of post-Cold 
War domino theory, would threaten the stability of the entire Conti­
nent. For instance, a nuclear-armed Ukraine could provoke the nucle­
arization of, say, Poland, which would pressure Germany into 
acquiring nuclear weapons, which would ignite latent suspicions 
between Germany and its neighbors to the west. 

So, the argument goes, since European stability is, as Sen. Richard 
Lugar (R-Ind.) argues, now threatened by "those areas in the east 
and south where the seeds of future conflict in Europe lie," the U.S.-
led NATO must now stabilize both halves of the Continent.20 The 
important point is that the logic of American global strategy does 
indeed dictate that the U.S.-led NATO move eastward. While NATO 
expansion is often described as a "new bargain," it is in fact only 
the latest investment, made necessary by changing geopolitical cir­
cumstances, in a pursuit begun long ago. For instance, although the 
perceptive foreign policy commentator Walter Russell Mead opposes 
NATO expansion as costly and provocative, his 1993 analysis of the 
dangers of instability in Eastern Europe pointed directly to the need 
for that expansion. Starting from the assumption that an economi­
cally "closed Europe is a gun pointed at America's head," Mead 
drew a frightening scenario of America's abjuring leadership in 
Eastern Europe: 

In a well-intentioned effort to stabilize Eastern Europe, West­
ern Europe, led by Germany, could establish something like 
Napoleon's projected Continental System. Eastern Europe 
and North Africa would supply the raw materials, certain 
agricultural products, and low-wage industrial labor. West­
ern Europe would provide capital and host the high-value-
added and high-tech industries. . . . A Europe of this kind 
would inevitably put most of its capital into its own back­
yard, and it would close its markets to competitors from the 
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rest of the world. It would produce its VCRs in Poland, not 
China; it would buy its wheat from Ukraine, rather than 
the Dakotas.21 

Since Mead is unwilling to allow America's West European partners 
to assume responsibility for stabilizing their neighborhood, Ameri­
ca's responsibilities must multiply. The U.S.-led expansion of NATO 
is nothing more than the logical outcome of "the imperative of 
American leadership." 

NATO expansion, then, is the manifestation of the draft Pentagon 
Planning Guidance's recommendation that Washington must "dis-
courag[e] the advanced industrialized nations from challenging our 
leadership or even aspiring to a larger global or regional role." As 
Lugar explained, "American leadership on European security issues 
is essential.... If NATO does not deal with the security problems 
of its members, they will ultimately seek to deal with these problems 
either in new alliances or on their own."22 Thus, "leadership" means 
not only that the United States must dominate wealthy and techno­
logically sophisticated states in Western Europe and East Asia—our 
"allies"—but also that it must deal with a nuisance such as Slobodan 
Milosevic, so that potential great powers need not acquire the means 
to deal with such problems themselves. 

Unlimited Obligations 
The logic that dictates NATO expansion perfectly illustrates 

"imperial overstretch"—it ensures an exhausting proliferation of 
"security" commitments. After all, if the United States, through 
NATO, must guard against internal instability and interstate security 
competition not only in Western Europe but in areas that could 
infect Western Europe, where will NATO's responsibilities end? It 
is often argued, for instance, that the alliance must expand eastward 
because turmoil in East Central Europe could provoke massive flows 
of immigrants into Western Europe, threatening political stability 
there. Of course, turmoil in, for example, Russia or North Africa 
could have the same effect, as could instability in Central Asia (which 
could spread to Turkey, spurring a new wave of immigration to 
the West). 

Must not NATO, then, expand even farther eastward and south­
ward than is currently proposed? After all, Lugar argues that the 
U.S.-led NATO must go "out of area" because "there can be no 
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lasting security at the center without security at the periphery."23 

Of course, if that logic is followed, the ostensible threats to American 
security will be nearly endless. 

If America is to forestall the risks and costs that inevitably accom­
pany expanding frontiers of insecurity, a new debate must begin. 
Rather than focus on the narrow issue of NATO expansion, that 
debate must assess the underlying assumptions that impel current 
policy; the debate must stop revolving around how the pax Americana 
should be administered and instead examine whether there should 
be a pax Americana at all. 

Once that debate is under way, the public will realize that it 
has been funding an arcane endeavor. Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.) 
anticipated the public's likely response to policymakers who urge 
NATO expansion five years ago. Upon hearing NATO secretary 
general Manfred Woerner 's explanation that the United States 
should remain militarily present in Europe to stabilize security rela­
tions among the Western Europeans and thereby prevent "renational-
ized" European defense structures, McCain replied that "Americans 
would never accept that the maintenance of stability between West­
ern Europeans could be a plausible rationale for continuing to deploy 
troops in Europe. Most Americans believe [the Europeans] can do 
this on their own."24 The public is also unlikely to continue to support 
an imperial project that is not only costly and risky but eternal and 
open-ended. 

Arguing for the maintenance of Washington's Cold War alliances, 
a high-ranking Pentagon official asked, "If we pull out, who knows 
what nervousness will result?"25 The problem, of course, is that we 
can never know, so, according to that logic, we must always stay. 
And as the drive for NATO enlargement demonstrates, America's 
security obligations will be destined to expand, never contract. 
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6. New Problems for NATO: Potential 
Conflicts Involving the Czech 
Republic, Hungary, and Poland 

Barbara Conry 

Advocates of NATO enlargement portray it as a low-cost, low-risk 
initiative that will reduce tensions and promote stability throughout 
Europe. In fact, extending NATO to the east could embroil the 
alliance in an array of conflicts. 

Expanding NATO to include the Czech Republic, Hungary, and 
Poland would create potentially dangerous security obligations for 
the alliance—especially for the United States—in Central and East­
ern Europe. All three countries are situated in a tumultuous region, 
which would force the alliance as a whole to operate in a more 
hazardous security environment. The Czech Republic poses some 
risk primarily because of its proximity to potential turmoil. Hungary 
and Poland, however, face particular security challenges that pose 
significant risks for NATO. 

Many advocates of enlargement contend that merely extending 
NATO membership to those three countries amounts to a solution 
to their potential problems. As Secretary of State Madeleine Albright 
has stated, "A larger NATO will make us safer by expanding the 
area in Europe where wars simply do not happen."1 Such optimism 
ignores the depth of the problems in Central and Eastern Europe. 

People who argue that extending NATO to countries that are 
potential parties to conflicts will neutralize the risk of outright hostili­
ties often cite two examples to support their optimism: France and 
Germany and Greece and Turkey. Neither example, however, consti­
tutes a precedent that indicates that expanding NATO into Central 
and Eastern Europe today will p revent conflicts in the area 
tomorrow. 

It is true that France and Germany were bitter adversaries in two 
world wars but are today partners and allies. The two countries' 
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membership in NATO may have been one factor—though probably 
not the primary factor—in that transformation. Clinton administra­
tion officials have repeatedly cited the Franco-German rapproche­
ment as evidence that NATO membership can settle even the most 
antagonistic of rivalries and have called upon the alliance to work 
the same miracle in Central and Eastern Europe. President Clinton 
has predicted, "Now, enlargement can do for Europe's East what it 
did for the West."2 

The conflicts in Central and Eastern Europe today bear little resem­
blance to the French-German relationship after World War II. Ger­
many was a defeated power, divided into four zones of occupation, 
one of which was under French control. The occupation, in which the 
United States, Great Britain, and the Soviet Union also participated, 
placed severe restrictions on Germany's political and economic sys­
tems and eliminated German war-making capabilities. It would have 
been virtually impossible for Germany to commit any act of aggres­
sion or otherwise harass the French. Moreover, France and Germany 
(the Federal Republic of Germany) were both concerned about the 
growing Soviet threat. Once Germany joined NATO, common alli­
ance membership may have helped to cement the bond between 
Paris and Bonn, but it most likely was not the decisive factor in their 
relationship.3 

Proponents of enlargement have also pointed to Greece and Tur­
key as an example of NATO's peacemaking abilities. "Greece and 
Turkey can't fight. They're in the same club," Craig R. Whitney of 
the New  York  Times  has said, voicing a sentiment that is common 
among advocates of NATO enlargement. The acrimonious relation­
ship between Ankara and Athens throughout the Cold War and the 
deterioration in their relationship in recent years, however, are a 
weak testimonial to NATO's ability to stifle conflicts. 

The fact that Greece and Turkey did not engage in a full-scale 
war during the Cold War appears to have had more to do with the 
Soviet threat than with NATO membership. When Turkey initially 
planned to intervene in Cyprus in 1964, in response to Greek Cypriot 
attacks on the Turkish Cypriot community, Turkish prime minster 
Ismet Inönü did not call off the operation because of NATO solidar­
ity. He called it off in response to a warning from President Lyndon 
Johnson that NATO allies "have not had a chance to consider 
whether they have an obligation to protect Turkey against the Soviet 
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Union if Turkey takes a step which results in Soviet intervention 
without the full consent and understanding of its NATO allies."4 In 
other words, Inönü feared being abandoned to a hostile Soviet 
Union. 

By 1974, when Ankara went ahead with a landing on Cyprus, 
Turkey had developed better relations with the Soviet Union. 
Though Washington remained firmly opposed to the intervention, 
the threat to abandon Turkey to Soviet aggression had much less 
impact. Ankara proceeded with the intervention without regard for 
alliance solidarity. 

Since the Soviet threat has ended, Ankara and Athens have moved 
ever closer to war. Despite their continued membership in NATO 
and a special mediation effort led by Richard Holbrooke, master­
mind of the Dayton agreement that at least temporarily halted the 
civil war in Bosnia, Greek-Turkish relations have deteriorated to the 
point of nearly constant crisis. 

Greek and Turkish military aircraft have had frequent confronta­
tions over the Aegean, and those confrontations grow more danger­
ous as tensions between the two countries rise. In early 1996 they 
nearly went to war over a 10-acre Aegean islet inhabited only by 
goats. In October 1997 confrontations between Greek and Turkish 
warplanes over Cyprus prompted the Greek military to put its forces 
on full alert, as Greece's defense minister denounced Turkey's "cold 
war."5 A major crisis—which many observers fear could be the spark 
that ignites armed hostilities between the two NATO members—is 
likely in spring or summer 1998, when the Greek Cypriot govern­
ment is supposed to deploy Russian S-300 surface-to-air missiles. 
Ankara has repeatedly threatened to hit the missiles if they are 
deployed, an action that Athens has said it would regard as an act 
of war that would merit a response in kind.6 

The Greek-Turkish animosity has deep historical roots and is con­
tinually stoked by actual or perceived slights, periodic crises, and 
other manifestations of ongoing tension. Each side points to very 
old grievances to justify its hostility toward the other, and any provo­
cation has the potential to erupt into war. Unfortunately, that pattern 
is replicated throughout Central and Eastern Europe. Hungary, a 
first-round NATO invitee, has similarly long-standing problems 
with several of its neighbors, and prospective second- or third-round 
NATO candidates have even more age-old grievances. Decades of 
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NATO membership have not had a measurable impact on the Greek-
Turkish relationship, and it would be foolhardy to assume that the 
alliance would have a greater pacifying effect on incoming NATO 
members. 

The Hungarian Diaspora 
Hungary, or, more precisely, the large Hungarian diaspora, could 

prove to be a major headache for NATO. Some 5 million Hungari­
ans—one-third of all ethnic Hungarians—live outside Hungary's 
borders. The largest concentrations of Hungarians outside Hungary 
are in Romania, Slovakia, and the Vojvodina region of Serbia. Smaller 
groups are in Ukraine, Croatia, Slovenia, and Austria. 

Budapest regards Hungarians beyond the country's borders as 
part of the "Hungarian cultural nation," for which it has a special 
responsibility. According to a 1994 government policy declaration, 

The Government attaches special importance to securing  and 
effectively protecting  the rights of national and ethnic minori­
ties. True to its political and moral obligations, as spelled 
out in the [Hungarian] Constitution, the government intends 
to pay close attention to the situation of ethnic Hungarians 
beyond Hungary's borders. It considers assertion of their 
rights as a special area in Hungary's foreign policy, an im­
portant aspect of policy as such and an expression of 
solidarity.... 

. . . Using  all  means  at  its  disposal —and acting in harmony 
with relevant international practice—the government will 
strive to bring about for the Hungarian minorities beyond 
Hungary's borders economic, political, and legal conditions 
and a societal atmosphere in which they can lead a meaning­
ful life in the country of which they are citizens.7 

The presence and treatment of ethnic minorities are an inherently 
explosive issue. As former U.S. arms control negotiator Jonathan 
Dean has explained, 

Actual or alleged mistreatment of minorities divided among 
borders has been a frequent cause of interstate wars. The 
typical dynamic in the latter case has been complaints by an 
ethnic minority that there is organized discrimination against 
it: decrees or laws preventing use of the minority language; 
the absence of schools to teach its children; suppression of 
publications in the minority language; or lack of equitable 
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political representation. The complaints often lead to local 
unrest and then, in response, repression by the national gov­
ernment, followed by friction between that government and 
the neighboring government dominated by the same ethnic 
group as the original minority next door. The first govern­
ment claims outside interference in its sovereign affairs, dip­
lomatic relations are broken, and economic sanctions applied. 
Armed clashes between border police or military units may 
take place—and sometimes culminate in war.8 

The Hungarian case is exceptionally tense because of Budapest's 
clear determination to monitor and take action against any mistreat­
ment of Hungarians outside Hungary's borders. As City University 
of New York expert Henry R. Huttenbach has noted, "A fear of 
destabilization on account of a crisis related to the several Hungarian 
minorities scattered in half a dozen adjacent states is never far from 
the surface."9 

Moreover, Hungarian officials have already hinted that they may 
take advantage of NATO membership to strengthen Hungary's role 
as protector of Hungarians outside its borders. As one Hungarian 
defense ministry official has noted, "NATO membership does not 
mean giving up our national interests. On the contrary, it means an 
opportunity to assert national interests."10 Deputy State Secretary 
Istvan Gyarmati of the Ministry of Defense was even more direct, 
comment ing that "oppor tun i t i e s to enforce our interest will 
increase" and calling for an "international response . . . if Hungarian 
minorities in neighboring countries are threatened."11 

Hungary and  Romania 
There are approximately 1.6 million to 2 million Hungarians in 

Romania.12 Most of them live in Transylvania, a region that has gone 
from the control of Budapest to that of Bucharest and back on several 
occasions and has been the subject of competing territorial claims 
by both governments. The Hungarians in Romania were at times 
the target of discrimination and persecution during the Cold War. 
More often, however, both the Hungarian minority and the Roma­
nian majority suffered from the economic privations and dearth of 
civil liberties that marked the rule of communist dictator Nicolae 
Ceausescu.13 

Soon after Ceausescu's downfall in 1989, the provisional govern­
ment known as the National Salvation Front promised to protect 
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the rights of the Hungarian minority, including Hungarian-language 
education and local autonomy. Despite the NSF's promises, ethnic 
tension surged. When a new constitution was adopted in 1991, it 
proclaimed Romania a national state and named Romanian as the 
country's only official language.14 The constitution also banned polit­
ical parties founded on ethnic, religious, or language criteria and 
declared unconstitutional any attempts at territorial separation.15 

Despite the questionable status and treatment of the Hungarian 
minority in Romania, Budapest and Bucharest concluded a bilateral 
Treaty of Understanding, Cooperation, and Good Neighborliness in 
September 1996 to normalize relations between the two countries. 
They agreed to refrain from using force or the threat of force to 
resolve disputes, respect each other's territorial integrity, work 
toward developing bilateral trade agreements, support one another's 
quest for NATO and European Union membership, and protect the 
rights of national minorities in accordance with the Council of 
Europe Framework Convention and other international docu­
ments.16 The prospects for Hungarian-Romanian relations further 
improved with the November 1996 election of a new Romanian 
government, which has moved to bolster the rights of the Hungar­
ian minority.17 

At the moment, then, the "Hungar ian problem" in Romania 
appears relatively quiet, but it is not yet clear whether the tranquility 
will endure. There is widespread suspicion that the Hungarian-
Romanian rapprochement was driven primarily by the two coun­
tries' desires to impress NATO and therefore may be more cosmetic 
than substantive. U.S. officials have boasted, "The mere prospect of 
having NATO membership has unleashed a powerful impetus for 
peace," in Europe, citing Hungary and Romania as one example.18 

If that is true, Romania's exclusion from the first round of NATO 
enlargement may create a backlash. Such a backlash—a setback in 
Romanian political liberalization or the election of a more nationalist 
government—could easily cause a resurgence in tensions between 
Hungary and Romania. 

Hungary and  Slovakia 
Prospects for the 700,000 Hungarians living in Slovakia are consid­

erably gloomier than those for their counterparts in Romania. Imme­
diately after the 1993 "Velvet Divorce" that separated Czechoslova­
kia into the Czech Republic and Slovakia, Slovakia was considered 
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one of the more advanced new democracies and a front-runner 
for NATO membership. Since 1995, however, Slovakia's domestic 
political and economic situation has deteriorated considerably.19 

Relations between Hungary and Slovakia have been precarious 
since the end of the Cold War. The two countries signed the Treaty 
on Good Neighborliness and Friendly Cooperation in 1996, but that 
agreement has failed to resolve the issue of the treatment of Hungari­
ans in Slovakia. In fact, tensions appear to be rising. As Hungarian 
prime minister Gyula Horn noted in late 1997, "Slovakia's ethnic 
Hungarian minority has over the past few years found it increasingly 
difficult to enforce its rights. There are plenty of sources of tension 
between the two countries."20 

Several public statements by Slovak officials suggest that Horn's 
assessment of the situation of Hungarians in Slovakia is accurate. At 
a September 1997 mass rally in Bratislava, Prime Minister Vladimir 
Meciar declared that the Hungarian minority interfered with the 
"territorial integrity of Slovakia."21 He went on to publicly announce 
that he had proposed an exchange of ethnic Hungarians in Slovakia 
and ethnic Slovaks in Hungary at an August meeting with Horn. 
Because of the historical sensitivities surrounding the issue of popu­
lation exchange between the two countries—a result of post-World 
War II population exchanges that are still a source of controversy 
and bitterness—Meciar's announcement appeared intentionally pro­
vocative. Hungarian opposition parties criticized Horn for failing to 
reveal the proposal when it was initially offered, and the tensions 
prompted the cancellation of a meeting between the Hungarian and 
Slovak foreign ministers.22 

Jan Slota, chairman of the Slovak National Party, a minority party 
in the coalition government, also stirred Slovak-Hungarian animos­
ity in September 1997, when he made a number of derogatory public 
statements about Hungarians during the visit of French National 
Front leader Jean-Marie Le Pen. Slota called Hungarians "a disaster 
for Europe." He also alluded to "barbarian tribes" of Huns, whom 
he accused of murdering children and pregnant women, that had 
settled in the middle of Europe.23 Slota's statements enraged Hungar­
ians in Slovakia, who have announced their intention to file a defa­
mation suit against him.24 

Statements such as those by Meciar and Slota are disturbing in 
themselves and raise serious questions about the fate of Hungarians 
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in Slovakia. The statements are even more troubling against the 
backdrop of Slovakia's faltering progress toward democracy. Meciar 
is an authoritarian who has been intent on concentrating power in 
his own hands since Slovakia emerged as an independent nation in 
January 1993; he has even attempted to alter the constitution to 
increase his own authority.25 He has also steadily cut back on civil 
liberties in Slovakia, including the rights of national minorities and 
of the press—which has earned him a place on the American Com­
mittee for the Protection of Journalists' list of the 10 worst enemies 
of the press.26 

Meciar is also engaged in open political warfare with Slovak presi­
dent Michal Kovac that is so intense that the EU has called it a threat 
to democracy. Kovac, once a Meciar ally, backed the removal of 
Meciar's government in 1994 amid charges of corruption. Since that 
time, enmity between the two men has paralyzed Slovakian politics 
and taken some bizarre and sensational twists. Kovac's son was 
kidnapped two years ago, for example, and some evidence suggested 
Slovak Intelligence Service complicity. Meciar has refused to order 
a thorough investigation of the incident.27 

The parliament, too, has uncertain democratic credentials. In Octo­
ber 1997 Slovakia's Constitutional Court ordered parliament to rein­
state a member the court said had been unlawfully stripped of 
his mandate. The parliament refused, prompting the EU to issue a 
statement condemning the parliament's defiance of the court order. 
The EU declared that the parliament had called into question Slovak­
ia's commitment to democracy: "By ignoring the ruling of the Consti­
tutional Court and thereby its authority, the Slovak parliament is 
creating doubts about its desire to consolidate democracy and the 
rule of law in Slovakia."28 

Slovakia's drift away from democracy does not bode well for its 
Hungarian minority. The status and treatment of Hungarians are 
"closely connected with democratization, modernization, and with 
the emergence of a civil society," as Ivan Gyurcsik of the Bratislava 
Coexistence Movement and James Satterwhite of Bluffton College 
have noted.29 Moreover, there could be significant implications for 
NATO if the situation in Slovakia continues to deteriorate. As one 
analysis from Dallas-based Strategic Forecasting has pointed out, 

The decision to admit Hungary into NATO because it has 
managed to put ethnic strife behind it misreads the situation. 
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Ethnic strife is solved not when Hungary decides to solve it, 
but when Slovakia and Romania decide to solve it. Admitting 
Hungary to NATO without Slovakia, it follows, does not 
guarantee ethnic peace, but actually increases the possibilities 
for tension. 

The question for NATO planners: having admitted Hun­
gary into NATO while leaving Slovakia out, how does NATO 
plan to stop Meciar from creating ethnic tension within 
NATO's structure?30 

Hungary and  Vojvodina 
Vojvodina, a semiautonomous region in Serbia that borders Hun­

gary proper, is even more worrisome than Slovakia. Unlike Romania 
and Slovakia—which managed to conclude at least token accords 
with Hungary, even if they later prove worthless—Serbia has not 
reached any agreement with Hungary that addresses the legal status 
and treatment of Serbia's Hungarian population. According to pre-
1991 census figures, 350,000 to 400,000 Hungarians live in the Voj­
vodina and account for approximately 20 percent of the area's popu­
lation. The rest of the population is predominantly Serbian, and there 
are small numbers of members of other ethnic groups throughout the 
area. Until the surge in Serbian nationalism in the late 1980s, the 
groups in Vojvodina coexisted reasonably well. 

Since the late 1980s, however, tensions have risen dramatically. 
In 1989 Belgrade formally rescinded Vojvodina's autonomy. Disloca­
tion associated with the breakup of the former Yugoslavia unsettled 
the region's social and ethnic balance, particularly after Serbian pres­
ident Slobodan Milosevic encouraged hundreds of thousands of 
Bosnian Serb refugees to settle in Vojvodina. At the same time, non-
Serbs in Vojvodina fell victim to the harassment that has come to 
be associated with virulent Serb nationalism throughout the former 
Yugoslavia. Human Rights Watch/Helsinki has documented 
numerous cases in which armed civilians and paramilitary groups 
inflicted beatings, expulsions, and other forms of harassment on 
minorities in Vojvodina.31 

In recent years the abridgement of the social, cultural, and political 
rights of Hungarians has overtaken outright violence as the primary 
means of oppression. Serbian authorities have discouraged Hungar­
ian-language schools in the area and have manipulated the political 
process to curtail Hungarian influence. In July 1996 elections, for 
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example, Serbia redrew electoral districts to break apart Hungarian 
groups and link the fragmented Hungarian population with Serb-
dominated areas to ensure Serb majorities.32 The London-based Bal­
kan Peace Team also reported that Serbian authorities played loud 
"Turbo-folk"—folk-influenced pop music associated with extreme 
Serb nationalism—at some polling stations.33 

The Milosevic government has committed, or at least consented 
to, the persecution of Hungarians in Vojvodina, but a change in 
regime would not necessarily improve the situation. The emergence 
of a leader even more hostile to Serbia's Hungarians is a distinct 
possibility. Serbian Radical Party head Vojislav Seselj—an extreme 
nationalist who is a vocal proponent of a "Greater Serbia" and 
has a record of anti-minority rhetoric and actions—finished first in 
October 1997 runoff elections for the presidency of Serbia. Though 
the election results were invalidated because of low voter turnout, 
they clearly indicated considerable radical nationalist sentiment 
within the Serbian population.34 Milosevic, unfortunately, may be 
the lesser of two evils for Hungarians in Vojvodina. 

Poland and Belarus 

Admitting Poland into NATO also poses serious risks to the alli­
ance. Poland shares a border with Belarus, a Soviet successor state 
that "bears an eerie and increasing resemblance to Soviet society," 
according to the Belarus Helsinki Human Rights Watch Committee.35 

Reagan administration National Security Council official Roger Fon­
taine has called its political and economic prospects "among the 
bleakest in the region."36 Belarus is the basket case of the former 
Soviet Union and the situation is worsening daily.37 

Belarus took a stunning turn for the worse when former collective 
farm manager and Supreme Soviet deputy Alexander Lukashenko 
won the presidency in July 1994. He reversed nearly all democratic 
and free-market reforms in Belarus, engaging in a massive power 
grab that culminated in a fraudulent November 1996 referendum 
to adopt a new constitution. That constitution extends his term to 
2001, puts key judgeships and political offices under his control, 
and grants him lifelong immunity from prosecution. 

Claiming a mandate for virtually unlimited power, Lukashenko 
forcibly dissolved the elected parliament and installed a puppet 
assembly.38 He has also cracked down on the media, closing down 
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opposition newspapers, harassing foreign journalists, and otherwise 
consolidating a government monopoly on the press. Intimidation 
of nongovernmental organizations, often through questionable tax 
audits, exorbitant rents on state-owned buildings, and fines, is rou­
tine.39 In addition, virtually all demonstrations, protests, and other 
expressions of political opposition are banned. Peaceful mass assem­
blies have been violently broken up by police.40 

Such oppression has fostered an extremely tense and volatile polit­
ical atmosphere. The tensions are aggravated by extreme economic 
instability. As one New  York  Times  editorial noted, "Belarus's econ­
omy . . . is so feeble it makes Russia's economy look robust."41 Fewer 
than 10 percent of Belarus's state-owned enterprises were ever pri­
vatized, and Lukashenko has renationalized most of those that 
were.42 He has also restored many other elements of Soviet-style 
economic policies, such as subsidies and price controls. Belarus's 
inflation was more than 152 percent in 1996, prompting the Interna­
tional Monetary Fund to suspend loans to Minsk.43 Needless to say, 
Belarus is in dire economic straits. 

Ted Galen Carpenter and Andrew Stone have called Belarus "a 
political and economic volcano waiting to erupt."44 Indeed, the com­
bination of severe political oppression and a wrecked economy is a 
recipe for chaos, which could have a detrimental impact on the 
entire region. As the Washington  Post  has noted, Belarus "represents 
a potential source of instability to [its] neighbors, all of whom are 
seeking to find their way in a drastically changed new world: Russia, 
Ukraine, Poland, Lithuania, Latvia."45 If Belarus disintegrated into 
civil war, there would be potentially serious implications for Poland. 
At the very least, refugee flows across the Polish-Belarusan border 
could have a destabilizing effect. More worrisome, armed conflict 
in Belarus could spill over into violent incidents in Poland. 

That is clearly an alarming scenario that is made all the more 
troubling by Minsk's and Moscow's recent moves toward greater 
political and military integration. On April 2, 1997, Russia and 
Belarus signed a treaty to bring their people, economies, and militar­
ies closer together. According to Washington  Times  reporter Martin 
Sieff, hard-liners in Russia touted the accord as a "first step toward 
reintegrating the former Soviet Union and setting up a bloc to 
counter the eastward expansion of NATO."46 
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The Belarusan-Russian agreement has a host of provisions dealing 
with various economic, monetary, and other issues outside the politi­
cal and military realms. It is unclear how many of those provisions 
are taken seriously, particularly by Moscow. The political and, espe­
cially, the security components of the federation are apparently con­
sidered a basis for a more comprehensive program of military inte­
gration, however.47 If that is true, any upheaval along the Belarusan-
Polish border is potentially a NATO-Russian issue. It is difficult to 
overestimate the implications of such a development. 

NATO Enlargement and Future Bosnias 
Joshua Muravchik of the American Enterprise Institute has said, 

"The expansion of NATO can be counted on to forestall other Bosnias 
to come."48 In light of the potential risks that Hungary and Poland 
bring to NATO, however, the opposite may be true. The only differ­
ence is that future Bosnias could explode within, rather than outside, 
NATO. That would guarantee nearly automatic NATO (and U.S.) 
entanglement in the conflict, regardless of risks—which would prob­
ably be considerable—or U.S. interests at stake—which would prob­
ably be negligible. As Jeremy Stone of the Federation of American 
Scientists has observed, "The country that took three years to get 
involved in Bosnia is mortgaging its future decision on involvement 
on a wide scale front in Eastern Europe without any consideration 
of the contingencies involved."49 

The United States would probably have few, if any, security inter­
ests at stake in any conflict involving prospective NATO members. 
As Alan Tonelson of the U.S. Business and Industrial Council Educa­
tional Foundation has observed, 

NATO expansion rests on the notion that Eastern and Central 
Europe are of great significance to the security of the United 
States. In fact, that is not the case. Central and Eastern Europe 
have always played a secondary role in American foreign 
policy, and with good reason.50 

If any of the numerous latent conflicts throughout Central and 
Eastern Europe were to erupt into outright hostilities involving the 
Czech Republic, Hungary, or Poland, the alliance—the United States, 
in particular—would face a serious dilemma. There would be sig­
nificant pressure to uphold the article 5 guarantee to regard an attack 
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on one member as an attack on all and therefore to respond by any 
means necessary—which could trigger a major conventional military 
operation or even a nuclear exchange. 

But risking nuclear war (or even large-scale conventional war) for 
the sole purpose of fulfilling a treaty guarantee, absent any threat 
to vital national security interests, is both irrational and unconsciona­
ble. History has demonstrated on numerous occasions that great 
powers are not in the habit of committing suicide for the sake of 
minor allies. Should one of the Central or East European flashpoints 
explode, it is not at all clear that the United States would be able to 
fulfill its article 5 obligation without incurring unacceptable costs 
and risks. The credibility of the guarantee, then, is in question, which 
makes a challenge all the more likely. 
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7. The Perils of Victory 
Susan Eisenhower 

Western news reports that followed the Paris summit in May 1997 
proclaimed that the Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation 
and Security between NATO and the Russian Federation codified 
the end of the Cold War and represented a Russian blessing of 
NATO enlargement. That is a regrettable misinterpretation. In fact, 
Russia signed the document under duress, even if Russian president 
Boris Yeltsin attempted to put a good face on the event. 

The agreement of then-president Mikhail Gorbachev of the USSR 
to the unification of Germany in 1990 had a significant impact on 
his eventual downfall. So the question of what effect the Founding 
Act will have on Yeltsin's political future, or on that of democratic 
forces in Russia, remains. The West has tended to take Russia's 
resiliency for granted, but one more serious blow from the outside 
to another reform-minded leader could have catastrophic conse­
quences for Russia—at the very time that expansion itself will have 
drawn a new dividing line in Europe, thwarted the arms reduction 
process, and undermined NATO, the very alliance that has kept the 
peace. Those developments, alone or together, could have serious 
implications for U.S. national security. 

Gorbachev's Lesson 
NATO enlargement appears to the Russians to be motivated by 

a Western desire to exploit Russia's weakness under the guise of 
lofty intentions. To understand the feelings that NATO expansion 
has evoked in Russia, it is useful to consider what happened in the 
recent past and what is at the root of Russia's deep sense of humilia­
tion. It is not simply loss of empire that has affected Russian attitudes; 
it is the way Russia has been treated by the international community, 
most notably by the world's so-called indispensable nation, the 
United States. 
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Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, U.S.-Russian relations have 
gone from positive, indeed downright euphoric, to tense and full 
of suspicion. The greatest loss has been the friendship of Russian 
democrats and reformers. The same people who once led the charge 
against the Communists no longer see the people of the United 
States as their spiritual soul mates but as a group intent on winning 
no matter what is at stake. 

The erosion of trust between Russia and the West started in 1990. 
With the collapse of the communist East European regimes, Ger­
many sought a fast-track road to reunification. After U.S. support 
was secured, it became clear that the greatest obstacle to that historic 
change was the Soviet Union, which feared that a strong Germany 
could be aligned against Moscow. After the Berlin Wall went down, 
however, Gorbachev and, apparently, the Politburo understood the 
inevitability of German reunification. The question before them was 
simply how it could be accomplished to provide the best outcome 
for the security of the Soviet Union and Europe as a whole. 

In his memoirs, Anatoly Dobrynin, long-time Soviet ambassador 
to the United States, described the debate at the time of the Malta 
summit (December 2-3, 1989): 

Gorbachev responded in a general way that our policy was 
founded on our adherence to an all-European process and the 
evolutionary construction of a "common European home" 
in which the security interests of all countries should be 
respected. But he did not specify how it could or should be 
done, although he had with him a confidential memorandum 
by the Foreign Ministry outlining a concrete policy: German 
unification should be the final product of a gradual transfor­
mation of the climate in Europe during which both NATO 
and the Warsaw Pact would shift their orientation from mili­
tary to political and be dissolved by mutual agreement.1 

According to Dobrynin, that position had the broad support of 
the Politburo and the USSR's European and German experts. How­
ever, with the "turbulent events at home . . . there was a metamor­
phosis in Gorbachev's behavior . . . he began to handle all the negoti­
ations on Germany virtually by himself or in tandem with [Foreign 
Minister Eduard] Shevardnadze sweeping aside our professional 
diplomats and scarcely informing the Politburo, who still favored 
an evolutionary process."2 
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Despite the views of the Soviet political and military establish­
ments, the Soviet president was drawn into the fast-track timetable, 
though he favored a neutral, unified Germany. The issue was taken 
up at a high-level meeting in Moscow in early February 1990. A 
Washington Post  article at the time told the story: 

[U.S. secretary of state James A.] Baker had tried to persuade 
Gorbachev at that February meeting that a neutral Germany 
could be more of a military threat, possibly pursuing nuclear 
weapons on its own, than if it were secured within the alli­
ance. Only NATO, Baker said, could make sure that Germany 
would move "not one inch" eastward. Would Gorbachev 
rather have a powerful, prosperous Germany that was neu­
tral and arming itself, Baker asked, or one snugly within the 
confines of the Western alliance? . . . 

[West German foreign minister Hans Dietrich] Genscher 
wanted to offer the Soviets a package including financial aid 
and food supplies, a commitment that Soviet contracts with 
East Germany would be honored, a revamped NATO, troop 
cuts, and a device to include Moscow in the new Europe. 
That was the CSCE, the Conference on Security and Coopera­
tion in Europe, a 35-nation group that had no previous secu­
rity role. At first the United States resisted, worrying that 
the CSCE would be unwieldy and threaten NATO's role as 
the foundation of Western security. Then, in March, Genscher 
and Baker met in Washington and agreed that CSCE could 
prove to Gorbachev that the West did not seek to take advan­
tage of the repeated blows Soviet defense strategy suffered 
in the Eastern European revolutions of 1989.3 

Genscher also promoted a "no expansion of NATO" concept, an 
idea that Baker, too, had advanced. It was at the February meeting 
that the key words were spoken, words that are still a source of 
debate. If a unified Germany was anchored in NATO, Secretary 
Baker said to Gorbachev, "NATO's jurisdiction or forces would not 
move eastward."4 

Apparently, Gorbachev was receptive to that assurance and em­
phasized that "any extension of the zone of NATO is unacceptable." 

"I agree," Baker said.5 

Heartened by Baker's comments, several months later, in May, 
Gorbachev gave up his idea that Germany must remain neutral or, 
at least, a member of both blocs. He conceded (without consulting 
his advisers) that the German people should be able to choose the 
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alliance they wished to join, though it was clear that other "sweeten­
ers" needed to be offered so that the Soviet president could sell the 
proposal at home.6 

Opposition to Gorbachev's leadership, however, was growing. 
Many critics regarded his cavalier approach, his shoot-from-the-hip 
style, as disastrous, especially in the context of such major geostrate-
gic questions. Many skeptics complained that Gorbachev was under 
the spell of his Western counterparts, who had used a potent mixture 
of intensified meetings, head-of-state diplomacy, and personal flat­
tery, not to mention the lure of substantial financial aid to the eco­
nomically beleaguered Soviet Union, to advance their interests. 

On July 6, 1990, during a break in one of the sessions of the 
28th Communist Party Congress, Gorbachev received word that the 
NATO summit under way in London appeared to be moving in 
what he considered "the right direction." Germany had agreed to 
accept troop limits after unification, and President George Bush 
envisioned a revamped NATO that "would provide a political ra­
tionale for keeping American forces in Europe but at a greatly 
reduced level."7 

Gorbachev uttered his optimistic assessment amid damning criti­
cism of his policies. Many speakers at the congress had risen that 
day to denounce the president for making too many concessions to 
the West. Under his leadership, they said, the country had "frittered 
away the Soviet Union's post-war gains." Others accused Gorbachev 
of "losing Eastern Europe."8 The political and military establish­
ments openly complained that they had had enough. 

Under Gorbachev's leadership, the Soviet Union had taken an 
unprecedented number of unilateral steps favorable to the West. 
Gorbachev had argued that such measures would enable the country 
to emerge from its international isolation with greater prestige and 
economic opportunity. He had departed from the traditional Soviet 
script, dropping the usual intransigence and initiating a broad set 
of measures including opening military facilities to the West for 
inspection, separating the Strategic Defense Initiative from the nego­
tiations on the Intermediate Nuclear Forces agreement, reducing 
Soviet conventional forces in Europe to levels set forth in the Conven­
tional Forces in Europe Treaty, and adopting a hands-off policy with 
respect to the collapse of communism in Eastern Europe. 

But by far the most important concession, because of its geopoliti­
cal and strategic ramifications, was the Soviet agreement to allow 
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Germany to reunify, along with Soviet acquiescence to Germany's 
membership in NATO. The Soviet Union expected the international 
community to validate that step by recognizing the USSR's rightful 
place within what Gorbachev called the "common European home." 
Moscow also expected to become the United States' "strategic part­
ner," in the words of George Bush. 

On September 12, 1990, the victors of World War II gathered in 
Moscow to sign away the Four Powers Act, thus making Germany 
whole and united.9 Shevardnadze seized the sentiment of the 
moment, declaring that there were no winners or losers and that "the 
German question" would never again threaten European peace.10 

Shevardnadze was overly optimistic in his assessment. There 
would indeed be some losers among Soviet progressive pro-Western 
policymakers: a strong conservative backlash forced Shevardnadze 
himself to resign as foreign minister three months later. The minis­
tries' continued disillusionment with Gorbachev and his policies 
fostered a coup attempt less than a year later. Though the coup 
failed, Gorbachev's presidency (and the Soviet Union itself) was 
dissolved in December 1991. 

Erosion of Trust 

The dismantlement of the Soviet Union brought the promise of 
more reform and closer ties with the West. The new Russian presi­
dent, Boris Yeltsin, continued to pursue conciliatory policies as part 
of a liberal-progressive agenda to bring Russia into line with other 
countries within the "civilized world." Hundreds of thousands of 
troops were withdrawn from foreign and former Soviet soil without 
bloodshed, and Russia refrained from attempting to militarize the 
Commonwealth of Independent States. Moscow also supported 
United Nations' sanctions against Iraq, accepted the American for­
mula for nuclear force ceilings in the START II treaty, joined the 
U.S.-sponsored Missile Technology Control Regime, and worked 
with NATO peacekeepers in Bosnia. 

Despite such gestures of Russian goodwill, however, the United 
States had declared itself the victor in the Cold War, brandishing 
all the rhetoric of a power that had successfully prevailed on the 
battlefield. That posture mystified most Russians, who had seen the 
historic events in entirely different terms. The Cold War had ended, 
it was true, but not in defeat. The average Russian believed that the 
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Cold War was over because his country had voluntarily changed 
its behavior. The end of the Cold War was, in the Russian view, a 
victory over senseless military expenditures and unnatural domina­
tion. As Dobrynin pointed out, "It is important to remember that 
the Soviet totalitarian regime was defeated inside our own country 
by our own efforts. . . so there are no victors and vanquished now."11 

When the "evil empire" collapsed, Russian reformers were con­
vinced that a new era had arrived in U.S.-Russian relations. They 
were to be sadly disappointed. Instead of entering into a "strategic 
partnership" with the United States, Russia was deemed "no longer 
a superpower" and relegated to the role of junior partner, or not 
acknowledged at all. 

Moscow, once an integral part of the Middle East peace process, 
was excluded from meaningful participation in the Oslo peace 
accord. The United States made no effort to forewarn the Russians 
about the 1993 air strikes against its old ally, Libya. Pro-Western 
Foreign Minister Andrei Kozyrev was also marginalized throughout 
the Bosnian crisis and the subsequent Dayton accords. Kozyrev 
recalled that the United States failed more than once to alert Moscow 
to NATO air strikes in Bosnia: 

In February 1994, when the situation around Sarajevo once 
again became critical, NATO decided to bomb the positions 
held by the Bosnian Serbs. Russia was presented with that 
decision as a fait  accompli,  despite its active participation 
in the efforts to settle the Bosnian crisis and its traditional 
influence on one of the conflicting parties.12 

Washington's dismissive attitude toward Russian foreign policy 
interests was made worse by other insults. Economic aid to Russia 
was paltry, and that which was allocated was handled badly and 
arrogantly. Western talk of free markets and free trade was not 
matched by Western policies. Almost immediately after the Soviet 
collapse, the United States and Western Europe set about imposing 
economic quotas on such things as aluminum, uranium, and aero­
space and rocket-launch technology—in which Russia actually had 
a hope of competing internationally. Yeltsin himself worried aloud 
that Russia would be unable to sell its technology and know-how 
abroad because of protectionist walls, prompting one Russian diplo­
mat to observe, "The Americans are frankly driving us into a 
corner."13 
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Throughout 1993-94, a terribly difficult period of hyperinflation 
in Russia, Moscow received virtually no recognition for the economic 
sacrifices it made to cooperate with Western policies. It is estimated, 
for instance, that Russian observance of the sanctions against former 
allies Iraq, Libya, and the former Yugoslavia cost Russia more than 
$30 billion in lost contracts, losses it could ill afford.14 

Russia, an emerging democracy, did not get much credit for the 
peaceful (and, in Russia, politically risky) withdrawal of all of its 
troops from Germany and Eastern Europe, or for the removal of 
troops it had stationed in the Baltic region. 

To the Clinton administration's credit, the construction of a NATO 
program called Partnership for Peace offered a temporary response 
to the positive moves that were occurring in Russia and within 
Eastern and Central Europe. PFP provided the best of all worlds: 
military cooperation between NATO and former Soviet bloc coun­
tries, as well as a host of other exchanges. Says John Hopkins Univer­
sity professor Michael Mandelbaum, 

The Partnership for Peace [made] possible military coopera­
tion between NATO and non-members of the Alliance with­
out alienating or excluding any of them, including Russia, 
[but] . . . suddenly, without warning, on a trip to Central 
Europe at the beginning of 1994, President Clinton 
announced that the question was no longer whether, but 
rather when, NATO would expand to Central Europe.15 

When it was clear, in 1995, that in the Clinton administration's 
view "the train had left the station" and NATO expansion would 
proceed over the objections of Russia, Alexei Pushkov, a prominent 
progressive Russian analyst, concluded, "Russia at tempted to 
become part of Europe by renouncing military instruments of con­
ducting policy and sharply curtailing its geographic presence on the 
continent (and also by granting independence to the Baltic countries, 
Belorussia, Ukraine, Moldova etc . ) . . . . This unprecedented attempt 
to become an integral part of Europe through geopolitical self-disar­
mament is ending in failure."16 

Western miscalculation or overriding hubris—perhaps fueled by 
political expediency in American domestic politics—eventually 
brought Russia a sense of shame and defeat. More important, it 
robbed the Russians of any future incentive to cooperate with the 
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West or trust Western initiatives. Instead, it suggested that power, 
in the view of the West, is the only international currency of value. 

Russian Reaction to the Founding Act 
Against that background, it is not surprising that NATO expansion 

has been viewed with great hostility across the entire Russian politi­
cal spectrum. At the heart of the issue is the sense that Russia was 
misled at the time of German reunification by assurances Russian 
officials say they received during the Two-plus-Four negotiations. 
Gorbachev's declaration that "any extension of the zone of NATO 
is unacceptable," and Baker's reply, "I agree," have become one of 
the most controversial exchanges. Secretary Baker admits that he 
said those words, and also that he never retracted that statement. 

But Baker insists that the United States soon walked away from 
that formulation, finding wording that would enable NATO to gain 
access to the eastern part of a united Germany. However, it should 
be noted here that before German reunification there was no discus­
sion of expanding NATO into Central or Eastern Europe. Such an 
idea would have seemed far-fetched at the time. The Warsaw Pact 
was still in place, and even Czech president Vaclav Havel reportedly 
commented that one "could not imagine a united Germany in 
NATO." 1 7 However , Baker claims n o w that it h a d a lways been his 
intention to keep the door open for Central and Eastern European 
countries to join NATO.18 

Whatever the original intentions, the Two-plus-Four negotiations, 
which decided the fate of Germany, excluded the stationing of for­
eign troops and nuclear weapons carriers on the lands of the former 
German Democratic Republic—an assurance, in the Russian view, 
that NATO would not extend beyond the borders of Germany. While 
the agreement said nothing one way or the other about Central and 
Eastern Europe, its spirit excluded future expansion, especially in 
light of the fact that Gorbachev and Shevardnadze were repeatedly 
told that the West would do nothing to undermine the security of 
the Soviet Union.19 

While it is tempting to nitpick the details of what was or was not 
said, or put in writing, the truth of the matter is that reunification 
was possible only because of the trust that had developed between 
Gorbachev and Bush. If Gorbachev had imagined there was a possi­
bility that NATO would eventually move beyond Germany, he never 
would have agreed to the treaty. 
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Sergei Karaganov, a politically progressive Russian foreign policy 
analyst, has described the atmosphere surrounding the negotiations 
on German reunification and how the prevailing mood lulled the 
Soviets into complacency: 

In 1990 we were told quite clearly by the West that dissolution 
of the Warsaw Pact and German unification would not lead 
to NATO expansion. We did not demand written guarantees 
because in the euphoric atmosphere of that time it would 
have seemed almost indecent, like two girlfriends giving 
written promises not to seduce each other's husbands.20 

Anatoli Adamishin, out-going Russian ambassador to Great Britain, 
concurs: 

After the fall of the Berlin Wall there was a feeling of euphoria 
in the Russian establishment. This was a new era in East-
West relations and just as everything Western had been bad, 
overnight everything Western became good. So when we 
were told, during the German-reunification process, that 
NATO would not expand, we believed i t . . . . It was extremely 
important for Western countries, and first of all for the United 
States and Germany, that the process should go smoothly, 
and that we should withdraw from Eastern Europe and dis­
mantle the Warsaw Pact. So we were given repeated assur­
ances that NATO would not expand an inch eastwards.21 

Jack Matlock, former U.S. ambassador to the Soviet Union, who 
was part of those negotiations, confirms that Gorbachev had reason 
to believe that he had been given a "blanket promise that NATO 
would not expand."22 In testimony before Congress, Matlock coun­
tered those who claimed that, even if we did give Gorbachev assur­
ances, they were meaningless now that both Gorbachev and the 
Soviet Union were gone. "President Gorbachev agreed that a unified 
Germany could stay in NATO with the understanding that NATO 
would not be moved further eastward," Matlock stated. "Gorbachev, 
of course, is no longer in power and the Soviet Union no longer exists. 
Furthermore the commitment was a political one, not formalized in 
a treaty. Nevertheless, we expect Russia to implement agreements 
made by its predecessor and it does not question its obligation to 
do so."23 

The Russians have also indicated that they received assurances 
from the former members of the Warsaw Pact at the time of that 
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alliance's collapse in July of 1991. "At the time of the disbandment 
of the Warsaw Pact," says retired general and popular presidential 
hopeful Alexander Lebed, "almost all of the leaders of the socialist 
bloc countries of Europe gave sworn assurances to their people and 
the Soviet leaders that they were not leaving the Warsaw Pact in 
order to join NATO." On whether or not those assurances should 
still count, Lebed added, "These promises were given on behalf of 
the states concerned and they do not change with the arrival to 
power of a new party."24 

By the time Madeleine Albright became secretary of state and 
declared that NATO would accelerate its process for bringing in 
new members, it was clear how much the trust Gorbachev had had 
in Bush was worth. The Russians now deeply regret that they did 
not get the specifics in writing. "The current collision between Russia 
and NATO could have been avoided," Pushkov has said, "if the 
Soviet leadership had at the time taken the Americans and Germans 
at their word and codified their intentions not to expand NATO. 
The Russian leadership is now saying that they will not be fooled 
again."25 

Reliving 1990 

"They will not be fooled again." Those words were written in 
March 1997, two months before the details of the Founding Act were 
revealed. Pushkov and many others were shocked to discover that 
yet again their president had caved in to Western pressure. This 
time, even though each country knew the history of the agreement 
of 1990 and the potential for disaster inherent in ambiguous security 
agreements, Russia was still unable to negotiate a legally binding 
treaty with the United States and NATO. Not only did Moscow 
fail to get ironclad assurances in a number of key areas; there are, 
apparently, glaring differences in interpretation between the signing 
parties—specifically, on how much influence Russia will have on 
NATO actions and on the fate of former Soviet republics' candidacies 
for NATO membership. 

The most important Russian political figures have roundly 
denounced the agreement in statements reminiscent of those made 
by the members of the Communist Party who attacked Gorbachev 
at the fateful 28th Party Congress. 
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On May 29, 1997, Radio Rossii Network reported that Gennady 
Zyuganov, leader of the Communist Party and former presidential 
candidate, called the signing of the Founding Act a "complete and 
unconditional surrender ." Another member of his party, Oleg 
Shebkaryov, responded along the same lines: "Russians cannot 
understand why our unilateral decision to abandon the Warsaw Pact 
should be answered by the aggressive advance of Western armies."26 

Lebed, who was once rather nonchalant about expansion, blasted 
both the West and his government for the sell-out in Paris. 

The Russian-NATO deal [gives] rise to political, legal, and 
military risks. Russia received from the Soviet Union the role 
of guarantor of the post-war order in Europe. Any partial 
revision of that order places in doubt all the other compo­
nents, including the inviolability of national boundaries and 
the rights to displaced cultural artifacts.... 

The deal on expanding NATO to the east is the second 
Yalta, but a Yalta without Russia. It sets the spheres of influ­
ence of the victors of the Cold War—NATO and the United 
States. Russia is a defeated party signing its act of 
capitulation.... Even after the agreement, national-patriotic 
forces should deny completely the legitimacy of the expan­
sion of NATO. 

Russia has every reason to do so, since the Soviet Union's 
agreement to German unification and entry into NATO was 
qualified by clear undertakings not to expand the bloc's activ­
ities to the east. Soviet leaders received assurances to that 
effect from the leaders of the United States, Britain, France 
and the former West Germany.27 

Leading democratic reformers were no more charitable in their 
assessment. Grigory Yavlinsky, leader of the moderate Yabloko 
Party, said, "It is absurd to believe in NATO's peaceful intentions 
. . . many centuries of history teach us that Russia's weakness should 
not be exploited."28 And further: "NATO's eastward expansion is 
evidence that the West does not believe in Russia's becoming a 
democracy in the near future."29 

Optimism in Western circles regarding the alleged indifference of 
the Russian people to enlargement is also wishful thinking. Far 
from being without opinion on the subject, the Russian people have 
consistently polled "unreservedly negative," according to the Rus­
sian Center for Public Opinion. In a poll conducted by Moskovskiye 
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Novosti before the signing, 51 percent of Russians viewed NATO 
expansion as a "serious threat," and only 14 percent disagreed with 
a negative premise. 

"Indeed," commented U.S.  News  &  World  Report,  which published 
the polling figures, "many Russians express amazement that the 
alliance is expanding at a time when Russia is so weak that the only 
security threat it poses is to itself, and see a conspiracy of carefully 
orchestrated humiliations by the West beginning with the collapse 
of the Soviet Union."30 

Pavel Felgenhauer, a military analyst for the progressive newspa­
per Segodnva,  sees the Russian attitude hardening on the issue. "Pub­
lic opinion is changing," he warns. "NATO expansion will turn a 
whole generation of Russians anti-American."31 

Fallout 
Russia has already begun to step up its efforts to find new allies. 

Lebed, among many others, is a proponent of widening those 
contacts. 

If NATO expansion contributes to Russia's exclusion from 
Europe (and that is what we are talking about) and if Russia 
is turned into a buffer between the Atlantic world and Asia, 
then Russia should side with China and India. These two 
powerful Asian powers are becoming Russia's main strate­
gic partners.32 

Pressure on Russia's near abroad is also likely to increase, as 
efforts to deepen integration of CIS countries may be pursued. Recent 
integration with Belarus is an example. If a second round of candi­
dates is invited to become NATO members, that pressure will likely 
increase, and many people worry that that move will dramatically 
increase tensions between possible future NATO members, such as 
the Baltic republics or Ukraine, and their Russian minorities. 

Another logical result of the expansion of NATO, and one that 
could have far-reaching implications for the United States, is that 
the arms reduction process will grind to a halt. The Duma, despite 
Yeltsin's undertakings at the Helsinki summit, has already delayed 
the ratification of the START II treaty. Many analysts are concerned 
that with the new configuration of forces on the NATO side, the 
Russian military, now in steep decline, will be forced to rely increas­
ingly on nuclear weapons to counter those forces. 
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John Steinbruner of the Brookings Institution recently wrote, 

The NATO question is not about immediate political senti­
ment or feelings of cultural affinity. Ultimately it is about 
the disposition of military forces and in particular about the 
management of nuclear weapons . . . the operational safety 
of nuclear weapons is a much more urgent matter than exten­
sion of traditional deterrent protection. Constructive engage­
ment with Russia is a far more urgent matter than expansion 
of NATO, even for the favored few of Central Europe.33 

But perhaps the most worrying result of NATO expansion is the 
role it has had and will continue to have in undermining Yeltsin 
and other democrats in Russia. As was the case in 1990 and 1991, the 
country's economic condition is in sharp decline, morale in critical 
institutions of power is low, and the Russian president has delivered 
more for the West than he has for his own country. 

Karaganov and other progressives have already attacked the Yelt­
sin government for mismanagement of the NATO expansion issue. 
Like Gorbachev in 1990, Yeltsin and his foreign minister acted essen­
tially alone in reaching their decision, against the better judgment 
of their political and military establishments. Also like Gorbachev 
in 1990, Yeltsin relied on his "friend Bill" more than many thought 
appropriate or even wise. Karaganov said, 

We should have been tougher.... We committed a serious 
error because we have been much too timid for several 
years.... As long as three years ago we should have said 
no [to NATO expansion], and under no circumstances what­
soever! Now we have said no but did not exactly come right 
out and say so. We should have been more direct about the 
issue. Then enlargement would probably never have taken 
place at all.34 

Lebed, disgusted with Yeltsin's performance, made the same obser­
vation on the eve of the signing ceremony in Paris. 

One can only ask whether Yeltsin has a clear understanding 
of what he is signing. Does he realize what is going on? 
Either he is deliberately deceived or he is himself deceiving 
Russian society. However you look at it, the presidential 
formulation "not against NATO but with NATO" boils down 
to "under NATO." 
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So what could the president have done? The only honor­
able alternative, since we could not get a binding declaration, 
would have been not to sign any agreement at all. We should 
leave the question of our attitude to NATO expansion hang­
ing, making of it an example of unilateral Western action.35 

Yeltsin and his foreign minister, Yevgeny Primakov, did not take 
that course. They understood that they had few, if any, options in 
their negotiations with NATO. And once the Clinton administration 
said that NATO would expand, with or without them, they chose 
to get what they could, which in the Russian view was virtually 
nothing. 

A Dangerous Game 

NATO enlargement has done a great deal of damage to U.S.­
Russian relations. Given the rhetoric of late, constructive engage­
ment will be increasingly hard to maintain, especially if the domestic 
situation in Russia does not improve. 

Yeltsin, whose hold on power is increasingly tenuous, knows that 
he took a huge gamble, just as Gorbachev and Shevardnadze did 
in 1990. His predecessors lost. What will happen now if Yeltsin loses, 
especially as there are no other popular reformers waiting in the 
wings? In light of Yeltsin's poor health, a continuing power struggle 
among his lieutenants, Russia's faltering economy, growing hard­
ship for the population, and the deterioration of Russian institutions, 
the discrediting of the democratic forces and a severe domestic 
crisis are distinct possibilities. The West has now given some future 
Russian demagogue the platform he may need to evoke the image 
of an external enemy, a threat that could unify the country as it did 
during other periods of national crisis. Adamishin underscored that 
recently w h e n he said, " [Russ ia] is going th rough a painful 
transition.. . . The worst feeling in the world is the sensation of being 
powerless, of being unable to do anything to alter events. I don't 
understand why the West is playing such a dangerous game, edging 
Russia into this position."36 

After World War II we understood just what those dangers were. 
In considering the "German question," we knew that we could not 
afford to make the same mistakes an earlier generation had made 
after the end of the Great War. The post-World War II leadership 
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advanced some principles that became the basis of our successful 
handling of a defeated, and later an allied, Germany. 

During the Two-plus-Four negotiations, George Bush explained 
to Mikhail Gorbachev why the United States supported Germany's 
bid for reunification and why the Soviet president had to see that 
step in the framework of enlightened self-interest. 

It appears to me that our approach to Germany, i.e. seeing 
it as a close friend, is more pragmatic and constructive, 
although I will say frankly that many people in the West do 
not share this view. Like you, there are some West Europeans 
who neither trust the Federal Republic of Germany nor Ger­
mans in general. However, all of us in the West agree that 
the main danger lies in excluding Germany from the commu­
nity of democratic nations and forcing some special status 
and humiliating conditions upon the Germans. Such a devel­
opment could lead precisely to a revival of the German milita­
rism and revanchism you fear.37 

If you were to replace "Germany" with "Russia," that statement 
would have the same force and would express a vision, a grasp of 
history, that is badly needed today. The West would do well to 
employ similar principles in its relations with Russia. To fail to do 
so runs the risk of spending much of the 21st century relearning the 
lessons of the 20th. 
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8. NATO Enlargement: Coping 
with Act II 

Jonathan Dean 

The Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation and Security 
between NATO and the Russian Federation, the document of under­
standing signed by NATO and Russia in Paris in May 1997, is a good 
idea on its own merits. Even though conflicting U.S. and Russian 
interpretations of its content undermine the act's value, it is nonethe­
less worthwhile to establish a systematic means of communication 
between NATO and Russia and to attach Russian military officers 
to many NATO staffs. But NATO enlargement—whose negative 
impact the Founding Act was intended to cushion—remains a 
bad idea. 

If NATO enlargement were to stop with the admission of the three 
Central European candidate countries—Poland, the Czech Republic, 
and Hungary—that were invited to apply for membership in July 
at Madrid, the Founding Act might be helpful in persuading Russia 
to come to terms with that development. Then, whether NATO 
enlargement was a good idea or a bad one, we could all get back 
to business. 

Prospects for Further Rounds of Expansion 

But the question of NATO enlargement will not end with the 
admission of three new members. The Clinton administration has 
made clear that it plans to push for further expansion. Two days 
after the signing of the Founding Act, Secretary of State Madeleine 
Albright said at the NATO ministerial meeting in Sintra, Portugal, 
"We must pledge that the first new members will not be the last 
and that no European democracy will be excluded because of where 
it sits on the m a p . . . . That is why it is essential that NATO begin 
a new phase of dialogues with the aspiring countries after Madrid."1 

NATO had already pledged itself in December 1996 to remain open 
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to the accession of additional members once the first group of candi­
dates had been accepted. At the Madrid summit, alliance leaders 
actually specified five more candidates—Romania, Slovenia, and 
the three Baltic states—that will probably be invited to negotiate 
accession agreements in April 1999, when the Madrid candidates 
will be admitted to full NATO membership.2 

Today, there are nine candidates for NATO membership in addi­
tion to the three Madrid entrants: Albania, Bulgaria, Estonia, Mace­
donia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia, and Slovenia. Austria, 
Finland, and Sweden are also considering applying. The day after 
the Madrid summit meeting, the ambassadors of the three Baltic 
republics—Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania—were on NATO's door­
step, clamoring for admission in the next round. The prospect of 
NATO membership for those three small states, which would bring 
the alliance directly to the borders of Russia, will confirm Russia's 
worst fears and renew active controversy over the entire enlarge­
ment issue. 

The three Baltic governments are unlikely to stop pressing their 
candidacy—visibly and noisily—until they are admitted. The three 
governments have already indignantly rejected a "charter" like the 
one developed for Russia; they want only full NATO membership, 
and they will not stop agitating for it until they get it. Senate Republi­
cans have introduced a bill endorsing the candidacy of the Baltic 
states, and Majority Leader Trent Lott has pledged his support.3 The 
risk that the Republicans could accuse the Clinton administration 
of yielding to Russian pressure and dragging its feet over this ques­
tion in the 1998 and 2000 election campaigns will ensure visible and 
energetic administration support for the candidacy of those three 
countries. Baltic candidacy is also being pushed by the Scandinavian 
countries—even Finland and Sweden, who are not now members 
of NATO—in the interests of Baltic solidarity and of bolstering their 
own security situations. 

The motives of the three Baltic governments are wholly under­
standable: they are seeking at any cost to ensure their own security 
in the face of Russian political opinion that barely concedes their 
independent existence. Unfortunately, their geographic situation 
means that NATO could not defend them militarily against Russian 
pressures except by threatening to use nuclear weapons. Given that 
the issue of NATO membership for the Baltic republics will certainly 
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elicit a hostile reaction from Russia, the situation that will be created 
is not one that a farsighted American government should get itself 
into unless the stakes are the life or death of the United States. In 
this case, those are not the stakes. Instead, they are the historically 
understandable desire of three small countries for reassurance, 
which can be provided in ways other than this potentially sui­
cidal one. 

Ukraine will be satisfied—for a time—with the charter it received 
at the Madrid summit. However, if the Baltic states get into NATO 
or seem to be succeeding in their quest, Ukraine will likely become 
a candidate, too. None of the other candidates for NATO member­
ship is a former Soviet republic or adjoins Russian territory. Thus, 
the candidacies of the other states will not cause so much reaction 
from the Russian political elite—although their candidacies should 
cause Americans to ask many questions about whether the United 
States should extend a security guarantee to so many countries. 

All of this means that the negative aspects of NATO enlargement 
will not end with the accession to NATO of Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic. Instead, the NATO enlargement issue will cause 
continuing friction with Russia. It has already held up Duma ratifi­
cation of START II, and it will seriously impede Russian cooperation 
on other valuable arms control projects. East European states will 
be caught up in a political maelstrom of rival candidacies. The need­
less and destabilizing remilitarization of Eastern Europe will con­
tinue, at a cost that will greatly exceed the $30 billion the Clinton 
administration has estimated for the Madrid candidates. With at 
least five more probable members, those costs will at least double. 
And if all 16 countries named here should become members of 
NATO, the costs would be from three to five times the administra­
tion's estimate. 

In the minds of its leading proponents, the NATO enlargement 
project is designed to prevent a repetition of the situation that led 
to two world wars—the existence of a belt of small, weak East 
European states caught between competing major powers. But the 
enlargement project may well create the very situation it is intended 
to prevent: quarrels between two power blocs over weak buffer 
states. In particular, the hostile reaction of the Russian political elite 
on this issue will long mold the views of the average Russian on 
foreign affairs. The NATO enlargement controversy will revive para­
noid theories of hostile encirclement, which have played such a 
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negative role in Russian history, and dispose Russians to a dangerous 
revisionist attitude toward the post-Cold War settlement in Central 
and Eastern Europe. The situation will be handcrafted for an unscru­
pulous political demagogue. 

Alternatives to NATO Enlargement 

There are better alternatives to NATO enlargement. They include 
strengthening the Organization for Security and Cooperation in 
Europe, already a pan-European organization, to become more effec­
tive. They also include building the Partnership for Peace into a more 
serious program. Above all, they include pressing the European 
Union—to which Russia does not have the same built-in, automatic 
hostility as it has to NATO—to move more rapidly toward its own 
enlargement in Eastern Europe. Negotiations on that subject are 
scheduled to begin in 1998. The European Commission has already 
specified the Czech Republic, Poland, and Hungary, as well as Slo­
venia and Estonia, as the first group of enlargement candidates, and 
if all goes well, the first three countries will be admitted to the 
EU by 2003 or so, only a few years after their possible admission 
to NATO.4 

From the outset, the real interest of the East European countries 
has been in membership in the EU and in the long-term economic 
support such membership promises. For many East European states, 
NATO membership is only an interim surrogate for the real goal. 
Opinion polls in the main candidate countries show higher public 
interest in EU membership than in membership in NATO.5 Negotia­
tions for membership in the EU are slow paced and may take several 
years. However, there is no crisis in Eastern Europe that requires 
haste or rapid solution. If membership in the EU for some East 
European states takes several years to work out, then so be it. One 
of the most questionable justifications for the NATO enlargement 
project is the argument that a pending crisis in Eastern Europe makes 
immediate expansion of a military alliance—NATO—a necessity. 
There is plenty of time to develop a more productive answer to 
East European concerns. But in the present rush to enlarge NATO, 
Western legislators and populations—who will have to assume the 
costs and risks of enlargement—are being stampeded into unwise 
decisions. 
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Logically, the serious problems associated with NATO enlarge­
ment should occasion serious debate over the entire project when 
the amendment of the North Atlantic Treaty to include Poland, 
Hungary, and the Czech Republic is presented for ratification to the 
U.S. Senate and other NATO legislatures. It is to be hoped that the 
Senate will conclude that the entire project should be kept on hold 
while other alternatives are more thoroughly studied. But, whatever 
the Senate's decision on the candidacy of Poland, Hungary, and the 
Czech Republic, part of its decision should be a firm requirement 
for a moratorium on further NATO enlargement. 

The administration should use that moratorium to consult with 
other NATO governments to develop a special program for the 
Baltic states that takes into account their sensitivities, those of the 
Russians, and the Baltic states' exposed geographic position and 
offers them reassurance outside the NATO framework. Specifically, 
the administration should work with the EU to develop for the Baltic 
states a special, intensified form of EU association with most of the 
benefits of EU membership—an approach that can go into effect 
rapidly. It would be in the political interest of all EU countries to 
avoid the acute friction with Russia that would result from the active 
NATO candidacy of the Baltic republics by making available to them 
a more constructive alternative, such as close EU association. 

Toward Comprehensive Enlargement 
If, in fact, despite the risks, the legislatures of all present NATO 

members do approve the membership of the Madrid candidates, 
the extended moratorium on further candidacies does not prove 
feasible, and the administration and the EU fail to develop a special 
program for the Baltic states, only one effective possibility of limiting 
the damage from NATO enlargement will remain open. The basic 
problem of NATO enlargement is that by including some countries 
and excluding others, especially Russia, it establishes a new dividing 
line in Europe. What is clearly missing is a comprehensive all-Euro­
pean solution. The Germans have an expression that would apply 
in such circumstances: Wenn  schon,  denn  schon —"If you are going 
to do something that may be questioned, then do it right and go all 
the way." 

In these circumstances, the Clinton administration should draw 
the logical conclusion from its project to enlarge NATO. Acceptance 
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of the first group of candidates, if it comes, will mean that the United 
States and other NATO members are committed to NATO as the 
prime security organization of Europe. No serious alternative— 
including the OSCE and the EU with its military arm, the Western 
European Union—will then remain for that role. Both the logic and 
the politics of the situation will then require that the United States 
go the next step and open NATO membership to all democratic 
European states. 

Specifically, the administration should prepare a 20-year plan for 
the comprehensive enlargement of NATO, a plan that would provide 
for NATO membership for all of the candidates, including the Baltic 
states (and Ukraine if it so desires), and also, at the end of the 20-
year period, of Russia itself. The plan should be detailed and credible. 

Russia has shown interest in membership in NATO on several 
occasions. Soviet president Mikhail Gorbachev suggested it; Russian 
president Boris Yeltsin suggested it. Early this year Prime Minister 
Viktor Chernomyrdin suggested at the Davos economic conference 
that Russia become a member of the NATO council. Perhaps Russian 
membership could be ultimately achieved by amalgamating the new 
Founding Act's permanent joint council with NATO. Regardless of 
the method, if Russia can be genuinely convinced there is a solid 
plan and a solid prospect for its own ultimate NATO membership, 
it is less likely to object in the interim to membership even for the 
Baltic states and Ukraine, much less the other candidates. 

There are some problems with such a solution, although none of 
them is as large as those caused by the NATO enlargement project 
itself. At present, one function of NATO is to ensure against a resur­
gent Russia—a not unreasonable mission, given Russia's unstable 
polity. That is why this proposal for comprehensive enlargement 
suggests a 20-year period for Russia to settle down. Russia will 
either do so in that time period or will at some point during that 
period take such a negative course as to make its entry into NATO 
impractical. 

Russia is also characterized by some Europeans, for example, by 
President Vaclav Havel of the Czech Republic, as a vast Eurasian 
country—too large and too alien to be absorbed into NATO without 
changing NATO's own nature.6 But Russia is a European country, 
and if it becomes a functioning democracy, its other characteristics 
will not be so important. True, the addition of 10 more members, 
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including Russia, would probably change the nature of NATO. How­
ever, over time, as Havel himself has suggested, NATO should 
change from a military alliance directed against a specific enemy to 
a collective security organization with the capability of mounting 
military missions supported by coalitions of willing members.7 

There is another practical concern. The primary reason many 
members of the Senate today favor NATO enlargement is suspicion 
of Russia—Russians are right when they conclude that many of 
those legislators intend the enlargement of NATO as an anti-Russian 
measure. If a plan to make NATO membership genuinely compre­
hensive were publicly advanced now, such legislators would proba­
bly reject it. They might even vote against the first tranche of NATO 
enlargement if it were seen as part of a comprehensive plan of 
enlargement that would include Russia at a later date. 

But we are now only at the beginning of the wide public debate 
the NATO enlargement project calls for; the potential long-term 
costs of the project are becoming more evident, and the need for 
remedial action will also become more clear. Moreover, it is the 
administration's obligation, having conjured up the NATO enlarge­
ment project, to cope with those factors and to reach a decision on 
the timing of a proposal for comprehensive enlargement of NATO. 

The task of devising a new security architecture for Europe that 
the administration has spoken of so frequently will not be completed 
until there is an enduring, effective place in that architecture for all 
European states, including Russia. That is what is missing from the 
NATO enlargement project in its present divisive and exclusionary 
form. If the administration fails to carry out this task properly, we 
will all pay the costs. 
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9. Russia's Search for Identity 
Stanley Kober 

Any discussion of NATO expansion should begin with the 
acknowledgment that its purpose is noble: to bring an end to the 
trauma of war that has been the scourge of Europe for too long. 
Given the absence of attacks on the NATO member countries since 
the inception of the alliance, it is tempting to build on that record 
of success and thereby spread the benefits of peace. And, certainly, 
one can understand the desire of those countries that are not mem­
bers to seek the security that membership has signified in the past. 
Indeed, if that were all it took to guarantee their security, it would 
be difficult to reject their overtures. Yet if the establishment of peace 
were that simple, the problem of war would have disappeared long 
ago. Since war has not disappeared, we must conclude that its causes 
are more complex, and its prevention more complicated. 

Ultimately, alliances (and collective security arrangements) pro­
tect peace by the deterrence of war. "If it had been known that 
this war was coming on, [America's] moral judgment would have 
concurred with that of the other Governments of the world, with 
that of the other people of the world; and if Germany had known 
that there was a possibility of that sort of concurrence, she never 
would have dared to do what she did," President Woodrow Wilson 
told the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in explaining the ra­
tionale for the League of Nations. "Without such notice served on 
the powers that may wish to repeat the folly that Germany com­
menced, there is no assurance to the world that there will be peace 
even for a generation, whereas if they know beforehand that there 
will be that concert of judgment there is the most t remendous 
guaranty."1 

1914: A Spectacular Deterrence Failure 
Germany was aware of the possibility of war, however, when it 

issued its famous "blank check" to Austria-Hungary. Russia's ties 
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to Serbia were well-known, as were its ties to France and France's 
to Britain. Indeed, in the blunt words of a German White Paper, 
"We were perfectly aware that a possible warlike attitude of Austria-
Hungary against Serbia might bring Russia into the field, and that 
it might therefore involve us in a war, in accordance with our duty 
as allies."2 Germany's miscalculation was in assuming that Russia 
would not come to Serbia's aid, in part because it doubted the 
strength of the Russian-Serbian bond, but more important, because 
it felt that Russia was in no condition to go to war. As the German 
chancellor, Prince Bernhard von Bulow, put it in a confidential mem­
orandum in June 1908, "Russia, as a result of the war with Japan, 
will for some time be incapable of much action."3 

Deterrence failed in 1914, not because the two sides were unaware 
of the alliances arrayed against them, but because each thought the 
other would yield. Ironically, the Germans were right in their mili­
tary assessment. Russia was not ready for war, and its disastrous 
military performance led to the Russian Revolution and the execu­
tion of the czar and his family. But Russia went to war because it 
felt betrayed. Russians "are convinced that Austria has been acting 
in bad faith," the German military plenipotentiary in St. Petersburg 
reported to Berlin on July 29,1914. "All this has turned opinion very 
much in Serbia's favor, which country Russia considers it her duty 
to protect without regard to the serious consequences which will 
result."4 

Russia's New Sense of Betrayal 

Russians are now experiencing that same sense of betrayal, 
because they apparen t ly were promised when Germany was 
reunited that there would be no further expansion of NATO. In the 
words of Russian foreign minister Yevgeny Primakov, 

In conversations with Mikhail Gorbachev, Eduard Shevard­
nadze and Dmitri Yazov, held in 1990-1991, i.e., when the 
West was vitally interested in the Soviet troop withdrawal 
from the German Democratic Republic and wanted us "to 
swallow the bitter pill"—the disintegration of the Warsaw 
Treaty Organization (OVD)—Francois Mitterand, John 
Major and [James] Baker, all of them said one and the same 
thing: NATO will not move to the east by a single inch and 
not a single Warsaw Pact country will be admitted to NATO. 
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This was exactly what they said. These conversations were 
not codified in the form of official documents at that time.5 

Recently, declassified Russian documents on this subject were 
made available to Alexei Pushkov, a prominent Russian writer on 
foreign affairs and member of the independent Council on Foreign 
and Defense Policy. According to an account in the Times  (London), 

After talks with Mr. Major on March 6,1991, Marshal Dmitry 
Yazov wrote: "The British Prime Minister declared that he 
'does not foresee conditions under which at the present time 
or in the future the east European countries could enter 
Nato.' " 

Mr. Hurd made a similar point to the then Soviet foreign 
minister, Alexander Bessmertnykh, on March 26, 1991, who 
recorded: "D. Hurd asserted the absence of Nato plans to 
include the countries of eastern and central Europe in the 
North Atlantic Treaty in one form or another." 

It was alliance policy at the time that Nato was not plan­
ning to expand, and similar assurances were made by Chan­
cellor Kohl of Germany and James Baker, the former U.S. 
secretary of state. In February 1990, Mr. Kohl told the then 
Soviet president, Mikhail Gorbachev: "We consider that Nato 
should not expand its sphere of action. We need to find a 
reasonable settlement."6 

In fact, when Gorbachev was in Washington in the fall of 1996 to 
promote his new book, in which he mentions those assurances, the 
subject came up during a meeting at the Washington  Post.  Columnist 
Jim Hoagland asked Gorbachev "about a suggestion in his memoirs 
that the United States was reneging on promises to him about NATO 
expansion." Gorbachev replied that "he had reached a 'gentlemen's 
agreement' with the Bush administration in February 1990 that 
NATO would not expand eastward beyond Germany. He acknowl­
edged that since no one could imagine then that the Warsaw Pact 
would shortly disappear, he had not pressed for formal commit­
ments about other countries, and the Americans had therefore not 
given them."7 

Hoagland goes on to express his admiration of Gorbachev's "can­
dor" in admitting "this major strategic error."8 But what was the 
error? Instead of being grateful for a peaceful end to the Cold War, 
are we now to mock Gorbachev for erring in trusting us too much? 
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Is this the basis on which to build the post-Cold War world? If so, 
what reaction can we expect from the Russians other than a feeling 
of betrayal and suspicion? "The current collision between Russia 
and NATO could have been avoided if the Soviet leadership had at 
that time taken the Americans and Germans at their word and 
codified their intentions not to expand Nato," comments Pushkov. 
"The Russian leadership is now saying that it will not be fooled 
again."9 

Conflicting Interpretations of the Founding Act 

The result of that distrust was the adoption of the Founding Act 
on Mutual Relations, Cooperation and Security between NATO and 
the Russian Federation, a written document defining the future rela­
tionship between the two parties. Hailed as the end of the Cold War, 
the Founding Act seems instead to be the foundation of a new 
confrontation. No sooner had it been announced than the two sides 
began disagreeing about its meaning. For example, NATO has said 
that the Founding Act gives Russia a voice but not a veto concerning 
NATO's actions, but that is not the way it is being interpreted in 
Russia. According to Sergei Rogov, the head of the Institute of the 
USA and Canada, 

Russia and NATO retain their rights in the sphere of defense 
and cannot veto each other's moves there. The decision-
making on the matters of European security, including the 
use of force in peace-making operations, is to be done in the 
new joint standing council where Russia's vote equals that 
of the sixteen, so far, NATO members. The council is to work 
on the basis of consensus; moreover, its decisions on peace­
making are to be endorsed by the UN Security Council, 
where Russia has the right of veto, or the OSCE [Organization 
for Security and Cooperation in Europe], of which Russia is 
a member. 

Since aggression against NATO is very unlikely, all other 
power actions of the alliance in excess of lawful defense will 
have to be agreed with Russia first through the council, and 
then in the UN [Security Council] and the OSCE. Hence, the 
west has no free hand to make unilateral steps the likes of 
the air strikes at the Bosnian Serbs in 1995.10 

132 



Russia's Search  for  Identity 

That interpretation, with its reference to Bosnia, is especially note­
worthy in light of recent indications that the United States is becom­
ing increasingly impatient with the situation in that country and 
might seek to play a more forceful role. 

Another point of disagreement is the admission of future mem­
bers. According to Yeltsin's press secretary, Sergei Yastreshembsky, 
the admission of states that were formerly part of the Soviet Union 
is "absolutely unacceptable" to Russia, and if it occurs Russia will 
announce "its withdrawal from the Founding Act" and review all 
its relations with the alliance.11 But according to NATO secretary 
general Javier Solana, "The decision about the opening of NATO 
will be taken by the 16 countries of NATO. Nobody else. We can 
consult with Russia on some issues, but not on others. We shouldn't 
on this."12 

To resolve that dilemma, the Clinton administration has once 
again begun to hold out the possibility of eventual Russian member­
ship in NATO. "Where are the geographical limits to NATO expan­
sion?" Deputy Secretary of State Strobe Talbott recently asked. "The 
right answer is, Let's see—and let's not be in a rush to proclaim 
new l imits . . . . To draw a new line on the map would be a betrayal 
of the alliance's shared vision of an undivided, increasingly inte­
grated Europe."13 

Excluding Russia from Europe 
If the sentiments expressed by Talbott were shared by all who 

favored NATO expansion, its negative consequences might not be 
so profound. (Although one does wonder at what point NATO 
would begin to resemble the United Nations, or more particularly, 
what would distinguish its membership from that of the UN Security 
Council.) Yet it is clear that many, if not most, proponents of NATO 
enlargement see it as an effort to protect the new members from 
Russia and are vigorously opposed to the idea of Russian member­
ship. "A responsible Russian role in the building of international 
order does not need to be based on Russian de facto participation 
in the Western defense alliance," writes Henry Kissinger, objecting 
to the provisions of the Founding Act. "If there is no distinction 
between members and non-members, what remains of the alliance?" 
The new members, he insists with evident approval, "are seeking 
to participate in NATO for reasons quite the opposite of what the 
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Founding Act describes—not to erase dividing lines but to position 
themselves inside a guaranteed territory by shifting the existing 
NATO boundaries some 300 miles to the east."14 

Talbott and Kissinger cannot both be right about the purpose of 
NATO expansion, and it would appear that Kissinger is closer to 
the mark. In the blunt words of Estonian foreign minister Toomas 
lives, "If Russia didn't threaten us, we'd have better things to do."15 

Or as Martin Palous, a member of the faculty of Prague's Charles 
University and one of the signatories of Charter 77,  a 1976 proclama­
tion that called for the communist Czechoslovak government to 
fulfill its human rights obligations, explains, "We have spent so 
much time on the wrong side of the barricade that if new barricades 
are to be drawn, we definitely would like to be on the right side."16 

In short, NATO expansion, far from overcoming the division of 
Europe, is simply drawing new lines designed to ensure that Russia 
will always remain outside. "Enlarging NATO means enlarging the 
zone of stability in Europe and in the world," President Vaclav 
Havel of the Czech Republic said, reciting the approved mantra, 
during his recent visit to the United States. But for him, enlarging 
NATO means excluding Russia. "I can hardly imagine the North 
Atlantic Alliance that would work with the Russian Federation as 
a full me mbe r , " he added . Russia and N A T O " shou ld share a good 
and profound relationship, but it does not mean that these two 
entities should become one."17 

Havel's position is disturbing for two reasons. First, it represents 
such a change in his views from the days when the Cold War 
was ending. In a speech to the Polish Sejm in January 1990, he 
recommended that "both military alliances [NATO and the Warsaw 
Pact] could be dissolved, and the process of Pan-European integra­
tion could be finally set in motion."18 Now that the Warsaw Pact 
has been dissolved, he has decided that NATO should remain, not 
to promote all-European integration, but to prevent it. Russia, 
according to his view, is not part of Europe. Even more important, 
it never can be. "The Alliance," he declared in June 1996, "should 
unequivocally restate that it is open to all Euro-Atlantic countries 
that share its values and are ready and willing to defend them 
with NATO's structures." But Russia, he insisted, falls outside that 
framework because it is not Euro-Atlantic but Euro-Asian. 

The Russian Federation is and will always remain a power 
with great gravitational potential and with security partners 
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of its own. World peace is hardly conceivable without good 
cooperation between the Euro-Atlantic region and this large 
and influential Euro-Asian entity. 

Yet, these two entities can cooperate creatively and build 
a deepening partnership only if both are clearly defined, have 
distinct boundaries and fully respect each other's identity. 

I think this is what the Alliance should tell Russia clearly 
in the near future. NATO should affirm its desire to strive 
for the best conceivable partnership, but it should also stress 
that such a partnership can be built only when each of the 
parties knows its true identity and when neither attempts to 
dictate how the other should define itself, or whom the other 
may or may not accept as allies.19 

That distinction between two fundamentally incompatible identi­
ties represents an apparent repudiation of Havel's earlier views. 
Indeed, he seems to be adopting views he previously condemned. 
"A person who was accustomed for many years to living under 
rigorous rules that prevented him from making his own decisions 
suffers from a kind of shock," he once explained. "They find them­
selves in a state of uncertainty, in which they tend to look for pseudo-
certainties. One of those might be submerging themselves in a crowd, 
a community, and defining themselves in contrast to other communi­
ties."20 Even worse, by insisting on a distinction between Euro-Atlan­
tic and Euro-Asian, Havel appears to be turning on its head the 
advice he gave several years ago. "The greatness of the idea of 
European integration on democratic foundations consists in its 
capacity to overcome the old Herderian idea of the nation state as 
the highest expression of national life," he argued in 1993. "The 
greatness of this idea lies in its power to smother the demons of 
nationalism, the instigators of modern war."21 

Advocates of NATO expansion have praised it as a means of 
overcoming ethnic rivalries that have undermined the peace of 
Europe. But if it causes someone like Havel to talk about incompati­
ble Euro-Atlantic and Euro-Asian identities, we have to wonder if 
NATO expansion will not inflame rather than smother the demons 
of nationalism. "NATO is a symbol of Western civilization," his 
brother Ivan Havel has explained. "Therefore if we are left out of 
it, then we are not considered Western enough."22 Precisely. But that 
holds for the Russians also. "How come that the new Russia, which 
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has discarded its former ideology, remembered of God, sworn loy­
alty to the new ideals of democracy and fallen into the embrace of 
its recent 'probable adversaries,' is not accepted to Western civiliza­
tion?" a Russian scholar has asked plaintively. "What else must 
it do?"23 

The second danger with Havel's approach is that, if we tell the 
Russians they are really Asians and that they must seek their allies 
elsewhere, just whom do we expect those allies to be? We already 
have our answer. "We shall do everything to minimize the conse­
quences of NATO expansion for Russia's security," President Yeltsin 
has stressed. "We shall continue to deepen integration within the 
Commonwealth of Independent States, especially with Belarus. We 
shall strengthen cooperation with neighboring countries, first of all 
with China."24 

The Emerging Moscow-Beijing Axis 

The rapprochement between Russia and China is usually dis­
missed by Western observers, but some in Asia appear to take it 
more seriously. "The insistence by Secretary of State Madeleine 
Albright that enlargement of NATO will 'vanquish old hatreds, 
promote integration and create a secure environmenť takes on a 
hollow ring at this point," Hong Kong's South China Morning Post 
said in an editorial during the April 1997 Jiang-Yeltsin summit. "The 
Sino-Russian accord is more likely to achieve that goal for the East. 
In the light of this new alliance, Western powers may need to reassess 
their policy, and show more understanding of Russian sensitivities. 
The China-Russia card is too important for them to ignore."25 

Despite protests to the contrary, the Russia-China rapprochement 
seems to be inspired in large part by the resentment both countries 
bear toward the United States. "Both oppose the re-emergence of 
group politics and the resurgence of the Cold War thinking," said 
an article in Beijing Review reporting on the summit. "Russia supports 
China on the issues of Taiwan and Tibet, refusing to back the United 
States and other Western states to place pressure on China on human 
rights. China, for its part . . . sympathizes with Russian concerns 
that NATO's enlargement will endanger its security interest and 
destabilize Europe . . . . Now is the best period in the history of Sino-
Russian relations."26 For their part, the Russians seem unconcerned 
that their growing military cooperation with China could represent 
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a threat to them in the future. "In selling arms to China Moscow 
lays emphasis on such systems the effective use of which on land 
theaters of military operations to the north of China's borders is 
very problematic," Pravda  has reported. "On the other hand, these 
systems may be useful in case of China's conflict with the pro-
American regime in Taiwan."27 

To be sure, Pravda  is not the authoritative source it once was, but 
it is not alone in its explanation of why the Chinese are interested 
in a strategic partnership with Russia. "The advantages which China 
will get from this [border] agreement are obvious," explains Nezavisi-
miya gazeta.  "The military contacts between the USA, Japan and 
South Korea, which grow stronger with every passing year, and 
their growing military presence in the region are bound to worry 
China, which does not plan to give up the status of the leading power 
in the Asia-Pacific region. Now that the border [troop] reductions 
agreement was signed, Beijing will be able to focus its attention on 
the problems on its eastern borders."28 Similarly, an article by the 
InterPress Service in December 1996 reported that "there are many 
in Moscow who believe that Beijing's only interest in forging military 
ties with Moscow after 40 years of strained relations, is so that China 
can withdraw its troops from the long Sino-Russian border and 
redeploy them in its bid to reunify with Taiwan, if necessary, by 
force. . . . Any alliance between Russia and China may actually 
increase tension by giving Beijing the confidence to actively pursue 
its territorial claims."29 

In this regard, we should note that the Chinese have insistently 
refused to renounce what they regard as their right to use force 
to prevent Taiwanese independence. And although most observers 
believe any sort of confrontation is many years down the road, 
some recent reports suggest a crisis could come much earlier. "The 
reunification of Taiwan with the mainland has become a more urgent 
mission for the whole Chinese people," Foreign Minister Qian 
Qichen declared after the death of Deng Xiaoping.30 An extraordinary 
report in February 1997 in the South  China  Morning  Post  may reveal 
what the Chinese foreign minister has in mind. 

The past two months have witnessed a series of high-level 
meetings on Taiwan.... 

Sources close to Beijing's Taiwan policy establishment, 
however, have indicated that the top echelon of the CCP 
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[Chinese Communist Party] has decided to take on Taiwan 
aggressively immediately after leadership changes have been 
completed at the First Session of the Ninth National People's 
Congress (NPC) in March 1998.... 

Military preparations for possible "liberation warfare" 
continue. The generals' warlike rhetoric, which had disap­
peared for several months, has again dominated many an 
internal meeting in Beijing. 

For example, Defense Minister Chi Haotian pointed out 
recently: "It looks like we have to beat them [Taiwanese] up 
before reunification can be expedited."31 

The question, of course, is what the United States would do in 
that eventuality. The common assumption is that China would not 
dare to use military force against Taiwan if it knew its action would 
lead to a military confrontation with the United States, but that 
assumption may be unsound. "The recent [1996] Taiwan Strait crisis 
indicated that whether this issue can be handled appropriately or 
not has become a matter of war or peace/' Chen Qimao, president 
emeritus of the Shanghai Institute for International Studies, wrote 
in an American foreign affairs journal in the fall of 1996. "If Taiwan 
becomes independent under the support of some foreign powers, 
China will use every means possible to reverse this, including the 
decisive use of military force, even at the risk of a military conflict 
with the United States."32 When I recently asked the Chinese ambas­
sador to the United States whether U.S. arms sales to Taiwan amount 
to support of Taiwanese independence under this definition, he 
replied bluntly, "Yes." 

We have here the outlines of a potential disaster. "Taiwan is 
the single most important and most sensitive issue in China-U.S. 
relations," Foreign Minister Qian told the Council on Foreign Rela­
tions in April 1997. "U.S. arms sales to Taiwan. . . undermine China's 
sovereignty and pose a security threat to China's mainland."33 In 
early June 1997, the South  China  Morning  Post  reported that a senior 
Chinese general had "hinted that should the administration of Presi­
dent Lee-Teng Hui 'go further ahead in the road to independence/ 
the PLA [People's Liberation Army] might consider limited military 
action against Taiwan."34 

The emerging Moscow-Beijing axis is perhaps the most important 
reason why NATO expansion is so dangerous. No one can object 

138 



Russia's Search  for  Identity 

to the improvement in relations between two countries, but if NATO 
expansion drives Russia and China together and thereby emboldens 
China to use military force against Taiwan, the United States will 
be faced with an awful choice: either abandoning Taiwan or risking 
a conflict with China and possibly Russia as well. In such a conflict, 
it is not clear that other NATO members could remain aloof. "The 
expansion of the North Atlantic Alliance with a simultaneous move­
ment of the geographical frame of its possible actions can draw 
the members of the block into armed conflict outside of Europe," 
Ambassador Yurii Rakhmaninov wrote last year. "This raises suspi­
cions in other parts of the world, especially in Asia."35 

Repeating the Errors of 1914 

Those who dismiss that scenario as too irrational should be wary 
of repeating the overconfidence of the Germans and Austrians before 
World War I. "By making up their minds in favor of NATO's east­
ward expansion as an unconditional foreign policy priority, the 
leading Western countries have embarked on a truly slippery course 
in relations with Russia," warns Dmitry Trenin of Russia's Academy 
of Sciences. "At a certain stage, Russia's politics can trespass the 
line which divides rational and irrational behavior, and the West 
can notice this line too late."36 

NATO has been regarded as such a success that the idea that it 
could possibly outlive its usefulness—might even become counter­
productive—appears unthinkable to most foreign policy specialists. 
Indeed, in her confirmation hearings, Secretary of State Madeleine 
Albright affirmed that NATO "is a permanent alliance."37 By using 
that language, she repudiated, presumably unwittingly, the legacy of 
George Washington. "T is our true policy to steer clear of permanent 
Alliances, with any portion of the foreign world," he told the Ameri­
can people in his Farewell Address. "Taking care always to keep 
ourselves, by suitable establishments, on a respectably defensive 
posture, we may safely trust to temporary alliances for extraordinary 
emergencies."38 

By portraying NATO as a permanent alliance, the administration 
claims to be learning from the history of European wars. It would 
appear, however, that President Washington's assessment was more 
accurate, for a blind reliance on deterrence through a "permanent" 
alliance has not been a source of peace and stability for Europe. 
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"European history has seldom, if ever, seen an alliance of such 
strength and durability as the Triple Alliance," Prince von Bulow 
proclaimed in  Imperial  Germany.  "The founders of the Triple Alliance 
intentionally created a guarantee of peace. They have not been disap­
pointed in their hopes, for the steadfastness of the Triple Alliance 
has more than once in the course of the last thirty years warded off 
the rising danger of war."39 

Imperial Germany  was published in 1914. Let us hope that history 
does not repeat itself. 
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10. The NATO-Russia Accord: An 
Illusory Solution 

Anatol Lieven 

The widespread impression in the West now seems to be that, 
with the signing of the Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Coopera­
tion and Security between NATO and the Russian Federation, the 
question of relations with Russia has been solved and Russia's objec­
tions to NATO expansion dealt with. Nothing of the sort is the case. 
Although it is understandable that Western governments wish to 
give that impression, it is worrisome that so many Western journal­
ists, and even Western diplomats, seem genuinely convinced that 
relations have somehow been raised to a new and better level. The 
celebration of the accord is another sign of a disturbing trend in 
contemporary Western diplomacy: the obscuring of real and danger­
ous issues by the empty rhetoric of goodwill and, still worse, by the 
apparently genuine self-deception that such talk really can substitute 
for agreements on substantive issues. 

It is true that intelligent Russians realized that they had no choice 
but to sign the accord. In particular, the Yeltsin administration had 
to accept it to save some shreds of face in the matter and to avoid 
revealing the bankruptcy of its NATO policy. However, that does 
not mean that both the government and Russian patriotic opinion 
are not extremely bitter about NATO's action, or that enlargement 
has not dealt another blow to even pro-Western Russians' confidence 
in Western promises and intentions. 

The question of the West's promises to the Soviet Union and 
Russia in 1989-91 remains a matter of contention. Even if nothing 
was signed, NATO went out of its way to give Moscow the impres­
sion that it would not expand eastward. I was in the Baltic states in 
those years, and I remember very well that the leaders of the national 
movements in all three states stressed repeatedly in public that, 
when their countries achieved independence, they would be neutral, 
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nonaligned states. The phrase "bridges between the West and Rus­
sia" was often used. In Latvia especially, that intention was accompa­
nied by official promises that the local Russians, irrespective of when 
they entered Latvia, would automatically receive full civic rights. It 
was partly on the basis of those promises that the Baits received 
critically important support from Boris Yeltsin and the Russian dem­
ocratic movement. We may all understand and sympathize with the 
reasons that led the Baits subsequently to change their positions. In 
all fairness, however, we must also recognize that the Russians 
have some reason to feel aggrieved, by both the Baits and their 
Western backers. 

Linked to but even more important than the question of Russian 
trust in Western intentions is the fact that on the most critical issue 
dividing Russia and NATO—the question of NATO's future expan­
sion to take in the Baltic states, and perhaps other countries in the 
territory of the former Soviet Union—nothing whatsoever has been 
settled. NATO has stated that the doors remain open for future 
members, and clearly the Baits have as good a moral claim to mem­
bership as do the Central Europeans. Some Clinton administration 
officials appear to have assured them informally that they will be 
admitted in the foreseeable future. On the other hand, Yeltsin has 
stated explicitly that if NATO expands into former Soviet territory, 
the Founding Act will be abrogated, and there will be a risk of a 
complete breakdown of Russia's relations with the West. In that, 
Yeltsin undoubtedly has the support of the overwhelming majority 
of Russian public opinion, whether liberal, communist-conservative, 
or nationalist. I cannot see at present how NATO can square that 
particular circle. Since many West Europeans are also strongly 
opposed—though so far, in private—to seeking confrontation with 
Russia over the issue, expansion to the Baltic states also risks divid­
ing, not strengthening, NATO. In the words of one European diplo­
mat, "Of course, like everyone else, we assumed that PFP [Partner­
ship for Peace] would last for a decade at least, and Clinton took 
us by surprise in 1994 with NATO expansion. We couldn't afford 
another split with the USA, after what happened in Bosnia, so we 
went along with it. Next time, we'll be better prepared."1 

Russia's Legitimate Concerns 
While we may not agree with all of Russia's concerns about or 

positions on the question of NATO expansion, we should admit in 

144 



The Illusory  NATO-Russia  Accord 

all honesty that most of those concerns are legitimate and normal 
by international standards. Such concerns are expressed by liberal, 
pro-Western Russians and are similar to the kinds of concerns 
addressed by all major powers in the world, including those of the 
West. It is necessary to emphasize that point because, in a malignant 
piece of hypocrisy, former national security adviser Zbigniew Brze-
zinski and others have tried to portray Russian worries about NATO 
expansion as an additional reason to fear and distrust Russia—as 
if you were to slap a man in the face and then tell him that he should 
kiss your hand and that your judgment of him will depend on 
his response.2 

Apart from the feeling of moral insult, Russian concerns do not, 
it must be stressed, have to do with the countries of Central Europe, 
nor with Romania as long as the question of unification with Mol­
dova does not reemerge. Except for Poland, which borders on the 
Russian enclave of Kaliningrad, none of those countries shares a 
border with Russia, nor do any of them have Russian minorities. 
Moreover, there is no hope of drawing them into either a new union 
or a Russian sphere of influence—hopes that do exist, albeit in a 
fading form, with regard to Ukraine. 

Russian fears concerning the Baltic states are threefold. First, 
NATO membership for the Baits will imply Western endorsement 
of their often very anti-Russian positions in international affairs. 
That development will be seen by Russian public opinion as a deep 
humiliation and will weaken accordingly any Russian government 
that is in power at the time, especially if that government is or can 
be portrayed as pro-Western. Those who think that such a move by 
NATO would not gravely weaken the position of men like Deputy 
Prime Ministers Anatoly Chubais and Boris Nemtsov have not lis­
tened to what those leaders have been saying. 

Second, there is the fear that NATO membership would act as a 
shield for more radical exclusionary policies toward the Russian 
immigrant populations in Latvia and Estonia. The West may assure 
the Russians that, on the contrary, NATO would ensure that the 
Baits respected international norms in that matter. But the Russians 
have some reason to worry that, once Latvia and Estonia are safely 
in NATO and the European Union, the incentives for the Latvians 
and Estonians to follow Western advice on the issue will greatly 
diminish. NATO and the EU have not, after all, proved very success­
ful at moderating the nationalist passions of either the Greeks or 
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the Turks. If I were a Russian, I would not place much confidence 
in NATO and the EU being able to modify Estonian or Latvian 
nationalism, if it were to take a turn for the worse. Those Russian 
fears are exaggerated, but they are also genuinely felt. 

Finally, there is the question of Kaliningrad. NATO membership 
for the Baltic states would isolate Kaliningrad and give the Lithua­
nians the military backing, if necessary, to blockade the enclave. 
Now one might well ask why NATO would possibly want to do 
something so crazily provocative, but Russians have heard the 
repeated calls from Baltic and some sections of Scandinavian opinion 
for the demilitarization of Kaliningrad and from some Lithuanian 
nationalists for its internationalization or even partition.3 To start 
tampering with the borders of 1945 risks a return to the cataclysms 
of the past. Moreover, although I have heard a few liberal Russians 
say that they would be perfectly happy to see Kaliningrad become 
a demilitarized free city and European free-trade zone, I don't think 
you'll find a single Russian who would want to see that occur under 
what would inevitably be seen as NATO military pressure. That 
point also applies to the other Russian military and military-civilian 
enclaves (or exclaves) left outside Russia's western borders: Trans-
dniestria and the military port of Sevastopol. 

There could be no more serious or dangerous issue in international 
affairs than an attempt to bring pressure to bear on a sovereign state 
to withdraw troops from part of its own territory. The question of 
Sevastopol has been suspended for 20 years by the leasing arrange­
ment included in the May 1997 treaty between Russia and Ukraine; 
and perhaps at the end of that time the Russians will peacefully 
withdraw, as Ukrainian officials insist privately must be the case; 
or on the other hand, perhaps the Ukrainians will peacefully sign 
another 20-year lease, to allow time and change in both countries 
and the wider world to solve the issue. Perhaps. But it should be 
easy to see why, from a Russian point of view, the closer NATO 
gets to Russia's borders, the more danger there will be that issues 
like Sevastopol will be solved by Western dictate, and in a manner 
unfavorable to Russia. Once again, those are legitimate concerns by 
international standards. 

American Hostility toward Russia 
But why, it may be asked, should Russians assume that on any 

given issue the West will take an anti-Russian line? Is that not in 
itself evidence of inveterate, irrational Russian suspicion of the West? 
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Unfortunately, even the most pro-Western Russians keep finding 
solid evidence to justify their fear. Anti-Russian opinions are 
reflected every day in some portion of the American media.4 There 
exists in the West generally, but especially in the United States, a 
strain of opinion that is full of implacable hostility, which amounts 
in some cases to irrational hatred, not toward the Soviet legacy or 
even Russia as a state, but toward the Russian nation and Russians 
as a people. At times, that view of an unchanging Russian drive for 
aggression and conquest finds explicitly racist forms, as in George 
Will's statement that "expansion is in the Russians' DNA." Or Peter 
Rodman's comment: "The only potential great-power security prob­
lem in Central Europe is the lengthening shadow of Russian strength, 
and NATO has the job of counter-balancing it. Russia is a force of 
nature; all this is inevitable."5 When related to NATO expansion, 
such attitudes produce statements like those of Henry Kissinger, 
that Russia today is a "weakened adversary" who should not be 
conciliated. Explicitly or implicitly, that is the view of a good many 
extreme russophobes in the West. It is connected to the regret one 
sometimes hears that it was not possible in Russia to impose decom-
munization along the lines of the political purification carried out 
in Germany and Japan after World War II. To such attitudes, there 
is a very simple reply: if the West had crushed the Soviet Union in 
war, the world today would indeed be a very different place— 
blackened, flattened, and with a very much smaller population. 

The astonishingly peaceful dissolution of the Soviet empire was 
largely due to the fact that, during the critical period, the Reagan 
and Bush administrations succeeded in persuading the Soviet and 
Russian leadership (and the Russian people) that they would not 
be treated as defeated enemies, but rather, having freed themselves 
of communist tyranny, would be welcomed as honored partners of 
the West. That promise was also crucial in allowing the Yeltsin 
administration to begin free-market reforms in Russia. 

As seen from Moscow, the positions of many American politi­
cians—though not the Clinton administration—on NATO expan­
sion, the Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty, START II, 
and the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, when taken together and if put 
into practice by a future U.S. administration, would constitute a 
formal breach of international good faith. And good faith, as well 
as democracy, security, free trade, and so on, is after all one of the 
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pillars of a stable international order. What good faith could there be 
in simultaneously expanding and strengthening NATO and insisting 
that Russia abide strictly by the CFE? What moral consistency is 
there in insisting that the United States be allowed to tear up the 
ABM Treaty but that Russia ratify START II? What sort of lesson 
do such actions give the Russians about how international affairs 
will be conducted in the New World Order? 

The implacable hostility of some Western opinion shapers toward 
Russia is shown by the fact that Russian withdrawal from former 
Soviet (and even czarist) territory has not led to the slightest modifi­
cation of their view of innate Russian imperialism. Even stranger, 
the overwhelming evidence of Russian weakness has not led those 
people to stop exaggerating Russian strength. Hence we are treated 
to the strange sight of Kissinger frantically flogging the half-dead 
Russian bear—which if present trends continue will in three years 
or so have only twice the gross domestic product of Poland—while 
in the background the Chinese dragon inexorably gains strength 
and in a generation or so will have the world's largest economy. 
Under those circumstances, to mistake the lesser danger for the 
greater and structure one's whole international posture accordingly 
is precisely the error that Kissinger himself dissected and mocked 
Louis Napo leon III of France for commit t ing in the 1850s and 1860s.6 

Not only did Napoleon III err disastrously in concentrating on 
defeating Austria while ignoring the rising power of Prussia, but 
he also dedicated himself to making alliances with or expressing 
emotional support for small nations that could not help France in 
a crisis and that France had no real intention of helping in case 
of war. In advocating such a policy regarding NATO expansion, 
Kissinger is breaking the rules of his own book. 

In some cases, the hatred of Russia is implacable because it is 
rooted not in the present, nor even in the Soviet experience, but in 
ethnic memories of Russian aggression and oppression dating back 
hundreds of years. On those memories has been erected a historicist 
and deeply bigoted portrayal of the Russian people and Russian 
culture as permanently devoted to conquest and expansion.7 The 
unique crimes of Soviet communism—very often not committed by 
Russians and very often committed against Russians—are mixed 
up indiscriminately with the policies of the czars and of the Yeltsin 
administration. No attempt is made to compare Russia's experience 
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with that of other European colonial empires, either in their bloody 
rise or their often even bloodier disintegration. Nor is any attempt 
made to compare Russia's attempts to preserve a sphere of influence 
with those of other major powers. 

In this context, Russians often compare themselves with France 
and ask why behavior that in the case of France draws from Ameri­
cans no more than an irritated shrug provokes in the case of Russia 
torrents of hysterical rhetoric. Are Moscow's various clients in the 
former Soviet republics really worse than Mobutu Sese Seko or some 
of Paris's other clients in Africa? And has Russia since the fall of 
communism committed worse crimes than have some of the West's 
honored allies in the past? 

To this may be made the objection that Russia's behavior clashes 
with U.S. interests, for example in the field of energy, in a way that 
France's or Turkey's does not. That is entirely true—but I am not 
suggesting for a moment that there are not real differences of interest 
between Russia and the West, and that the West will not have on 
occasion to defend its interests very strongly. For example, the West 
will need to respond to Russian sales of arms to the West's enemies. 
Such situations should, however, be handled on a case-by-case basis, 
not incorporated into an architecture of prejudice and hostility. 

The other reason why the Russians are right to fear both that 
NATO expansion will continue and that it will be directed against 
them is the nature of U.S. domestic politics. Russia has no political 
lobby in the United States, whether ethnic, as in the case of the East 
Europeans, or business, as in the case of China. Since U.S. foreign 
policy is increasingly dictated by short-term electoral considerations, 
and since many U.S. leaders lack any clear conception of what the 
interests of the United States as a whole—as opposed to those of 
particular American or pseudo-American groups—actually are, the 
cards are permanently stacked against Russia. Any move seen as 
anti-Russian will always earn a certain measure of domestic political 
credit in the United States. Moves seen as pro-Russian will attract 
at best indifference and at worst hostility. 

The mass of the American people, of course, has no interest in 
such a strategy, but that is the point. They are uninterested in the 
whole issue, whereas the enemies of Russia are passionately inter­
ested in pushing the United States in an anti-Russian direction. 
Whatever sympathy there is for Russia is limited to sections of 

149 



NATO ENLARGEMENT 

the political and foreign policy elites, which are themselves deeply 
unpopular with many Americans. 

Moreover, those groups' sympathy for Russia, being based on 
reason and a sense of U.S. and Western interests, is contingent. That 
is to say, it is affected by Russia's behavior and Russian attitudes. 
In my own case, my respect for Boris Yeltsin was destroyed by the 
Chechen War, and if the Russian people had shown enthusiasm for 
that war, my sympathy for them would also have been very badly 
damaged. Consequently, if the Russian government were to commit 
military aggression against the Baltic states or Ukraine, or if Russia 
as a whole were to swing in an extreme ethnic chauvinist direction, 
I and most other currently sympathetic members of Western opinion-
shaping communities would become determined opponents. 

The russophobes have an advantage because their task is much 
simpler. Since their approach is based neither on evidence nor in 
many cases even on an attachment to American, as opposed to other, 
national interests, they need not adapt it to changing circumstances. 
In response to every new development, their self-set task is the same: 
to put the most anti-Russian gloss possible on whatever happens 
and to find the most anti-Russian policy that is compatible with 
short-term Western safety. 

Even the sympathy of the Clinton administration is directed not 
toward Russia but toward the Yeltsin administration; and the desire 
for accommodation with Yeltsin is dictated, not by a perception of 
Russia as a long-term partner, but by the fact that the administration 
has invested so much of its own credit in Yeltsin that it simply 
cannot afford to see him fall. That inevitably makes Russians fear 
that a change either in the U.S. administration or in their own could 
bring a complete end to any residual American attempts at coopera­
tion with Russia. It also increases their sense that any nonbinding 
agreements with the United States are worthless in the longer term. 

The Nature of Russian Nationalism 

The attribution to ordinary Russians of an eternal desire for con­
quest and expansion is very strange, historically speaking. Of all 
the major European imperial peoples, the Russians were the least 
consulted by their governments. At one time or another, British, 
French, Germans, and even Americans all provided enthusiastic 
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electoral support for imperial programs and wars. Whether the Rus­
sians would or would not have done so cannot be established— 
because they were never asked. 

However, Russians have had another way of showing their indif­
ference to imperial ideology: the myth of Russian soldiers as enthusi­
astic fighters in this century for imperial or ideological programs is 
disproved by all the evidence. No more than any other European 
population have the Russians shown enthusiasm for sacrifices for 
imperial, as opposed to national, goals. In fact, whenever the Rus­
sians have fought outside ethnic Russian territory, they have been 
beaten, above all because of their poor morale and their lack of 
interest in the cause at issue. They were beaten by the Japanese in 
1905, the Germans in 1914-17 (when as far as ordinary Russian 
troops were concerned, the battle lines ran through not Russia but 
Poland), the Finns in 1939, the Afghans in 1979-89, and the Chechens 
in 1994—even though the latter were technically in Russia.8 The 
Soviet counterattack of 1941-45 began only when the Germans had 
penetrated deep into Russian territory, and the "Great Patriotic War" 
was certainly not seen by ordinary Russians as a war of conquest 
or expansion. If the Russians had attacked the Germans, they would 
no doubt have been beaten again, as they were in 1914. 

It should be apparent from the events of recent years that a great 
majority of Russians have a complicated and rather weak sense of 
national identity and are thoroughly doubtful about the need for 
Russia to play an imperial role—especially if that means paying 
major costs in money or lives. Had it been otherwise, had the Russian 
people been as attached to imperial dreams as the russophobes say 
they are, the collapse of the Soviet Union would have been a much 
grimmer affair, and Boris Yeltsin could not conceivably have lasted 
long in power. A people with a strong sense of military pride would 
have swept from power the government responsible for the multiple 
defeats and humiliations in Chechnya. 

Even more important, the Russian diaspora, so often portrayed 
as a potential source of fifth columns, has in general shown an 
extremely weak capacity for mobilizing along Russian national lines; 
and a key reason is that the diaspora's identity is not in fact nationally 
Russian, let alone that of imperial colonists. Instead, it remains that 
of Russian-speaking people who, in the case of Ukraine, for example, 
have very little to distinguish them from most of their Ukrainian 
neighbors. 
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Until now, it is important to remember, the Russian state was 
never a Russian national state as such, and Russian loyalties were 
focused on institutions that, although they embodied large elements 
of "Russianness," were not purely Russian: the Orthodox religion, 
the czar, Marxism, the Communist Party, the Soviet Union. That has 
left a legacy in which ethnic nationalism in Russia is rather weak 
compared with that of its neighbors—a very good thing for us all, 
and something we should be careful not to change. 

None of the major Russian parties today (with the partial exception 
of Vladimir Zhirinovsky's, now fortunately in eclipse) espouses a 
narrowly ethnic version of Russian nationalism. Instead, the image, 
derived from Soviet culture, is that of the Russians' "leading" a 
voluntary alliance of other peoples. Gen. Alexander Lebed and other 
Russian politicians dubbed "nationalist" (or even "ultranationalist") 
in the West have spoken repeatedly of the Russian Federation as a 
"multinational" state. Lebed (and indeed the Russian government) 
has also spoken of Islam and Buddhism along with Orthodox Chris­
tianity, as Russia's "traditional" religions, which the state should 
foster and support.9 (Such an attitude does not, however, necessarily 
imply democracy; it is quite compatible with a more or less benevo­
lent dictatorship.) 

Russians' image of their society is to a great extent a myth, and 
often a hypocritical one, when it comes to the real history of Russia, 
but it has been of great importance in moderating Russian political 
attitudes toward Russia's ethnic minorities like the Tatars and Yakuts 
(the Caucasians are a somewhat different case, for the specific reason 
of a pervasive Russian dislike of their highly visible commercial and 
criminal activity). 

Equally important—and of critical importance when it comes to 
Western policy toward Russia—has been Russia's ambitions for 
leadership or hegemony within the former Soviet Union, a hegem­
ony that cannot today or for the foreseeable future be based mainly 
on coercion; it has to have a genuine element of consent and mutual 
interest. It would be manifestly impossible for a Russian government 
to have such a program and yet adopt a narrowly chauvinist position 
at home. 

The risk is that if the program of Brzezinski and Kissinger were 
to be adopted—and the West were to be successful in depriving 
Russia of any significant role beyond her borders, excluding her 
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from all meaningful Western and European institutions and sur­
rounding her by Western-backed, ethnic nationalist and anti-Russian 
neighbors—the Russian elites and, much more important, the Rus­
sian people might swing in what could be called a "Kemalist" direc­
tion, after Gen. Kemal Ataturk, the founder of modern Turkey. Some 
well-meaning Western observers have even suggested that that is 
the model Russia ought to follow. 

Those people have not thought through the implications of their 
arguments, or what a true Ataturk, and a determined Kemalist Rus­
sian nationalism with a real capacity for mobilizing and inspiring 
the Russian army and people, would mean for Europe today. Exclu­
sion from Western institutions would virtually dictate that, unlike 
Kemalism, Russian nationalism would develop in an anti-Western 
direction and Russia would seek anti-Western allies. Much more 
important, just as it would in part be a reaction against the ethnic 
nationalism of neighboring states, so it would in turn produce further 
chauvinist reactions among Russia's neighbors (and of course her 
own minorities). That would risk a downward spiral of hatred, 
oppression, unrest, and ultimately war. Such Russian nationalism 
might lose all ambitions as regards Tajiks, Georgians, and Uzbeks, 
but it would certainly not lose interest in the ethnic Russians beyond 
Russia's borders. On the contrary, it would generate an ideology 
capable of mobilizing them to fight for Russia against the states in 
which they live. 

In this context, the Turkish example is apposite but of course the 
very opposite of encouraging. After the Ottoman Empire's final 
defeat and dismemberment in World War I, which led to attempts 
to break off large pieces of what Turks considered their own ethnic 
territory, a military-nationalist movement led by Kemal, and based 
on younger and more radical elements of the Turkish elites, espe­
cially the military, decided to rebuild and strengthen the Turkish 
state on the basis of Turkish ethnic nationalism. Kemalist Turkish 
nationalism also involved very strong authoritarian, military, and 
chauvinist elements and absolutist claims to cultural control over the 
entire population within Turkey's new and much reduced borders— 
something that had been wholly lacking in the governing philosophy 
of the Ottoman Empire. 

The result was a relatively successful experiment in modern state 
building and development, but one that has been a disaster for 
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Turkey's ethnic minorities. Armenians, Greeks, and Kurds were 
respectively subjected to genocide, massacre, and expulsion, and 
an attempt was made to completely suppress their languages and 
cultural identities. Later, of course, the Kemalist state philosophy 
also threatened intervention in neighboring states harboring ethnic 
Turkish minorities, most notably Cyprus. For Russia to swing from 
her present mild and highly constricted "imperialism" to such a 
form of nationalism would be no gain for Russia, her neighbors, the 
rest of Europe, or indeed humanity. Yet it is that risk that we run 
if we adopt a policy of trying to wholly suppress Russia's influence 
outside her present borders. 

The Danger of Crowding a Great Power in Distress 

It is not the post-Soviet Russian state that ought to worry us in 
our dealings with Russia. Russians tend to despise their own state, 
and it is in any case far too weak for the foreseeable future even to 
threaten its immediate western neighbors, let alone the West. What 
we should beware of creating is a new and dangerous spirit in the 
Russian people. Inflicting humiliations on the Russian state in Cen­
tral Europe, or even in the Transcaucasus, is unlikely to stir up any 
really strong public reaction in Russia, since Russians themselves 
have a rather distanced relationship with those areas. The expansion 
of NATO into Central Europe, which is certainly felt as a humiliation 
by Russian political elites, may irritate ordinary Russians, but it does 
not fill them with a strong desire to fight back. The farther NATO 
expands eastward, however, the greater the risk that, sooner or later, 
the Euroatlantic countries will stumble into a conflict that affects 
not just the Russian state and the elites but is felt—truly felt—as a 
matter of vital national interest by the mass of the Russian people. 
At that point, the consequences will be unpredictable and horribly 
dangerous. 

Perhaps I could end on two personal notes. The first is drawn 
from my experience as a war correspondent in Afghanistan, the 
Transcaucasus, and most recently Chechnya—usually, be it noted, 
on the anti-Soviet or anti-Russian side. We are being bombarded at 
the moment with a flood of self-congratulatory, comforting media 
material to the effect that the new revolution in computer technology 
will give an unassailable military advantage to the United States.10 

That is particularly comforting to a society that does not wish to 
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think about the possibility of heavy casualties, or indeed about the 
ugly realities of combat, but prefers a sanitized version of war pre­
sented by people who most often have never seen a battlefield. 

But all my experience, and most historical evidence, suggests that 
while military technology is obviously of great importance, what is 
always critical is morale, and that means not just a willingness to 
kill but a willingness to die. It does not matter if you can kill 10,000 
enemy for every 1,000 combatants you lose, if even that thousand 
is unacceptable to your own public opinion. How many Americans 
are prepared to die for a Ukrainian Sevastopol, if the Russians prove 
willing to die on the other side? That issue has admittedly now been 
shelved for 20 years—but what are 20 years in the life of a nation? 
What will be NATO's policy when the issue comes up for review 
20 years from now, if Kissinger has his way? 

And why should we be so anxious to turn Ukraine into an anti-
Russian buffer state, when in fact Russia has not threatened Ukraine, 
has not supported Russian separatists in Crimea, and is not trying 
to turn the Russians of other areas into a fifth column? On the 
contrary, the integration of Russians into the new Ukrainian state 
is proceeding very well. The threat to that benign process comes 
not from Moscow but from the failure of Ukraine to reform and 
develop economically, and from more radical, ethnic Ukrainian 
nationalism that will end by alienating the Russians and Russian 
speakers. The potential threat to Ukraine comes from within, and it 
is precisely that exclusivist nationalism that might draw strength 
from Western encouragement of Ukraine as an anti-Russian buffer 
state. If that coincided with a sense of ethnic nationalism among 
Russians in Russia and, still more important, in Ukraine, the results 
could be very ugly. 

A final note: In the late 1970s I was a teenager growing up in 
England, another former imperial power fallen on hard times, and 
I vividly remember the malaise of that period. Of course, the pit 
into which Britain had sunk was not nearly as deep as the one in 
which Russia now finds herself, but it was still pretty deep compared 
with Britain's previous status, and the sense of decline was undoubt­
edly exacerbated by an underlying feeling of national loss and humil­
iation. Britain did not look like a country that would be willing to 
fight, and fight hard, for a very distant and utterly unimportant 
former imperial outpost like the Falklands. That at least was what 
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the Argentine government calculated in 1982, and a very bad miscal­
culation it was. I would not wish us to imitate it in our relations 
with Russia. 
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11. NATO's Manifest Destiny: The Risks 
of Expansion 

Hugh De  Santis 

The Clinton administration has stumbled into its policy of NATO 
enlargement. In its desire to placate the new democracies in Europe 
and burnish the president's historical legacy, it has unwisely pressed 
its less-than-enthusiastic security partners to open the alliance's 
doors to the post-Soviet states. If the Madrid meeting at which the 
alliance invited Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic to apply 
for membership had ended a period of muddled policymaking, both 
proponents and critics of enlargement might breathe a sigh of relief. 
Unfortunately, the situation is worse than it appears. Most worri­
some are the underlying attitudes that give impetus to the policy 
of NATO enlargement: the image of unipolarity and the underlying 
narcissistic belief that the post-Cold War world is a reflection of 
American values. By refusing to see the world as it really is, the 
United States is blinding itself to the potentially destabilizing conse­
quences of NATO enlargement and their adverse effects on Ameri­
can interests. 

If nothing else, the Madrid summit made good on President Clin­
ton's pledge to the former Warsaw Pact states to extend the alliance's 
security umbrella eastward. Vaguely informed by strategic logic, 
that landmark event represents the president's instinctive accommo­
dation of the political appeals of the newly independent states of 
Europe. In response to the entreaties of the East European states 
for closer security cooperation, which intensified as a result of the 
Bosnian crisis, the resurgence of the Russian authoritarian right 
wing, and the niggardly refusal of the European Union to enlarge 
its franchise, the United States unveiled its Partnership for Peace 

The views expressed here are solely those of the author and do not necessarily 
reflect the views of the U.S. Department of Defense or any other agency of the 
U.S. government. 
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initiative in 1994. A kind of halfway house that circumvented auto­
matic military guarantees to avoid arousing renewed Russian fears 
of encirclement, the PFP laid out a set of criteria that the emerging 
democracies would have to satisfy to ensure their political, economic, 
and military compatibility with the West. 

For the United States and the European allies, the PFP was a 
holding action. For the Central and East European states, however, 
it was a step toward eventual NATO membership. Buoyed by Clin­
ton's encouraging "when, not if" rhetoric, many of the new democra­
cies met their PFP obligations with alacrity and, not surprisingly, 
insisted that the West honor its commitment. The caboose, as it were, 
began to push the train. Propelled by the U.S. presidential election 
of 1996, the train quickly picked up steam. In an effort to woo 
American voters with ties to Eastern Europe and to blunt the (equally 
il l-considered) Republican foreign policy offensive on NATO 
enlargement, Clinton declared that 1997 would mark the beginning 
of the alliance's enlargement. And so it did. 

NATO has thus far offered membership only to Hungary, Poland, 
and the Czech Republic. Other suitors will have to bide their time 
and, of course, preserve their virtue until Brussels calls. While the 
new inductees await the outcome of the post-Madrid deliberations 
that will presumably confirm their NATO-worthiness, and parlia­
ments in the East as well as the West prepare for the anticipated 
ratification of enlargement in 1999, the Clinton administration is 
betting that those left behind will sedulously continue to enact politi­
cal and civil-military reforms and resolve lingering territorial dis­
putes in the hope that they will be next. 

But the East European states that were passed over in Madrid may 
harbor resentment toward the West. Countries that have worked 
diligently to meet the criteria for membership may conclude that 
they have been abandoned by NATO and consequently reevaluate 
not only the wisdom of integration with the West but also the value of 
democratic reform. The first phase of NATO expansion may further 
alienate Russia. Differences between Moscow and Western officials 
over the intent of the Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Coopera­
tion and Security between NATO and the Russian Federation already 
threaten to scupper joint security arrangements. 

Such concerns may prove to be much ado about nothing. Still, 
they cannot be ignored or glibly dismissed, as they have been by 
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too many proponents of enlargement in and out of the Clinton 
administration, with the complacent conviction that the tide of his­
tory is now irreversibly running toward liberal democracy. Before 
we plunge into a morass from which we may not easily extricate 
ourselves, we ought to assess the risks that may lie ahead in the 
interest of limiting the political, military, and ecomonic costs of 
enlargement. The following four scenarios, which traverse the opti­
mism-pessimism spectrum over the short and long term, might form 
the basis for such an analysis. 

Scenario no. 1: NATO-ville 

Let us assume that naysayers, heretics, and traditional NATO-
phobes grossly misread post-Cold War security trends and that the 
first wave of alliance expansion proceeds smoothly, neither insulting 
the bevy of maids in waiting nor, thanks to the face-saving Founding 
Act, offending Russia. In this scenario, the governments in all three 
invited countries mount a successful public relations campaign and 
win parl iamentary ratification. Powerless to prevent NATO's 
enlargement, Russia offers no meaningful opposition. The U.S. Sen­
ate, persuaded by the administration that refusal to ratify would 
irreparably damage NATO and destroy the credibility of the world's 
last remaining superpower, acquiesces. So do West European parlia­
ments, which are more preoccupied with the European Monetary 
Union. 

To reassure the former Soviet bloc states outside NATO that they 
have not been forgotten, and to reinforce the process of democratic 
reform and the resolution of territorial and ethnic disputes, the allies 
intensify their political-military dialogue through a network of new 
and existing institutions, including the PFP and the 27-member 
Atlantic Partnership Council. Bilateral discussions between the allies 
(and Russia) and NATO aspirants, or what is being called the 
"extended dialogue," subtly reaffirm the West's nuptial intentions 
without setting the date for the wedding by announcing NATO's 
desire to begin accession talks with Slovenia and Romania by the end 
of 1998. Having relaxed the criteria for monetary union to maintain 
political support for the euro and stabilize stock and bond markets, 
the EU announces the first tranche of single-currency states, includ­
ing an economically chastened France that has abandoned its rein-
flationary course and acceded to the need for austerity. 
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Encouraged by NATO's dialogue and especially by the resump­
tion of progress toward European economic integrat ion, the 
"outs"—including a democratically rejuvenated Slovakia that has 
thrown off the yoke of Vladimir Meciar—accelerate their reform 
agendas. Although Moscow remains a vocal critic of further NATO 
enlargement, particularly in the former Soviet republics of the "near 
abroad," it is economically and militarily bereft of levers with which 
to arrest Western expansion. More to the point, it knows that compli­
ant behavior is a prerequisite for gaining access to the bustling 
markets of the world's industrial democracies. Reformers such as 
Anatoly Chubais, Boris Nemtsov, and Gregoriy Yavlinsky join forces 
to relaunch perestroika and redouble their commitment to liberal-
democratic reform, and Russia ratifies START II and the Chemical 
Weapons Convention and negotiates further reductions of conven­
tional arms in Europe. 

However improbable, that is the scenario on which the Clinton 
administration is banking, partly because of its propensity to define 
international behavior, especially in the post-Cold War period, in 
rational-actor terms. Naively, policymakers seem to expect that other 
states will make the same choices that the United States would make 
if it were faced with the same set of circumstances. Indeed, U.S. 
policymakers seem congenitally predisposed to view the revolution­
ary events of 1989-90 and beyond as replications of the American 
experience, that is, to see the emerging democracies in Eastern 
Europe, no matter how different their cultures and traditions are 
from our own, through the prism of our own exceptionalist values, 
beliefs, and ideals. 

Scenario no. 2: NATO-sclerosis 

It is altogether reasonable to expect that the United States and 
NATO will be able to manage developments in Eastern Europe 
and Russia in the interval between the Madrid summit and the 
investiture of the new members in the alliance in 1999. What happens 
after 1999 is another matter. 

In all likelihood, the road from Madrid to Brussels will not be 
smooth. Both the Czech and Hungarian publics have become less 
inclined toward NATO membership over the past year, especially 
if it entails increased military spending at the expense of social 
programs.1 Given the equally intransigent domestic opposition to 
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budgetary cuts required by the Maastricht guidelines for entry into 
the EMU, West European governments are also unlikely to foot 
the bill. And, given its support for a balanced budget, the Clinton 
administration will likely find it difficult to persuade taxpayers to 
pay Europe's bills. Regardless of how the burden-sharing issue is 
resolved, the cost of enlargement is bound to provoke sniping 
between Washington and allied capitals. And when all is said and 
done, neither the United States nor Western Europe will be eager 
to proceed with the next round of enlargement. 

Furthermore, differences of interpretation of provisions of the 
Founding Act, not unlike differences over the deployment of allied 
forces in eastern Germany following reunification, will almost cer­
tainly create new disputes that will keep Russia and NATO at logger­
heads over expansion of the alliance for the next two years. NATO 
expansion will further impede progress on new and existing arms 
control treaties. The Duma may well obstruct efforts to amend the 
Conventional Forces in Europe treaty. In such unsettling circum­
stances, alliance cohesion is also likely to suffer, with the old guard 
loath to do anything that might destroy the foundation of the consul­
tative council and antagonize Russia and new members worried 
that they and their eastern neighbors may yet be abandoned by the 
West, military guarantees notwithstanding.2 

Finally, the end of the first phase of NATO enlargement will 
coincide with the run-up to the U.S. presidential election in 2000. 
Even if the candidates were to support further enlargement of the 
alliance, the exigencies of domestic politics and the foreign policy 
immobility that naturally follows changes of administration make 
it unlikely that serious preparations for the next round would take 
place before late 2001 or early 2002. Given those considerations, we 
are probably heading for a more uncertain near-term environment 
in which the United States and its NATO partners will have to 
muddle through what is bound to be a period of political instability 
in Europe. 

In this scenario, the adroit use of political and diplomatic tools of 
statecraft will be required to sustain support for NATO enlargement. 
In the absence of concrete steps toward the next phase of enlarge­
ment, the Atlantic Partnership Council would be expected to assume 
a greater management role in the alliance's efforts to buttress sagging 
spirits in the East and to maintain alliance cohesion. Bilateral talks 
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between the allies and the NATO supplicants will be equally impor­
tant. In both cases, NATO will have to walk a fine line between 
keeping hope alive and avoiding the appearance of beginning acces­
sion talks. 

That will be no easy chore. On the one hand, the allies will be 
inclined to proceed deliberately to ensure that Russia consents to 
the next phase of enlargement. On the other hand, they will face 
criticism from both new and aspiring alliance members about giving 
Russia a veto over NATO's security decisionmaking and thus creat­
ing another Yalta. As NATO prepares to celebrate the parliamentary 
blessings of enlargement, the new inductees will begin to clamor 
for inclusion in the EU after 2000. That effort will be closely watched 
by the countries still seeking admission to NATO and the EU and 
by Russia. It will also be closely followed by the U.S. Congress, 
which would prefer the EU to assume greater responsibility for the 
safety and welfare of the emerging democracies and thus reduce 
the economic burden on NATO, which is to say, the United States. 

Scenario no. 3: An Informal Russian Sphere of Influence 

As time goes by, the task of NATO expansion will become more 
a rduous . Even the most ardent suitor will tire of promises of 
betrothal absent the long-awaited proposal. Disaffection is inevita­
ble. Clearly, such a political and diplomatic stalemate is not sustain­
able indefinitely. Indeed, it may not last beyond the next two years. 
The politically predictable course of events encouraged by the ra­
tional-actor model may be immediately tested by the post-Madrid 
debate in both the petitioning states and the allied countries. 

Although favorably disposed toward NATO membership, the 
public in the Czech Republic and Hungary is emphatically unwilling 
to be saddled with increased defense outlays, even though defense 
spending in both countries, particularly Hungary, is much lower 
than the NATO average. Not only have the governments in Prague 
and Budapest poorly laid the groundwork for the debate over the 
cost of NATO membership that lies ahead, they have toadied to 
their respect ive publics . Czech pr ime minister Vaclav Klaus 
announced yet another military downsizing in April, in response to 
the slumping Czech economy and the challenge of Milos Zeman's 
Social Democrats, who support NATO membership with reserva­
tions. Faced with powerful opposition to increased military spending 
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and calls for a referendum on NATO, Hungarian prime minister 
Gyula Horn is no less reluctant to press for higher defense bills. 
Consequently, Czechs and Hungarians are likely to become "free 
riders" in NATO, which will place greater economic burdens on the 
United States and the West European allies. That is bound to raise 
the hackles of the public in NATO member countries and, no matter 
who ends up subsidizing the new members, reduce the prospect of 
a second round of enlargement any time soon.3 

Except in Slovakia, where Prime Minister Meciar engineered a 
referendum to encourage opposition to NATO in the expectation 
that his country would be excluded at Madrid, the angry reaction 
of Western publics will not be lost on the "outs." The failure to be 
included in the first tranche of invitees will more than disappoint 
Romanian supporters of NATO—elites as well as the public, which 
has increasingly warmed to the idea since 1994. Indeed, that failure 
may be viewed by many Romanians as a defeat for the political 
stewardship of President Emil Constantinescu and Prime Minister 
Victor Ciorbea. The exclusion of Slovenia, which does not meet 
NATO military standards but parallels the Czech Republic in eco­
nomic performance and the institutionalization of democracy, would 
reinforce feelings of rejection in Romania and elsewhere. If Slovenia, 
which boasts about its former ties to the West as part of the Hapsburg 
Empire, is not eligible for membership, what chance would Bulgaria, 
Romania, or Ukraine have in the foreseeable future?4 

Except in a few countries—Slovenia, Estonia, perhaps Slovakia— 
perceptions that the NATO window may be closing to new members 
will exacerbate economic anxieties throughout the former Soviet 
empire and threaten stability. To be sure, the recent ascendancy of 
democratic reformers in Bulgaria and Romania has contributed to 
wishful thinking in some quarters in the United States that real 
economic reforms cannot be far behind. But the economies of the 
East European states are in a hapless state. Continued stagnation 
and ebbing hopes of being bailed out by the West, particularly if 
the launch of the euro is delayed, can only increase social tensions 
and unravel what support there is for market reforms. 

The damage done by the neocommunist governments in Romania 
and Bulgaria has left both countries with shoddy infrastructures 
and obsolete industrial plants, shaky banks, and minuscule capital 
markets. The currency board in Bulgaria, which the International 
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Monetary Fund has advocated to curb hyperinflation, will be bitter 
medicine for employees of state-owned firms who lose their jobs 
and for exporters whose goods may be priced out of foreign markets. 
IMF-mandated cuts in consumer and industrial subsidies will proba­
bly also raise the threshold of pain above tolerable limits in Romania, 
further shrinking a contracting economy and causing workers to 
take to the streets. Conditions are even worse in corruption-plagued 
Ukraine, despite substantial American aid, and in Belarus, where a 
Soviet-style economy operates with such inefficiency that Russian 
reformers diluted Yeltsin's proposed union treaty to avoid being 
saddled with Belarus's financial mess, not to mention the autocratic 
style of President Alexander Lukashenko.5 

Even worse, economic despair will feed nationalistic nostrums in 
the region. All of the former client states of the Soviet empire harbor 
feelings of resentment toward the West for its perceived betrayal of 
Eastern Europe during the interwar years and at Yalta. Exclusion 
from NATO—read, exclusion from Europe—would reinforce per­
ceptions of Western betrayal, as an editorial in the Romanian daily 
Ziua observed.6 It would also help to discredit democratic parties 
and thus redound to the advantage of ultranationalist politicians 
who lurk in the shadows in all those countries except Slovakia— 
w h e r e Meciar has b razen ly m a n i p u l a t e d publ ic op in ion to 
strengthen his hold on power—no matter the outcome in Madrid. 

With little prospect of financial or security assistance from the 
West, and none at all if economic and political reforms are suspended 
or abolished, what alternative would the East European states have 
but to establish closer ties with Moscow, especially if Russian nation­
alists were to gain power? Although the East European states would 
not want to fall under Russia's sway again, the perceived abandon­
ment by the West and the reemergence of a more nationalistic Russia 
that may begin to reassert its security prerogatives in Europe will 
ineluctably cause them to reorient themselves eastward. Indeed, 
some states are already hedging their bets. 

Belarus, which is pushing for reunification with Russia, and 
Ukraine, which depends on Russia to buy its goods and supply its 
energy and thus has little room for maneuver, are the most obvious 
examples. But Bulgaria has also begun to establish more extensive 
trade ties with Moscow. In April 1997, as part of a larger agreement 
to liberalize trade, the head of the Union of Democratic Forces-led 

166 



RisL· of  Expansion 

caretaker Bulgarian government, Stefan Sofiyanski, and Russian 
prime minister Viktor Chernomyrdin signed an accord to develop a 
pipeline that will transport Russian natural gas to the Balkans and 
also ensure deliveries to Bulgaria. Russia has also begun to help 
modernize the Kozlodui nuclear power plant in Bulgaria. And 
although Sofia has not yet decided whether to purchase 14 MiG-29 
aircraft, the Russian proposal to invest in the Bulgarian aircraft repair 
plant in Plovdiv, which would create badly needed jobs, is a powerful 
inducement. Partly because of Bulgaria's historic and cultural ties, 
partly because of its parlous economic condition, reform-minded Pres­
ident Petur Stoyanov has made it clear that NATO membership can­
not hinder the development of Bulgaria's relations with Russia.7 

To be sure, other would-be suitors have not hedged their bets to 
the same degree as Bulgaria. Its impressive economic growth notwith­
standing, Slovakia comes the closest. Exclusion from the first tranche 
of enlargement can be expected to elicit feelings of rejection among 
Slovaks and an increased interest in neutrality, which Meciar has 
encouraged in an effort to force NATO's hand. If, as expected, Bratis­
lava continues to receive the cold shoulder from the West and is 
denied admission to other Western institutions such as the Organiza­
tion for Economic Cooperation and Development, Meciar could make 
good on his threat. Slovakia has already signed several agreements 
with Russia on the supply of gas, oil, and nuclear fuel. It has also 
purchased six attack helicopters and accelerated cooperation on 
defense technology as part of a recently concluded military accord.8 

Although Romania and the Baltic countries have reoriented their 
economies to the West, uncertainty about NATO membership and 
a protracted delay in European economic integration would neces­
sarily prompt reconsideration of that policy. Without technical and 
financial aid from the West, Prime Minister Ciorbea is not likely to 
maintain public support for reforms. Like Slovakia, Romania would 
be forced to look to Russia, even if a nationalist government came 
to power in Moscow. Despite assurances from NATO capitals, the 
Baltic states would also probably refocus their economic policies, 
especially if Moscow took steps to manipulate the flow of freight 
and to find alternative routes for the transit of its exports. 

Admittedly, Moscow will have to use carrot-and-stick tactics on 
the failed suitors more cleverly than it has in the past. In March 1997 
the Russian ambassador in Prague clumsily threatened to revoke 
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agreements to deliver Russian gas and nuclear energy, among other 
commodities, if the Czech Republic proceeded with its plans to 
join NATO. Prague responded by signing a gas deal with Norway. 
Coming on the heels of similar agreements with Germany and the 
United States, it reinforced the Klaus government's commitment to 
free itself from dependence on Russian raw materials. Russia's 
threats to reconsider the status of the Crimea and its continued 
military presence on Ukrainian territory similarly spurred President 
Leonid Kuchma's consultative agreement with NATO. 

Yeltsin appears to have gotten the message. The Russian govern­
ment has begun to cultivate the economic interests of NATO-bound 
states such as Hungary and to apply political and diplomatic pres­
sure more deftly to exploit opportunities created by their inability 
to satisfy the financial obligations of alliance membership. As illus­
trated by the May 31, 1997, friendship treaty with Ukraine, which, 
in establishing a legal basis for berthing Russian ships at Sevastopol, 
acknowledged Ukrainian sovereignty, the Russian government has 
also begun to reduce the incentive of NATO aspirants to become 
part of the alliance.9 

Scenario no. 4: Redivided Europe 
The blow to Russian prestige inflicted by NATO enlargement 

may be greater than it appears, however, in which case Moscow's 
behavior may not be as restrained as the United States anticipates. 
The anti-NATO alarms sounded by the Russian right may be little 
more than a ruse to blame the country's socioeconomic crisis on the 
West, and for reformers such as Andrei Kozyrev, Sergei Kovalev, 
and Konstantin Borovoy, harping on NATO expansion is so much 
waffle. The real threat to Russian security is internal, specifically, 
widening social and economic inequities, the lack of a civil society, 
and the failure of an infirm president to devise a practicable strategy 
to address the domestic disarray. 

Alas, the public may not be counting on the Kozyrevs or such new 
reform guardians as Chubais and Nemtsov to solve their problems. 
Nominally, the March 27, 1997, demonstrations in Red Square in 
Moscow and in more than 1,200 other cities reflected the public's 
frustration over delays in the payment of an estimated $10 billion 
in wages and pensions. But they also conveyed latent popular rage 
over the effects of reform. According to opinion polls conducted by 
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the Ail-Union Center for Public Research in March 1997, two-thirds 
of the Russian public, especially the middle-aged and the elderly, 
are disillusioned with reform. If presidential elections were held 
today, Communist leader Gennady Zyuganov and former general 
Alexander Lebed would muster the greatest support.10 

Significantly, Zyuganov and Lebed also present themselves as 
defenders of Russian interests, and they appeal to nationalists who 
interpret NATO expansion as a calculated plan—not unlike the 
Versailles settlement imposed on Germany after World War I—on 
the part of the United States to transform the European geopolitical 
situation in order to contain a potentially remilitarized Russia. There 
is a growing perception that the United States is trying to isolate 
Russia, weaken it militarily, and reduce it to the status of a colonial 
outpost of the industrialized West. Even Westernizing liberal reform­
ers may have a hard time with NATO enlargement because it de 
facto raises barriers between Russia and the West. 

The extension of a protective Western security glacis to the Baltic 
states—which Vice President Al Gore has virtually guaranteed to 
Lithuanian parliamentary chairman Vytautas Landsbergis—and to 
Ukraine would exacerbate Russian feelings of alienation from Europe 
all the more and magnify Versailles-like images of humiliation. Remi­
niscent of the disingenuous American offer to let the USSR join the 
Marshall Plan a half century ago, the Founding Act that Yeltsin bran­
dished before the Duma is likely to be reviled as a condescending 
take-it-or-leave-it gesture that a proud Russia must reject or succumb 
to "quiet conquest." As former Soviet president Mikhail Gorbachev 
told Congress in April 1997, it is ill-advised for NATO to treat Russia 
the way the allies treated Germany after World War I because "you 
cannot humiliate a people without consequences."11 

The Clinton administration is anticipating that ah increasingly 
liberal-democratic Russia will eventually become inured to, if not 
wholly approving of, NATO enlargement. But the next American 
president could confront an authoritarian-nationalist Russia after 
2000, led by Lebed or someone like him, that would seek not only 
to reimpose the authority of the state over the public—what Kovalev 
refers to as derzhavnost —but also to restore a balance of power in 
Europe and challenge the West. The elements of an anti-Western 
strategy would plausibly include a diplomatic offensive throughout 
Europe, military modernization, and possibly the formation of a 
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new framework of alliances. Foreign Minister Yevgeny Primakov 
has already urged the anti-NATO faction in the Duma to press its 
misgivings on European parliamentarians, and Yeltsin's sacking of 
Defense Minister Igor Rodionov in May 1997 may give impetus to 
military reform. Unless NATO unequivocally renounces the deploy­
ment of nuclear weapons in Eastern Europe and allows a Russian 
veto on alliance security issues, the Duma will probably oppose a 
revised CFE mandate and refuse to ratify START II.12 

Moreover, despite the West's oft-stated peaceful intentions, Russia 
may decide to counteract NATO's military capabilities. Rather than 
reduce the number of long-range nuclear weapons to 3,500, as START 
II would do, Moscow may choose to restock its nuclear arsenal. It may 
be more than coincidental that Rodionov's replacement as defense 
minister, Gen. Igor Sergeyev, is the former head of the strategic rocket 
forces. Funds to finance military reform, including the payment of 
back wages and nuclear modernization, will probably be siphoned 
from domestic programs and justified in the time-honored tradition 
of defending the security of the Motherland. Just as Stalin rallied a 
war-battered Russian people to the colors in 1946 on grounds that 
the fascist menace had not disappeared, a nationalist firebrand like 
Lebed might argue that the Cold War has not ended. 

As for the creation of new alliances, Russia can be expected to 
establish closer links to countries in the "far abroad," notably China 
and Iran, that also oppose a U.S.-directed unipolar world. Russia 
and China have entered into a new friendship pact that, in addition 
to scaling back troops along their long border, calls for closer trade 
relations and continued transfers of Russian arms (Su-27 fighter jets, 
anti-missile systems, rocket technology, and diesel submarines) and 
military technology to China. Contacts with Iran also have increased 
in response to the imminent expansion of NATO's eastern extremi­
ties and the concentration of American military assets in the Persian 
Gulf. There is also a growing concern in Moscow that the United 
States, under the perceived NATO pretext of providing peacekeep­
ing forces, is intent on gaining a foothold in the Caspian Sea and 
its vast oil resources. American transport of oil from Central Asia 
to the Turkish port of Ceyhan would deprive Russia of markets in the 
Transcaucasus and the Near East. In addition to increasing contacts 
between their oil, gas, and petrochemical industries, the two states 
have entered into discussions to increase bilateral trade in machine 
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building, transportation, and agriculture as well. Like China, Iran 
is eager to expand military-technical cooperation with Russia.13 

Realistically, an Eastern bloc is not likely to emerge in the near 
future. The Sino-Russian agreement certainly does not constitute a 
full-blown alliance. China is hardly likely to sacrifice its access to 
Western capital and technology for the sake of arresting NATO 
expansion. Moreover, despite the growing arms trade between the 
two countries, Moscow remains suspicious of Beijing. Given China's 
increasing energy needs, the two countries are rivals in Central Asia 
and the Middle East. Some Russian experts also fear that the military 
modernization of the Peoples Liberation Army, which Yeltsin is 
aiding, represents a direct threat to Russia in the future, particularly 
if China were to take steps to reclaim lands in Siberia and the Far 
East seized by the czars. Partly to counter a potentially aggressive 
China, Russia has intensified its ties with India, which is not only 
a major arms buyer but a huge market for Russian goods. 

Pitfalls also litter the path of Russian-Iranian relations. Russia and 
Iran are competitors in the Caspian region, not to mention in Central 
Asia and the Transcaucasus. The clash of cultures in Central Asia 
also poses obstacles to cooperation. Indeed, the two countries remain 
at loggerheads over resolution of the conflict in Tajikistan.14 

Although Western governments cannot dismiss the possibility 
that further enlargement of NATO may lead to a new set of align­
ments between Russia and its eastern neighbors, such cooperation 
will be a tortuous process until Russia's economic health revives 
and its military once again becomes a cohesive force. Even then, the 
emergence of an Eastern bloc would not pose a strategic threat to 
the West before 2010. The more palpable and proximate consequence 
of NATO enlargement is likely to be Russia's political-military 
encroachment on the states along its borders and what that portends: 
the redivision of Europe. 

The absence of Romania from Madrid's nuptial rites and the draco-
nian effects of economic reform are likely to provoke political insta­
bility in the years ahead, and they could lead to the rise of a national­
ist-authoritarian government, say, a coalition of Gheorghe Funar's 
Party of Romanian National Unity, along with other rightist groups, 
and Ion Iliescu's Party of Social Democracy. Appeals for the restora­
tion of Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina would surely follow. 
Since Petru Lucinschi replaced the pro-Romanian Mircea Snegur 
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as president of Moldova, Chisinau's relations with Russia and the 
breakaway Transdniestrian republic have undeniably improved. 
Nevertheless, if right-wing, pro-union firebrands in both countries 
were to force the issue in the wake of Romania's perceived rejection 
by the West, Russia could militarily intervene in Moldova, ostensibly 
to defend the interests of the Dniester Republic, and begin to circum­
scribe Bucharest's ability to maneuver in foreign affairs.15 

Ukraine also has equities in the Transdniester region. To complicate 
matters, the border treaty signed by Romania and Ukraine to remove 
obstacles to NATO enlargement has left the issue of sovereignty over 
Bukovina and Zmiynyy Island unsettled. Romania's demand for the 
restoration of historic territory would fan the flames of nationalism 
in Ukraine and exacerbate the persisting lord-vassal relationship 
between Moscow and Kiev, their friendship treaty notwithstanding. 
Indeed, the participation of Ukraine in PFP exercises such as Sea 
Breeze-97 may be seen in Moscow as a thinly veiled attempt to prevent 
the reunification of Crimea with Russia. Although Kiev has empha­
sized the humanitarian character of Sea Breeze-97, such exercises in 
the future could serve as a convenient pretext for Moscow to try to 
reassert its authority over Ukraine. The gravitation of the Baltic states 
into NATO's orbit can be expected to prompt a similarly hostile 
reaction from Russia because of the perceived threat posed by NATO 
forces on its borders and the encirclement of Kaliningrad.16 

Russia's formal reabsorption of the near abroad into its sphere 
would be accompanied by the forced reintegration of the Common­
wealth of Independent States. Until now, Yeltsin's overtures to the 
newly independent states for closer political and economic coopera­
tion have largely fallen on deaf ears. Having rediscovered their 
national roots, Russia's former appendages have been understandably 
reluctant to share in a condominium that Moscow would dominate. 
The CIS has certainly not ensured Azerbaijan's territorial integrity, 
and it has sanctioned the presence of Russian troops in Georgia's 
breakaway region of Abkhazia. Wary of Russian exploitation, oil-rich 
states like Azerbaijan and Turkmenistan have exercised increasing 
independence, as evidenced by the former's decision to support the 
U.S.-backed pipeline route to Turkey that bypasses Russian territory. 

Questions of political autonomy would be moot, however, if ethno-
nationalist instability on Russia's western borders, an expansion of 
NATO's peacekeeping presence in the Balkans, or the export of funda­
mentalism from Iran or the Taliban movement in Afghanistan caused 
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Moscow to circle the wagons. In his March 1997 speech to the CIS 
commemorating five years of post-Soviet cooperation, Yeltsin con­
veyed unmistakable concern about "the increasing attempts [of for­
eign interests] to establish power centers in the post-Soviet space" 
and admonished the members to draw closer together to protect their 
common security.17 

In this pessimistic scenario, NATO enlargement could lead to the 
formal redivision of Europe in the first decade of the next century: 
in the West, a NATO-EU-centered group of states extending into 
Central Europe; in the East, the establishment of Russian military 
control over the near abroad, suzerainty over Romania and Bulgaria, 
and the Finlandization of Slovakia. Even without the formation of a 
Sino-Indo-Russian bloc as a counterforce to NATO and the West, 
closer relations between Moscow and Delhi could complicate Ameri­
can efforts to prevent a military clash in South Asia. Likewise, Sino-
Russian rapprochement could complicate U.S. strategic planning in 
East Asia, particularly if Beijing believes it has removed, or at least 
neutralized, the threat to its northern borders and is emboldened to 
challenge the preeminence of the United States in the western Pacific. 

The German Wild Card 

It would be simpleminded to imply that a renewed U.S.-Russian 
face-off, much less the repolarization of the international system, 
could be attributable solely to NATO enlargement. For the next two 
years, the probability of a redivided Europe as a consequence of 
enlargement is relatively low. Over the longer term, however, we 
are likely to see new divisions in Europe before we see further NATO 
enlargement in the Balkans and in the Russian near abroad. 

Whether enlargement sets in motion a process that redivides 
Europe will depend not only on the actions of the United States, 
Russia, and the ex-Soviet republics and satellites; it will also depend 
on what the West Europeans do. Concerns about renewed instability 
on the Continent and about the continuation of the American mili­
tary presence may shake the European allies, particularly Germany, 
from their post-Cold War torpor. 

Although the Kohl government has supported NATO enlarge­
ment, it has little interest in expanding NATO beyond the confines 
of Mitteleuropa, which is becoming increasingly Germanized. Above 
all, it seeks to preserve stability in the Balkan and Baltic regions. 
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According to reports circulating in Europe, Kohl has privately 
assured Yeltsin that he would resist NATO enlargement to Ukraine 
and the Baltic countries. German defense minister Volker Ruehe 
purportedly told Russian journalists in May that the alliance should 
also refrain from stationing foreign troops in Eastern Europe.18 

Precisely to avoid sending the wrong signal to Russia and thereby 
renewing political and possibly armed confrontation, Bonn-Berlin 
may secretly establish some modus vivendi with Moscow—some­
what like the Rapallo arrangement after World War I—in an effort 
to stem the course of NATO enlargement and resurrect the notion of a 
"common European home." In exchange, Yeltsin or whoever follows 
might pledge to end the corruption that has eroded public confidence 
in reform and to foster greater harmonization of interests in the CIS. 

Germany's  ostpolitik  gambit would surely entail the assumption 
of new financial burdens. It would be politically costly as well. It 
would strain relations with Washington and concomitantly weaken 
the U.S. defense commitment to Europe. It would also obligate Ger­
many—in concert with France—to assume greater responsibility in 
a more Europeanized European security system. With or without 
the threat of Russia, a Eurocentric security policy is likely to emerge 
at some point anyway as a consequence of friction between the allies 
and Washington over extended peacekeeping in Bosnia, the eventual 
resumption of EU political and economic integration, and the inevita­
ble assertion of German political-security leadership in Europe.19 

NATO Expansion and Unintended Consequences 

Whether this skein of events unravels in exactly this manner, or 
at all, it is incontrovertible that in a complex, increasingly interdepen­
dent world that cannot be easily compartmentalized along subre-
gional or regional lines, efforts to shape the international system 
will have manifold repercussions, not all of which are predictable 
or controllable. In the case of NATO enlargement, the actions the 
United States and its allies took in Madrid will have potentially far-
reaching consequences in Europe and beyond. 

In thrall to our cultural legacy, American policymakers may narcis-
sistically fantasize that we have entered some Elysian state of post-
history and that NATO, in the spirit of manifest destiny, is replicating 
the American national experience of democratic expansion. But the 
truth is that the world remains in flux and the newly independent 
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post-Soviet states are not irrevocably committed either to liberal 
democracy or to the United States. Considering the risks that we 
face, prudence dictates that we seriously weigh the consequences 
of our actions while there is still time to do so. Like the failed suitors 
for NATO membership, we too might want to hedge our bets. 
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12. A Strategy to Unite Rather Than 
Divide Europe 

James Chace 

The commonest error in politics is sticking to the carcasses 
of dead policies. 

—Lord Salisbury 

The Western alliance is dead. Suggested originally by British for­
eign secretary Ernest Bevin to counter Soviet expansionist aims 
against Western Europe, NATO effectively came to an end in 1990 
with the collapse of the Soviet bloc and the reunification of Germany. 

That is what alliances are meant to do. Absent the threat against 
which they were founded, alliances have no reason for being. That 
was true after 1818 of the Quadruple Alliance formed by Russia, 
Prussia, England, and Austria against Napoleonic France. It was 
true in 1946 when the Grand Alliance of America, Britain, and Russia 
against Nazi Germany fell apart. 

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization was formed in 1949 to 
keep the Soviet Union from expanding westward beyond a line that 
stretched from the Baltic in the north to the Adriatic in the south. 
The alliance was made into an integrated military organization not 
only to be a more effective fighting machine but also to keep Ger­
many down; or more diplomatically, to make sure Germany would 
be integrated into a Western political, economic, and military system. 

And it worked. Germany is no threat to anyone. The Soviet Union 
was contained from further expansion westward, if indeed Moscow 
ever seriously intended such an expansion by military means. Now 
that the Cold War is over, such an alliance would normally dissolve. 
The Europeans could then form a security organization of their own, 
if they wished, as a military adjunct to the European Union. In time, 
the United States would likely become the guarantor of last resort 
of a European balance of power. 
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NATO and the New European Order 

But NATO is not fading away. On the contrary, it has embarked 
on a quest for new missions and new members. The alliance's actions 
in Bosnia may be the lineaments of a new Western order. NATO 
military forces have been working to enforce a peace settlement. 
Moreover, they have been doing so with the help of non-NATO 
forces from Central Europe and elsewhere. Most striking of all, 
Russian troops have been serving in the Yugoslav theater under an 
American commander (a diplomatic nicety that allows the Russians, 
for domestic political reasons, to claim that they are not serving 
under a NATO commander). 

The Yugoslav war indicated that the main threat to peace in 
post-Cold War Europe was likely to come from small conflicts within 
the European continent rather than from the overweening demands 
of an expanding or unsatisfied great power—which, for the past 
century, has been either Russia or Germany. NATO has not been 
disbanded because many champions of the alliance believe it could 
be useful for dealing with such regional conflagrations. There is, 
after all, a military organization in place, and constructing an efficient 
military organization can be an arduous task. Moreover, the United 
States is the only power that possesses the logistical capacity to 
move large numbers of troops and munitions to a war zone, and 
NATO is the only organization that ties U.S. military resources to 
Europe. 

Yet no one seems willing to reorganize NATO into the pan-Euro­
pean security organization that is its logical future. Instead, the 
Clinton administration, abetted by the Republicans in both the Sen­
ate and the House, urged the expansion of NATO to include just 
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic. That leaves the other 
Central and East European countries—including Russia—that were 
once part of the Soviet bloc waiting outside a door that may be 
closed to them indefinitely. In the interim, Washington has created 
the Partnership for Peace as a program under NATO auspices that 
offers military cooperation—from help in setting up proper procure­
ment systems to joint training for peacekeeping missions—to the 
countries of the former Soviet bloc. 

The problem with that scheme is that excluding a major power 
such as Russia violates a cardinal principle of the European system, 
which is to include even former enemies in the system. The victors 
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over France after the Napoleonic wars recognized that principle at 
the Congress of Vienna. The France of His Most Christian Majesty 
Louis XVIII was not the enemy, as his foreign minister, Talleyrand, 
pointed out at a delicate moment in the deliberations of the victor 
powers; thereafter, France became part of the Congress system, a 
member of the Concert of Europe. And it never again became the 
aggressor power that it had been for almost 200 years. 

Unfortunately, the principle of inclusion was forgotten by the 
victors after World War I. Not only were the Germans denied any say 
in the peace settlement, but both Germany and the newly Bolshevik 
Soviet Union were excluded from the League of Nations. (The United 
States, as we know, refused to join the league.) That is not to say 
that Russian and German membership, or even American member­
ship, in the largely toothless world organization would have pre­
vented World War II; but certainly the exclusion of the Soviet Union 
in the 1930s from any alliance with Britain and France contributed 
to Hitler's belief that he could expand at will and encouraged Stalin 
to finally break with the West and sign the Nazi-Soviet nonaggres-
sion pact in 1939. 

If history is any guide, what would seem to be needed at this 
moment is an all-European security organization in which both Rus­
sia and the United States would participate. Not NATO dismantled, 
or NATO expanded, but NATO transformed. To exclude Russia 
until some auspicious moment when it will have proved itself solidly 
democratic—as NATO now plans to do—is to encourage the very 
elements in that angry and impoverished country that threaten 
democracy. To exclude Russia is to redivide Europe. 

Moreover, although NATO has pointedly excluded the Baltic 
states, Romania, Slovakia, and other aspirants from the first round 
of expansion, the alliance insists that those countries may hope for 
membership someday. In short, not only is a fresh dividing line 
being drawn across Europe; it is a line that will almost surely result 
in uncertainty and resentment on the part of those on the wrong side.1 

NATO and Democracy 

To those who object to NATO expansion, the Clinton administra­
tion portrays the Western alliance as a means of ensuring that coun­
tries within the alliance remain free-market democracies. Yet that 
was certainly not the primary aim of the old NATO. On the contrary, 
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NATO during the Cold War was a military alliance that sometimes 
took in members with less than sterling democratic credentials 
because of their strategic value. Portugal, for example, had long 
been a dictatorship when it joined NATO in 1949 and remained so 
until the mid-1970s. Neither Greece nor Turkey was a model of 
democracy at the time of accession, but they were strategically valu­
able real estate. (Spain would likely have been a founding member 
of the alliance had it not been for Franco's open support of Hitler 
during World War II; Washington was, however, eager to sign a 
bilateral mil i tary agreement wi th Madr id in order to obtain 
basing rights.) 

Moreover, there is no evidence that NATO has a decisive influence 
on its members' progress toward democracy. NATO membership 
did not prevent the rise of the junta in Greece in the 1970s—a 
significant lapse from even the shaky democratic system it had 
enjoyed when Athens was admitted to NATO. Nor has NATO had 
any apparent impact on Turkey's erratic democratic progress. There 
is little reason to believe the alliance will fare better with its new 
members than it has with long-standing NATO countries. 

One reason NATO has had little success in bolstering the demo­
cratic standing of its member states is because, as a military alliance, 
it has at its disposal no means of influencing the internal politics of 
its members. Should one of the countries now being admitted—to 
say nothing of those already in NATO—choose a nondemocratic 
form of government, there is no provision for expelling it. The alli­
ance took no action against Greece or Turkey in response to those 
countries' detours from the path toward democracy. Nor is it likely 
to take action against the transgressions of future members. 

To ensure democratic progress in Europe, the European Union 
should offer the countries of the former Soviet bloc associate and, 
eventually, full membership. Standards of democratic behavior are 
conditions of membership in the EU, and sanctions can be employed 
against authoritarian behavior through the Council of Europe. The 
EU, however, has been reluctant to open its doors to the poorer 
nations to the east. In some ways, NATO membership appears to 
be a surrogate for admission to the EU. But the two organizations 
are entirely different, and to the extent that the West's objective is 
to foster democracy in Europe, the EU is far better suited to play 
that role than is NATO. 
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The Potential Costs of Expansion 
The Pentagon has estimated that NATO expansion would cost 

$27 billion to $35 billion over the next 10 years and has assumed 
that Washington's share would be about $200 million a year. The 
RAND Corporation estimated the probable costs of expansion at 
$30 billion to $52 billion. And the Congressional Budget Off ice-
assuming that the new members would need more military support 
than they themselves can provide—has predicted that the cost could 
range as high as $125 billion.2 (The CBO projections were presumably 
based on what would be needed in case of a major regional 
confrontation.) 

Recognizing the political outcry that would ensue if the United 
States was expected to bear a very large share of enlargement costs, 
Secretary of State Madeleine Albright asserted at a Senate hearing 
in May 1997 that "NATO enlargement is not a scholarship program" 
and that new members would have to pay for the modernization 
of their militaries to meet Western standards.3 If that is the case, 
then it is likely that an expanded new NATO will be less adequate 
as a fighting machine than is NATO in its current form. Neither 
Poland, Hungary, nor the Czech Republic is likely to be able to bear 
the expected costs of the expansion. 

At a time when both the Clinton administration and the Republi­
can-led Congress are seeking a balanced budget, costs of NATO 
expansion would doubtless have to be balanced by further cuts in 
the public sector—excluding, of course, other portions of the defense 
budget. There is little likelihood that the administration would be 
willing to raise taxes to pay for expansion. More likely, the costs of 
new NATO members would come out of further reductions in health 
care or education. 

The Need to Include Russia 
To assuage Russian fears of exclusion in a cold peace, the NATO 

nations and Russia signed on May 27, 1997, the Founding Act on 
Mutual Relations, Cooperation and Security. The act established a 
NATO-Russia Permanent Joint Council for consultation on security 
issues, and NATO assured Russia that it had no intention of deploy­
ing nuclear weapons on the territory of any of its new members. The 
NATO-Russia council can discuss anything from drug trafficking to 
nuclear defense strategy, but, according to the agreement, neither 
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Russia nor NATO will have any "right of veto over the actions of 
the other."4 

Such linking of Russia to NATO represents recognition of the 
need not to antagonize NATO's former adversary. But the agreement 
falls far short of what is needed if the purpose of the new NATO 
is to provide for the security of the European continent, "to promote 
greater stability in all of Europe, including Russia," as President 
Clinton said when he signed the new agreement in Paris. 

If the purpose of the new NATO is indeed to meet threats to the 
peace of Europe that are likely to arise from small conflicts within 
the European continent rather than from the overweening demands 
of an expanding or unsatisfied great power, then a pan-European 
security system that would include both America and Russia is the 
logical successor to NATO. 

Such a military organization would keep the United States tied 
to Europe, though economic tensions between North America and 
Europe may worsen once Washington is stripped of its customary 
(but increasingly residual) leverage over European affairs. Were 
there a pan-European security organization, the U.S. military pres­
ence in Europe could drop to fewer than 50,000 troops. 

A European security organization that included the United States 
and Russia would surely help to ensure a European balance of 
power. It would act as a counterweight to German power or a 
regressive Russia, or both; it would more effectively tie the United 
States to European security by lessening Washington's financial bur­
den. In addition, tying Russia's military forces to a broader European 
organization would inhibit the Kremlin's sending Russian troops 
across the new borders of the Russian Federation. Intervention to 
reestablish Russian authority in Georgia, Azerbiajan, Chechnya, or 
other parts of the former Soviet Union would be far less likely— 
though not impossible—if Russia belonged to a European security 
organization. 

The primary purpose of a European security organization would 
be to preserve the territorial status quo, except where changes were 
mutually agreed on by both parties. Borders are not carved in stone, 
but the greatest danger that faces the new Europe is a rectification 
of borders by force rather than negotiation, as happened in the 
former Yugoslavia. In addition, a European security organization 
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could monitor arms control agreements and set up verification proce­
dures, expand conference diplomacy, and create buffer and neutral 
zones by establishing peacekeeping capabilities. 

Why should the United States not withdraw totally from Europe? 
In addition to the long-standing American interest in preventing 
any one power from dominating Europe, Europeans appear to want 
an American commitment to European security, as was evident in 
the Yugoslav war when the Europeans were unable to settle the 
conflict without U.S. participation. But under the aegis of a European 
security organization, the Europeans would bear by far the greatest 
burden for their defense and would offer to Russia and the countries 
of the former Soviet bloc true inclusion in an overall European 
balance of power. 

U.S. Role in the Post-Cold War World 

At the end of the 20th century, America is, by all accounts, the 
greatest power in the world. The United States has the world's most 
powerful military buttressed by a booming economy. With a 1998 
defense budget of some $260 billion, the United States spends more 
on its military than all the other industrial nations of the world 
combined. 

But the United States has not yet determined what to do with its 
unparalleled military and economic prowess. It is time to ask what 
Washington wants to do. What does the Clinton administration see 
as America's foreign policy goals in light of its great power? Is NATO 
expansion merely a reflex of American hegemony? The evidence 
suggests that such may be the case. In 1992 a Pentagon planning 
document was leaked to the press; in language intended for the 
defense mandarinate, the paper argued that the United States must 
"discourage the advanced industrial nations [that is, Germany and 
Japan] from challenging our leadership or even aspiring to a larger 
regional or global role."5 

What is good for America, it seems, is good for the world. To fulfill 
America's obligations, the United States must "retain the preeminent 
responsibility for addressing . . . those wrongs which threaten not 
only our interests, but those of our allies or friends, or which could 
seriously unsettle international relations."6 

When the Pentagon's thinking became public knowledge, Defense 
Department planners were ordered to revise the document. But 
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today's defense budget bears out the notion that the American mili­
tary is designed to keep order in the world. "Where the American 
arsenal was once directed primarily against the Soviet Union," Ron­
ald Steel has written, "it would now be directed against everybody. 
Whereas it was once intended to contain communism, its goal now 
is nothing less than the containment of global disorder."7 

NATO expansion extends America's interests and commitments 
and in so doing risks stirring up new threats from those countries 
that are left out. Clearly such an initiative does not advance U.S. 
interests. The United States must decide where its interests lie and 
conduct its foreign policy accordingly, not make impulsive commit­
ments that are irrelevant or even dangerous to American national 
security. It is not enough for Bill Clinton to repeat the mantra that 
America is "the indispensable nation." In fact, the absence of a grave 
crisis bearing down upon the United States and the lack of any 
threat to American power and purpose make it even more essential 
than in the past to spell out America's role in the world.8 

It may well be that our task is to perfect our society at home, as 
both Roosevelts tried to do. It may well be time to show restraint 
of power now that we have demonstrated in the Persian Gulf, in 
Panama, in Bosnia, in Haiti, in the Taiwan Strait—interventions that 
took place in the post-Cold War era—our willingness to use force 
for limited ends. 

Restraint of power does not mean an isolationist or abstentionist 
America. What it does mean is an America prepared to reexamine 
its values in a world without an enemy to threaten its security and 
prosperity. Americans can then focus their considerable energies on 
completing the Rooseveltian vision of the good society that was so 
cruelly blocked by almost half a century of German and Soviet 
power. 
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13. The Errors of Expansive Realism 
Owen Harries 

. . . it is sometimes necessary to repeat what all know. All 
mapmakers should place the Mississippi in the same location 
and avoid originality. It may be boring, but one has to know 
where it is. We cannot have the Mississippi flowing toward 
the Rockies, just for a change. 

—Saul Bellow, Mr.  Sammler's  Planet 

In many ways NATO is a boring organization. It is a thing of 
acronyms, jargon, organizational charts, arcane strategic doctrines, 
and tired rhetoric. But there is no gainsaying that it has a Mississippi­
like centrality and importance in American foreign policy. When, 
then, proposals are made to change it radically—to give it new (and 
very different) members, new purposes, new ways of conducting 
business, new nontotalitarian enemies (or, conversely, to dispense 
altogether with the concept of enemies as a rationale)—it is sensible 
to pay close attention and to scrutinize carefully and repeatedly the 
arguments that bolster those proposals. It is important to get things 
right, even at the risk of making NATO boring in new ways. 

Before getting down to particular arguments, it is worth relating 
the proposed expansion of NATO into Central and Eastern Europe 
to the wider context that made it an issue. For nearly half a century 
the United States and its allies fought the Cold War, not, it was 
always insisted, against Russia and the Russian people, but against 
the Soviet regime and the ideology it represented. Indeed, one of 
the principal reasons for characterizing that regime as evil was its 
vicious treatment of its own people, most of whom were Russian. 
An implicit Western objective in the Cold War was the conversion 
of Russia from a totalitarian to a more or less normal state and, if 
possible, to democracy. 

Between 1989 and 1991, a political miracle occurred. The Soviet 
regime, steeped in blood and obsessed with total control as it had 
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been throughout most of its history, voluntarily gave up its Warsaw 
Pact empire, collapsed the Soviet system upon itself, and then acqui­
esced in its own demise—all with virtually no violence. That extraor­
dinary sequence of events was by no means inevitable. Had it so 
chosen, the regime could have resisted the forces of change as it 
had on previous occasions, thus either extending its life, perhaps 
for decades more, or going down in a welter of blood and destruc­
tion. That, indeed, would have been more normal behavior, for as the 
English scholar Martin Wight once observed, "Great power status is 
lost, as it is won, by violence. A Great Power does not die in its 
bed."1 What occurred in the case of the Soviet Union was very much 
the exception. 

A necessary condition for its being so was an understanding— 
explicit according to some, but in any case certainly implicit—that 
the West would not take strategic and political advantage of what 
the Soviet Union was allowing to happen to its empire and to itself. 
Whatever is said now, such a bargain was assumed  by both sides, 
for it was evident to all involved that in its absence—if, that is, it 
had become apparent that the West was intent on exploiting any 
retreat by Moscow—events would not be allowed to proceed along 
the liberalizing course that they actually took. Further, there seemed 
to be no basis for the United States' objecting to such a bargain. For, 
after all, its avowed objective was not the eastward extension of 
its own power and influence in Europe but the restoration of the 
independence of the countries of the region. In effect, the bargain 
gave the United States everything it wanted (more, in fact, for the 
breakup of the Soviet Union had never been a Cold War objective) 
and in return required it only to refrain from doing what it had 
never expressed any intention of doing. 

Now, and very much at the initiative of the United States, the 
West is in the process of reneging on that implicit bargain by extend­
ing NATO into countries recently vacated by Moscow. That is an 
ominous step. Whatever is said, however ingenious and vigorous 
the attempts to obscure the facts or change the subject, NATO is a 
military alliance, the most powerful in the history of the world, and 
the United States is the dominant force in that alliance. And whatever 
is claimed about spreading democracy, making Europe "whole," 
promoting stability, peacekeeping, and righting past injustices—all 
formulations that serve, either consciously or inadvertently, to divert 
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attention from the political and strategic reality of what is now 
occurring—cannot succeed in obscuring the truth that the eastward 
extension of NATO represents an unprecedented projection of Amer­
ican power into a sensitive region hitherto beyond its reach—a veri­
table geopolitical revolution. It is not necessary to accept in its 
entirety the resonant but overwrought dictum of Sir Halford Mack-
inder ("Who rules East Europe commands the Heartland: Who rules 
the Heartland commands the World Island: Who rules the World 
Island commands the World")2 to recognize the profound strategic 
implications of what the U.S. Senate is being asked to endorse. 

Why is the Clinton administration acting in this way? And does 
it serve American interests that the administration is doing so and 
that its expressed intention is to proceed much further along the 
same path? 

It should be recalled that immediately after the end of the Cold 
War there was no great enthusiasm either in America or in Western 
Europe for enlarging NATO. In the United States there was a strong 
sense of a mission accomplished; of the need to address pressing 
and neglected domestic problems; and, in the absence of any serious 
threat, of the wisdom of leaving responsibility for European affairs 
increasingly in the hands of Europeans. In Europe there was a corres­
ponding concern with assuming more responsibility for the region's 
own affairs, which meant playing down the hitherto central role of 
a NATO in which U.S. leadership was unchallengeable. In the early 
days of the Clinton administration, Secretary of State Warren Chris­
topher; Secretary of Defense Les Aspin; and Ambassador at Large 
Strobe Talbott, the administration's leading expert on Russian affairs 
and the newly independent states, were all opposed to adding new 
members to the alliance; no one was strongly in favor. 

How, then, did it come about that by the beginning of 1994 Presi­
dent Clinton was declaring that "the question is no longer whether 
NATO will take on new members, but when and how"? It was 
certainly not by a process of ratiocination, vigorous debate, and the 
creation of an intellectual consensus concerning interests, purposes, 
and means. To this day there is no such consensus, and no coherent 
case for NATO expansion on which all of its principal'supporters 
agree. For instance, Talbott, now a convert to expansion, insists that 
"fear of a new wave of Russian imperialism . . . should not be seen 
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as the driving force behind NATO enlargement,"3 but Henry Kis­
singer, the most eminent advocate of expansion outside the adminis­
tration, maintains that enlargement should take place precisely to 
"encourage Russian leaders to interrupt the fateful rhythm of Rus­
sian history."4 Such a profound difference over the basic purpose 
between two leading supporters of a policy is, to put it mildly, 
unusual. Again, while some supporters insist on NATO's continued 
character as a military alliance, others go out of their way to play 
that down, emphasizing such new nonmilitary roles for the organiza­
tion as democracy promoter and nation builder. 

How Enlargement Happened 
The Clinton administration's conversion from indifference, or 

even skepticism, to insistence on NATO expansion as its most impor­
tant foreign policy initiative owes much less to rational argument 
than to a combination of disparate events and pressures: 

• The strength of the Polish-American vote, as well as that of 
other Americans of Central and East European origin. For a 
president as sensitive to poll figures as Bill Clinton (and 1996 
GOP presidential candidate Robert Dole), this was certainly a 
major consideration. To ensure that it was fully appreciated, in 
1991 a lobbying group called the Central and East European 
Coalition was formed; it claimed to comprise 19 national mem­
bership-based organizations representing 22 million Americans 
with ethnic roots in 13 countries of Central and Eastern Europe. 

• The enormous vested interests—careers, contracts, consultan­
cies, accumulated expertise—represented by the NATO estab­
lishment, which now needed a new reason and purpose to 
justify the organization's continued existence. What Walter 
Wriston has written of the World Bank also applies to the 
post-Cold War NATO: "When an organization's mission has 
been completed and its presence is no longer required, there 
are almost no instances of simply liquidating it, turning its lights 
out and going home. Instead a new mission is invented, since 
the real objective of bureaucracies—public or private—is sur­
vival."5 That need for a new mission was memorably acknowl­
edged by Sen. Richard Lugar (R-Ind.) in his slogan, "Out of 
area or out of business."6 
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• The "moral" pressure exerted by East European leaders, espe­
cially Czech president Vaclav Havel, who, simultaneously 
accusing the West of multiple character failings and claiming the 
moral superiority of those who had suffered under communism, 
called on the West to redeem itself by making NATO a "genu­
inely pan-European security structure."7 For aspiring members, 
NATO membership is more important as a symbol that they 
are fully European, and as a possible means of back-door entry 
into the European Union, than it is as protection against a 
hypothetical threat from the enfeebled armies of the east. 

• The concern and self-distrust felt by some Germans, and not 
least by Chancellor Helmut Kohl, at the prospect of their coun­
try's being left on the eastern frontier of NATO, adjacent to an 
area of political weakness and potential instability. This concern 
may have impressed itself on Richard Holbrooke during his 
spell as ambassador to Bonn and led him subsequently to influ­
ence the administration when he returned to Washington as 
a very forceful assistant secretary of state for European and 
Canadian Affairs. 

• Growing doubts about democracy's prospects in Russia and 
fear of the reemergence of an assertive nationalism there. In the 
December 1993 elections, the party of the cryptofascist Vladimir 
Zhirinovsky and the Communists together received 43 percent 
of the vote. While this vote did not put Zhirinovsky in power, 
and he faded quickly as a serious force in Russian politics, 
it gave the question of Russia's relations with its neighbors 
greater salience. 

• The need of some American conservative intellectuals for a bold 
foreign policy stroke to "remoralize" their own ranks after some 
dispiriting domestic defeats, the enthusiasm of others for "a 
democratic crusade" in Central and Eastern Europe, and the 
difficulty yet others had breaking a lifetime's habit of regarding 
Moscow as the enemy. Support for NATO expansion on the 
right provided the administration with cover and lessened the 
likely political costs of such a policy. 

• The growing eagerness of some West European governments 
to grant Central European states membership in NATO as an 
acceptable price for keeping them out of, or at least delaying 
their entry into, the European Union. 
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Formidable as that combination of pressures was, it is doubtful 
that it would have been capable of converting the Clinton adminis­
tration on NATO expansion had it not been for the addition of one 
other crucial factor: Bosnia. The war in Bosnia focused American 
attention on post-Cold War Central Europe, and it did so in a most 
distorted and emotional way. Bosnia presented the West European 
countries with a harsh test of their ability to manage events in their 
own back yard without Washington's direction, long before they 
were ready for it and when what they needed was to gradually 
resume responsibility for their own affairs. When, predictably, they 
failed the test, they reconciled themselves to continued American 
leadership. Bosnia also raised in acute form the question of the future 
of NATO, as the alliance's feeble response to the crisis cast doubt 
on its continued viability, and it raised the question specifically in 
the context of instability in Central and Eastern Europe. 

"Bosnia" was increasingly understood not as referring to a discrete 
event but as a metaphor for the chronic, historically ordained insta­
bility of a whole region. The domino theory, forgotten for two 
decades, was quickly resurrected and applied. Seen in those terms, 
Bosnia was used to make the case not only for U.S. intervention in 
the war but for a permanent American presence in the region. And 
what better way of establishing that presence than by extending 
eastward the alliance-in-being that the United States had created 
and then dominated for nearly half a century? 

The Flawed Realist Case for NATO Enlargement 

Taken together, such pressures were politically formidable, espe­
cially for an administration as sensitive to pressure as Clinton's. But 
they had very little to do with America's national interests, and 
the administration's post hoc attempts to make a case for NATO's 
eastward expansion in terms of those interests have been perfunctory 
and shallow. A much more serious attempt has been made outside 
the administration, mainly by commentators of a realist persuasion. 
The case they have made, however, is badly flawed. 

The realist case is based largely on the conviction that Russia is 
inherently and incorrigibly expansionist, regardless of how and by 
whom it is governed. Kissinger has warned of "the fateful rhythm 
of Russian history." Similarly, Zbigniew Brzezinski emphasizes the 
centrality in Russia's history of "the imperial impulse" and claims 
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that in postcommunist Russia that impulse "remains strong and 
even appears to be strengthening." Russia's approach to Central 
Europe is "at the very least protoimperial," and Brzezinski sees an 
unfortunate continuity between the Soviet era and today in the 
definition of national interests and the formulation of foreign policy.8 

Another realist, Peter Rodman, speaks in the same vein, explaining 
the "lengthening shadow of Russian strength" by asserting that 
"Russia is a force of nature; all this is inevitable."9 

In arguing in that way, those commentators are being very true 
to their realist position. But they are also drawing attention to what 
is one of the most serious intellectual weaknesses of that position— 
namely, that in its stress on the structure of the international system 
and on how states are placed within that system, realism attaches 
little or no importance to what is going on inside  particular states: 
what kind of regimes are in power, what kinds of ideologies prevail, 
what kind of leadership is provided. Hence the well-known realist 
billiard ball analogy, in which states are treated as if they have no 
inner life but merely obey the laws of political physics and geometry. 
For those realists, Russia is Russia is Russia, regardless of whether 
it is under czarist, communist, or nascent democratic rule. 

That approach is enormously counterintuitive, and its weaknesses 
have been particularly evident in this most ideological of centuries. 
Did it really make no significant difference to Russian foreign policy 
whether it was in the hands of a Stolypin, a Stalin, or a Yeltsin? Or 
to German policy whether Stresemann, Hitler, or Adenauer was in 
power in that country? In foreign policy terms, was it pointless to 
have exerted great effort to bring down the Nazi and Soviet regimes? 

For most people, merely to ask those questions would seem to 
answer them. But not so long ago such prominent realists as E. H. 
Carr and A. J. P. Taylor were prepared to argue an essential foreign 
policy continuity between the Weimar Republic and Nazi Ger­
many.10 Indeed, and more seriously, it was the assumption of such 
a continuity—that Hitler was an ordinary compromising politician 
in the same mold as the Germans of the 1920s—that led British 
prime minister Neville Chamberlain fatally astray with his policy 
of appeasement. So far in this century, then, Western statesmen have 
created a terrible crisis and allowed an unnecessary world war to 
happen because they falsely assumed that the foreign policy of a 
totalitarian regime would be no different from that of the struggling 

193 



NATO ENLARGEMENT 

democracy it replaced. It would be inexcusable—and possibly again 
disastrous—if, at the end of the century, we made the same error 
in reverse by proceeding on the assumption that the behavior of 
another struggling democracy will be no different from that of the 
totalitarian regime that preceded it. 

Recognizing Spheres of Influence 

If in that one respect those who make the case for NATO expansion 
err in overemphasizing what is weakest in the realist position, in 
other respects their mistake has been to forget some of the precepts 
that are its strength. If realism is about anything, it is about a consci­
entious effort to try to see things as they really are. One of the ways 
things are in international politics is that great powers have spheres 
of influence. It is one of their basic characteristics, one of the features 
that qualify them as "great," that their power radiates to immedi­
ately adjacent regions in the form of significant influence, and that 
they take a particular interest in those regions. That is a characteristic 
of democratic great powers as it is of autocratic or totalitarian ones: 
one of the first important foreign policy acts of the United States, 
even before it was an authentic great power, was to claim for itself 
a huge sphere of influence with the Monroe Doctrine. 

To embark on a policy whose deliberate aim is to deny Russian 
influence in Eastern and Central Europe, to corset Russia within its 
own boundaries, is therefore a policy fraught with danger. It retains 
what meager plausibility it has for two reasons: first, because of 
revulsion at the fact that in the communist period the Soviet Union 
ruthlessly and crudely translated the traditional concept of sphere of 
influence into a totalitarian one of a sphere of dominance, involving 
puppet regimes, occupying armies, terror, economic exploitation, 
and ideological regimentation; and second, because for the time 
being Russia is exceptionally weak. But as Russia recovers, and even 
if it becomes a functioning democracy, NATO expansion will become 
a risk-laden and destabilizing policy—not because extreme Russian 
nationalists or neocommunists are bound to come to the fore, but 
because, in the nature of things, Russia will again assert its preroga­
tives as a great power. 

Indeed, if one considers some of the a rguments now being 
advanced forcefully, things could get even worse. At the same time 
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that the United States appears determined to commit itself to deny­
ing Russia a sphere of influence, many influential voices are insisting 
that it should do the same to China. Even as the power of that 
country increases dramatically, it is maintained that it too should 
be strictly contained within its borders, and any attempt by it to 
extend its influence beyond them should be seen as illegitimate, if 
not sinister, and resolutely opposed—with force if necessary—by 
the United States. Meanwhile, as those two huge countries are so 
constrained, the United States itself, armed in virtue, should feel 
free to treat the rest of the entire globe as iŕs sphere of influence, 
extending its presence and imposing its will as it sees fit. In the long 
run the implementation of such a policy would amount to a recipe 
for disaster. For when push came to shove—that is, when other 
states began to resist its assertive hegemony—the United States 
would lack the conviction and resolution necessary to fulfill the 
global imperial role that it is now being urged to assume. 

The Gap between Ends and Means 

Another of the central tenets of realism is that if the end is willed, 
so must be the means. The two should be kept in balance, preferably, 
as Walter Lippmann urged, "with a comfortable surplus of power 
in reserve."11 In the case of NATO expansion, that tenet is being 
ignored. The NATO members are moving to assume very large 
additional commitments at a time when they have all made substan­
tial cuts to their defense budgets, and when more such cuts are 
virtually certain.12 (For example, the French cabinet has announced 
that the military draft, which dates back two centuries, is to be 
phased out and that defense procurement expenditure is to be cut 
by 11 percent.) The irresponsibility of such a course of action raises 
the question of the seriousness of the new commitments being under­
taken. Are existing NATO members really prepared to send their 
soldiers to die to defend the integrity of countries in Central and 
Eastern Europe? Bearing in mind that such pledges have often been 
made in the past, only to be broken—Munich, 1938, was the last 
occasion on which Western powers guaranteed the security of what 
is today the Czech Republic—this is not only a legitimate question 
but a necessary one. 

It is not only in terms of power that realists should be concerned 
with the balancing of ends and means. They should also consider 
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the suitability of the instruments involved—particularly the human 
instruments—for the tasks at hand. Not to do so is likely to result 
in unpleasant surprises, and some realist supporters of NATO expan­
sion got such a surprise as a result of the March 1997 Helsinki 
summit. At that meeting, so many concessions were made to Moscow 
by the Clinton administration that we now have an almost lunatic 
state of affairs: in order to make acceptable the expansion of NATO 
to contain a potentially dangerous Russia, we are virtually making 
Russia an honorary member of NATO, with something close to 
veto power. 

Some of the initially most ardent supporters of expansion are now 
deeply dismayed. But surely such an outcome was foreseeable. After 
all, the realists knew from the start that the policy they were pushing 
would be negotiated not by a Talleyrand or a Metternich—or an 
Acheson or a Kissinger—but by Clinton, the man who feels every­
one's pain. In that instance he felt Yeltsin's pain—and gave away 
much of the store. Kissinger has been clear-eyed enough to label 
that a fiasco and to recognize that there is now an intellectual rift 
dividing those who advocate NATO expansion: a rift between those 
who still see the need to preserve NATO as a military alliance against 
a potential enemy (Russia) and those who now see it in terms of a 
collective security system embracing a Europe now made whole by 
the inclusion of Russia. 

The image of a Europe "made whole" again after the division of 
the Cold War is one that the advocates of NATO expansion appeal 
to frequently. But it is not a convincing appeal. For one thing, coming 
from some mouths it tends to bring to mind Bismarck's comment: 
"I have always found the word Europe on the lips of those politicians 
who wanted something from other Powers which they dared not 
demand in their own name."13 For another, it invites the question 
of when exactly was the last time Europe was "whole." In the 
1930s, when the dictators were on the rampage? In the 1920s, when 
Germany and Russia were virtual nonactors? In 1910, when Europe 
was an armed camp and a furious arms race was in progress? In 
the 1860s, when Prussia was creating an empire with "blood and 
iron"? When exactly? And then there is the simple and undeniable 
fact that at every step of the way—and regardless of how many 
tranches of new members are taken in—the actual strategic dividing 
line will be moved to a different place. Only if and when Russia is 
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fully included in whatever arrangement is still called "NATO" will 
Europe be whole. Anyone who doubts that should consult an atlas 
and verify how much of the continent of Europe is part of Russia. 
But if that inclusion were ever to take place, what would be the 
point of the alliance? 

One final note: During the last few months advocates of expansion 
have been resorting more and more to an argument of last resort— 
one of process, not of substance. It is that the United States is now 
so far committed that it is too late to turn back. That argument is 
not without some merit, for prestige does count, and undoubtedly 
prestige would be lost by a reversal now. But granted that, prestige 
is not everything. When the alternative is to persist in serious error, 
it may be necessary to sacrifice some prestige early, rather than 
much more later. To proceed resolutely down the wrong road— 
especially one that has a slippery slope—is not statesmanship. After 
all, the last time the argument that it was too late to turn back 
prevailed was exactly 30 years ago, as the United States was advanc­
ing deeper and deeper into Vietnam. 
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14. NATO Enlargement: To What End? 
Eugene J.  Carroll  Jr. 

General of the Army Dwight D. Eisenhower was the first NATO 
supreme allied commander, Europe. Not long after assuming com­
mand he wrote these words: "If in 10 years, all American troops 
stationed in Europe for national defense purposes have not been 
returned to the United States, then this whole project [NATO] will 
have failed."1 

As the product of an army neglected for 20 years between World 
Wars I and II, and the leader of an alliance that mounted a brutal 
reconquest of Europe in 1944, Ike understood the cost of neglecting 
U.S. defenses and the importance of a stable, peaceful Europe. Never­
theless, he unequivocally declared that American troops should not 
remain in Europe more than 10 years to secure the peace. 

Implausible Motives for Expansion 
One wonders what questions he might raise 46 years later about 

the decision not only to continue a powerful U.S. military presence 
but to expand NATO's responsibilities and increase the costs and 
risks of the U.S. presence in Europe. His first question would almost 
certainly be, What is the threat? It would astound him to learn that 
there is no military threat to NATO nations or to the security of the 
new nations to be granted the NATO pledge of protection. That has 
been made abundantly clear in repeated assurances from President 
Clinton that NATO expansion is not motivated by fear of Russia. 
But if Russia is not a threat, who is? 

Although his official disclaimer of anti-Russian intent may be 
motivated more by political expediency than by the truth, Clinton's 
comments accurately reflect the reality of Russia's military condition 
today. The nearly total collapse of Russia's offensive military capabil­
ities is undeniable. Moscow has no effective means of projecting 
military power outside the Russian Federation and only a marginal 
capability to maintain domestic order within it. 
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The Russian debacle in Chechnya is the most obvious example of 
the present ineffectiveness of the Russian military. Despite that gross 
failure, Russian president Boris Yeltsin's response has been to con­
tinue major reductions in the armed forces and in military spending. 
The result is a demoralized force that itself is a growing threat to 
internal stability. When that is added to the ineffectiveness of law 
enforcement authorities in Russia, where organized criminal ele­
ments are dominating many industries and commercial activities, 
the ability of the government to carry out economic reform initiatives 
and maintain civil order is severely taxed. 

The next Eisenhower query would logically be, If there is no 
military threat, why expand a military organization that was created 
solely to confront the Soviet Union? Here the replies become murky. 
For example, Clinton gave an Oval Office briefing on NATO expan­
sion for a select group of influential journalists on May 23,1997. His 
key words were, "What we've done is to construct a balance of 
power that both restrains and empowers all the people who come 
within the framework of the agreement."2 He was referring to mili­
tary restraint of Russia and Germany and empowerment of Russia 
to participate in the economic and political evolution of Europe. 

That makes very little sense in practical terms. Germany is already 
restrained because its leadership is committed to a major political 
and economic role in the European Union, a goal that would be 
unattainable if Germany resorted to military adventurism. Russia 
is equally restrained by its present weakness and need for substantial 
support from the West to restore its devastated economy. Also, if 
the objective is to empower Russia to participate in the economic 
and political evolution of Europe, there are more promising means 
than NATO expansion for advancing that cause. Russian member­
ship in the European Union and strengthening the Organization for 
Security and Cooperation in Europe are obvious candidates. 

Another assertion of the need for NATO expansion was made at 
West Point on May 31, 1997. There the president confidently pro­
claimed, "To build and secure a New Europe, peaceful, democratic 
and undivided at last, there must be a new NATO, with new mis­
sions, new members and new partners."3 It is not unreasonable to 
claim that NATO has a role in maintaining peace; it is questionable 
whether NATO has anything at all to do with democracy; but it is 
delusory to claim that expanding NATO will unify Europe. Clearly 
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there is no intention to make NATO membership universal. Thus, 
expanding NATO simply moves the division between NATO and 
non-NATO nations eastward. NATO costs go up, U.S. risks go up, 
and movement toward a unified Europe is inhibited by the arbi­
trary division. 

Even former secretary of state Henry Kissinger, who strongly 
favors NATO expansion, is not willing to support the misleading 
proposition that NATO expansion is a benign or constructive way 
to promote unity in Europe. He forthrightly recognizes that the real 
objective is to divide—not unify. He says that the states seeking 
membership "are seeking to participate in NATO for reasons quite 
the opposite of what the Founding Act describes—not to erase divid­
ing lines but to position themselves inside a guaranteed territory by 
shifting the existing NATO boundaries some 300 miles to the east." 
Kissinger's only fear is that the ambiguous, conciliatory language 
of the Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation and Security 
between NATO and the Russian Federation may blur that fact by 
leading Russia to believe that it will have a say in NATO affairs 
and can thus dilute the powerful Cold War alliance into a toothless, 
ineffective collective security system.4 

Will NATO Become Entangled in Domestic Disputes? 

There is a remarkable parallel between the disingenuous claim 
that NATO expansion will create an undivided Europe and the claim 
that NATO is present in Bosnia to enforce the Dayton agreement 
and preserve a single Bosnian state. On November 21,1995, Clinton 
stated, "The peace plan agreed to would preserve Bosnia as a single 
state. The state would be made up of two parts . . . with a fair 
distribution of land between the two."5 Of course the Dayton agree­
ment to maintain a single state by creating two states was also 
delusory, but NATO forces have done virtually nothing to enforce 
other provisions that might have ameliorated the situation. It seems 
now that, if NATO troops withdraw in 1998, the resumption of 
hostilities is highly likely and the only contribution of NATO to a 
"peaceful, democratic, undivided" Bosnia will have been to enable 
both sides to rest and rearm before resuming partisan hostilities. 
The alternative, a permanent NATO presence in Bosnia, is no more 
acceptable in the long term than is an expanded NATO military 
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presence in Eastern Europe. Neither measure will truly promote 
progress toward stable, peaceful political structures in Europe. 

The murky melange of arguments for NATO expansion that con­
fuse military initiatives, political objectives, and economic goals is 
further compounded by policy contradictions in Washington. Within 
hours of each other the secretary of defense and the secretary of 
state gave conflicting testimony to the Senate Armed Services Com­
mittee on April 23, 1997. Secretary of Defense William Cohen spe­
cifically rejected any role for NATO in domestic disputes, saying, 
"An internal dispute is something that NATO would not be engaged 
in."6 Secretary of State Madeleine Albright suggested a far more 
intrusive role for NATO by stating, "NATO will continue to maintain 
itself in a way that it can deal with an outside threat, even though 
what we are talking about now are primarily those internal threats 
that are due to instability and problems created by ethnic tension 
within those areas."7 A NATO that is responsible for military inter­
vention in the internal affairs of European nations is a far cry from 
the organization created to defend its members from external attack. 

Some Adverse Economic Consequences 
Clinton recently introduced even more confusion about the aims 

of NATO expansion. During his celebratory tour in Europe to sign 
the Founding Act and to commemorate the 50th anniversary of the 
Marshall Plan, the president attempted to equate the objectives of 
NATO expansion with those of the Marshall Plan. Such confusion 
of military and economic objectives is misleading and illogical. The 
costs of military expansion will directly inhibit economic develop­
ment in the new member nations. Far more than strengthened mili­
tary capabilities, those victims of the Cold War require capital and 
Western technology to rebuild their infrastructures in order to create 
the goods and services needed to meet domestic demands. That is 
exactly what the Marshall Plan brought to Europe. Arms manufac­
turers are already competing for orders that will divert resources 
to the purchase of unneeded weapons.8 Frequent references by U.S. 
leaders to the prosperity that NATO expansion will create certainly 
do not apply to the new members, although they may be accurate 
for the arms industries in the United States and Western Europe. 

There is also an ominous precedent that Congress may be inclined 
to favor funds for military programs over economic development 
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efforts in NATO's new member nations. In 1996 Congress was quick 
to divert more than $15 million from two economic assistance 
accounts into Foreign Military Financial Program accounts in order 
to fund Partnership for Peace military programs within NATO candi­
date nations. Another $7 million was similarly diverted from eco­
nomic assistance funds in 1997, bringing PFP military assistance to 
$113 million for 1996-97.9 That figure will pale into insignificance 
if present proposals prevail. Under current plans, the United States 
will provide as much as $700 million in 1998 to facilitate military 
programs in the nations approved for NATO membership. Future 
cost growth is impossible to predict until expansion plans are better 
defined, but the need for additional military funds will reduce, not 
increase, the availability of economic development funds for former 
Warsaw Pact nations. 

The Effect on Relations with Russia 
At this point Eisenhower would certainly ask about Russia's atti­

tude and possible responses to NATO expansion, knowing that it 
was the addition of West Germany to NATO in 1955 that produced 
the Warsaw Pact. Three points would need to be made in response. 
First, there is broad-based opposition to NATO expansion in Russian 
political, military, and academic circles. It is not just hard-line nation­
alists who object. The arbitrary decision to expand NATO without 
regard for genuine Russian concerns may well create a significant 
coalition motivated primarily by anti-Western sentiments. 

Second, there is absolutely nothing Russia can do militarily about 
expansion today or in the foreseeable future. Russian leaders are 
not in a position to form a new alliance to balance the NATO initia­
tive, not even among former states of the Soviet Union, and certainly 
not by coercing buffer states to join as they did in 1955. The military 
danger lies, not in the short term, but in the long term when the 
consequences of expansion may well motivate Russian countermea-
sures against NATO pressure. 

Third, expansion can inhibit positive mutual security measures, 
both short term and long term, and such inhibition may have unde­
sirable consequences. The most immediate problem is attaining early 
Russian ratification of START II and progress on further nuclear 
reductions. "Loose nukes" in Russia pose a grave security problem 
for the world. Early progress on reducing the numbers of, lowering 
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the alert status of, and increasing internal security measures for both 
weapons and fissile material are matters of urgent concern. There 
are many reasons that the Russians would benefit in financial and 
security terms by progress in nuclear disarmament, but NATO 
expansion may well make it impossible for Yeltsin to obtain coopera­
tion from the Russian Duma on those issues. Because Russia is 
tremendously vulnerable in military terms and incensed by the arbi­
trary expansion of NATO, it is probable that a consensus will emerge 
that nuclear weapons remain the country's last vestige of military 
power and political significance as a major participant in world 
affairs. 

That outcome is even more likely if domestic political pressure 
on Clinton forces him to assert that the Founding Act gives Russia 
no veto on the timing and future extent of NATO expansion. Such 
a public posture will make it clear that the purpose of expansion 
is to confront Russia and exclude that country from constructive 
participation in European security arrangements. 

It is ironic that the expansion of NATO is proclaimed as a contribu­
tion to the creation of an undivided Europe. In truth, the eastward 
movement of NATO's borders has a real prospect of hardening 
divisions between NATO members and nonmembers and provoking 
long-term responses from Russia that are the absolute antithesis of 
what Clinton proclaims as our goals. For example, faced with an 
expanding NATO that they are powerless to control, Russian leaders, 
too, may look eastward for an ally: China. They will also have 
opportunities to exploit the distress of those former Warsaw Pact 
nations that are denied NATO membership. Left outside the NATO 
security envelope, they might well accept Russian aid and military 
assistance rather than be caught between NATO and Russia. There 
is no way that NATO expansion can be said to unify Europe if the 
result is a new Russia-China entente or the restoration of Russian 
influence within non-NATO nations. 

Nor can the argument stand that democracy in Europe will be 
strengthened through NATO expansion if resulting internal political 
pressures in Russia strengthen the influence of nationalist extremists. 
There are many members of the Russian political elite who want to 
turn the clock back to the good old days when the Soviet Union had 
a powerful military and political voice in Europe. The humiliation of 
being forced to accept the expansion of NATO will stimulate their 
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resentment and strengthen their resistance to Yeltsin's efforts to 
continue democratic reform. That danger was foreseen clearly by 
George F. Kennan, the intellectual father of America's Cold War 
policy of containment, when he wrote that "expanding NATO would 
be the most fateful error of American policy in the post cold-war 
era. Such a decision may be expected to influence the nationalistic, 
anti-Western and militaristic tendencies in Russian opinion; to have 
an adverse effect on the development of Russian democracy; . . . 
and to impel Russian foreign policy in directions decidedly not to 
our liking."10 

An Unwise Initiative 

Clearly, the United States has important interests in Europe and 
must remain engaged there, politically and economically. It is far 
less clear, given the present security conditions in Europe, that we 
need to sustain, much less expand, our Cold War military presence 
and responsibilities. There is simply no current or foreseeable mili­
tary threat that justifies 100,000 American troops and the expenditure 
of as much as $30 billion per year to provide unneeded security 
services on the Continent. Our presence is not needed to maintain 
peace today or for the foreseeable future, and it does not promote 
democracy or create an undivided Europe. It seems that the real 
reason the United States is committed to NATO expansion is to 
maintain Washington's dominant role in European affairs and to 
hedge against the resurgence of an aggressive Russia. Secretary of 
State Albright said as much in her testimony to the Senate Armed 
Services Committee when she confided, "On the off-chance that in 
fact Russia doesn't work out the way that we are hoping it will, and 
its current membership wants, NATO is there."11 

The risks and costs of NATO expansion as insurance against the 
improbable reemergence of a military threat from Russia in the 
distant future are burdensome, but the negative consequences are 
much worse. Our long-term interests in Europe can best be served 
by the existence of a stable, peaceful order in Europe that includes 
cooperative participation by Russia. If we want to make a friend of 
Russia, we cannot treat Russians as enemies. At its heart, NATO 
expansion is aimed at Russia, and proceeding on this road creates 
the strong possibility that our actions will produce the very outcome 
we least desire. 
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PART IV 

ALTERNATIVES TO AN ENLARGED NATO 





15. Europe's Unhealthy Security 
Dependence 

Doug Bandow 

Is there an alternative to NATO? To ask that question is to put 
oneself out of step with the alliance's bureaucracy, the Clinton 
administration, and Republican hegemonists. New lobbies have 
been created—the New Atlantic Initiative, for instance, organized 
by John O'Sullivan, the British editor of National  Review —to push 
for an expanded, and potentially ever-expanding, alliance. In the 
view of those influential interests there is no alternative to NATO. 
Indeed, some expansionists insult people who dare ask the question. 
Zbigniew Brzezinski, President Carter's not-so-successful national 
security adviser, complains of "carping," which he calls "even comi­
cal," by those who oppose NATO expansion.1 

Yet many Americans today seem to be asking the question. A 
recent poll by Rasmussen Research found that only Great Britain 
elicited majority support for a U.S. defense guarantee. France and 
Spain gained narrow pluralities. Germany, Hungary, Poland, and 
Latvia won far less support, which declined as one moved further 
east.2 Few Americans outside of the Washington Beltway favor risk­
ing their loved ones to protect existing, let alone the host of would-
be, NATO members. 

Alternatives to NATO is not just an elite versus populist issue, 
however. The giants of American foreign policy who created NATO 
a half century ago would also be asking the question. After all, 
Secretary of State Dean Acheson assured Congress that a U.S. troop 
presence in Europe would be only temporary, intended to protect 
the war-torn nations until they could stand on their own. In 1951 
Dwight D. Eisenhower, NATO's first supreme commander, argued 
that the United States should "set clear limits" on the length of time 
it would maintain forces in Europe.3 A decade later, he warned, 
"Permanent troop establishments abroad" would "discourage the 
development of the necessary military strength Western European 
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countries should provide themselves."4 His granddaughter, Susan 
Eisenhower, chairman of the Center for Political and Strategic Stud­
ies, today criticizes railroading expansion in order to meet the 50th 
anniversary of NATO's founding: "I cannot imagine we are rushing 
through a policy that has all kinds of unforeseen consequences."5 

NATO Expansion and the Politics of Institutional Preservation 

Experience has borne out Dwight Eisenhower's fears. Although 
the Europeans were always far more at risk, they never matched 
America's defense effort. Even today they devote a much smaller 
percentage of their gross domestic products to the military, on aver­
age about half of the percentage spent by the United States. Washing­
ton spends 60 percent more on defense than do all NATO's European 
members combined, even though the latter possess a larger economy 
and population.6 

That is why advocates of an expanded NATO so fear the question, 
Is there an alternative? Answering it honestly threatens to end the 
alliance. Indeed, while most people celebrated the fall of the Berlin 
Wall, NATO enthusiasts fussed. Some seemed to even pine for the 
"good old days" of the Cold War. 

And, as would have been predicted by public choice economists, 
NATO supporters immediately began a creative search for new 
justifications to perpetuate their organization, despite its loss of 
relevance. The earliest claim was "nothing's really changed," or at 
least "nothing's really changed permanently." The collapse of the 
Warsaw Pact, the shift in allegiance of the East European states, and 
the spectacular implosion of the Soviet Union quickly invalidated 
that argument. 

More serious were proposals for alternative missions. Robert Zoel-
lick, State Department counselor under George Bush, explained that 
the policy planning staff was looking "at how you transform estab­
lished institutions, such as NATO, to serve new missions that will 
fit the new era."7 Many of the proposed tasks were simply ludicrous. 
Assistant Secretary of State Robert Hormats, who went on to the 
usual high-paying Wall Street job, suggested that the alliance 
"expand the range of issues on which NATO engages the common 
efforts of the European and North American democracies—from 
student exchanges, to fighting the drug trade, to resisting terrorism, 
to countering threats to the environment."8 Not to be outdone, David 
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Abshire, a former NATO ambassador and now head of the Center 
for Strategic and International Studies, observed that NATO "could 
coordinate the transfer of environmental-control and energy-conser­
vation technology to the East, thereby benefiting the global ecol­
ogy."9 All that was lacking was a proposal for a NATO literacy 
initiative, with tanks invading the former communist states to dis­
tribute books rather than seize territory. 

Other, more serious, suggestions included intervening in out-of-
area conflicts, "managing change" in Eastern Europe, and promoting 
stability in the former Soviet bloc. None of those related ideas ended 
up looking terribly fruitful: The Yugoslavian civil war demonstrated 
how difficult it was for outside parties to resolve the ancient hatreds 
that litter Central and Eastern Europe. What was required for that 
task was not an alliance but the will to use the military forces already 
possessed by the major European states. Without that will, NATO 
was irrelevant. 

Finally, expansion became the last refuge of the NATO-forever 
crowd. Although a variety of justifications is offered for extending 
Western military ties, the proposal is merely the latest attempt to 
preserve an alliance whose purpose has disappeared. Explains Wil­
liam Odom of the Hudson Institute, without expansion, "the longer-
term dynamics would inevitably fracture the alliance."10 Similarly, 
Washington Post  columnist Jim Hoagland writes, "Expansion pro­
vides a new basis for maintaining a militarily significant American 
presence in Europe beyond the Cold War to project power out­
side Europe."11 

It is important to remember that NATO involves a commitment 
to go to war. Some cynics suggest that the United States need not 
fulfill the additional defense guarantees—to Poland over its borders 
with Belarus, for instance—implicit in an expanded alliance.12 But 
other countries, especially the new NATO members, are likely to 
act on their own perception of such a guarantee, especially since the 
U.S. government has stressed its commitment. One official told the 
New York  Times,  "We take this every bit as seriously as we took our 
commitment to Berlin."13 The president himself told West Point 
cadets that the alliance was extending its "most solemn security 
pledge," which meant that they "could be asked to put [their] lives 
on the line for a new NATO member."14 In any case, in a crisis, 
concerns about credibility, honor, and leadership would likely over­
whelm the hesitations of any president. 
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America will inevitably bear the brunt of the cost of NATO expan­
sion. The Congressional Budget Office estimates that the potential 
expense could be as high as $125 billion over 15 years, a far more 
realistic figure than the $27 billion to $35 billion promoted by the 
Defense Department.15 This is not the first time the administration 
has underestimated military costs. It promised that the mission in 
Bosnia would cost $1.5 billion; the tab has hit $6 billion and is still 
running. Nor is there much chance the Europeans will pick up 
the bill. As Michael Mandelbaum of the Johns Hopkins School of 
Advanced International Studies points out, "The Eastern Europeans, 
struggling to fulfill the social welfare obligations they inherited from 
the communist era, cannot pay. The Western Europeans, under pres­
sure to reduce public spending to pave the way for the single Euro­
pean currency, will refuse to pay. So the U.S. will be stuck with the 
lion's share of the bill."16 

Bogus Justifications for Expansion 

What conceivable reason is there for maintaining, and expanding, 
the quintessential anti-Soviet alliance when the Soviet Union no 
longer exists? Some supporters, especially in the countries hoping 
to join, see NATO as a panacea for a variety of economic and political 
ills.17 Ted Galen Carpenter notes that those politicians and analysts 
seem to view the alliance as a "mechanism for everyone to gather 
in the center of Europe for a group hug."18 But NATO is a military 
alliance, and its relevance should be judged on that basis. 

What the formerly communist states really need is access to West­
ern markets, not the presence of Western troops. Yet only now are 
the West Europeans preparing to invite several former Soviet bloc 
members (the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Poland, and Slo­
venia) to join the European Union. The West Europeans still plan 
to exclude countries like Romania—which has been desperately 
lobbying to join NATO—as well as Bulgaria, Slovakia, Latvia, and 
Lithuania. The European Commission says the door remains open, 
but those nations would most benefit from immediate membership.19 

Even more dubious is the claim that expansion will advance 
democracy, since in none of the three countries invited to join NATO 
(the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland) is democracy in doubt. 
Were the alliance a mechanism for generating internal stability and 
protecting fragile political freedom, membership should be offered 
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first to such countries as Albania, Bulgaria, Slovakia, and Ukraine. 
Indeed, why not ask Russia to join, and even China (make NATO 
into the North Atlantic North Pacific Treaty Organization, or 
NANPTO)?20 But NATO membership per se will do nothing to pro­
mote democracy. Indeed, to the extent that participation causes 
weaker nations to unnecessarily divert scarce resources to the mili­
tary, NATO expansion could actually impede democratization.21 

Another argument is that NATO should be enlarged to counteract 
any revived Russian threat. Anything could happen, of course, but 
the Russian Humpty Dumpty has broken into many pieces and no 
one is going to put it back together any time soon. Today a Russian 
attack on Eastern Europe, let alone on Central and Western Europe, 
is a paranoid fantasy. Even a revived Russia would face a daunting 
task: the West Europeans have a vast population advantage, 414 
million to 149 million, and an even greater economic edge, with a 
combined GDP of $7.4 trillion compared to Russia's $1.1 trillion.22 

And that's not counting the resources of the Central and East Euro­
pean nations. 

An expanded NATO is also seen by some as a hedge against an 
aggressive Germany. Deputy Secretary of State Strobe Talbott points 
to the cost of World Wars I and II: "Let's not do it again."23 But people 
who cite history should recognize that circumstances change—often 
so dramatically that we no longer live in the same world. After all, 
France was long the leading aggressor in Europe, but we do not 
guard against a Napoleonic revival. The prospect of a German attack 
on its nuclear-armed neighbors is about as likely as a landing from 
Mars. Aggression against smaller states is scarcely more likely, since 
Germany has become Europe's dominant power peacefully and has 
an enormous stake in the status quo. 

Finally, NATO enlargement is promoted as a means to stabilize 
Central and Eastern Europe. Czech president Vaclav Havel, among 
many others, claims that "a security vacuum in Central Europe exists 
today."24 But there is no vacuum, since there is neither an outside 
threat nor a local imbalance. The former Soviet bloc may still be 
feeling its way internationally, but those nations possess options for 
cooperation outside of NATO. 

A Blueprint for Endless Entanglements 
Many of the former communist states obviously face serious inter­

nal challenges, but NATO is a military alliance that derives its mean­
ing from the existence of an outside aggressor, not angry factions 
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within individual states. Again, the events in Yugoslavia demon­
strate the limits of NATO's capabilities. The essential ingredient in 
resolving deep-seated conflicts that go back centuries is not NATO 
membership but the willingness of the other alliance members to 
use force. And few countries believe it is worth sacrificing their own 
soldiers to suppress such disputes, no matter how tragic. Even more 
limited efforts—attempts to hunt down war criminals and reshuffle 
the balance of power in the Serbian region of Bosnia, for example— 
entail enormous risks with virtually no benefits (replacing a hard­
line Serb nationalist tainted by war crimes with a more suave and 
attractive hard-line nationalist is no bargain). The cost of attempting 
to impose stability by preventing or terminating full-scale civil wars 
elsewhere in Eastern Europe would be far higher. 

Even without expansion NATO is preparing to intervene in a host 
of potentially brutal, but utterly irrelevant, squabbles. "During the 
Cold War, there was a central focus and unity among nations" in 
the southern region, explains Adm. T. Joseph Lopez, commander of 
NATO's Allied Forces Southern Europe. "Now if you take a macro-
look at our theater, it's literally filled with instability and pockets 
of unrest." His list of potential hot spots includes Albania, Algeria, 
Armenia and Azerbaijan, Bulgaria, Greece and Turkey, Libya, the 
Middle East, and Zaire. "With the end of the Cold War, the new 
enemy is instability," argues Lopez. "Our business and our mission 
today is to maintain stability."25 

The mind boggles at the likely consequences of such an open-
ended mission. There is little the West can do to promote stability 
in such cases, absent direct intervention and long-term occupation, 
which would be in the interest of neither Western Europe nor 
America. Who knows the solution to the violence in Algeria? And 
why would it be worth involving NATO in the fighting to impose 
a solution? 

NATO expansion would add to the number of potential conflicts 
in which America could find itself enmeshed. By admitting Poland, 
for instance, the alliance would become guarantor of Poland's border 
with Belarus, a country sinking into dictatorship even as it estab­
lishes extensive political and military ties to Russia.26 The admission 
of three Central European countries, however, may be only the 
beginning. Although the Clinton administration insisted on limiting 
the first round of expansion to the Czech Republic, Hungary, and 
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Poland, a majority of NATO members, including the particularly 
insistent French, desire to bring in Romania and Slovenia. 

Moreover, influential Americans advocate expanding member­
ship still further. Rep. Benjamin Gilman (R-N.Y.), chairman of the 
House Committee on International Relations, argues that "it is essen­
tial that everyone understand that the first round of enlargement 
. . . will not be the last round. Aspiring candidates for NATO mem­
bership must be assured that their omission from the first round 
does not mean that they will never get in."27 

The potential for conflict, especially confrontation with the Rus­
sians, increases as one moves farther east. Admitting the Baltic states 
and Ukraine, for instance, would incorporate nations with large 
Russian populations and a variety of ongoing disputes with Moscow. 
The House Republican Conference observes that "the fundamental 
geopolitical reality in Central and Eastern Europe is the inherent 
imbalance of power between Russia and its immediate and near 
neighbors" and cites a number of squabbles among the various 
parties.28 That situation, argues the organization, warrants NATO 
expansion. But by the conference's own logic, Washington should 
stay out. Expansion into the lands of the former Soviet Union would 
inject the United States into areas of traditional and significant Rus­
sian interest but scant strategic value to America. Moreover, the 
costs of intervening would prove staggering. Observes columnist 
Patrick Buchanan, "There is no way America or NATO could defend 
or liberate these four nations [the Baltic republics and Ukraine]— 
without risking a nuclear exchange with Moscow."29 

Thus, NATO expansion is unlikely to make Central and Eastern 
Europe more stable. Rather, it will ensure that any effects of instabil­
ity are transmitted to Western Europe and America. The lesson of 
World War I, in fact, is that nonintervention is a better strategy for 
preserving continental stability. In 1914 every major power was 
willing to go to war over a conflict started in the Balkans. Alliances 
acted as transmission belts of war. In 1991 civil war erupted in 
Yugoslavia and the conflict lasted longer than did World War I, 
without spreading, because the major powers created firebreaks to 
war by refusing to intervene as they had seven decades before. 

Expanding NATO, however, would itself be destabilizing. 
Enlargement is seen as bad faith by the Russians. They believe, with 
good reason, that at the time of Germany's reunification the United 
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States promised not to expand NATO.30 Russia's perception matters 
because moving the borders of an alliance that has always been 
directed against Moscow closer to Russia naturally looks threaten­
ing. Of course, the Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation 
and Security between NATO and the Russian Federation, signed in 
May 1997, stated that "Russia and NATO do not consider each other 
as adversaries."31 But few Russians take such diplomatic pablum 
seriously. Secretary of State Madeleine Albright complained to Rus­
sian foreign minister Yevgeny Primakov during her trip to Moscow 
in May 1997, "Your intellectuals have been berating me for the past 
hour" over the NATO enlargement issue.32 Anywhere between 70 
percent and 85 percent of Russians, according to recent polls, harbor 
similar misgivings.33 

True, Moscow formally accepted NATO expansion, but for a rea­
son. One diplomat told the Washington  Post,  "What we're seeing is 
the influence of [Deputy Prime Minister Anatoly] Chubais and the 
financial elites. They are not interested in confrontation with the 
West. They want stability with the West, and they want to avoid 
remilitarization of the economy."34 But that sentiment would dis­
courage Russian coercion in Central and Eastern Europe irrespective 
of alliance enlargement. 

Unfortunately, NATO expansion is likely to create countervailing 
nationalistic pressures. Domestically, allied policy will strengthen 
anti-Western political factions in a system that remains both unstable 
and volatile. Enlargement is also influencing Russian foreign policy 
for the worse. For instance, the Duma has balked at approving 
START II, which would significantly cut America's and Russia's 
nuclear arsenals. NATO's actions have also encouraged Russia to 
dramatically strengthen ties with China. Providing security guaran­
tees to Central and Eastern Europe may affect the conduct of coun­
tries in those regions as well, making them more willing to play 
political and military games of chicken with each other and with 
Russia. In short, by expanding NATO Washington risks losing a far 
larger and more important geopolitical game. 

Ending the Opportunity for More European Free Riding 

It is not in America's interest to defend, not only populous and 
prosperous states that can defend themselves, but a host of other 
nations that, only a few years ago, were arrayed on the other side 
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of the international divide—especially when there are alternatives 
to NATO. 

America's goal should be to encourage the development of a new, 
comprehensive European security system managed by the Europe­
ans themselves. Admittedly, that is no simple task. But the difficulty 
of doing so in part reflects the dominant role of the United States— 
Europe sees no reason to do more in the security realm when it can 
rely on America. However much a nation like France may gripe 
about "excessive U.S. influence," Washington's presence reduces 
the need for the Europeans to spend more on defense or grapple 
with difficult regional problems. Moreover, the very lack of a serious 
threat, the usual justification for an alliance, has reduced the need 
for the Europeans to act on their own behalf. 

The result is brazenly exploitive European behavior. In 1993 Ger­
man chancellor Helmut Kohl told an audience that included U.S. 
secretary of defense Les Aspin that his country intended to cut its 
military forces by 40 percent over the following three years, but that 
America, naturally, should maintain its troop presence in Germany. 
French policy is equally hypocritical. Paris has long complained 
about Washington's dominant role in Europe and around the world. 
According to Prime Minister Lionel Jospin, "We see a certain ten­
dency toward hegemony, which is not necessarily identical with 
exercising the global responsibilities of a great power, even if it is 
a friend."35 Yet the new socialist government announced significant 
military cuts shortly after taking office. It plans to cut spending on 
military procurement alone by 11 percent next year. 

American disengagement would eliminate today's perverse incen­
tive structure. The United States should phase out its troop presence 
and withdraw from NATO. The Europeans obviously have the 
resources to defend themselves, with combined economies and pop­
ulations far greater than those of either America or Russia. Today 
Britain, France, and Germany alone spend more than Moscow on 
defense. The Western European Union, EuroCorps, and the Organi­
zation for Security and Cooperation in Europe all provide potential 
frameworks for a security organization organized, funded, and 
manned by Europeans. 

The exact form of such a post-NATO security structure should be 
up to the Europeans. In particular, the West Europeans should decide 
what commitments they want to make to Central and Eastern 
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Europe. No longer would they be able to blackmail the United States, 
as they did when they stated that an American withdrawal from 
Bosnia means a European withdrawal. "One out, all out," observed 
British foreign secretary Robin Cook.36 (Perversely, Washington cur­
rently discourages any independent European action. For instance, 
in July 1995 Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs Richard 
Holbrooke opposed proposals that the WEU include as members 
the former communist states, since doing so would "deeply damage 
Western institutions and especially NATO.")37 

In any case, the most important need of the former Soviet bloc 
countries is economic integration with prosperous Western Europe. 
However, America's dominant defense role has so far allowed the 
West Europeans to act irresponsibly, in essence denying market 
access to the new democracies while offering U.S. security guaran­
tees. Only now, eight years after the fall of the Berlin Wall, is such an 
economically insensitive policy toward Central and Eastern Europe 
finally starting to change. 

More intensive Continent-wide cooperation would also fulfill the 
role currently attributed to the United States, that of forestalling any 
renationalization of European politics. America's involvement is far 
less important today than it was in the aftermath of World War II. 
European integration in many fields is obviously far advanced— 
much further advanced than it was earlier this century. Without the 
United States, the Europeans would have an incentive to extend that 
cooperation to military matters. The time for the Europeans to design 
an alternate security structure is now, before a crisis arises. Should 
the kinds of passions capable of causing a major war nevertheless 
emerge in the future, they would likely be strong enough to sweep 
aside any U.S. stabilizing presence as well. 

Of course, Washington should help ease the transition to European 
security self-sufficiency. For instance, the United States should push 
the Europeans to Europeanize the Balkans occupation force, that is, 
the Stabilization Force in Bosnia. Doing so, writes John Hillen of 
the Council on Foreign Relations, would "foster a wider sense of 
responsibility for security affairs."38 

America should also remain involved economically, politically, 
diplomatically, and culturally in Europe. But in the security realm 
Washington should merely remain watchful for the development of 
a potential hegemon that cannot be contained by the Europeans. 
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"We cannot turn a blind eye to Europe," admonishes Sen. Mike 
DeWine (R-Ohio), a strong proponent of NATO expansion.39 But 
no one is advocating that. Remaining interested in European affairs 
does not require guaranteeing the security of populous and prosper­
ous nations capable of defending themselves. It also does not pre­
clude the United States from returning to the role of a normal 
country. 

Is there an alternative to NATO? Yes. In fact, there are several. It 
is time for Europe to choose one. 

After World War II the United States abandoned its traditional 
foreign policy, that of a republic, in order to contain the Soviet 
Union. Americans spent some $13 trillion (in 1997 dollars) and sacri­
ficed more than 100,000 lives (in Korea and Vietnam) to win the 
Cold War. They now deserve to reap the benefits of their victory. 
Washington should drop foreign military commitments that are no 
longer relevant. 

The apparent organizational immortality of NATO demonstrates 
how, despite a drastically changed world, interventionist American 
foreign and military policies remain the same. The Cold War has 
ended, but the United States retains a Cold War-sized military. 
Defense spending, adjusted for inflation, is roughly what it was in 
1980 and 1975 and almost as much as it was in 1965—in the midst 
of the Vietnam War. Force levels exceed those necessary to protect 
America from any plausible threat. 

By enlarging NATO Washington would be undertaking even more 
expansive commitments than it did during the Cold War—defend­
ing at least three Central European states to start, as well as attempt­
ing to impose an artificial Bosnian state on three warring ethnic 
groups committed to separation. And there's no logical limit to new 
commitments. Even Uzbekistan is currently attempting to build ties 
with NATO. 

It is time to move in the other direction. NATO was created for 
a reason: to shield Western Europe from an expansionist totalitarian 
superpower. It has fulfilled its objective. Rather than search for 
new justifications for an old organization, the United States should 
encourage the Europeans to create new institutions for new pur­
poses. Best would be some form of NATO without the United States, 
a continental security architecture with neither American forces nor 
American security guarantees. 
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16. A Strong OSCE for a Secure Europe 
Jonathan G.  Clarke 

In discussing alternatives to NATO, it is important to note what 
most of the critics of NATO expansion are not  advocating. We are 
not talking about dismantling the areas in which NATO has a com­
parative advantage. Some of those are interoperability of equipment, 
shared procurement programs, sharing of intelligence, joint training, 
and combined operations. All of those capabilities have been estab­
lished over time and should not be lightly discarded. Whatever 
form alternative security arrangements may take in Europe, NATO's 
comparative advantages need to be retained—both among the exist­
ing NATO membership and as part of any new collaborative struc­
tures that may be established. 

Any discussion of an alternative to NATO needs to be chiefly 
about the form of organizational structure that is best suited for 
dealing with the foreseeable problems of European security. It is 
important that we get that structure right. European instability and 
conflict have a nasty habit of embroiling the United States. What 
has happened in Bosnia shows that the United States will tend to 
get sucked into European problems even in the face of widespread 
congressional and popular opposition. The Bosnia example also 
shows that, if the organizational structure is deficient, American 
intervention will be untidy and ineffective. 

Important though it is, the debate about NATO's future appears 
to be becalmed in a fog of limp conventionality. For reasons that no 
one can articulate clearly and at costs that no one can estimate, 
NATO is set to expand, almost by inertia. New guarantees are being 
extended about which no one is certain, which will not be supported 
by real resources, and which the advocates of expansion expect 
will never be invoked. Czech president Vaclav Havel, a tireless 
campaigner for NATO expansion—at least to the Czech Republic— 
expressed the rather dreamy conventional wisdom when he said 
that "there was no alternative" to NATO1 
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In examining Havel's assertion, we need to remind ourselves that, 
for the United States, the key question is whether NATO continues 
to make military sense as the organization that "first and foremost" 
guarantees American security interests in Europe. That is a question 
of credibility. With the drawdown of U.S. troops in Europe continu­
ing as if by stealth (units that went from Europe to the Persian Gulf 
War never returned), there is already some question about how 
effective NATO is as a military organization. 

Much of the discussion about expansion of NATO, which has con­
centrated on the political objectives expressed in article 4 of the treaty 
rather than the military guarantees in article 5, reflects that doubt. 
Havel, for example, urges that NATO redefine its mission as one 
almost entirely outside the military sphere. He calls for NATO to act 
as the "guarantor of Euro-American civilization."2 American sources 
have echoed that approach. The 1997 official Defense Department 
report to Congress, for example, stresses that the primary rationale 
for the expansion of NATO is that it "contributes to the broader goal 
of a powerful, undivided, and democratic Europe."3 Amplifying that 
theme in testimony to the Senate Armed Services Committee, Secre­
tary of State Madeleine Albright explained that the fundamental goal 
of NATO expansion was to "build for the very first time a peaceful, 
democratic and undivided transatlantic community."4 

There is nothing wrong with such objectives, but it is a profound 
mistake to make NATO bear a disproportionate political load at 
the expense of its military role. NATO's success in devising new 
relevance for itself must be judged against a military yardstick, not 
by how well it duplicates or substitutes for other organizations 
such as the European Union. The consolidation of democracy in the 
former Warsaw Pact nations is, of course, a very desirable objective. 
Whether it comes about or not will have much more to do with 
economic development, through links with the EU, than with NATO 
membership. Short of a military justification, American support for 
a Cold War era organization brings no advantage. 

Principles of an Alternative European Security Design 

A weakness of much of the criticism of NATO expansion has 
been a reluctance to put forward any alternative. That is a serious 
weakness, given that the NATO-based status quo is demonstrably 
inadequate. Alternative designs for European security should not, 
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however, start from ground zero. The United States must safeguard 
the following principles: 

• The United States must retain the capability to resist any poten­
tial European hegemon. Although a potential hegemon is low 
on the list of potential threats at present, that central need must 
not be forgotten. 

• The new security structure must be inclusive. Disputes on 
Europe's outer boundaries, such as the conflict between Armenia 
and Azerbaijan and the continuing tension over Cyprus, have 
implications for the rest of Europe. They are connected, in the 
former case, with the flow of oil and gas from the Caspian basin 
and, in the latter case, with the potential for hostilities between 
two existing NATO members, Greece and Turkey. The new struc­
ture must not be narrowly focused on just a few favored nations, 
nor should it draw new dividing lines in Europe. 

• The new structure must develop an alternative security doc­
trine. NATO's traditional philosophy of collective defense 
against an onslaught from the Soviet Union was necessarily 
and judiciously based on the premise that "an attack on one is 
an attack on all." That principle was, in fact, the core of article 5 
of the North Atlantic Treaty. That emphasis was necessary to 
signal to the USSR that it could not probe NATO's defenses on 
the periphery, for example in Turkey, without encountering the 
full weight of the alliance. Such an approach is not suitable 
for smaller regional problems such as those in Albania and 
Abkhazia or ethnic disputes such as the conflict in Bosnia. Those 
problems are of local or regional significance. As noted above, 
they may have potentially wider implications, but they never­
theless are not the kind of all-out challenge to NATO's integrity 
envisioned in article 5. To include such problems within 
NATO's competence without a revision of NATO's defense 
doctrine can only lead to confusion, frustration, and disarray.5 

• Mediation capability, rather than static defense against invasion 
or high-tech military intervention, must be a central mission. 
Unlike the cross-border, war-fighting scenarios envisioned 
under NATO's traditional defense doctrine, today's security 
problems in Europe are predominantly domestic or intrastate 
in nature. Such disputes require civilian mediation rather than 
military intervention. 
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• Regional responsibility and responsiveness should be given a 
high priority. An example is the Italian-led intervention in Alba­
nia. That mission benefited from the strong leadership provided 
by the two countries with the most at stake in Albania, namely, 
Italy and Greece. Forces, including police units, were marshaled 
quickly. Political follow-up, including economic aid, was prop­
erly coordinated, with much of the load being taken by the 
private sectors in Italy and Greece. 

• The United States should encourage European initiative. For 
example, interesting discussions are taking place within the 
Western European Union. The 1997 Amsterdam Treaty made 
provision for an eventual defense role for the European Union. 
In May 1996 WEU governments agreed to strengthen their mili­
tary cooperation through the Combined Joint Task Force system 
under which European forces would be available for missions 
in which the United States did not wish to participate.6 

• NATO should not seek to take on nonmilitary, developmental 
tasks. They dilute the military capabilities of the alliance by 
diverting resources. Instead, such tasks should be left to the 
appropriate agencies, such as the EU or the U.S.-sponsored 
Southeast European Cooperation Initiative—and whenever 
possible to the private sector. 

The OSCE as an Initial Model 
No existing security structure in Europe fully meets those criteria, 

and it is important that, in designing new structures, policymakers 
not confine themselves solely to organizations that already exist. 
Nonetheless, a possible starting model is the Organization for Security 
and Cooperation in Europe. That organization has many of the desired 
attributes, especially if they are combined with some of the coopera­
tive features of the Partnership for Peace and other European struc­
tures such as the WEU, and if OSCE procedures and capabilities 
are upgraded.7 

That may seem a surprising assertion, given that, since the OSCE's 
inception, the United States has maneuvered to keep it in the back­
ground and to discourage it from challenging NATO's primacy 
among European defense structures. In the run-up to the Paris con­
ference of December 1990 (at the time the OSCE was still called 
the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe), the Bush 

226 



A Strong  OSCE  for  a  Secure  Europe 

administration was determined not to allow the OSCE to supplant 
NATO as Europe's principal security organization.8 Similarly, the 
PFP was seen as an interim measure in the lead-up to NATO expan­
sion, not as a possible alternative to expansion. 

During the Cold War, insistence on NATO's primacy may have 
been the correct policy in the face of the threat of Soviet invasion. 
But changed circumstances mean that the time has come to take a 
less negative look at the OSCE and a more creative look at the PFP. 

The OSCE's record in managing the Cold War endgame and in 
interbloc reconciliation was excellent. Its performance in post-Cold 
War security has been mixed. On the positive side, it has enjoyed 
some success in mediating disagreements between the Baltic nations 
and Russia on the pace of Russian troop withdrawals and questions 
of citizenship. In Kosovo OSCE monitors played some part in defus­
ing tensions between the Serbian authorities and the predominantly 
Albanian population. Former secretary of state Warren Christopher 
praised those successes, stating that "OSCE's innovative work on 
crisis management and conflict prevention is one of the most promis­
ing security experiments underway in Europe today."9 

More recent successful OSCE initiatives include the mission, 
championed by former Spanish prime minister Felipe Gonzalez, to 
Serbia in January 1997. That mission played a key role in persuading 
President Slobodan Milosevic to recognize the municipal election 
results, which included major victories by opposition political forces. 
Similarly, in September 1997 OSCE provided the crucial administra­
tive infrastructure for the municipal elections in Bosnia-Herzego­
vina. In the Caucasus, the OSCE Minsk group, which includes the 
United States, is performing useful work in mediating the dispute 
between Armenia and Azerbaijan over the latter7 s breakaway Arme­
nian-dominated enclave of Ngorno-Karabakh. On the debit side, the 
OSCE performed no better than anyone else in the early stages of 
the conflict in the former Yugoslavia. 

The organization does, however, enjoy some significant conceptual 
and structural strengths that, if developed, would allow it to make 
a major Continent-wide contribution to European security and 
become the key organization for tackling what Christopher termed 
"the root causes of European security problems."10 Its membership 
includes all NATO members as well as all of the countries of the 
former Warsaw Pact and the former Soviet republics. It is developing 
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specialized expertise in arms control, confidence-building measures, 
and conflict mediation and resolution. It continues to consolidate its 
infrastructure—Secretariat in Prague, Conflict Prevention Center in 
Vienna, and Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights 
in Warsaw. 

Changes to the OSCE 
That is a promising foundation, but it still leaves the OSCE vulner­

able to the criticism that it remains stuck at the "talking-shop" stage. 
Imaginative U.S. policy could help change that. The OSCE now 
needs to develop structures that will enable it to exert significant 
influence over the behavior of its members. Three steps in ascending 
order of complexity might be considered. 

Procedure 
The OSCE has traditionally operated by consensus. There are good 

reasons for that, but the requirement has also proved a weakness. 
Both the Soviet Union and the federal government of Yugoslavia, for 
example, were able to block substantive discussion of and mediation 
efforts in the impending Bosnian conflict. A procedure that enabled 
discussion to proceed at the will of a qualified majority (that is, 
something less than unanimity but still substantially in excess of a 
simple majority and with safeguards for regional and large-country 
interests—a system that already exists in the European Council of 
Ministers) would address that weakness. At the very least, none 
of the parties to a dispute should be allowed to block mediation 
procedures. 

Such a reform still falls short of the proposals for legally binding 
arbitration that have been discussed within the OSCE but never 
agreed to. Enforcement would remain a problem, with contravening 
states able simply to ignore OSCE resolutions. 

Benefits and  Responsibilities 
A way around the problem of noncompliance would be to enhance 

the benefits of OSCE membership, particularly in the military sphere. 
That could be done by expanding the OSCE's responsibilities to 
include such operational matters as joint planning, coordinated exer­
cises, and common procurement policies. An international military 
staff along NATO lines would be required to carry out those tasks. 
The lessons derived from both NATO's long experience in this regard 
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and the PFP's more recent experience may be able to help. OSCE 
membership would thereby confer significant military benefits. It 
would also make suspension or exclusion a more potent threat. 

Armed Forces 
As the concept of the OSCE as an increasingly powerful executive 

agency took root, it might become desirable to have armed forces 
that would be answerable to the OSCE Council of Ministers for 
Foreign Affairs. NATO has already indicated its willingness to 
undertake military missions at OSCE's behest. The logical next step 
would be to enhance and empower the OSCE Secretariat to carry 
out such tasks directly rather than through a subsidiary organization 
that does not include the full OSCE membership. 

The issue of OSCE military forces requires careful definition. The 
goal should not be to perpetuate NATO under another name by 
creating a new collective defense structure or wider security commit­
ments for any current NATO member. Nor should the OSCE be 
turned into a war-making organization to the detriment of its central 
mission of conflict prevention and resolution. Instead, this proposal 
to create OSCE forces is intended to place in the hands of the Council 
of Ministers an instrument with which, in the last resort, it can back 
up its resolutions. 

Implications of  Changes 
Equipped with those extra abilities, the OSCE would be trans­

formed into a "one-stop" mediation and peacekeeping institution. 
If, as the Bosnia example indicates, there is going to be a growing 
need for long-term "peace protectorates" to address ethnic conflict 
in former communist lands in Eastern Europe and elsewhere, then 
an OSCE force would provide the required troops. Likewise, as the 
pace of negotiations on Cyprus accelerates, there will be a need for 
a postsettlement troop presence on the island. In Cyprus and other 
problem areas, troops from a Europe-wide organization rather than 
a specifically Western group would be likely to be both more accept­
able and more effective than NATO-provided intervenors. 

A greater emphasis on the OSCE would enable the United States 
to strengthen an organization that is much more finely calibrated 
to respond to today's problems in Europe than is any other existing 
organization. An additional benefit to American interests would 
accrue from the fact that reliance on the OSCE would enable the 
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United States to transcend the debilitating discussions over the Euro-
peanization of NATO and the involvement of the alliance in "out-
of-area" issues. 

On the Europeanization question, the United States should encour­
age EU moves toward a defense and security dimension. That objec­
tive by the EU was incorporated for the first time in a treaty at the 
June 1997 Amsterdam EU summit." That is a positive development 
from the U.S. perspective. 

On the out-of-area issue, the OSCE is better suited than NATO 
to assume such responsibilities. If operational responsibility were 
transferred to the OSCE, of which all NATO countries are members, 
the legal and treaty difficulties between in- and out-of-area security 
missions might be smoothed away. 

Within the OSCE, it would make sense for the United States to 
promote the creation of regional subgroups. The challenges in south­
ern Europe and the eastern Mediterranean are, for example, very 
different from those in the Baltic republics.12 Such problems need 
regional or sometimes even subregional solutions, not an all-purpose 
approach from the center, as would be the case with an enlarged 
NATO. Luckily, there are many regional initiatives under way, nota­
bly the Balkan foreign ministers' conferences led by Greece and 
similar initiatives in Central Europe and the Black Sea region. The 
Black Sea Economic Cooperation Organization, for example, brings 
together all of the states in the Black Sea area. 

Moving beyond a NATO-Centric Policy 
By adapting a less NATO-centric policy, the United States would 

move its security relations with Europe firmly into the new age. Of 
course, the OSCE does not by itself provide the Holy Grail of a new 
generation of peace. There are too many entrenched hatreds, claims, 
and counterclaims for that to be a realistic prospect. In addition, the 
OSCE, like NATO, will be only as effective as its membership wishes 
it to be. Nonetheless, in putting more muscle behind the OSCE, or 
a new security mechanism based on its structure, the United States 
would be helping to develop a real organization to deal with the 
real problems of the Continent. In that way the United States would 
break away from the current sterility of clinging to an obsolescent 
institution that is addressing phantom problems. 
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A new security structure, which incorporates the OSCE member­
ship and organization and includes elements of the PFP and other 
European organizations, will provide a more promising base than 
NATO for handling future European crises. It will have the advan­
tage both of allowing the United States to approach the whole spec­
trum of European security issues under one roof and of providing 
regional means of preventive diplomacy and, if necessary, effective 
intervention. In many de facto ways that is the direction in which 
actual European security structures are evolving. It would be better 
to acknowledge that reality and initiate a purposeful, not a piece­
meal, evolution than to seek to keep NATO on life support. 
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17. Political Alternatives to NATO 
Expansion 

Amos Perlmutter 

Numerous problems and dangers are associated with the enlarge­
ment of NATO. Critics have addressed many of them at length, 
including the likelihood that expanding the alliance to the borders 
of the Russian Federation will fatally undermine pro-Western demo­
crats in Russia and poison Russia's relations with the West; that 
enlargement may create a new division of Europe; and that enlarge­
ment may increase the danger of NATO's becoming entangled in 
parochial quarrels among the various Central and East European 
countries—a possibility not unlike that of a war between NATO 
members Greece and Turkey. 

Those serious problems should not be ignored. It is important 
to examine even more fundamental issues, however, such as the 
rationale for NATO expansion and whether extending the alliance's 
borders eastward is the best means of achieving the desired objec­
tives. Close examination of the rationale for NATO enlargement as 
described in Pentagon planning documents suggests that NATO is 
the wrong institution for the job. Other institutions and arrange­
ments would likely advance the Clinton administration's objectives 
far more effectively, without the exorbitant costs and risks associated 
with NATO enlargement. 

The Administration's Rationale for NATO Enlargement 

The rationale for NATO expansion presented by the Pentagon's 
"Report to the Congress on the Enlargement of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization: Rationale, Benefits, Costs and Implications" is 
overwhelmingly political. There is hardly a military cause, reason, 
motive, or purpose offered. The Pentagon argues that NATO 
enlargement is one part of a much broader, post-Cold War strategy 
to help create a peaceful, undivided, and democratic Europe.1 The 
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other elements of the strategy include support for German reunifica­
tion; encouragement of reforms in Russia, Ukraine, and the new 
independent states; enhanced negotiation and adaptation of the Con­
ventional Forces in Europe Treaty; and the evolution and strengthen­
ing of European security and economic institutions, including the 
European Union, the Organization for Security and Cooperation in 
Europe, the Council of Europe, and the Western European Union. 
All of those activities are political in nature, as is the overall objective 
of creating a "peaceful, undivided, and democratic Europe." 

NATO, however, is a military alliance. As such, it is not particu­
larly well suited for fulfilling essentially political objectives. NATO 
entails all of the costs and risks normally associated with military 
alliances, and expanding military commitments is an inherently 
expensive and risky endeavor. An organization that is primarily 
political in nature, such as the EU, is a more natural candidate to 
fulfill the political objectives the administration seeks to achieve 
with NATO enlargement. The Pentagon, however, has said it would 
be "unwise" to delay NATO enlargement until the EU expands. 
Why? "Doing so would unnecessarily postpone measures that are 
worthwhile and possible today, and it would diminish America's 
voice in current efforts to build the security of the Euro-Atlantic 
region."2 Washington is championing NATO enlargement so that 
the United States can sustain a leading role in formulating European 
and Atlantic policies. 

The Clinton administration, because it is using NATO enlargement 
primarily for political purposes, has sought to minimize the associ­
ated risks and costs. Consequently, the Pentagon has dreamed up 
a plan for enlargement "on the cheap." According to that plan, 
NATO enlargement will cost from $27 billion to $35 billion over the 
next 10 years; the U.S. share of those costs will be approximately 
$1.5 billion to $2 billion. Most experts agree that that sum is impossi­
bly low to support a military strategy and, despite the administra­
tion's equivocation, no military alliance exists in the abstract without 
at least an implicitly identified rival or adversary. 

In this case, the implicit adversary is Russia. Even a democratic 
Russia has national interests, which may include a sphere of influ­
ence beyond its western borders. Moreover, a nondemocratic or 
revisionist Russia is still a possibility. An enlarged NATO must view 
Russia as its potential adversary for military planning purposes. 

234 



Political Alternatives 

With that in mind, credible security guarantees to Central and 
Eastern Europe require military restructuring and the enhancement 
of the alliance's regional reinforcement capabilities, which will entail 
costs, such as those for harmonizing control and communications 
systems, over and above direct enlargement costs. It is impossible 
to predict with any precision what the total cost of enlargement 
could be, but credible security guarantees to new members would 
almost certainly cost at least $125 billion—four times the administra­
tion's estimate.3 The administration realizes that neither Congress 
nor the American people are likely to support such expenditures, 
which is one reason the Pentagon offered a less expensive alternative. 
Enlargement "on the cheap," however, will result in paper guaran­
tees as useless as those extended to Poland by Great Britain and 
France in 1939. At best, such guarantees offer a false sense of security. 
At worst, they invite disaster. 

Even if an enlarged NATO had at its disposal the resources that 
would allow it to extend a viable security guarantee to new members, 
the array of NATO institutions that has sprung up since the end of 
the Cold War calls into question the alliance's military effectiveness. 
Henry Kissinger has issued warnings about that problem even 
though he is a supporter of NATO expansion. He has noted with 
concern the plethora of institutions that 

soon will compete for NATO consultation: the existing 
NATO Council, composed of the current 16 NATO members; 
the NATO-Russia Council, composed of NATO members 
plus Russia; the North Atlantic Cooperation Council, group­
ing NATO and most former Eastern Bloc countries; and the 
Partnership for Peace, composed of NATO and 11 Eastern 
countries, extending as far as Kazakhstan. Since all these 
institutions are served by the same staffs and attended by 
the same NATO representatives, a  dilution  of  traditional  NATO 
purposes is  inevitable. 4 

In a subsequent article, Kissinger has specifically warned about 
the dangers inherent in the Founding Act on Relations, Cooperation 
and Security between NATO and the Russian Federation. In criticiz­
ing the act, he made the following points: (1) "The language of the 
Founding Act is that of collective security not of alliance. Article 2 
speaks of the parties' 'shared commitment to build a stable, peaceful 
and undivided Europe, whole and free.' Article 6 refers to the parties' 
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'allegiance to shared values, commitments and norms of behavior.' " 
(2) The act would turn NATO into a mini-United Nations. (3) "The 
most worrisome aspects of the Founding Act however, are its unam­
biguous provisions, specifically the consultative machinery for 
which it provides. Article 12 calls into being, side by side with 
existing NATO institutions, a new Permanent Joint Council com­
posed of the same ambassadors who form the existing NATO Coun­
cil plus a Russian full member."5 

How, then, will Russia, as a permanent member of the Joint Coun­
cil, deal with a Poland that Russia, as a nation, may threaten? Kis­
singer ends with the point that new members of NATO, the three 
Central European states or others who are admitted later, "are clearly 
joining in a second-class status." In the end, Kissinger confesses, 
"Had I known the price of NATO enlargement would be the gross 
dilution of NATO, I might have urged other means to achieve the 
objective."6 The Founding Act would mean a Russian veto over 
NATO. Thus, the price paid for NATO expansion is Russia's entry 
through a back door. As a result, "the NATO council in which the 
allies conduct their most sensitive consultations is to be diluted by 
the creation of a competing NATO-plus-Russia forum," Kissinger 
argues. 

The Pentagon's report on enlargement states correctly that "the 
end of the Cold War has created a new security environment."7 

The administration's conclusion that NATO enlargement is the best 
response to the new strategic environment, however, is misguided 
and potentially dangerous. 

Alternatives to NATO Expansion 

The European  Union 
What, then, are the alternatives to NATO expansion? The expan­

sion of the EU is one possibility, particularly if the military aspect 
of NATO is to take a back seat to NATO's political identity. The 
EU, not NATO, is the proper European institution to guide the 
transition to democracy of the former Warsaw Pact states. As Mary-
beth Peterson Ulrich, assistant professor at the U.S. Air Force Acad­
emy, has written, 

The establishment of a security community in Europe whose 
members expect peaceful change and have developed norms 
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that "members will not fight each other physically, but will 
settle their disputes in some other way" is the goal of post-
communist Europe. The development of these norms and 
expectations is dependent on the success of political, eco­
nomic, and social ties—ties which  are  more  likely  to  develop 
through the  expansion  of  the  EU. S 

Ulrich further argues that "the democratization and integration 
of the former Eastern bloc into European political, economic, and 
security structures is the solution to the security problem of post-
Cold War Europe."9 A proper and democratic civilian-military rela­
tionship must prevail if democracy is to be consolidated in Central 
and Eastern Europe, and such a relationship does not exist even in 
the Visegrad countries.10 

The EU, the Council of Europe, and the Western European Union 
have contributed significantly to peace and stability in Western 
Europe and could do the same in Central and Eastern Europe. The 
Council of Europe promotes democratic values. Another institution 
connected with the EU, the European Political Cooperation, coordi­
nates the foreign policies of EU members. Together, such institutions 
could provide Central and Eastern Europe with the benefits the 
Clinton administration maintains will come from NATO enlarge­
ment. EU enlargement is also advantageous in that the Russians are 
not opposed to Central and Eastern Europe entering the EU. 

It is important to reverse the administration's position and make 
the case that NATO enlargement, if it is to occur at all, must follow 
enlargement of the EU. In all likelihood, EU enlargement would 
make NATO enlargement unnecessary. The administration is 
unwilling to, and should not, relinquish America's primary role in 
the security of Europe. As political scientists James Sperling and 
Emil Kirchner have argued, however, "There is no compelling logic 
to dictate that all EU members must belong to NATO or that all 
European NATO member states must belong to the EU."11 

The Clinton administration's rationale for NATO expansion 
clearly lies within the realm of the EU's responsibility. The EU is 
essentially a political and economic entity, not a military organiza­
tion. But the security of Europe today has more to do with economic 
and political development than with traditional military concerns. 
EU enlargement, by addressing the economic and political needs of 
the Central and East European countries, would likely provide 
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greater security benefits than would NATO enlargement. NATO 
expansion promises only the enlargement of a military infrastruc­
ture. It does not promise the political and economic benefits that 
EU enlargement would entail. 

Mittleuropa Security  Structures 
Admitting the Central and East European countries to the EU 

would offer them indirect security benefits. Their security could be 
further enhanced by the creation of some type of regional security 
organization. The Central and East European states could join the EU 
to fulfill their political and economic aspirations but seek protection 
against a potential Russian threat in a security structure that guaran­
teed their security without threatening Russia. As long as Russia's 
future remains in doubt, European stability—political, economic, 
and military—would be enhanced by such a separation of purposes. 

The creation of a Mittleuropa bloc would thus enhance the security 
of Central and Eastern Europe without triggering a security dilemma 
for Russia, as an enlarged NATO would. Historically, NATO has 
been seen as a threat to Russia, and NATO expansion only strength­
ens Russians' concerns about a long-time adversary on their borders. 
A separate Mittleuropa security structure would be a lesser threat— 
especially if it were to seek some sort of relationship with the Rus­
sians to parallel its ties to the EU. (Such an arrangement would 
also absolve NATO from granting Moscow special concessions to 
compensate for Russian concerns about NATO enlargement.) 

A Mittleuropa organization would take one of two forms. One 
would revolve around a Polish-Ukrainian axis, and the other, an 
elaboration of the first, is reminiscent of Churchill 's Danubean 
Confederation. 

The concept of a Polish-Ukranian axis is very promising in view 
of the historical relationship between the two countries. We should 
remember interwar Polish president Joseph Pilsudsky's idea of a 
federal Poland. Poland between 1919 and 1939 was composed of 
60 percent Poles and some 20 percent Ukrainians. Ukraine and 
Poland have been allies and antagonists throughout the centuries. 
The post-1989 conditions create favorable conditions for both 
Ukraine and Poland, now liberated from the Soviet Union. The two 
states have established close security relationships with one another, 
supported by the United States and NATO. 
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The formation of such a Central-East European, or Mittleuropa, 
regional security organization would fulfill all the security, strategic, 
and military needs of the Visegrad states and others who would 
possibly join it later. To those who would argue that a Ukrainian-
Polish axis would be a threat to Russia, one can point out that it is 
certainly less threatening to Russia than is NATO enlargement. 

The second possible form is an updated version of Winston 
Churchill's concept of the confederation of the Danube, which would 
have linked Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Hungary. Churchill, realiz­
ing at the end of World War II that the rest of Europe was vulnerable 
to Soviet pressure, viewed a confederation of Central and East Euro­
pean states as a means of ensuring that the history of 1919-39 would 
not be repeated. Although Churchill's idea was related to his fear 
of Stalinist aggression, the concept of a Central and East European 
political or security arrangement is as practical and beneficial in the 
post-Cold War era as it was in 1945. A Danubean confederation 
that included the Czech Republic, Hungary, Romania, and Slovenia 
could provide a firm security structure for at least two of the Central 
European states. That confederation could be complemented by the 
Polish-Ukrainian security arrangements, and the threat of an unsta­
ble and insecure Central and Eastern Europe would thereby be 
overcome. Such an arrangement would satisfy the needs of the Cen­
tral and East European countries for security and reassurance that 
Europe would no longer be divided and that a powerful, aggressive, 
and interventionist power would be unable to gain dominance with­
out opposition. 

A Mittleuropa bloc would render obsolete the most powerful 
argument advanced by proponents of NATO expansion—that the 
unstable "gray zone" between Russia and Germany, prey to Hitler 
and Stalin, could once again prove vulnerable to a would-be hege-
mon. One should not underestimate the historical insecurity of those 
who are worried about the reemergence of that gray zone. The Polish 
experience is detailed in Norman Davies's book on the history of 
Poland, God's  Playground. 12 The innate hostility between Poles and 
Russians is not new; it goes back to the three partitions of Poland, 
the Stalin-Hitler Pact of 1939, and the post-1944 Soviet occupation 
of Poland. The Czechs also recall that their country was divided by 
Hitler, and although Czechoslovakia never had a common border 
with Russia, it fell into the Soviet sphere of domination during the 
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Cold War. All of that may be history, but national interest is fed by 
national memories. 

For states concerned about the perils of the gray zone, Mittleuropa 
should actually be more reassuring than membership in a NATO 
diluted by the Founding Act or, especially, enlargement that admits 
Poland, the Czech Republic, and Hungary but excludes the rest of 
Central and Eastern Europe. Mittleuropa would also be anchored— 
formally or informally—in an American-supported regional strate­
gic enterprise in Europe. It would benefit psychologically from the 
continued existence of NATO in its current configuration. A combi­
nation of EU enlargement and a Mittleuropa security structure 
should reassure Central and East European countries that they 
would not go undefended against a future Hitler or Stalin. 

Mittleuropa vs.  a  Stronger  OSCE 
Mittleuropa would also be preferable to an enhanced Organization 

for Security and Cooperation in Europe, which some experts have 
proposed. The OSCE, with 54 member states, is too large and 
unwieldy to effectively provide for European security. James Madi­
son's persuasive arguments about the weaknesses of an enlarged 
executive committee are instructive. Furthermore, the OSCE would 
at best be a collective security structure, not a NATO-style military 
organization. 

A Central and East European regional military alliance with paral­
lel relationships with the West and Russia would be a better Euro­
pean security system than OSCE if the intent is to stabilize and 
make secure the most vulnerable Central and East European states. 
Mittleuropa would be a more efficient organization for addressing 
their specific needs, which are different from those of Western 
Europe. 

The U.S. Role in Europe 
The United States should continue to play a key role, in fact, a 

primary role, in the security of Europe. Over the long term, the 
existence of a Mittleuropa would be more conducive to significant 
U.S. involvement in Europe—and would also serve American strate­
gic purposes better—than any form of NATO enlargement. NATO 
enlargement is an open-ended proposition that does not serve U.S. 
interests. There are already 11 states in line to join NATO. Once the 
first wave of enlargement is complete, there will be great pressure 
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to add Romania and Slovenia—which many European NATO mem­
bers wanted to include in the first group of new members—and the 
Baltic states. 

The administration is playing cat and mouse with Congress and 
the public, refusing to name the next candidates for NATO member­
ship once the Visegrad states join. It is no secret that the White 
House has explored the idea of a Baltic security pact to placate a 
domestic constituency. As Michael Dobbs has written in the Washing­
ton Post,  "To reassure the Baltic nations, and the politically influential 
network of Baltic ethnic groups in the United States, the Clinton 
administration has said repeatedly that the first wave of new entrants 
into NATO will not be the last."13 Diplomats from the Baltic states 
have mounted a multimedia campaign for recognition of the "aspira­
tion" of the Baltic states to NATO membership. Estonion ambassador 
Hendrik lives has noted that his country has been "encouraged by 
American assurances on the eligibility of the Baltic states for eventual 
membership."14 

NATO would then become a regional League of Nations or a mini 
United Nations. The impotence of such organizations when it comes 
to matters of security is well established. NATO is distinguished 
from the collective security organizations by three key capabilities, 
as Kissinger has pointed out: rapid, secure, and frank consultations 
among like-minded nations about critical international issues; effec­
tive crisis management; and a credible system of deterrence under 
an effective integrated military command.15 The creation of a Mittleu-
ropa security organization would allow NATO to remain a robust 
military alliance, without leaving Central and Eastern Europe out 
of the European security system. That would serve U.S. interests 
better than would an enlarged NATO that amounted to little more 
than a European UN. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, it is quite clear that the raison d'etre for the integra­
tion of the Visegrad and other East European states into NATO 
could be better achieved in the various forums that the EU provides. 
The EU is replete with economic, financial, intellectual, and security 
organizations. Turning NATO into a system of collective security, 
if that idea is to be taken seriously, would be at enormous cost to 
the United States. If NATO is to continue to exist, it must remain in 
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its current form, and my proposal for two frameworks for European 
regional security makes NATO expansion unnecessary. The ra­
tionale for NATO enlargement could be less costly and better served 
by existing European organizations. 

With the expansion of the EU and, eventually, the achievement 
of a more perfect union among Europeans, the expansion of NATO, 
a military organization that has lost its mission and purpose, would 
indeed be a political error. It could cost the American people dearly, 
and it would buy no real security for Central and Eastern Europe. 
NATO expansion would call into question the integrity and purpose 
of the alliance and could even render it obsolete. 
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18. Beyond NATO 
Ronald Steel 

To expand, or not to expand. That is the question for NATO. Or 
so it would seem from the noisy argument now shaking policy 
circles about whether to admit new members to the hoary Cold War 
alliance. But the membership question is—like a married couple's 
squabbles over which route to take to the grocery store—only the 
tip of the iceberg of contention. Beneath it lie issues that go to the 
very heart of America's relationship with Europe and to the place 
of postcommunist Russia in the world. What may look on the surface 
like little more than a bureaucratic detail is a matter of enormous 
potential impact. 

The debate over NATO is hard and noisy, with passionate advo­
cates of one position or the other lined up along the great divide. 
But the debate is also remarkably narrow, focusing only on the 
question of taking in new members, as though that were simply a 
mechanical arrangement, like adding new seats to a sports arena. 
Yet it is more akin to the question of whether or not a couple should 
have children. To move from being a couple to being a family is 
not only a change of size. The whole entity is transformed. The full 
consequences of the decision are only dimly glimpsed at the time, 
and mostly ignored. 

Focusing on the expansion issue alone, as if it did not affect every­
thing else about the purpose and the value of the alliance, is easy. 
It gives the debate an air of deceptive simplicity. We owe it to 
the East Europeans to bring them into the transatlantic club, the 
expansionists argue. The East Europeans were, after all, treated so 
badly at Yalta, a point that prospective members have not hesitated 
to raise. Polish deputy defense minister Andrezj Karkoszka's com­
ment, "The smell of Yalta is always with us," is representative.1 

NATO may have come into being as a result of the Cold War, but 
now that that conflict is history, why keep the club confined to the 
original members? Why not let the sun shine in on all the East 
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European states once under Moscow's yoke? It's just a matter of 
equity, advocates maintain. And anyway it would—or so they 
hope—give a boost to market-loving, democracy-embracing politi­
cians in the formerly communist states. 

Couched in those terms, NATO expansion sounds like a sure 
winner that will make everybody feel happier, safer, and more virtu­
ous. That is the approach the Clinton administration is using as it 
prepares to push the Senate into ratifying an expanded membership 
list for NATO. In the first round, Hungary, Poland, and the Czech 
Republic are up for approval. But the rest of the East European 
nations, including the Baltic states that not long ago were part of 
the Soviet Union, are eagerly pressing their claims. And once the 
decision is made to expand, it will be hard to draw the line anywhere 
west of the Russian border. Indeed, as Secretary of State Madeleine 
Albright said in May 1997, " N o European democracy will be 
excluded because of where it sits on the map."2 But she did not 
mean Russia itself. 

That pleases many observers, particularly traditional Russo­
phobes, who believe that the best offense is a good defense. But it 
alarms others. Skeptics fear that pushing NATO east will discredit 
Russian reformers who are building a democratic, market-oriented 
society and provide fodder for nationalists who are smarting badly 
under Russia's calamitous fall from global status. The critics also 
warn that the whole complex of arms control accords, including the 
dismantlement of nuclear missiles, could be jeopardized if a more 
nationalist regime came to power in Moscow. Why risk a Cold War 
settlement that has given the West everything that it has asked for, 
and more, particularly at a time when Russia poses no threat to its 
western neighbors? 

Underlying Motives for Expansion 

If those opposing positions seem to give the whole debate a surre­
alistic character, so be it. In many ways it is surreal. Both sides have 
valid arguments, but they are dancing around the central issue. It 
is true, as expansionists insist, that NATO's current boundary line 
seems arbitrary and capricious. If there are no longer two hostile 
economic and political systems in Europe, why should there still be 
a Cold War dividing line in the military realm? Since the very concept 
of "Europe" is moving east, shouldn't NATO? 
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While on the surface that seems merely a matter of tidying up 
old membership lists, the problem is deeper. The eastern states may 
talk about the joys of inclusion, and want to be invited into the 
clubroom with their western neighbors, but they are pushing for 
membership for a far more practical reason. They want the United 
States to protect them should they get into a fight with their neigh­
bors or, more important, should the Russians once again become 
menacing. NATO came into being as an anti-Russian military alli­
ance, and that is the way the prospective new members still see it. 

This is the simple truth that lies behind all the window-dressing 
about "inclusion," and "fairness," and "overcoming Yalta": The 
states of the defunct Warsaw Pact do not need NATO membership 
to be in Europe. They are there and always have been. What they 
want is the automatic guarantee of American protection that mem­
bership provides. 

Understandably, neither they nor the Clinton administration 
focuses on that aspect of the expansion argument. Nor do they 
mention that there are other clubs, like the European Union, that 
the former communist states could be asked to join if they simply 
seek "inclusion." Instead, advocates, especially in Washington, press 
for NATO expansion as though it hardly concerns Moscow at all 
and will have no effect on Russian policy in other critical areas, such 
as arms control, technology transfers, international peacekeeping 
operations, and policy toward rogue states. Albright has even said, 
"NATO is a defensive alliance t h a t . . . does not regard any state as 
its adversary, certainly not a democratic and reforming Russia."3 

But that is disingenuous and hardly explains why East European 
elites (though not in most cases the general public) are pressing for 
admission and the promise of U.S. protection. Even in politics it is 
sometimes best to call things by their proper names. 

American officials are tiptoeing through the entire expansion proc­
ess. They hope that they can keep the Russians mollified with space 
shuttle stunts and deliberately vague proposals like the Founding 
Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation and Security between NATO 
and the Russian Federation; delay the Balkan and Baltic states' press­
ing their demands; soothe the resentments of the West Europeans, 
who have their own ideas about the extent and speed of expansion; 
and conceal the real cost of what is an open-ended operation. Cost 
estimates range all the way from $21 billion to $125 billion, depending 
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on how missions are assigned and threats are gauged. The adminis­
tration claims, in what is widely viewed as an act of wishful thinking, 
that the price tag can be kept to around $35 billion and that the 
Europeans will pay 94 percent of the cost.4 

The problem confronting Washington, as officials ultimately admit 
when seriously pressed, is not that Eastern Europe is in danger but 
that NATO itself is. It has become an alliance without a clear sense 
of mission or even, in the absence of any discernable threat, a compel­
ling reason for being. It is living mostly on inertia. Yet for quite 
different reasons both Americans and Europeans are reluctant to let 
it expire. 

West European governments like it because it means an American 
subsidy of their defense. They can chop away happily at their mili­
tary budgets, as they have been doing, knowing that in a pinch the 
Americans will fish them out of trouble. Why turn down a free 
lunch, particularly when it does not involve any inconvenience to 
their commercial activities? Their membership in NATO has not in 
any noticeable way impeded their pursuit of lucrative contracts with 
regimes—such as those of Cuba, Iran, and Iraq—that Washington 
deems pariahs. The beauty of NATO membership is that it provides 
the reality of military protection, should the need arise, without the 
imposition of any serious economic or political inconveniences. No 
wonder everyone wants to join. 

American policymakers, for their part, also like it—but more for 
political than military reasons. And military contractors, who pro­
vide the hardware for perpetual new generations of U.S.-designed 
equipment for the allies, like it best of all. Indeed, the defense indus­
try, which hopes to equip the East European armies with all the 
latest high-tech gear, is one of the biggest domestic lobbies for an 
expanded NATO.5 

But it is hard to justify a bigger NATO as a subsidy for the arms 
industry. And the anemic present state of the Russian military— 
which has cut its forces and its budget to a small fraction of their 
Cold War size—makes the defense argument sound a bit abstract. 
Russia, after all, could not subdue even a rag-tag band of Chechen 
rebels in its own territory. That is why American policymakers are 
concerned, with good reason, that NATO, having run out of tasks 
to perform, may be losing not only its reason for being but, more 
seriously, its constituency. 
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Officials believe that unless NATO finds new tasks to perform it 
may go into a terminal decline. Its problem, to quote Sen. Richard 
Lugar (R-Ind.), is that it must either "go out of area or go out of 
business."6 The Bosnian mess took NATO out of its usual geographic 
area, but that is only a short-term solution. Incorporating much of 
the old Warsaw Pact would, it is assumed, give NATO a new lease 
on life. Undeniably, new members would give it new scope along 
with new bureaucracies and new headaches. 

But does NATO deserve a new lease on life? Yes, the argument 
goes, because NATO is good for the United States. It is good because 
it gives the United States not only a continued military presence in 
Europe but also (so policymakers believe) political leverage over 
Europe. In the past, the reality of a powerful Soviet Union kept the 
prideful West Europeans in America's military and political orbit. 
To be sure, the allies sometimes went their own ways on economic 
issues, as evidenced by the fracas in the 1980s over their contracts 
for Soviet natural gas. But on the items that really counted, such as 
support during military showdowns and summit bargaining, they 
could be counted on to fall into line. 

Lately, however, they have been more willful, particularly in the 
commercial realm, where they challenge U.S. trade policy and forge 
new deals with pariah countries like Cuba, Iran, and Iraq. Peace 
may be good for business, but it is leaving NATO rather on the 
sidelines. Yet without NATO, which institutionalizes Europe's mili­
tary dependence, how can the United States hope to influence its 
allies' economic and political decisions? 

Thus NATO is now being assessed less for its ability to hold back 
the Russians than for its utility in reining in the allies. Some U.S. 
officials have been disarmingly specific about that. Lugar, one of 
the best informed legislators on foreign policy issues, warned that 
unless Washington provides a solution for the problems of the Euro­
pean states, "they will ultimately seek to deal with these problems 
either in new alliances or on their own."7 

Whether an expanded NATO will be able to prevent that, and 
indeed whether such an objective is really in America's interests, is, 
of course, another matter. Nevertheless, it is clear that what would 
on the surface seem to be merely a parochial issue of whether the 
NATO club should grow a little larger is really a much broader one. 
It goes to the heart of what kind of post-Cold War diplomacy the 
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United States ought to pursue. That is why the great expansion 
debate has gained the ardent, even noisy, attention of the foreign 
policy community—though not, to be sure, of the wider public, 
which understandably treats it as arcane and largely irrelevant. 

Interestingly, the great NATO debate has not taken place among 
the usual suspects: nostalgic cold warriors on one side and starry-
eyed peaceniks on the other. The lines cut across both extremes and 
through the middle, forming a postideological crazy quilt. On the 
side of the expanders, anti-Russians like Zbigniew Brzezinski and 
realpolitikers like Henry Kissinger line up with Wilsonian liberals 
like Anthony Lake. On the other side, former Reagan hard-liners 
like Fred Iklé and Edward Luttwak make common cause with cen­
trists like Michael Mandelbaum for keeping the alliance as it is. 

The opponents of expansion are not, for the most part, anti-NATO. 
Rather, they are foreign policy professionals who fear that a bigger 
alliance might create huge headaches for the United States. They 
point out that most of the current NATO members do not really 
want expansion. Nor are the high brass at the Pentagon enthusiastic 
about enlargement; they are going along only because the White 
House has made doing so a test of loyalty. What concerns opponents 
of enlargement most of all is the effect it may have on a Russia still 
grappling with the results of its economic and political collapse and 
trying to engage with the West without being humiliated by its fall 
from status. Viewed in that light, today's NATO may be a Cold War 
anachronism, but it is less dangerous than an expanded alliance. 
Pushing it east into the old Warsaw Pact territories, with no built-
in limitations short of the Russian border, could unleash some 
extremely unpleasant consequences. 

What makes the situation so frustrating is that the debate is taking 
place on several different planes. The East Europeans say they 
deserve membership to demonstrate that they are just as European 
as anyone else. But what they really care about is an American 
insurance policy against the Russians, and even against their own 
neighbors. The West Europeans think the whole thing is unnecessary 
but are going along not to annoy the Americans. Administration 
proponents claim that an expanded NATO is just a latter-day version 
of the Marshall Plan, a way to make the old continent "united and 
free." But what actually animates them is the fear that, devoid of 
new members and new missions, NATO—as a means of exerting 
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political pressure on the Europeans—will become about as relevant 
as a treaty governing migratory birds.8 

Clearly, NATO does have problems. And now, almost a decade 
after the collapse of the Berlin Wall, is hardly too soon to address 
them. Maintaining the current structure while adding new members 
is one kind of reform, but certainly not the only one that can be 
imagined. The following options are among the others that have 
been discussed: 

• Expand all the way and bring Russia into the alliance. That 
would, in Charles de Gaulle's famous phrase, unite Europe 
"from the Atlantic to the Urals," and a good deal beyond. What 
would be left of the original NATO, and the special European-
American connection, in an alliance extending to the frontiers 
of China is another matter. 

• Delete the treaty's key provision, article 5, which obliges every 
member more or less automatically to come to the aid of any 
other in case of attack. That would reduce the danger of being 
in an alliance with regimes and ethnic groups that hate each 
other and want to expand their borders. But it would also 
transform NATO into a traditional—and conditional—defense 
pact. It would be a friendship, not a marriage.9 

• Make NATO more continental by turning over key command 
posts to Europeans. As it is, the Americans almost totally run 
the show. Europeanizing NATO would take the pressure off 
the United States and presumably encourage the Europeans to 
take more responsibility for their own defense. The result would 
likely reduce American influence over Europe, and, from Wash­
ington's perspective, that is not an appealing outcome. 

• Tell the East Europeans to forget about NATO and instead put 
pressure on the European Union to let them into that rich man's 
club. A rapid expansion of the EU should take care of their 
concerns about "inclusion" and being treated as "real Europe­
ans," although it won't do much to persuade them to love 
the Russians. 

• Build a true European army based on the national forces of the 
present and future European members of NATO, and expand 
the existing defense entity, the Western European Union, from 
a shell into an effective military organization. 
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None of those alternatives can resolve all the problems affecting 
Europe. But neither will expansion of the alliance, as it is now 
structured, to the east. Expansion will not, as many proponents 
assume, make Europeans more subject to control from Washington. 
Even during the Cold War, military dependence could not be trans­
lated into compliance on economic and political issues; such U.S. 
"leverage" is even less likely today. 

Expansion will not bring tranquillity to countries that have unsta­
ble, unrepresentative, or demagogic governments. More likely, it 
will involve all of NATO's members, including the United States, 
in quarrels that were masked, but not resolved, by the Cold War. 
And to move the alliance east without incorporating Russia into a 
wider security network—one in which it exerts influence proportion­
ate to its interests—is to make Europe less, not more, stable. 

Doing the Right Thing about NATO 

It is indeed, as the current argument assumes, time to do some­
thing about NATO. But expansion into Eastern Europe is not in 
itself a solution; rather, it would quite likely be an exacerbation of 
the problem. Instead, what is required is to rethink the meaning of 
the Atlantic alliance and to work out between the United States and 
Europe a relationship that is more appropriate than the one that 
evolved during the Cold War. That relationship served its purpose. 
It has now become an impediment both to Europe's evolution and 
to America's own interests. 

The energy being expended in Washington on making NATO 
bigger could be better spent devising alternatives to an alliance in 
radical need of redefinition. The Europeans, after decades of willing 
dependence on the United States, are capable of establishing their 
own defense organization and should be encouraged to do so. 
NATO, for its part, should be changed from an integrated, multina­
tional army effectively under American direction into a mutual 
defense pact between the United States and the Western European 
Union or a new and more comprehensive European security organi­
zation. The Americans, and ideally the Russians as well through 
treaty arrangements, would become guarantors, ready to come to 
the aid of Europeans in the event of unprovoked aggression that 
threatened the balance of power. But the United States would no 
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longer be the financier of Europe's defense, nor the gendarme auto­
matically pulled into every quarrel among Europeans. 

This means a refocusing and a redefinition of American policy. 
The United States is not a European power, any more than it is an 
Asian power. That is a mischievous Atlanticist exaggeration. The 
United States is a global power that has very serious concerns in 
Europe, as it does in Asia, with maintaining favorable relations with 
the dominant powers of the region. It also should seek to prevent 
any single major actor from upsetting the balance of power in a way 
that is detrimental to American interests. That was one of the original 
functions of NATO. But NATO was created in another time and 
under a different set of circumstances. 

By adjusting our diplomacy to the present circumstances, we could 
finally, a decade after the end of the Cold War, begin to define our 
role not as Europe's overseer but as a global balancer. That requires 
not only military strength but a realistic, and parsimonious, interpre­
tation of our interests. The argument over NATO expansion takes 
us in the wrong direction and, if pursued, could have unfortunate 
results. But if it induces us to undertake an overdue reassessment 
of our relations with Europe, it will have served a useful purpose. 
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19. James Madison vs. Madeleine 
Albright: The Debate over Collective 
Security 

Stanley Kober 

The expansion of NATO is typically presented as a way to end 
the division of Europe and to prevent the creation of unprotected 
"gray" areas stuck in some sort of security limbo that would invite 
aggression. Enlargement of NATO will achieve neither ambition. 
First, since NATO is not going to replace the United Nations— 
indeed, it was created because the United Nations could not fulfill 
the collective security function its Western founders envisioned for 
it—NATO cannot be a universal organization. Therefore, it must 
end somewhere. Unlike that of the United Nations, NATO's purpose 
is to protect the "ins" from the "outs." 

That is an inescapable reality. Even if NATO were to ultimately 
embrace all of Europe, including Russia, what would be the Chinese 
reaction? After all, at that point all the permanent members of the 
UN Security Council save China would be members of NATO. What 
could Beijing possibly conclude other than that the expansion of 
NATO was directed against China? Indeed, one suspects that it is 
precisely that concern that has prompted "Chinese diplomats [to] 
advise their Russian colleagues to assume a tougher stand in the 
dialogue with the West on NATO eastward enlargement."1 In other 
words, unless NATO is meant to replace the United Nations, it must 
create divisions; and if the argument for expanding NATO is that 
division is bad, then it must be concluded that NATO expansion is 
a misguided solution to the underlying problem. 

Second, the history of the Cold War demonstrates that gray areas 
are not  a cause of instability. There was no brinkmanship over Swit­
zerland. Rather, the danger of world war was the result of the 
military confrontation of the forces of East and West, notably in 
Germany. And the most dangerous moments of the Cold War in 
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Europe were the result of the isolation of West Berlin—an enclave 
totally surrounded by the Soviet bloc. By bringing the forces of 
NATO and Russia into direct contact, NATO expansion would re­
create the dangerous confrontation of the Cold War. Worse, expan­
sion of NATO into the Baltic states would re-create in reverse the 
Cold War situation in Berlin by separating the Russian enclave of 
Kaliningrad from the rest of Russia. That may help explain why the 
Russian ambassador to the United States has warned that Russia's 
reaction to the admission of the Baltic states to NATO would be 
"very fierce."2 

Indeed, if there is a potential flashpoint for major war in Europe, it 
is Kaliningrad. The Baltic states feel squeezed between a militarized 
Kaliningrad (as they see it) and the rest of Russia. The Russians, on 
the other hand, see Kaliningrad, part of their territory, cut off from 
the rest of their country. Even without NATO expansion, that would 
be an issue that would need defusing, but NATO expansion will 
only make matters worse. If NATO does expand, Russia will proba­
bly react by increasing its military presence in the area, particularly 
in Kaliningrad.3 Arms control agreements will also be in jeopardy. 
Even if the Russian executive branch is inclined to go forward, it is 
difficult to see the Duma consenting to further arms reductions.4 

Any Russian remilitarization of the Baltic region would under­
standably alarm the Baltic states, who would then want some tangi­
ble sign that the NATO guarantee will not prove to be another empty 
Locarno gesture. The Locarno Treaty was the NATO of the interwar 
period, providing a security guarantee by France (and by extension, 
Britain) to Poland and Czechoslovakia. There was initially a "spirit of 
Locarno" because Germany was a signatory to the treaty; similarly, 
Russia would be made a partner in NATO expansion through the 
Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation and Security 
between NATO and the Russian Federation. But the spirit of Locarno 
faded, and when Germany under Hitler began to violate the treaty, 
Britain and France capitulated, leaving us with the legacy of Munich. 
Even when they formally honored their obligations and declared 
war against Germany after it had invaded Poland, their effort was 
feeble and militarily irrelevant. 

That is a history we should certainly not repeat. Yet if NATO 
(read the United States) responds to a Russian buildup next door 
to the Baltic republics, a new arms race will ensue, reversing the 
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progress toward arms reduction that has characterized the post-Cold 
War world. Perhaps deterrence would work in that case the way it 
worked during the Cold War, when the Berlin crises never escalated 
into outright conflict. But that is not a sure thing: Russian passions 
about the Baltic republics (with their Russian minorities) and Kali­
ningrad are much deeper than they were about Berlin, which was 
merely the capital of a defeated enemy. And if war occurs, it is 
difficult to see how NATO will be able to prevent vast destruction 
from being visited upon the Baltic countries even if nuclear weapons 
are not used, and even if NATO ultimately "wins" the war. 

Misplaced Confidence in Alliances 

The logic of NATO expansion is that deterrence, which helped 
keep the peace in Europe during the Cold War, can also maintain 
peace indefinitely into the future. That is a questionable assumption. 
Although Henry Kissinger is now a fervent proponent of expansion, 
he expressed very different views before the Cold War ended: 

If it were not for nuclear weapons it is likely that there would 
have been a war between us and the Soviets. So it is almost 
certainly true that nuclear weapons have preserved the 
peace. It is also true that  if  we  continue  the  strategy  that  has 
got us  these  40  years  of  peace,  that some  catastrophe  somewhere 
along the  line  is  going  to  happen  and therefore the big problem 
of our period is to build on this long period of peace we 
have a structure that is different from the preceding one.5 

Whatever NATO expansion represents, it is not "a structure that 
is different from the preceding one." Rather, the Clinton administra­
tion's position is eerily reminiscent of American policy in the 1950s, 
which saw a proliferation of U.S.-sponsored alliances. According 
to Secretary of State Madeleine Albright, we should take "strong 
measures to forge alliances, deter aggression and keep the peace."6 

But that is exactly what we did when we created the Central Treaty 
Organization and the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO), 
as well as NATO. For some reason, that history has been forgotten. 
"In the last half century, America has never been called upon to go 
to war to defend a treaty ally," Secretary Albright told the Senate 
Armed Services Committee in April 1997. "Alliances make the threat 
of force more credible and therefore the use of force less likely."7 
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The secretary clearly has forgotten about Vietnam. On March 
4, 1966, the State Department's legal adviser, Leonard C. Meeker, 
released a memorandum that argued, "The United States undertook 
an international obligation to defend South Vietnam in the SEATO 
Treaty."8 Indeed, when SEATO was established, Secretary of State 
John Foster Dulles used language that parallels Secretary Albrighťs. 
"We have come here to establish a collective security arrangement 
for Southeast Asia," he said in a press release. "We are united by 
a common danger . . . . The danger manifests itself in many forms. 
One form is that of open armed aggression. We can greatly diminish 
that risk by making clear that an attack upon the treaty area would 
occasion a reaction so united, so strong and so well-placed that the 
aggressor would lose more than it could hope to gain."9 

If alliances make the threat of war less likely, then Secretary 
Albright has to explain why the North Vietnamese were not deterred 
by our SEATO commitment. She might also want to explain why 
the Locarno alliance—for that is what it was—failed to deter World 
War II. And while she is at it, she might explain why powerful 
alliances—which involved automatic commitments to a threatened 
member—also failed to deter World War I. 

Indeed, if there is one similarity between our present period and 
that preceding World War I, it is the conviction that war—major 
war, at least—is unthinkable. "How extraordinary it was that none 
of us had any inkling that all hell was just about to be let loose in 
Europe," Lord Ismay, NATO's first secretary general, wrote about 
the summer of 1914.10 The complacency of Ismay and his friends 
was widely shared. Even so insightful an observer as The Economist's 
editor, Walter Bagehot, contended that modern society had moved 
from a "fighting age" to an "age of discussion."11 Instead of the 
current belief that instability was the cause of World War I, there 
was a misplaced confidence that the absence of major war for so 
long meant that major war could not happen. 

The Real Cause of Wars 

In short, by placing its faith in alliances, the administration is 
seriously misreading history. It is also betraying the legacy of the 
principal framer of the U.S. Constitution, James Madison. Respond­
ing to an essay in which Jean-Jacques Rousseau had advocated a 
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collective security system for Europe, Madison insisted that Rous­
seau had his priorities backwards. "Instead of beginning with an 
external application, and even precluding internal remedies, he 
ought to have commenced with, and chiefly relied on, the latter 
prescription," Madison wrote. "As the first step towards a cure, 
the government itself must be regenerated. Its will must be made 
subordinate to, or rather the same with, the will of the community."12 

In other words, the main cause of war is tyrannical government. 
"Whilst war is to depend on those whose ambition, whose revenge, 
whose avidity, or whose caprice may contradict the sentiment of 
the community," Madison explained, "the disease must continue to 
be hereditary,  like the government of which it is the offspring."13 

For Madison, the first prerequisite of a more peaceful world was 
legislative control of the war power. "In no part of the constitution 
is more wisdom to be found than in the clause which confides the 
question of war or peace to the legislature, and not to the executive," 
he wrote a year later in Helvidius no. 4. "The executive is the depart­
ment of power most distinguished by its propensity to war: hence 
it is the practice of all states, in proportion as they are free, to disarm 
this propensity of its influence."14 

Unfortunately, the emphasis on alliances and collective security 
has undermined Madison's approach. After World War I, concern 
that Congress's constitutional authority would be abridged played 
a large part in the Senate's rejection of the League of Nations. As 
Professor Arthur Schlesinger Jr. of the City University of New York 
has noted, there was a "constitutional  obstacle: how to reconcile the 
provision in the constitution giving Congress exclusive power to 
declare war with the dispatch of American troops into hostilities at 
the behest of a collective security organization?"15 

That constitutional concern is now typically derided as "isolation­
ist," a criticism that merely indicates how far we have come from the 
founding vision of the United States. Although the administration's 
objective in advocating NATO expansion is the enlargement of the 
community of democracies, U.S. officials do not seem to recognize 
that the pursuit of alliances has the effect of undermining what 
Madison regarded as the single most important characteristic of 
American democracy. The confusion is evident in the administra­
tion's insistence that countries entering NATO have civilians in con­
trol of the armed forces. Although civilian control of the armed 
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forces is preferable to an uncontrolled military establishment, it does 
not provide much of a restraint on dictatorial wars. Adolf Hitler, 
after all, was a civilian. 

The administration also misunderstands the relationship between 
democracy and war. As Madison pointed out in his response to 
Rousseau, it is possible for wars to accord with the public will: in 
other words, it is possible to have democratic wars. And precisely 
because such wars have the support of the people, Madison acknowl­
edged, they "are less susceptible of remedy." Those wars "can only 
be controlled by subjugating the will of the society to the reason of 
the society," and therefore he proposed that "each generation should 
be made to bear the burden of its own wars, instead of carrying 
them on at the expense of other generations."16 

Madison, of course, lived in a time of imperial wars—what might 
be called wars of plunder. Such wars might well be affected by the 
remedy Madison provided. The problem, however, is that the nature 
of warfare has changed. Modern warfare is less about plunder and 
more about identity. The failure to understand that transformation 
has been one of the great intellectual shortcomings of the 20th cen­
tury. Just before World War I, Sir Norman Angell demonstrated that 
the belief that war could provide economic advantages to the victor 
is a "great illusion."17 He was absolutely right, but his observation 
was utterly beside the point. As the Balkan Wars that immediately 
preceded World War I make clear, wars of identity are very different 
from wars of plunder because they are characterized by popular 
hatreds, with little or no consideration of economic gain or loss. 
"War is waged not only by the armies but by the nations them­
selves," reported a commission sponsored by the Carnegie Endow­
ment for International Peace that examined the Balkan Wars. "The 
populations mutually slaughtered and pursued with a ferocity 
heightened by mutual knowledge and the old hatreds and resent­
ments they cherished."18 

In such a situation, Madison's remedy can have little effect. People 
who believe they are avenging historical wrongs will not stop to 
consider how they will pay for their savagery. The only remedy is 
to create a political relationship that submerges those passions and 
a political and legal system that views people as individuals, rather 
than as members of groups. Indeed, that was a major reason behind 
the change in language from the Articles of Confederation to the 
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Constitution, from "between the states" to "we the people." "The 
great and radical vice in the construction of the existing Confedera­
tion is in the principle of LEGISLATION for STATES or GOVERN­
MENTS, in their CORPORATE or COLLECTIVE CAPACITIES, and 
as contradistinguished from the INDIVIDUALS of whom they con­
sist," Alexander Hamilton stressed in Federalist no. 15. In Federalist 
no. 20, he and Madison added, "A legislation for communities, as 
contradistinguished from individuals . . . is subversive of the order 
and ends of civil polity."19 

The Illusory Benefits of NATO Expansion 
Viewed in that light, some of the expected "triumphs" of NATO 

expansion appear highly questionable. For example, the treaties 
between Hungary and Romania and Hungary and Slovakia—which 
attempt to resolve historical difficulties, particularly with regard to 
ethnic minorities—have been hailed as an indication of how the 
desire of those countries to enter NATO is already having a healthy 
effect on their relationships. To be sure, treaties are preferable to 
disagreement, and those countries should be commended for their 
efforts to put historical troubles behind them. But those treaties have 
legitimized the idea that states can have a special interest in the fate 
of their national minorities in other countries.20 That sort of thinking 
has led to tragedy in the past. After all, it was Hitler's claim that he 
spoke for all Germans that "legitimized" his concerns about the 
ethnic Germans in the Sudetenland. Once we start down that road, 
where do we stop? More to the point, having encouraged the treaties 
between Hungary, Romania, and Slovakia, how shall we respond if 
Russia invokes those agreements as precedent for claiming a special 
interest in the status of ethnic Russians in neighboring countries? 
With a precedent established, how can we tell Moscow that Hungary 
has such a right but Russia does not? 

The other problem with that approach is that, although it may 
satisfy the diplomats, it is likely to be ignored by ordinary people. 
"I'll survive the Romanian-Hungarian treaty, but so will our prob­
lems," one Hungarian Romanian observed. "The treaty? Nothing 
but a piece of paper," echoed a pub mate. "Politicians will sign it 
and we will read it. So what?"21 The best instrument for affecting 
the lives of ordinary people, for preserving their rights while making 
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them all equal citizens, is not treaties between countries but guaran­
tees of fundamental rights within countries. For example, Americans 
of Hungarian descent do not look to Hungary to protect their rights; 
they look to the U.S. Constitution and the courts, just as other Ameri­
cans do. If there is a problem with minority rights in the newly 
independent countries, Americans would do better to advise those 
countries to look to the American practice of ensuring the protection 
of fundamental rights through an independent judiciary, rather than 
through treaty arrangements with their neighbors. 

Similarly, advocates of democracy as a means of resolving conflict 
should recognize that the Europeans' identification of the nation 
with the state is at the root of their problems. The American concep­
tion, expressed by Abraham Lincoln in his first inaugural address, 
is very different: "A majority, held in restraint by constitutional 
checks, and limitations, and always changing easily, with deliberate 
changes of popular opinion and sentiments, is the only true sover­
eign of a free people."22 In a nation-state, especially one obsessed 
with its national identity, the majority is not based on public opinion 
and therefore cannot change easily. That was the reason Lebanon 
and Yugoslavia blew up. As a Yugoslav academic put it, in such a 
situation, guarantees of minority rights by the majority are inade­
quate, for they merely give rise to the question, Why should we be 
a minority in your state, when you can be a minority in our state?23 

NATO expansion does not address that problem; on the contrary, 
it creates the danger that, if minority problems emerge as a cause 
of instability in the future, all sides will look, not to their judicial 
systems, but to the United States as NATO's leader to preserve their 
rights and will feel betrayed if we do not come to their aid. Anyone 
who doubts that outcome should consider the current American 
predicament in the Middle East, where both sides in the Israeli-
Palestinian dispute expect the United States to pressure the other 
party but resent any pressure on themselves. 

In short, if the new enemy is "instability," we should identify the 
source of that instability, rather than assume that NATO is a univer­
sal cure for war. Although President Clinton has acknowledged that 
NATO expansion "means that we are committing the people who 
wear the uniform of our nation to go and fight and die" for the new 
members if they are attacked, he has argued that "it's a pretty good 
gamble, because no NATO nation has ever been attacked, ever, not 
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once."24 But if solving the problem of war were that simple, it would 
have been solved already. Indeed, one would think that someone 
who protested the Vietnam War would want to examine why deter­
rence did not work there. In short, Clinton's argument fails to recog­
nize that deterrence worked during the Cold War when the identity 
of the parties to the conflict was not challenged. By the same token, 
the two major failures of deterrence during the Cold War—Korea 
and Vietnam—both involved issues of identity (i.e., whether the 
Korean and Vietnamese nations would live in one or two states). 

It is not true that NATO membership automatically reinforces 
democratic tendencies, as supporters of NATO expansion repeatedly 
argue. NATO's support of the Greek junta during the Cold War is 
a historical fact, and we should not ignore it. Even more troubling, 
because it took place while the process of NATO expansion was 
under way, has been the recent change of government in Turkey. 
At the same time NATO has been insisting on civilian control over 
the armed forces as a condition of NATO membership for the Central 
European countries, it has ignored (and possibly even encouraged) 
military pressure to change a legitimately elected civilian govern­
ment in a current member. "The generals began to take policy into 
their own hands, according to interviews with political analysts and 
officials close to Turkey's generals," the Associated Press reported 
on June 21,1997. "The West got the message. When foreign visitors 
came through Ankara, including U.S. deputy secretary of state Strobe 
Talbott, they unfailingly met with the chief of staff, Gen. Ismail 
Karadayi, or his outspoken deputy, Gen. Cevik Bir." The AP quoted 
a columnist for the Turkish newspaper l·ìurriyet,  Zeynep Atikkan, 
who described the change of government as "a kind of post-modern 
coup," to distinguish it from the military coups of 1960, 1971, and 
1980.25 Significantly, that characterization was not disputed by Tur­
key's new prime minister, Mesut Yilmaz. "When asked whether 
the Turkish army had carried out a post-modern coup, which had 
facilitated the current government's establishment, Yilmaz said that 
the military had had an inevitable role in the establishment of the 
55th government," the Turkish  Daily  News  reported. "He continued, 
explaining that, as the civil institutions in Turkey were not so effec­
tive yet in the political sphere, the military's influence had been 
much more apparent in establishing the new government."26 

The Turkish drama has two consequences. First, it demonstrates 
that NATO membership does not  necessarily promote democracy. 
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"The current coalition was put together by the influence of the army, 
but also under threat from it," wrote Peter Millar in the European 
in July 1997. "Rumors of a coup have been rife and, significantly, 
gone undenied. This  is  not  democracy,  in the sense we are accustomed 
to praising it."27 His opinion was echoed by an editorial in the Turkish 
Daily News.  "Democracy has been forgotten and once again we hear 
even those who championed democratic ideals in the past telling 
us freedom and liberties are a luxury 'under current conditions,' " 
lamented Ilnur Cevik. "Turkey is still far from being a country where 
democracy, freedom and human rights are a norm of the society 
and are not regarded as a luxury."28 

The second consequence is the deterioration in relations between 
Greece and Turkey. "U.S. officials are distressed over the prominence 
in Turkey's government of Deputy Prime Minister Bulent Ecevit, a 
hard-liner on Cyprus and Greece who as prime minister sent Turkish 
troops to occupy the northern third of Cyprus in 1974," the Washing­
ton Post  reports. "Turkish Foreign Minister Ismail Cem, an ally of 
Ecevit, took exception when his Greek counterpart, Theodoros Pan-
galos, recently said he could not negotiate with 'the bandit, the 
murderer and the rapist.' "29 The Turks have replied in kind. "The 
Greeks were described by our ancestors as barbarians and they 
are still barbarians," an unsigned article in the Turkish  Daily  News 
declared. "Turkey has to see that building close relations with Greece 
is an impossibility."30 

The growing tension between Turkey and Greece challenges one 
of the central reasons for NATO expansion: that NATO eliminates 
the threat of war among its members. "For centuries, virtually every 
European nation treated virtually every other as a military threat," 
Secretary Albright told the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in 
its inaugural hearing on NATO expansion. "That pattern was broken 
only when NATO was born, and only in the half of Europe NATO 
covered."31 But has the pattern been broken? When asked whether 
improving ties between Turkey and Israel were inspired by the 
closer relations between Greece and Syria, a Turkish diplomat did 
not deny it, but he stressed that Turkey's concerns did not lie with 
Damascus. "Why would we have to fight with Syria?" asked Ayden 
Alagakaptan, a former Turkish ambassador to Syria. "But with 
Greece, there is always a potential for a conflict to arise any time." 
Explaining Turkey's policy, he stressed that "Israel has an advanced 
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arms industry and Turkey needs military hardware, and since the 
U.S. has imposed an embargo on military supplies to Turkey, we 
were told that Israel was our final resort."32 

The ambassador's language begs the question, Told by whom? If 
this is part of Secretary Albright's effort to prevent war by forging 
alliances, it could have disastrous consequences not only for Europe 
but also for the Middle East. When the Turkish  Daily  News  reported 
a plan by Turkey and Israel to jointly develop missiles, the Egyptian 
reaction was immediate. "These policies will lead to an arms race 
and the return of tension," warned Egyptian foreign minister Amr 
Moussa.33 Just as in physics every action prompts a counterreaction, 
so in international politics every alliance prompts a counteralliance. 
"A rapprochement of sorts is already under way between Iran and 
Egypt, Saudi Arabia and Syria," notes the semiofficial Egyptian 
newspaper Al-Ahram.  "Such a rapprochement could serve as a signal 
to the Americans of a possible establishment of an Egyptian-Syrian-
Iranian alignment, to counter the Israeli-Turkish-U.S. alliance."34 

In short, the philosophy behind NATO expansion—that alliances 
preserve peace by deterring aggression—is suitable in some situa­
tions but not in others. In this case, the language that is used to 
justify NATO expansion—that the prospective members belong to 
the West—implies that the rest of the world belongs to a different 
and inferior civilization. The consequences transcend relations with 
Russia. "The underlying notion of 'racial' and 'cultural' harmony is 
also used, and more forcefully, by advocates of Cold War values 
who are clearer in providing a conceptual framework for a dividing 
line based on a nation's readiness to conform to Western cultural 
and economic values," observes a recent article on NATO expansion 
in Al-Ahram.  "Such statements echo a divisive view of the world 
that brings back to mind Samuel Huntington's controversial theory 
of an inevitable 'Clash of Civilizations.' Although American officials 
have never publicly espoused Huntington's ideas, the repeated stress 
on shared values and the emergence of Euro-centric policies follow 
the trend."35 

In other words, promoters of expansion, as evidenced by their 
emphasis on integration of prospective members into the "West," 
do not appreciate the resentment their policies and language are 
stirring in the rest of the world. Not only are those promoters betray­
ing the legacy of America's Founders, who intended our values to 
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be universal (the Declaration of Independence does not read that 
all Western  men are created equal), but they are clumsily provoking 
other countries to find common interests in opposition to the United 
States. That situation is eerily similar to the one that preceded World 
War I, when Germany's effort to build an alliance prompted the 
development of a countervailing alliance. The result was not peace 
but the greatest war in history up to that time. 

Alliances—whether the Triple Alliance or NATO—seek to pre­
serve peace through deterrence, and deterrence assumes a bloodless 
rationality. But modern wars, which are typically wars of identity 
rather than plunder, are more the product of unrestrained emotion 
than of rational calculation. "All my libido is given to Austro-
Hungary ," Sigmund Freud enthused at the outbreak of World 
War I.36 Deterrence in such a situation is virtually useless. To prevent 
wars of identity, it is more important to establish political institutions 
and cultures that reduce the significance of identity. If the problem 
of post-Cold War Europe is ethnic rivalry, it can only be solved if 
the legitimacy of the state is based on something other than its 
synonymy with the nation. As Michael Ignatieff, who has chronicled 
post-Cold War nationalism in the BBC series Blood  and  Belonging, 
has pointed out, "A  society anchored in a culture of individual rights 
and liberties is more easily returned to the practice of toleration than 
one where social allegiance is invested in ethnicity."37 The United 
States, by its history and traditions, is uniquely placed to provide 
the rest of the world with an example of the benefits of such a 
culture. The United States should deal with any dangers of ethnic 
instability now confronting Europe by continuing to set an example, 
not by assuming that an alliance that arguably prevented a Soviet 
invasion of Western Europe will p reven t all k inds of war in 
Europe forever. 
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