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limits, there is little doubt that the entry of the East European states into
NATO would require yet another series of adjustments in a treaty that has
already undergone drastic and often painful changes.

S

oli:y i As important as these other concerns may be, they pose far less of
1 the ;] - an obstacle to East European membershlp in NATO than does the Rus- ,
" sian government’s opposition. Although Russian President Boris Yel’tsin
aring ¥ - seemed to drop his objections to NATO expansion when he visited Po-
.The 'R ]  land inlate August 1993, he backed away from that position the follow- ;
f the " ing month in a letter to the US, British, and French heads of state warning i
Uit is . against any attempts to expand the alliance “at Russia’s expense.”® Rus- 3
k the ! sian officials followed up on Yel’tsin’s retraction with a barrage of ar- ;'
rmer 5 ticles and interviews claiming that the admission of the Visegrad states n
ATO =¥ into NATO would leave Russia “dangerously isolated” and “keep Russia ¥
what ’ out of its rightful place in Europe.”® Even the Russian Foreign Intelli- )
more - % gence Service (SVRR) was called into the act to provide a lengthy public !
orces & analysis of “The Prospects for NATO Expansion and the Interests of
atees, & Russia.” Although the SVRR’s report was much less shrill than other
iether 2 pronouncements by the Russian government, it warned that the expan-
joned sion of NATO could lead, if only inadvertently, to the creation of a new .
ulties ° cordon sanitaire in Europe and the disruption of “interstate borders that H
ptthe °© were fixed by the results of the Second World War.”#2 ;
ppro- - The intense Russian campaign against NATO enlargement in the late d
1ough summer and early fall of 1993, which was reminiscent of the program de- i
O en- vised in early 1991 by the CPSU Intemnational Department, posed obvious
difficulties for Western leaders. The Clinton administration’s willingness to L
IATO challenge Yel’tsin’s position on this matter was not great to begin with, and '
reaty. it diminished even further after two crucial events in Russia in the last few y
ned to months of 1993: the violent suppression of a hard-line rebellion in early Oc-
War- tober, and the strong showing of ultranationalist and communist forces in
arsaw the parliamentary elections in December. Both events confirmed how tenu-
itered ous and fragile the roots of democracy in Russia still are, and both events
treaty - seemed to instill Yel’tsin’s personal role with even greater importance. Faced
shad with the possibility that virulently anti-democratic forces could take power
in Russia if the political situation were to deteriorate, Western leaders were

I even more inclined to err on the side of caution. The last thing they wanted
nents i was to provide an additional grievance for Yel’tsin’s hard-line opponents to
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ofthe I use. Not until a meeting of the NATO foreign ministers in early December
raty’s q: 1994 and a CSCE summit four days later was the United States willing to
sfor- ¥ challenge Russia’s opposition to East European membership in NATO (see
)y ex- below). Even then, the differences between the two sides were mainly—

CFE though not entirely—over rhetoric, rather than a fundamental clash of policy.
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: THE PARTNERSHIP FOR PEACE ¥ Hence,
! Concerns about Russia were instrumental in NATO’s decision in January 1994 . prevent
to establish the Partnership for Peace (PfP).® Instead of setting a timetable for §  countric
the admission of the Visegrad states into the alliance, NATO leaders agreed to T tivelyli
] defer the matter and to create a new body that would enable individual East §. . mtono:
: : European countries to prepare themselves for full membership by taking part in 2 Fhat des
'NATO’s military exercises, by promoting transparency of military planning, by - - . §#-. 10 &}e.P‘
’ strengthening civilian control over military forces, and bycoordinating theirmili- = - - J& dec15301
tary doctrines, force structures, and operational capabilities and planning with - % - ceedin
the alliance. In accordance with a “Framework Document,” the PfP wasopen . }&: - In
not only to all the East European countries, but to the former Soviet republics - % gantof
and to West European states outside NATO. It thus was based, once again, on s volving
the principle of egalitarianism. , ., Septem’
. The formation of the PfP was controversial in several respects, not actually
i least because it came as a bitter disappointment to many East European “ plz-u?mn;
officials, who had been hoping that they would receive a more clear-cut ~  Military
assurance of future membership in NATO. Polish President Lech Walesa and con
was especially critical of the West’s “timidity” in devising such a “totally i Great B
inadequate” and “almost useless” response to the “resurgence of imperialist < andthe
thinking in Moscow.”® Czech President Havel was more discreet, but he, “’ _ PP, wh
too, criticized the West’s actions as *“‘cautious, slow, and perhaps too prag- % and e.arl
matic,” and warned that a “new Munich” might be in the offing. Havel re- .+ Russia’
newed his earlier calls for the Visegrad states to be admitted promptly into 'g _vessel§
NATO as a hedge against the “chauvinistic, Great Russian, crypto-Commu- % includit
nist, and crypto-totalitarian forces™ that might someday gain ascendance in ¥ naval'e:
Moscow.? Despite these criticisms and many other complaints, all the East B = CXercis
European states promptly joined the PfP. ¥  United
The other major controversy surrounding the PfP in the first half of : forcem:
‘ 1994 was caused by Russia’s reaction. Although the Russian government . In
? finally agreed in principle to join the PfP in June 1994 (a decision that was &  militan
; temporarily reversed in December 1994), Russian officials persistently tried fe..  amulti
‘ to secure formal recognition of a spec1a1 ‘great-power” status for their coun- i lateral -
try.% By seeking a pre-eminent spot in the P{P, the Russians apparently hoped f:  neverb
to gain some sort of veto over NATO’s actions. This same goal was evident gy lngpar
in the Russian government’s statements in the first half of 1994, which con- g Jomtor
i sistently sought to downgrade NATO’s status as a European security mecha- ain? T
o nism in favor of CSCE and NACC. Russia’s tentative decision to sign onto ¥ peano
the PfP seems to have been motivated less by any real warming toward the by beginl
organization than by a recognition of how isolated Russia would be if it did §:- manoi
not join.?” Officials in the Russian foreign ministry warned Russian leaders clared
that, without Moscow’s participation, the PfP might even become a direct ” ~thatN.
means for the East European states to obtain full membership in NATO. k" maneu
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: Hence, Russia’s chief aim when agreeing to take part in the PfP was to
994 prevent the organization from becoming a vehicle for the East European
' countries to join the alliance. In all other respects, Moscow obtained rela-
s 3 tively little of what it had been seeking. Although Russia was granted recog-
East” -] ~ nitionofits “unique” status as a “great European, world, and nuclear power,”
3 -that designation was conferred in a largely meaningless protocol, rather than

: 1;1; ) in the Partnership agreement itself.* Moscow received no veto over NATO’s
mili- ~ decisions or over any of its formal consultative mechanisms, nor did it suc- -
with 4. ceed in downgrading NATO’s status relative to the CSCE’s. = .- -

open 5 In spite of the widespread dissatisfaction with the PfP, the Partnersmp be-
blics I HE. gan to function as planned in 1994. The first large-scale military exercises in-
n, on volving NATO and East European ground and air forces were held in Poland in .

September 1994.% Russian military observers attended the exercise, but did not
actually take part. That was also the case during a follow-up exercise aimed at

pean %% planning for and coordinating peacekeeping missions, staged at the Harskamp
r-cut ¥ Military Training Ground in the Netherlands. The exercise involved platoon-
alesa % and company-size units from Canada, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Germany,
tally 5 Great Britain, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Poland, Slovakia, Sweden, Ukraine,
jalist & and the United States. In the first large-scale naval exercise sponsored by the
it he, ' PfP, which was held near aNATO base at Stavanger, Norway in late September
prag- ; and early October 1994, Russian troops did finally participate. Two ships from
slre- - Russia’s Baltic Fleet, the Neustrashimyi and the Druzhnyi, operated alongside
/ into vessels and aircraft from Sweden, Poland, Lithuania, and ten NATO countries,
amu- including the United States.*® The Russian navy also took part in another major
ice in naval exercise, Maritime Partner-94, on the Black Sea in late October.®! This
: East exercise, which included vessels from Bulgaria, Romania, Turkey, Greece, the

United States, and Ukraine as well as Russia, was designed to simulate the en-
alf of forcement of UN-mandated economic sanctions.
In addition to these four large joint exercises, many other PfP-sponsored 1

unent

t w:s military and political activities got underway in 1994 on both a bilateral and
tried a multilateral basis, and a program of eighteen multinational and twenty bi-
coun-  © lateral military exercises was adopted for 1995. Even Albania, which had
oped ¥ never before conducted military exercises with foreign countries, began tak-
jident 4 ing part in PfP maneuvers in early 1995, contributing six naval vessels to a
rcon- & joint operation involving the United States, Germany, Italy, and Great Brit-
echa- % ain.”? The growing scope and quantity of activities caused some East Euro-
jonto & pean officials who had initially been skeptical about the PfP’s merits to
rdthe & begin looking more favorably on the organization. In late 1994 the chair-
itdid & man of Hungary’s parliamentary committee on defense, Imre Mecs, de-
saders clared that, contrary to his earlier expectations, “it has now become clear

direct that NATO partnership is not an empty phrase or an attention-diverting

‘ATO. . maneuver, but is a series of real joint endeavors through which we can
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achieve full membership in NATO within the foreseeable future.’”? Other
East European officials were not willing to go that far, but they did ac-

- knowledge that the PfP had proven somewhat more useful than they ini-

tially had anticipated.

Increasingly, though, it seemed clear that the PfP’s ventures, no
matter how worthwhile, would not be enough to meet East European
concemns. In the fall of 1994, officials in the Clinton administration ac-

" knowledged that the PfP was “inadequate and was oversold when it was

first proposed. . . . Much of the rhetoric that was used in the past was
empty of substance.”** According to a senior Defense Department offi-
cial, Joseph Kruzel, the administration belatedly “recognized that we were
making a tactical mistake by emphasizing Partnership for Peace almost
to the exclusion of NATO’s expansion.”™ This growing sense of the PfP’s
shortcomings prompted the US government to begin exploring ways to
accelerate the entry of the Visegrad states, and perhaps other countries,
into NATO. The aim, at least at the outset, was to come up with a viable
set of proposals by the end of 1995.

The Clinton administration presented its initial findings in early De-
cember 1994 to a meeting of the NATO foreign ministers in Brussels and
a summit of CSCE leaders in Budapest. Although the preliminary ideas
were extremely modest (no timetable for expansion was specified, and
no candidates for membership were mentioned) and included a plan to
increase the powers and functions of the CSCE, the very fact that NATO
was reconsidering the status of the East European countries was enough
to spark a hostile reaction in Moscow. Russian Defense Minister Pavel
Grachev immediately warned that “if new members are admitted into
NATO, Russia will have to take additional security measures” to com-
pensate.” He did not specify what these additional security measures
might be, but other commentators in Moscow suggested that Russia might
have to begin redeploying large quantities of ground-based tactical nuclear
weapons (which were supposed to be eliminated under a pledge adopted
by Mikhail Gorbachev in 1991, and later reaffirmed by Yel’tsin) and might
even have to consider bringing back some intermediate-range nuclear
forces (INF), which were banned under the 1987 INF Treaty.”’

Similar warnings were voiced by Russian Foreign Minister Andrei
Kozyrev at the NATO meeting, where he denounced what he claimed was
the “hasty expansion of NATO” and the movement toward “setting an ex-
plicit schedule for this process.”® He declined to give Russia’s final signa-
ture to a cooperation agreement with the PfP that had been tentatively
approved several months before. That same day, Kozyrev delivered a speech
before the WEU’s parliamentary assembly in which he asserted that “the
aspirations of the countries of Central Europe to be admitted into NATO
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coercion or intimidation” directed against the East European countries.!*8

- . As with previous Western statements, however, the allied declaration failed
.- to specify precisely what NATO.would do if events deteriorated and a major
‘threat to East European security actually arose. Statements issued by NATO

in subsequent years have done little to clarify the matter.

.. Although a certain degree of ambiguity has been viewed as necessary in- -
. some Western official circles, it has left many East European leaders uneasy. = - .

The experience of 1956, when some Hungarians mistakenly assumed they
could count on Western military support, illustrates the dangers that am-
biguous commitments (or non-commitments) can sometimes create. The
hazards of ambiguity were just as evident in the spring of 1991, when the
United States openly encouraged the “people of Iraq” to rise up against
Saddam Hussein, but then refused to assist the Kurdish and Shiite rebellions,

. for fear that Iraq would split apart. Given the magnitude of the threat that

most of the East European countries would face in a worst-case scenario—
an attack by a regional hegemon equipped with nuclear weapons—it is un-
derstandable why they are so intent on gaining the concrete security guarantees
that full membership in NATO would bring. The mere existence of these
guarantees, as a form of credible commitment by the alliance, would prob-
ably be enough to deter any threats of external aggression, no matter what
direction events in Moscow take.

Even if the worst-case threats never materialize and the allied secu-
rity guarantees prove unnecessary, membership in NATO will be a vital
stabilizing influence for the new democracies in Eastern Europe. In the
past, the alliance was crucial in helping to sustain and consolidate demo-
cratic institutions in countries like Spain and Portugal, and it can now
perform this same function in the former Warsaw Pact countries. The
preservation of democratic systems in Eastern Europe will be immensely
beneficial for European security as well as for Western values and tradi-
tions. Up to now democratic countries have not gone to war with other
democratic countries, and there is little reason to expect that this pattern
will change in the future. Hence, the likelihood of interstate conflict in
Eastern Europe is bound to diminish if democracy takes firm root. The
stabilizing role of NATO membership for individual countries w111 there-
fore yield much wider security benefits.

There is obviously some risk that the entry of former Warsaw Pact
countries into NATO will antagonize Russia and provoke a backlash in
Moscow; but these concerns may not be as acute as often thought. An
analogous situation from the recent past is instructive to recall here. From
the mid-1950s until the late 1980s, most Western analysts assumed that
the Soviet Union would never permit Germany to be reunified as a non-
communist state. Soon after the East German communist regime collapsed
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- in late 1989, Soviet leaders realized they could no longer forestall even-

tual German reunification, and the main question was whether Moscow
would permit a reunified Germany to be a member of NATO.!¥ Once

e$ - again, many Western observers predicted that no such thing would ever

be tolerable for the Soviet leadership. Those predictions corresponded
with Moscow’s own position in the first half of 1990, when Soviet offi-

~cials repeatedly declared that “any attempt to resolve.the problem of
. -German reunification by including Germany solely within NATO is out

of the question because it would severely disrupt the military-strategic

" balance in Europe.”!®® For several months, even the staunchest propo-

nents of “new thinking” in Soviet foreign policy, such as Soviet Foreign
Minister Eduard Shevardnadze and Gorbachev himself, warned that the
inclusion of a reunified Germany within NATO would be “unacceptable
to the Soviet people” and would inspire a hard-line backlash. Then sud-
denly, in July 1990, Gorbachev agreed that Germany could remain a
member of NATO after reunification, and the thing that had long seemed
inconceivable came to be regarded as natural and perfectly routine. The
public in the Soviet Union barely took any notice of the outcome, and no
hard-line backlash resulted.s!.

-~ Itis possible, though by no means certain, that Russia’s opposition to the
entry of the Visegrad states into NATO could prove equally ephemeral. Propos-
als for the admission of the Central European states have sparked vehement
objections from the Russian government. If the proposals were actually put into
effect, however, and concrete reassurances were offered to Moscow (in the
form of close political and military cooperation with NATO and an incivased
peacekeeping and security role for the renamed CSCE), the whole matter might
quickly fade and the expansion of NATO into Central Europe might eventually
seem as logical and proper as Germany’s status in NATO now does.

If this scenario is at all plausible, the trick in achieving it will be a care-
fully designed policy on the part of the NATO countries, especially the United
States. US persistence in backing German reunification in 1990 while taking
account of legitimate Soviet concerns was crucial in persuading Gorbachev
to change course. Much the same will be true in the future with regard to the

- expansion of NATO. In addition to offering stronger NATO ties with Russia

(so long as democratization continues) and a much-enlarged role for the
CSCE, the NATO countries might agree to consider some of Russia’s
demands for modifications to the sub-regional limits of the CFE Treaty.
The treaty, in its current form, prevents the Russian Army from rede-
ploying most of its ground forces from the Central European part of
Russia to the turbulent areas along the country’s southern flank. Russian
military officials have frequently called for the elimination of the treaty’s
“flank” limitations so that Russia can have greater flexibility to cope with
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large-scale disturbances in the Caucasus.'s? The NATO governments have °

- been unwilling to go along with Moscow’s request, in part because it would

require significant changes in the treaty that might give other states a wedge -

to press for adjustments of their own, and in part because Turkey has strongly
- opposed Russia’s efforts to establish a greater presence in the Caucasus. The
- rmassive Russian incursion into Chechnya in December 1994 has made the
* whole issue even more sensitive. o
Nevertheless, the entry of the Visegrad countries into NATO is bound
- -to raise questions about the CFE Treaty anyway, and thus the Western gov-
emments may have considerable leeway to make some sort of tacit exchange
with Russia by allowing greater flexibility on the flanks. NATO will have to
avoid any deal that would leave the three Transcaucasus republics (Azerbaijan,
Armenia, Georgia) under permanent Russian military sway, and will have to
- ensure that armed intervention by the Russian Army against separatist groups
within Russia does not become a regular practice. These two :goals may
prove to be infeasible, but if there is any hope of achieving them, delicate
trade-offs will be needed, and close coordination with Turkey and Norway
(the two NATO countries on Russia’s flanks) will be essential throughout.
Despite the many obstacles, NATO should at least be willing to consider the
- possibility of easing the flank limitations in return for Moscow’s acquies-
cence in the admission of East European states into the alliance.

There is no guarantee that such steps will be enough to overcome Rus-
sian objections, but that in itself should not be a cause for paralysis. Ulti-
mately, NATO’s policy vis-a-vis the East European states must be based on
its own merits, without interference from outside. As Vaclav Havel recently
stated:

If East and West live in proper harmony, it should not bother anyone when a
country becomes a NATO member. The Commonwealth of Independent States,
too, is a security structure, and it would be absurd if anyone [outside the CIS]
were to decide who should or should not belong to it. Similarly, Russia cannot
impose anything on NATO. ... Everyone has the right to decide on which side
to stand. This right, which is based on individual nations’ will and is not imposed
by some powerful nation, must be respected.!s?

Havel affirmed the need for a “permanent dialogue at several levels with
Moscow” to ensure that Russian leaders “understand that NATO’s eastward
expansion does not threaten their interests,” but he emphasized that “Russia
does not have the right to dictate to other countries which alliances they can
belong to.”!* Assuming that political reforms stay more or less on course in
Russia—which may be a dubious assumption—the multi-level dialogue that
Havel recommended and the other steps mentioned above will go as far as
possible toward alleviating Russian concerns. '
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NATO should not act with undue haste, but neither should it delay
indefinitely. Unless Western governments adopt a clear-cut policy soon, ad-
ditional pretexts for doing nothing are bound to arise. The alliance’s failure

~-.in August 1993 to welcome and take prompt action on Yel’tsin’s comments to
- Lech Walgsaenabled the hard-line anti-NATO forces in Moscow to regroup
- and consolidate their influence over the policy debate. Moderate Russian

officials who would have been willing to accept the enlargement of NATO
under certain conditions were put on the defensive; and they are likely to be
even more isolated if NATO continues to defer taking action. Once a new

- policy hasbeen enunciated, some tensmns with the Russian government may

persist for a while; but over time, as any lingering:doubts in‘Moscow: are
removed about the West’s desire to bolster prosperity and democratic change
in Russia, the controversy surrounding the admission of the East European
states into NATO should rapidly abate. If so, an expanded alliance not only
would guarantee Western military security, but would help ensure democ-
racy and stability throughout Europe.
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p. 1.
31.“Varshavskiyat dogovor: A posle?” Narodna armiya (Sofia), 23 January
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Duma (Sofia), 16 January 1991, p. 3.

34. Zolton D. Barany, “The Western Contacts of the Hungarian Army,” RAD
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fense minister, Ioannis Varvitsiotis, in “Bulgariya-Gurtsiya: Edinstvo po mnogo
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was also made to shore up relations with Turkey. See, for example, “Sutrudnichestvo s
Turtsiya na vuzdukh, susha i more: Dvete strani se integrirat evropeiskite transportni
strukturi,” Otechestven vesmik (Sofia), 28 February 1991, p. 1; and the interview
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44. Hungary sent a military medical unit of 37 people to Saudi Arabia; Poland
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military medical team of 360 specialists and a chemical warfare decontamination
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tamination units with a total of 278 personnel (though Bulgaria’s units were held up
because of a delay in receiving a formal invitation from Saudi Arabia, and, there-
fore, were not actually deployed before the war ended).

45. “Bez munice nad CSFR,” Zemédélské noviny (Prague), 14 February 1991,
p. 2; and “Popov, Mutafchiev i Danov otgovaryat na deputatski vuprosi,” Duma
(Sofia), 22 February 1991, p. 1.

46. Witold Beres, Gliniarz z “Tygodnika”: Rozmowy z bylym ministrem spraw
wewnetrznych Krzysztofem Koztowskim (Warsaw: BGW, 1991), esp. pp. 73-78.

47. Cited in John Pomfret, “Escape from Iraq,” The Washington Post, 17 Janu-
ary 1995, p. A-27.

48.“Orazvitii obstanovki v Vostochnoi Evrope i nashei politike v etom regione:
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dokumentatsii (Moscow), Fond 89, Opls’45 Delo 63, List 9.

49.1bid.,Ll. 1, 7, 8 (emphasis added). The published version, under the same
title, was in Izvestiya TsK KPSS (Moscow), no. 3, March 1991, pp. 12-17. Accord-
ing to an inscription at the back of the journal, the issue was sent to press on 27
February, roughly a month after the then secret report was adopted.

50. For a typical article, see V. Musatov, “Vostochnaya Evropa: ‘Taifun’
peremen,” Pravda (Moscow), 13 March 1991, p. 3. Valeri Musatov was the deputy
head of the International Department and one of the main authors of the January
1991 report for the CPSU leadership.
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. 53.“My ne khotim byt’ neitral’nymi,” p. 4; “Zayavlenie prezidenta ChSFR,”
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Izvestiya (Moscow), 1 May 1991, p. 1.
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Hungarian foreign ministry, in Magyar Hirlap (Budapest), 28 February 1991, p. 3.

- 55. Interview with Foreign Mmlster Géza Jeszensky in Beszelo (Budapest), 25
May 1991, p. 9.

56. See the text (or partial text) of the treaty in Romania Libera (Bucharest), 12
April 1991, p. 1. See also Vladimir Socor, “The Romanian-Soviet Friendship Treaty
and Its Regional Implications,” Radio Free Europe Research Report on Eastern
Europe (Munich) 2:17, 3 May 1991, pp. 25-33.

57. B. Rodionov, “Nakhodit’ vzaimopriemlemye formuly: Kakimi budut
dogovory SSSR s sosedyami v Vostochnoi Evrope,” Izvestiya (Moscow), 4 June
1991, p. 5.

58. “Un entretien avec le preinier ministre hongrois,” Le Monde (Paris), 21
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~ 59.“Le premier ministre hongrois au ‘Figaro’: ‘Notre armée quittera le Pacte
de Varsovie en 1991,’” Le Figaro (Paris), 24 September 1990, p. 3.
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(Paris) 48:6, July 1992, pp. 103-115.

63. This statement applies only to NATO, not to the Western European Union
(WEU) The four Visegrad states, the three Baltic republlcs Romania, and Bul-
garia were made “associate partners” of the WEU in May 1994, an arrangement
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Independent States (CIS). See the discussion below. e
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Press, 1994), pp. 265-287; Catherine McArdle Kelleher, A New Security Or-
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Trevor Taylor, “West European Security and Defence Cooperation: Maastricht
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the 1990s: Study Papers, 102nd Cong., 2nd Sess., June 1992.
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70. Manki Ponomarev, “I nevinnost’ soblyusti, i kapital priobresti—vot chem
ozabocheno rukovodstvo ZES i NATO,” Krasnaya zvezda (Moscow), 25 Novem-
ber 1994, p. 3.
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73. Emb Raffay, a former top official in the Hungarian defense ministry, has
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Similarly, in late 1994 the acting Slovak defense minister, Imrich Andrejéak, em-
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p. 4; the interview with then Czechoslovak defense minister Lubo$ Dobrovsky in
“Za Sestatticet mé&sicu nova arméda,” Mladd fronta dnes (Prague), 13 December
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80. Anna Wielopolska and Zbigniew Lentowicz, “Muzyka przeszlosci: Jelcyn
kwestionuje polskadrogg doNATO,” Rzeczpospolita(Warsaw), 2-3 October 1993,
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10 December 1994, p. 1; and Mikhail Karpov, “Voskhod NATO, zakat SBSE? Na
dueli rossiiskogo i amerikanskogo prezidentov iz-za Evropy pobeda dostzlas’

~Klintonu,” Nezavisimaya gazeta (Moscow), 7 December 1994, p. 1.

‘81. Sergei Karaganov, “Rasshirenie NATO vedet k isolyatsii Rossn,” Moskovskie

*. novosti (Moscow), no. 38, 19 September 1993, p. 7. -

- 82. Sluzhba vneshnei razvedki Rossii, Perspektivy rasshireniya NATO i bztéré.sy

* Rossii (Moscow), November 1993. The report was divided into two main sections:
" - one focusing on the prospects for NATO’s expansion, and the other dealing with the
- implications of such a development for Russian interests. Lengthy excerpts were

published in xﬁany of Russia’s leading newspapers.See,:for.example Krasnaya
zvezda (Moscow), 30 November 1993, p 3 and Nezavisimaya gazeta (Moscow),
26 November 1993, PP- 1,3. :

83. Stanley Sloan, “Transatlantic Relations in the Wake of the Brussels Sum-
mit,” NATO Review 42:2, April 1994, pp. 27-31. For an overview of the P{P, see
North Atlantic Assembly, International Secretariat, “NATO Enlargement and Part-
nership for Peace,” Information Document AL GEN (94)-5, February 1994.

84. “Brak wizji Europy budzi demony: Udzielone w ostatnim tygodniu
wywiady prezydenta Lecha Watesy na temat polityki zagranicznej,”
Rzeczpospolita (Warsaw), 8-9 January 1994, p. 20; “Prezydent i rzad o NATO:
Zbyt krétki krok we wiasciwym kierunku,” Rzeczpospolita (Warsaw), 11 January
1994, p. 1; and “Bez alternatywy: Kontrowersje wokél amerykariskej propozycji,”
Rzeczpospolita (Warsaw), 12 January 1994, p. 23.

85. “Walka o wejscie do sojuszu: Przed szczytem NATO,” Rzeczpospolita
(Warsaw), 8-9 January 1994, p. 21; and “Chci Evropu evropskou, Evropu viech
jejich narodu a statu,” Hospoddrské noviny (Prague), 2 December 1994, pp. 1,23.
At times, Havel has been more pointed in his criticisms, as in the fall of 1993 when
he accused the West of resurrecting the “ghosts of Munich” and of “betraying” the
East European states. See “Politycy przepowiadaja dlugi marsz do NATO,”
Rzeczpospolita(Warsaw), 23-24 October 1993, pp. 1-2; “Drogawstecz nie istnieje,”
Rzeczpospolita (Warsaw), 22 October 1993, pp. 1, 23; and “Havel w Warszawie:
NATO nie jest wrogiem Rosji,” Rzeczpospolita (Warsaw), 22 October 1993, p. 23.

86. For an overview of this controversy, see Michael Mihalka, “European-
Russian Security and NATO’s Partnership for Peace,” RFE/RL Research Report
(Munich) 3:33,26 August 1994, pp. 34-45. See also US Congress, Commission on
Security and Cooperation in Europe, Russia and NATO: Moscow's Foreign Policy
and the Partnership for Peace, 103rd Cong., 2nd Sess., May 1994. For the Rus-
sian government’s perspective, see Boris Kazantsev, “Pervye shagi k partnerstvu
Rossiis NATO,” Mezhdunarodnaya zhizn' (Mvuscow), no. 10, October 1994, pp.
22-29. Kazantsev was a senior foreign ministry official responsible for dealings
with NATO.

87.P.E. Smirnov, “Dreif Vostochnoi Evropy na zapad i interesy Rossii,” SShA.
Politika, Ekonomika, Ideologiya (Moscow), no. 12, December 1994, p. 29.
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88. “Protokol po itogam obsuzhdeniya mezhdu ministrom inostrannykh del
Rossii Andreem Kozyrevym i Severoatlanticheskim sovetom,” Diplomaticheskii
vestnik (Moscow), nos. 13-14, July 1994, p. 31.

- 89. In mid-1993, before the PfP was formed, Poland took part in joint naval
maneuvers in the Baltic Sea with the United States, Germany, and other NATO
‘countries, but the exercises in September 1994 were the first exercxses mvolvmg

.ground and air units.

90. Sergei Anisimov, “‘Koopereitiv vencher-94’: Rossiiskii i Andreevskif

flagi—vpervye na sovmestnykh voenno-morskikh ucheniyakh s NATO,” Rossiiskie N
vesti (Moscow), 19 October 1994, p. 3. Fora valuable first-hand assessment of the

exercise in the Russian Navy’s main journal, see V. Ivanov, “Sovmestnoe deistvie-
94,” Morskoi shornik (Moscow), no. 11, November 1994, pp. 39-43.

91. For a detailed analysis of this exercise, see Captain V. Pasyakin, “‘Meritaim
partner-94’: Partnerstvo ili demonstratsiya prevoshodstva?” Morskoi sbornik (Mos-
cow), no. 1, January 1995, pp. 35-38.

92. “Albania, U.S. Hail Their Joint Exercise,” The Washington Post, 30 January
1995, p. A-12.

93. Imre Mecs, interview on Duna Television, Budapest, 20 November 1994.

94, Cited in Elaine Sciolino, “U.S. Wants to Expedite Entry of Eastern Na-
tions Into Alliance,” The New York Times, 27 October 1994, p. A-5.

95. Cited in Marc Rogers and Barbara Starr, “NATO: Ministers to Decide in
‘95 on New Members,” Jane 's Defence Weekly (London) 22:21, 3 December 1994,

p. 6.
96.ITAR-TASS Newswire Report (Moscow), 1 December 1994.

97. Aleksandr Konovalov, “K novomu razdelu Evropy? Rossiya i
Severoatlanticheskii al’yans,” Nezavisimaya gazeta (Moscow), 7 December 1994,

p. 5.

98. Mikhail Pogorelyi,” Dvoinoi podkhod Rossiyu ne ustraivaet,” Krasnaya
zvezda (Moscow), 3 December 1994, p. 2; Mikhail Karpov, “Nesostoyavsheesya
torzhestvo: Posle otkaza Rossii ot prcgrammy sotrudnichestva s NATO uspekh
Budapeshtskogo foruma SBSE stanovitsya problematichnym,” Nezavisimaya gazeta
(Moscow), 3 December 1994, p. 1; and “Zavtra ozhidaetsya podpisanie programmy
‘Rosslya-NATO’ No dlya etogo Sovet NATO dolzhen izyskat’ ‘okno’ v svoem
raspisanii,” Segodrnya (Moscow), 1 December 1994, p. 3.

99. Mikhail Karpov, “‘My, evropeitsy...’ Vchera Andrei Kozyrev vystupil na
Parlamentskoi assamblee Zapadnoevropeiskogo soyuza v Parizhe,” Nezavisimaya
gazeta (Moscow), 2 December 1994, p. 1.

100. Ibid.

101. Throughout the speech Kozyrev played up the recent intra-NATO disputes
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over the Balkans and other matters, and he emphasized that, in contrast to the
“illegal” US position, the “Russian and WEU approaches to the Bosnian crisis
are virtually identical.” Although Kozyrev claimed that he was not seeking to
split Western Europe from the United States, he clearly hoped to use the WEU
itself as a wedge against NATO expansion. Among other things, he proposed

~ “a more active search for common [Russian- WEU] approaches to the key prob-

lems of security in Europe,” and called for the establishment of “joint groups
of experts from Russia and the WEU to'handle all problems of European secu-
rity.” With regard to specific areas.of military cooperation,:Kozyrev claimed
that Russia wanted to pursue “joint military exercises™with the WEU (rather
than through NATO mechanisms), “the joint development of a European anti-
tactical ballistic missile defense” (implicitly omitting the United States), and
the sharing of Russian satellite and aerial reconnaissance information with the
WELU, a crucial function that the United States has long performed for the West
European countries via NATO. The speech as a whole was reminiscent of So-
viet attempts in the 1960s, 1970s, and 1980s to sow dissension within NATO,
and as such it was likely to do little for the Russian cause. Still, to the.extent
that Kozyrev could stir up even a few extra doubts about the wisdom of admit-
ting the East European states into NATO (as opposed to admitting them into a
“new all-European security institution”), he might simply have been hoping to
prevent the alliance from reaching a consensus in favor of enlargement.

102. Vladimir Kuzar’, “Vstrecha SBSE na vysshem urovne ischet puti k Evrope
XXI veka—kontinentu mira i bezopasnosti,” Krasnaya zvezda (Moscow), 6 De-
cember 1994, p. 1; Aleksandr Gol’ts, “V dekabre nastupil ‘kholodnyi mir’?”
Krasnaya zvezda (Moscow), 7 December 1994, p. 2; and Dmitri Gornostaev,
“Rossiya rasschityvaet na uchet svoikh interesov: Boris El’tsin schitaet, chto bloki
i koalitsii ne dadut Evrope polnykh garantii bezopasnosti,” Nezavisimaya gazeta
(Moscow), 6 December 1994, pp. 1-2. For East European reactions to the Russian
statements, see Maria Wagrowska, “Rosja grozi zerwaniem wspélpracy zZNATO,”
Rzeczpospolita (Warsaw), 2 December 1994, p. 13; “KBSE: panovala shoda, ale s
vyhradami,” Lidové noviny (Prague), 6 December 1994, p. 6; and “Budapesht
videl bolee svetlye dni nashei diplomatii,” Izvestiya (Moscow), 7 December
1994, pp. 1, 3.

103. Steven Erlanger, “Gore Upbeat After Talks with Top Russian Leaders,”
The New York Times, 17 December 1994, p. 7.

104. In Eastern Europe, by contrast, vigorous condemnations of Russia’s ac-
tions in Chechnya were often accompanied by renewed appeals for the prompt en-
largement of NATO. See, for example, Jifi Doubrava “Postsovétsk4 dvanictkama
propletené koteny,” Mlada fronta dnes (Prague), 31 December 1994, p. 10; and
Centrum Badania Opinii Spolecznej, Polskg-Rosja-NATO (Warsaw: CBOS, Janu-
ary 1995). Concern about the implications of Russia’s policy in Chechnya was
evident even before the conflict escalated. See, for example, Wojciech Jagielskiand
Bartosz Weglarczyk, “Propagandowa wojng o Czecznig,” Gazeta wyborcza (War-
saw), 30 August 1994, pp. 6-7.
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105. See, for example, Zbigniew Brzezinski, “A Plan for Europe,” Foreign
Affairs 74:1, January-February 1995, pp. 26-42 (condensed in “NATO—Expand
or Die?” The New York Times, 28 December 1994, p. A-15); Leslie Gelb, “Quelling

.the Teacup Wars: The New World’s Constant Challenge,” Foreign Affairs 73:6, -
- November-December 1994, pp. 2-7, esp. 3-4; and Samuel P. Huntington, ‘‘America’s

Changing Strategic Interests,” Survival 33:1, January-February 1991, pp. 3-17,
esp. 13. For an opposing view by another prominent expert, see Fred C. Ikle, “How

to Ruin NATO,” The New York Times, 11 January 1995, p. A-21.

106. Cited in “Komu otWorzyc drzwi do Paktu,’.? ‘Rzeczpospolita (Waﬁaw), 8
October 1993, p. 23.

107. See, for example, Walter L. Biihl, “Gesellschaﬁliché Grundlagen der -

Deutschen Aussenpolitik,” in Karl Kaiser and Hanns W. Maull, eds., Deutschlands
neue Aussenpolitik, Band 1: Grundlagen (Munich: R. Oldenbourg Verlag, 1994),
pp. 175-201, esp. 199.

108. Volker Riihe, “NATO in the Post—Cold War World,” in U.S. ‘Relations
with Central and Eastern Europe: Fifteenth Conference, August 23-27 1994, Dick
Clark, ed. (Queenstown, MD: The Aspen Institute, 1994), p. 26 (emphasis added).
For an equally unambiguous statement by another senior German military official,
see the interview with General Henning von Ondarza in “Rogatywka w NATO,”
Polityka (Warsaw), no. 50, 10 December 1994, p. 13.

109. Ibid.

110. German Press Agenéy wire report, 21 June 1993. Lugar presented these
same remarks in his address before the Overseas Press Club, “NATO: Out of Area
or Out of Business,” Washington, DC, 24 June 1993.

111. See, for example, Ewa Szymarska, “Minister Onyszkiewicz w

Waszyngtonie,” Rzeczpospolita (Warsaw), 26-27 June 1993, p. 17. See also
Sylwester Walczak, “Spér, ktéry podzielit sojusz: Amerykarska dyskusja o

czlonkostwie paristw Europy srodkowo-wschodniej w NATO,” Rzeczpospolita
(Warsaw), 22 October 1993, p. 22. :

112. On the concept of “cooperative security,” see Janne E. Nolan, ed., Global
Engagement: Cooperation and Security in the 21st Century (Washington, DC:
Brookings Institution, 1994). A related concept that is even more germane in this
context is “mutual security,” as developed in Richard Smoke and Andrei Kortunov,
eds., Mutual Security: A New Approach to Soviet-American Relations (New York:
St. Martin’s Press, 1990). Some experts in the Visegrad countries claim that certain
NATO countries, especially the United States, may have actively encouraged Yel’tsin
to retract his initial statements. The rationale, in their view, was to get a suitable
pretext for deferring consideration indefinitely of full East-Central European mem-
bership in NATO. The evidence for these assertions is inconclusive.

113. “KBSE se vraci do politiky USA,” Lidové noviny (Prague), 5 December
1994, p. 6.
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114. “Echa Brukseli w Europie Srodkowej” and “Zyrinowski grozi Il wojng,”
both in Rzeczpospolita (Warsaw), 11 January 1994, p. 23; “Zieleniec: Definovat
bezpetnostni struktury,” Lidové noviny (Prague), 12 December 1994, p. 1; Andrzej
Olechowski, “Ku jednej bezpecznej Europie,” Rzeczpospolita (Warsaw), 28 No-
vember 1994, p. 28; the interview with Olechowski in “La Pologne dans I’'Union
européenne en I’an 2000,” Libération (Paris), 14 December.1994, p. 13; Barbara
Sierzula, “Zgoda na Partnerstwo,” Rzeczpospolita (Warsaw), 13 January 1994, p.

" 1; and “Olechowski o bezpieczerstwie Polski: Dzis lepiej niz wczoraj,”

Rzeczpospohta (Warsaw), 19 January 1994, p. 23.

115. Therecord in this rega.rd is not perfect—the breakdown of democracy in
Greece in 1967 is the obvious exception—but it comes very close. Although numer-
ous problems remain in Turkey today, those problems are undoubtedly much less
severe than they would be if Turkey were not a member of NATO.

116. This argument also applies to the sustenance of democracy in postwar
Germany. See Jeffrey J. Anderson and John B. Goodman, “Mars or Minerva? A
United Germany in a Post—Cold War Europe,” in Robert O. Keohane, Joseph S.
Nye, and Stanley Hoffmann, eds., After the Cold War: International Institutions
and State Strategies in Europe, 1988-1991] (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 1993), pp. 23-62.

117. See, for example, the interview with then-Czech Defense Minister Antonin
Baudysin “Cim driv budeme v NATO, tim lépe,” Lidové noviny (Prague), 12 Octo-
ber 1993, p. 8. See also Andrzej Olechowski, “Lepsza historia kontynentu: Europa
wedlug ministra spraw zagranicznych,” Polityka (Warsaw), no. 50, 10 December
1994, pp. 1, 13.

118. The view that democratic states do not go to war with one another was
first put forth by Immanuel Kant in Perpetual Peace and has recently been devel-
oped in more elaborate form, albeit often with strongly Kantian overtones, by sev-
eral Western political theorists and specialists in international relations. See, for
example, the two-part essay by Michael Doyle: “Kant, Liberal Legacies, and For-
eign Affairs,” Philosophy and Public Affairs 12:3, Summer 1983, pp. 205-235
(Part 1) and 12:4, Fall 1983, pp. 323-353 (Part 2). The empirical evidence for the
proposition may not be ironclad, but it is very strong. The only “exceptions” to the
rule (for example, the Anglo-American conflict in 1812) depend on highly question-
able definitions of “democracy.” See James Lee Ray, Democracies and Interna-
tional Conflict (Columbia, SC: University of South Carolina Press, 1994); Spencer

* + R. Weart, “Peace Among Democratic and Oligarchic Republics,” Journal of Peace

Research31:3, August 1994, pp. 299-316; Nils Petter Gleditsch, “Democracy and
Peace,” Journal of Peace Research29:4, November 1992, pp. 369-76; Steve Chan,
“Mirror, Mirror on the Wall . . . Are The Democratic States More Pacific?”’ Jour-
nal of Conflict Resolution 28:2, Spring 1984, pp. 617-48; and Charles Kegley,
“The Long Postwar Peace During the Cold War,” Jerusalem Journal of Interna-
tional Relations 14:4, December 1992, pp. 1-18.

119. Imre Mecs, interview on Duna Television, Budapest, 20 November 1994.
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120. Comments by Csaba Takacs, national executive chairman of the Hungar-
ian Democratic Union of Romania, op. cit.

121. See, for example “Polityka bezpieczeristwa i strategla obronna

Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej,” Polska zbrojna (Warsaw), 12 November 1992, pp..

1-2; and “Zalozenia polskiej polityki bezpieczeristwa,” Polska zbrojna (War-
saw), 3 November 1992, p. 2.

122. Centrum Badania Opinii Spotecznej (CBOS), Polska—RosJa-NAT O, pp.
3-8; “Partnerstwo dla Pokoju i przystapienie Polski do NATO,” Serwis Informacyjny
(Warsaw), July 1994, pp. 11-17; and CBOS, “Miejsce Polski w Europie, pozadani
partnerzy gospodarczy i polityczni,” Serwis Informacyjny (Warsaw), August 1994,
pp. 28-34. See further results from the CBOS surveys in “Polacy o NATO i
‘Partnerstwie dla Pokoju’,” Przegltad Rzadowy (Warsaw), no. 39, September 1994,
pp. 41-42.

123. “Vefejné minéni k NATO,” Hospodarske noviny (Prague), 9 December
1994, p. 2.

124. CBOS, “Partnerstwo dla Pokoju i przystapienie Polski do NATO.” It should
be noted, however, that public views of the PfP in Poland have become substantially
more favorable over time, though still only a minority regard it positively.

125. “Véclav Havel: Dobé velkych spolenych gest pominula,” p. 7.

126. See, for example, “Nie drazni¢ Moskwy: W Kopenhadze o NATO,”
Rzeczpospolita (Warsaw), 12 October 1993, pp. 1, 21.

127. This point has been explicitly mentioned in one of the most insightful
Russian analyses of the subject. See Smirnov, “Dreif Vostochnoi Evropy na zapad
i interesy Rossii,” op. cit., p. 30. In pointing out that Ukraine had earlier proposed
the formation of a “Central European Zone of Security” to surround Russia, Smimov
argues that it would be better for Russia if Poland were to Jom NATO and put an

end to any such ideas.

128. Polish experts began raising these arguments at a very early stage; see, for
example, Waldemar Piotrowski, “Wojska NATO w Polsce? Szansa w nowej roli,”
Zycie Warszawy (Warsaw), 1 June 1990, p. 5; and Jan Rylukowski, “Nowe wyzwania,
stare odpowiedzi—remanenty polskiej polityki zagranicznej,” Tygodnik Solzdmo&é
(Warsaw), no. 37, 14 September 1990, p. 5.

129. Reisch, “The New Hungarian Govemmcnt’s Forelgn Pohcy, PP- 46—57

130. On this point, see “Sprawa NATO testem dla postkomumstow,
Rzeczpospolita (Warsaw), 8 October 1993, p. 22.

131. See, for example, “Zacharski to ja: Minister Andrzej Milczanowski broni

kontrowersyjnej nominacji,” Gazeta wyborcza (Warsaw), 24 August 1994, p. 1;
and Jacek Kalabirski, “Pastusiak, Zacharskn—-szlaban doNATO,” Gazetawyborcza

(Warsaw), 12 January 1995, p. 7.
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132. Cited in Edward Krzemien, “Boks zagraniczny: Koalicja atakuje,
Olechowski odpiera ataki,” Gazeta wyborcza (Warsaw), 6 January 1995, p. 3.
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