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Czechoslovak History 1918 - 1993
Tomads KQYL, Radoeaslsy KusenNDA

Ladies and Gentleman:

Allow me to express my pleasure having a chance to report at
this seminar briefly on the Chechoslovak history from the very
beginning in the year 1918 +till the end in the year 1993, when
the independent Czech and Slovak Republics were established.

At the beginning of my lecture it is necessary to remind
that the Czechoslovak foreign policy was older than the
independent state itself. Our foreign policy began to form within
the World War I. Our representatives of the foreign "revolt"”
began to form an extensive diplomatic activity, which
consequently playved decisive role in the formation of our state.
It is possible to say that the Czech nation in its desire for the
independence seeked an ally, first of all in Russia due to
slavonic origin of both nations and at the same time in France.
It 1is necessary to state that the Czech nation considerd the
Slovak nation as the closest ally, which under the Hungarian
oppression was threatened with a complete fall. '

In the course of +the World War 1I. the original Czech
constitutional platform methamorphosed into the idea to form an
independent state. They realized that a chance to gain the
national independence depended on the defeat of
Austrian-Hungarian Empire. So that main representatives professor
Tomas Garrique Masaryk, Dr Edvard Benes and Milan Rastislav
Stefanik linked the future of the Czech and Slovaks with final
victory of The allies and the formation of a new democratic
Europe with Czechoslovakia as its component.

Czech Foreign Comittee  was formed in 1915, later this
committee was changed into the Czech National Council in the head
with professor Masaryk. . The Council soon received a support from
expatriates who lived abroad, espacially in the United States and
Russia. The aim to gain the independence for our nations gained
weight among the members of volunteer units of Czechoslovak
legionnaires in Russia, France and Italy. Their members were
recruited from prisoners of war and soldiers of Austro-Hungarian
armed forces. By the end of the war the legions represented a
force of about 100.000 men at arms.

In the year 1917 political representation at home as a whole
started to support the Czech National Council abroad. 1In 1918
this Council gained a support of foreign Powers, which recognised
the Council as the representative of an allied nation as well.

S0 called Pittsburgh’s Agreement about the future status of
Slovakia in Czechoslovak state was achieved on 30th May 1918
between the representatives of Czech and Slovak organizations in
the U.S.A and signed by professor Masaryk.
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A preliminary Czechoslovak government in abroad in the head
with Masaryk was formed on 26th September 1918. -

On october .28th_1918 the independence of Czechoslovakia was
declared. This foundation of the republic in 1918 ended an
historic struggle of several centuries duration for their
national liberation from the rule of the Habsburgs.

So October 28th marks the most memorable date of the
country’s modern history and is observed as a National Day of the
present Czech Republic.

Czechoslovakia ‘shortly afterwards was recognised
internationally. Czechoslovakia comprised the Czech Lands, which
had existed as such since the 11th century, Slovakia which had
been until 1918 a part of Hungary and Ruthenia also previously
attached to Hungary. Czechoslovaklia occupied an area of 140.408
sg. km and in the year 1921 had a population of 13,6 million
including Czechoslovaks 64,7% (Czechs 50%, Slovaks 14,7%, Germans
22,8%, Hungarians 5,1%, Ruthenians 3,7%)

T.G. Masaryk was elected Czechoslovakia’s first president,
who 1insisted on a concept of humanitarian democracy, which he
derived from the combined traditions of Bohemian reformation and
Anglo-saxon parliamentarism.

The assurance of its international safety was the main task
of the foreign policy of a newly established state. The first
possibility to secure it was at the peace conference in
Versailles. Czechoslovakia belonged to the victorious states, so
its signature under the truce treaty.

At this conference Dr. Edvard Benes the first minister of
Foreign Affaires with his excelent diplomatic activity
contributed very much to its success and helped to secure a full -
recognition of Czechoslovakia as well as all its frontiers
including Ruthenia and the Southern Slovak frontier on the
Danube, Ipel and from the town Rimavska Sobota upto the estuary
of the river Uh to the Laborec and along the river Uh to the
Carpathian ridge. '

The frontier between Czechoslovakia and Poland was formally
set, but the definite demarkation was to be set by a special
committe of the Great Powers one vyear later. But some areas
remained to be an apple of discord for the future. :

The conclusion of Saint Germain Agreemnet was the key event
for Czechoslovakia in the vyear 1919. Here Austria fully
recognised the independence of Czechoslovakia. On the same date,



on the 10th September 1919 Czechoslovakia signed so called Little
Saint Germain Agreement where it pledged to keep the rights of
national minorities on its territory.

The negotiation about +the peace agreement with Hungary
dragged out a very long time due to the existence of the-
Hungarian Soviet Republic and with an aim of a new anticommunist
governement to keep all the areas of so called Saint Stephen
crown though their planes were unrealistic. The peace agreement
between Hungary and Czechoslovakia was signed not sooner than on
4th June 1920 in Trianon.

The signature on the Trianon agreement ended the 1th stage
in the building of the independent Czechoslovak state.

At that time Czechoslovakia ranked among the world’s ten
leading industrial countries, was selfsufficient in agriculture
etc. The years between the wars represented the most fruitful era
of this state. The international status, a factor which depend on
the system of international stability was for the existence of
the newly established state very important.

In these years Czechoslovak foreign policy was especially
oriented on France, with which Czechoslovakia had very friendly
relations, France granted a help to Czechoslovakia as well. The
membership in so called "Little Entente" Little agreement with
Yugoslavia and Rumania played a very significiant role especially
towards Hungary {and consequently against Germany). This
agreement was not fruitful but at the very moment strengthened
their consciousness.

As it was said Poland was the whole time a problematic
neighbour due to the dispute over the = area Tesinsko.
Czechoslovakia was not successful to establish friendly
relationship with its northern neighbour.

But the main source of danger was Germany. Czechoslovakia
tried to minimize this threat as much as possible. But folloving
years showed that this fear happend to be fateful.

It is necessary to state at this point that Czechoslovakia
played an active role in a newly established Leaque of Nations.
In the period between two world wars Dr. E. Benes, the first
ministr of Foreign Affairs and later on a president of
Czechoslovakia played there an outstanding role and became a
politician. of a high european repute.

Now I wish to speak about the break of the history which
influenced not only the history of Czechoslovakia, but the whole
world toc. From the early "30s” Nazi Germany became the main
source of danger for the world peace.



From the very beginning, German nationalists and captains of
industry refused to accept the outcome of the World War I. They
continued to consider "Central Europe" as their exclusive sphere
of influence. They considered the whole situation as provisional,
and which a strong Germany could only change to their favour.
Germans living in the Czech border region were to play a
significant role in the realization of these aggresive plans.

Until the rise of Hitler, there was no serious Sudeten
political movement which could ask for more freedom. Then in 1933
when Hitler became a chancellor, the virus of national socialism
struck the Sudeten Germans. They immediately formed the Sudeten
German Party wunder the leadership of FKonrad Henlein, fully
accepted Hitler's instructions that demands should by permanently
made in such a way which would be unacceptable by the.
Czechoslovak government. Or as Henlein summarized "We must always
demand so much that we can never be satisfied”". The German
minority got full support from Germany but from other abroad too.
Henlein visited the United Kingdom to see Mr Robert Vansittar,
chief diplomatic adviser to the Foreign secretary and other
British officials and nobleman. He spoke about the necessity of
disintegration of the Czech political structure.

The British and French governments applied the pressure
upon the Czechoslovak government with the aim to grant far
reaching concessions to the Sudeten Germans. In 1937 during the
visit of the French minister of foreign affairs in Prague
proclaimed that France would do their utmost to prevent a new
war, but refused to grant any guarantee to help Czechoslovakia as
per the allied agreement in case of an attack on it.

Czechoslovakia as the only island of democracy in the centre
of Europe began to stand alone. The year 1938 did not fortell
Czechoslovakia anything good. A new French government in the
head with Mr. Blume confirmed the wvalidity of the mutual
agreement, but this government was very quickly changed with the
government headed by Daladier, who followed the steps of the
British government which refused to express to the problem of .
Czechoslovkia. Both followed the policy of so called appeasment
of Hitler’'s Germany.

On 20th February 1938 Hitler in his Berliner speech spoke
about the requirment to liberate more than 10 millions of Germans
from the oppression. It was clear he spoke about 7 millions
Austrians and 3 millions Germans who lived in the Czech frontier
area. In a short time Germany occupied Austria.

The Czechoslovak republic was prepared to defend itself
against an attack by Germany which was manifested by mobilizing
its armed forces on May 20th and Septembr 23rd 1938.
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On september 19th British and French governments jointly
presented proposals which Czechoslovakia would have to accept.
All territories inhabited more than 50% by Sudeten Germans had to
be turned over to Germany etc. They were rejected. But the
British and French anxious 'to avoid war at any cost insisted on
their proposals and increased their preassure and told that
Czechoslovakia could not expect any help from France or Britain.
Chamberlain and Daladier went to Munich to meet Hitler and
Mussolini and to sign the shameful agreement that alloved the
Nazis to march into Czechoslovakia without a single shot being
fired. Deprived from the international backing president Benes
and the cabinet bowed and accepted this dictate or as it was said
in our- country Munich betrayl. The country was deprived of its
historical frontiers, as well as of a natural geographical border
formed by a mountain range heavily fortified ridges which were
essential for its defence.

Hundreds and thousands were forced to leave their homes and
looked emergency accomodation in the middle of the country. This
event and especially behaviours of France and Great Britain left
for a very long time in the minds of Czechs and Slovaks a very
big scar. It is necessary to point out that especially France
disappointed very much owing to the fact that during the period
of the "First republic" France was considered as the best and
most closed ally.

The post-Munich Second Republic 1lasted only 6 months. On
March 14th 1939 Slovaks nationalists from undemocratic Slovak
People’s Party proclaimed the establishment of the Slovak state,
which was converted into a satellite of Third Reich. Hungary was
allowed to occupy Ruthenia. On March 15th Nazi troops occupied
the CzZech lands which were transformed to German Protectorate
Bohemia and Moravia. On this date Czechoslovakia as an
independent and democratic state disappeared.

A total of 350.000 Czechoslovak citizens (including 130.000
Jews) fell on the battle fields and as members of resistance or
were killed in Nazi concentration camps and jails during World
War II. Czechoslovak soldiers fought on all World War 1II
continents, pilots defended London, bombed enemy territories,
land troops fought in the Middle East, North Africa and Ukraine.

Czechoslovakia was liberated on May 9th 1945, when the Red
Army entered Prague. In Yalta the RAllyes agreed upon the
liberation of Czechoslovakia by the Red Army. It is possible to
say, that this decision cost plenty of Czech lives during the May
revolution. Czech airmen, who helped to defend London to fly and
help fighting Prague, the American troops which liberated Western
part of Bohemia, were in Pilsen not allowed to continue in
fighting and to liberate Praque.



The liberation of Czechoslovakia by the Red Army
strengthened traditional sympathies for Russia and at _the same
time enhanced the prestige of the communist party, British and
French stances at the time of Munich were still very much in
living memory.

The communist party which became the country’s leading
political force after 1946 parliamentary elections. Stalin
prepared Czechoslovakia’s incorporation into the neo~colonist
Soviet bloc. :

Their election victory earned the Communists a strong power.
Their leader became a prime minister. To achieve their goals of
eliminating parliamentary democracy. Democratically minded
cabinet members protested in February 1948 in a collective
resignation. Gottwald used the threat of c¢ivil war to induce
president Benes in accepting their resignation and appointing a
pro-communist cabinet. President Benes bowed under this pressure.
Parliamentary elections in May 1948 were no longer carried out
according to democratic rules and consequently this regime won a
90% approval for its policy. In June 1948 1ill president Benes
resigned.

The Communist dictatorship ruled in Czechoslovakia for 41
years. It is not possible to speak about the Czechoslovak foreign
policy in this period. It simply and without objections coppied
the Soviet policy.

The year 1968 was the only exception of these years, when
Czechoslovak Communists tried to reform the system, demanded
democratization of society etc. This period 1is called "Prague
spring”. Alexander Dubdek the new trend’s leading representative
won a support of the majority of citizens for his concept of
"Socialism with a human face", for a more 1liberal political
system and more independent international standing.

The Prague Spring which represented a threat to the Soviet
model of socialism was destroyed by the armed forces of the
U.8.5.R., Bulgaria, Hungary, East Germany and Poland on 21st
August 1968. By this fact the Soviet Union lost the reputation,
which had gained in 1945. The overwhelming majority of the
population greeted the invasion with passive resistance. The
leaders of Prague Spring were removed from their posts.

The new Communist party leadership headed by Husak, Bilak,
Jakes and others were considered as traitors. The period of
1970’s and 1980’'s of their ruling was called "Normalization"” and
meant the deepening of Czechoslovak economic, cultural and above
all moral decline. The Czechoslovak foreign policy was much more
obedient to the Soviet one. All reformist steps were revoked. The
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only exception was the establishment of the Czechoslovak Federal
Republic, with two states the Czech Republic and the Slovak

Republic.

Plenty of people were deprived of the possibility to work at
their posts, the Soviet invasion generated a new wave of
emigration. The apathy spread in the Czech and Slovak nations for
nearly 21 vyears. In the course of the 1980's the first civic
initiative Charter 77, tried to awake the whole nation to defend
human and civic rights, to observe Czechoslovak compliance with
the Helsinki Charter etc.

The totalitarian regime crumbling internally and weakened
internationally with the effects of the Gorbatchov "Perestrojka",
changes in Poland and Hungary influenced the people 1in our
country a especially our youndg generation. A mounting resistance
which culminated with demonstrations held on the anniversary of
Jan Palachs act in January 1989. On 17th November 1989 -
international day of students, Prague students organized a
demonstration which was very brutally suppressed by police
forces. It provoked a student strike in the following days, which
was Joined by Prague actors. This strike gained sympathy of the
whole nation. The wave of public discontent rapidly spread in the
whole coutry.. The existing human rights movement amalgamated in
the Civic forum and represented the anticommunist feelings. The
Communist government handed resignation and a new government
where Communists and Civic forum had equal representation was
formed. Communist power collapsed upon the election of a new
president on December 29th. The office was assumed by Vaclav
Havel, who had earned international reput as a dramatic, as one
of the leader of Charter 77. Definite collapse of the Communist
power was finalized by first parliamentary election in June
1990. ¢

Unfortunately I am sorry to say no, quiet development
folloved after the collapse of Communist power. Political life in
Slovakia after the revolution took a somewhat different turn. The
process of economic transformation caused a 1little more painful
consequences, opened opportunities for platforms of populist and
national orientations calling for the independence of Slovakia.

The result of the parliamentary elections of June 1992
showed the differences between the interests of these two
republics. The Czechs voted the Civic Democratic Party headed by
Vaclav Klaus, representative of radical transformation of the
national economy. The Slovaks voted Vladimir Meciar'’s Movement
for a democratic Slovakia, representative of a slower progress.
Post-electoral talks between the two leaders soon revealed that
their platforms are different to secure coexistence in a common
.state. The Slovak political representation made know its negative
attitude towards federative form of the republic. So both
representations agreed upon the split of Czechoslovakia as to
December 31st 1992.



The division of Czechoslovakia was received in the Czech
Lands with regret. It was performed in a peaceful an orderly
manner. So the more than 70 year’s history of the common state of
Czech and Slovaks was closed. We can only hope that both states
will gain a full respect on the international stage. As far as
the Czech republic is concerned I am firmly convinced in it.
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Introduction

In view of the war in former Yugostavia and profound internet and/or external insccurity which

threatens stability and even political survival of various states in Eastern Europe, the term

"Furopean security” seems not well suited for a description of reality. Nevertheless, # should also
not be too easily dismissed as a pure myth, for Western Europe hax become the most pristine
example of & demacratic zone of stuble peace. Thus, "Curopean scourity” is at lcast a partial, i e
regionally limited reality *

The current division of Europe into a compact region of stable peace and regions of instability,
crises, violent conflicts and war signifies a marked difference ffom the era of East-West
confrontation. Of course, in this era, too, states were fundamentally dissimilar with regard to their
military and political capabilitics, their goostrategic position, ¢t oetera. While a number of states
coutld feel relatively secure in the shade of superpower rivalry, others became victims of military
intervention (e.g. Hungary, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Cyprus) or scenes of civil war (e.g. in
Northern Treland). However, nuclear stalemate betwecn the two superpowers and a rough
military balance between East and West lent a high degree of stabilily to the gverall structure of
the bipolar state system.? Moreover, the peril of large-scale nuclear annihilation represented an
important element of equality in Europcan security affairs.

As a result of the collapse of communism and the end of bipolarity, the seenery of European
security has become much more diversified. For the states of Western Europe the situation has
significantly improved owing to the disappearence of the military threat posed by the Soviet
Union and its Warsaw Pact allies. (By the way, it is Germany who has won most in this respect.}
The position of the former East Furopean allies of the Soviet tnian and the Baltic states is more
ambiguous. Indeed, they have recovered frecdom and independence, but they arc also afiaid of
becoming isolated in & security vacuum between a stablc bul complacent community of Wesl
European states and an incalculable great-power in the East, namely Russia. Finally, some of the
successoi-states of the former Soviet Union and Yugoslavia exist in almost total inscourity with
only a slim chance of consolidation.

Given this profound security diffcrential - i.¢. the existence of war zoncs gide by side with a large
area of stable peace or, as one of the most clear-sighted observers of Huropean secutity atfairs

1 In this paper the term "Europc” refers to the "CSCE-Furope®, thercby including the
United States and Canada as actors. If not otherwise defined in the text, "Eastern
Furope” is used as a generic term describing the former communist states in Europe.

2 See John Lewis Gaddis, 'The Long Pecacc. Elements of Stability in the Postwar
International Systeny', in: International Security, Vol. 10 (1986), No. 4, pp. 99-142.
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has put it, the remarkable high degree of "incquality in matiers of war and peace™ -, the task of ‘
enhancing Furopean security can be easily conceived of in terms of preserving and extending the E
zone of peace which atready exists in Western Curope.! Unquestionably, progress has been made
in this direction. A number of East Ruropean states are in a fair way to developing stable
democratic political systems. Furthermore, the Weat European states arc supporting the transition
to democracy in Eastern Europe, for instance by transforming and opening their security institu-
tions: NATO and WEU have taken on new tasks in view of new security challenges. They have
also developed new forms of security cooperation with the states of Eastern Burope. While
NATO seems ready to offer full membership to some of the former Warsaw Pact members - at
least in & vague perspective -, WEU's future role is hard 1o anticipate because its development
will be closely linked to the cucrently unforeseeable dynamics of integration in the Europeuan
Union.” The participating states of CSCE, the only genuine all-European security institution so
far, have also developed new institutions and mechanisms, especially in the realm of conflict

L prevention and crisis management.® Perhaps even more important, they have agreed on an
extensive set of principles, notms and rules for the constryction and working of constitutional
states and democratic institutions. in the same field the Council of Europe is of growing |
importance, tao. i

But, simultaneously, the war in former Yugoslavia has become the most dismal symbol of the
Western states' lack of political will and/or ability to export or "project" security to the crisis
regions of Easterm Furope and the Balkansg, In other words, the extension of the Westcin zone

| of peace turns out to be much more difficult than expecred in 1989/90. Why is this s0? As will be
arpued in the following paragraphs, all-European security strategies buill on n extension of the
Western zone of peace have their limitations. Among other things,

‘ * they provide no concrete anawers to the special features of ethnic conflicts,

“ * they run the risk of disregarding the fundamental change it the international (systemic)

| political context that has taken place in 1989/90;

| 3 Nicole Gnesotto, Lessons of Yugoslavia (Paris: WEU Institute for Security Studies,

, Chaillot Paper No. 14, March 1994), pp. 1-2. |

{ ) L
4 For an excellent presentation of this view of European security scc Michael Brenner, !

| Multilateralism and Buropean Security’, in: Swrvival, Vol, 35 (1993), No, 2, pp. 138-155. ,

| '
5 See Mathias Jopp, The Strategic Implications of Luropean Integration (London;

i International Institute for Strategic Studies, Adelphi Paper No. 290, July 1994).

6 See Kari Mottois, Praspects for Cooperative Security in Europe: The Role of the CSCE!,
in- Michael R. Lucas (ed.), The CSCE in the 1990s: Constructing Eurapean Security and
Cooperation (Baden-Baden: Nomes, 1993), pp. 1-29.
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* they tend to overlook structural problems of liberal democracies to pursue rational

foreign and security policies.

New Types of Conflict and the
Lack of Promising Counter-Strategies

Perhaps the most siriking change in European socurity is the replacement of the risk of major war
by a diffusion of risks and sources of instability, But this diversity notwithstanding, more and
more conflicts in Europe take their rise from politically mobilized and radicalized sentiments of
ethnic affiliation.” Ethnic conflicts are extremely compicx phenomena, not only with regard to
their primary causes, but also because of the quasi-auromatic involveiaent of third-party
governments and organizations as patrons of one of the parties. Certain countrics possess an
ethnic mix so representative of regional rivalries that their domestic politics are nearly indistingu-
ishable from regional quarrels. As a delicate mixture of internal and international conflict, most
ethnic conflicts unfold in an ambiguous normative environment, chigracterized by the con-
tradicting norms of state sovereignty and termitorial integrity on the one hand and sclf-determina-
tion on the other.® By their very nature they tend to turn cveryone into participants and - at Jeast
potential - combatants. The objectives of adversaries in ethnic conflicts are mostly wholly
incompatible. And, last but not least, ethnic conflicts are characterized by a seemingly irational
affective. dynamic and strong personal and collective heliefs and solidarities,

- Conflicts of this type raise serious problems for any attempt to build a new European security

architecture, Obviously, traditional concepts of deterrence and defense are hardly helpful for
ethnic conflict management. But non-military, political-diplomatic efforts of mediation by (hird-
parties are often doomed to failurc as well. They are complicated from the very beginning by the
said contradiction of normative principles, by the multiplicity of actors involved and by dynamics
of a seemingly irrational nature.

As the spread of democracy in kastern Europe shows, democratization can both temper and
exacerbate ethnic tensions. Certainly, democracy and the rule of law are ncoessary conditions of

- peaceful ethnic conflict resolution, but thesc conditions do not suffice in any singlc casc.”

7 See John Chipman, ‘Managing the Politics of Parochialism, in: Swrvival, Vol. 35 (1993),
No. 1, pp. 143-170, 143-145,

8 See Hurst Hamaum, Autonomy, Sovereigmty, and Self-Determination, The Accomodation
of Conflicting Righes, (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1990), pp. 3-118.

9 . See Renée de Nevers, 'Democratization end Ethnic Conflict, in: Swrvival, vol. 35 (1993),
No. 2, pp. 31-48. :
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After the End of Bipolarity:
Extension or Erosion ¢f the Zone of Peace

Any ¢onceptualization of European security 85 an extension of the Western zone of peacc has to
take into account that Western integration was facililated - if not rendered possible at all - by at
least two interrelated conditions: {i) the confrontation with communism and the existence of the
Soviet Union as a common - i.e. unifying - eneny; (it) the existence of the United States as an
"Intra-Western European® balancer,

Western cooperation and integration - be it in political/economic (erms in the framework of the f
EC or in political/military terms in NATO - has been essentially an attempt to concentrate and
improve Western political, economic and military capabilities in view of the fundamental threat
posed by communism. Only the confrontation between two antagonistic ideotogivs and modes of

political onganization, two {nuclcar) superpowers and alliances pust an end to European mullipolar
balance-of-power-policies and shifting allisnces and permitted the development of 2 new mode
of organtzing secivity in Europe. Thus, it is important to remember that the pofitical "West" is by
no means a quasi-natural construct. "It took the presence of a life-threatening, overtly hostilc

'East’ to bring it into existence and to maintain its unity®,*’

Additionally, it is doubtful that West European integration would bave devetoped that far without
the active involvement of the United States in European sceutily affairs. As Josef Joffe has put
it, America "has acted s the indispensable catalyst of integration”'” in that it protected the West
Eurapeans nof only against others (i.¢. againsl the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact), bul also
against themselves. Above all, it facilitated integration by reassuring Britain, France and other

victims of German aggression in World War 1) against a renewed German thieat.

Today the unifying force of a common enemy and threat is not at hand. "Instability” as such f
cannot compensate for this,”> Furthcrmore, sericus questions remain with regard to the firture
US.  engagement in Ruropean security affairs™ Thus, the “logic of develop

.

10 (Owen Harties, The Collapse of "The West™, in: Foreign Affairs, Vol, 72 (1993), No. 4,
pp. 41-53, p. 42,

i1 Josef Joffe, "Collective Security and the Future of Curope: Failed Dycams and Dead
Ends', in: Survival, Vol. 34 (1992), No. 1, p. 47. Sec also by the same author The Limired
Partmership: Europe, the United States and the Burdens of Alliance (Cambridge:
Cambndge University Press, 1987).

12 See Joffe, ‘Collective Security', op. cit, pp. 39-40.

13 For a discussion of competing options for U.S. policy so¢ Phil Williams/ Paul IHammond/
Michael Brenner, ‘Atlantis Lost, Paradise Regained? The United States and Western
Europe After thie Cold War', in: International Affairs, Vol. 69 (1993), No. 1, pp. 1-17.
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ment" of the existing 7zone of peace has come to an end in certain respects since 1989/90. There
is a fundamental difference between the (former) creation of a zonc of stable peace in Western
Europe on the one hand and the current and firture fask of extending this zoue to Eastern Europe.
Two conclusions should be drawn from this: First, even if transitions to Westorn-style demo-
cracies succeed in Eastern Europe, it is highly angertain whether this enlarged zonc of peace can
become as coherent as the Westorn zone has been in the erx of East-West conflict, Second, the
Western zone of peace itself could scriousty suffer from the loss of supporting conditons of the
Cold War era. Currently, there are both indications of further intcgration and symptoms of
renationalization,

FPeaceful Democracies and the Spread of Peace

The argument that democratic political stauctures form a pre-condition for stable peace orders in
mtenational relations has become conventional wisdom among most Western political scicntists
and policy-makers. In fact, various studies have revealed thal domocratic states rarely fight cach
other.'* And although some serious criticism against this thesis has been launched,'® the empirical
evidence seems compelling. 'Thus, democratization appears to be the most promising strategy of
enhancing European security aftor the end of East-West conflict: if all states of Furope were
democratic, war among them would be almost impossible,

Nevertheless, effusive optimism i8 oyt of place since - even if the corrclation between democracy
and peace holds - questions remain. For instance: How responsive arc domnocrucics to their
mulual éac:uriry nocds in caser they are threatened from outside, i.e. from a non-democtativ state?
{Note, that a group of democratic states.is by no mcang gquivalent to an atliance.) A related
question is; Inhowfar are liberal democragies able to safeguard their secunly "out of area"? Most
of the research on "democratic peace” has shown janusfaced democracies: While they do not
fight each other, they are frequently involved in military disputes and war with authoritarian
regimes, But the question is whether this really holds for the liheral democracies of Western
Europe at the end of the twentieth century. The Westorn states' reaction to the war in former
Yugoslavia raises serious doubts. '

14 On the state of the art see Bruce Russett, Grasping the Democratic Feace (Princeto:
Princeton University Press, 1993); Steve Chan (ed.), special issue of Imfernational
Interactions, Vol. 18 (1993), No. 3; Democracy amd Foreign Policy: Copnmunity cod
Consiraing, special issae of Jaurnal of Conflics Resolution, Vol. 35 (1991), No. 2.

15 See John 3. Mearsheimer, 'Back to the Future. Instability in Europe After the Cold War',
in: Frternational Secarity, Vol. 15 (1990), No. 1, pp. 5-56, 48-51; Kenneth N. Waltz,
The Emerging Structure of Intemational Politics’, in International Security, Vol. 13
(1993), No. 2, pp. 44-79,
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All these questions point at a critical aspect of the "Domocracies do not fight each other”-
approach: It only covers relations and interactions within the club of democratic states. But from
this does not follow that democratic states are equally well suited ro folfill their individual and
collective {external) security needs. Modem democracics are fuced with structural impediments
for a rational foreipn and security policy. For instance, because democratic governments are
short-lived and can be removed periodically, democracies often lack the courage to cmbrace
polictes which reach beyond day-to-day crisis management, Furthermore, democracy, individual-
ism and the economuc (rather than military) orientation of Western societies make military action
against non-~democratic states difficult, especially if military operations promise to be lengthy and
costly. Even clear cut apgressions, ongoing atrogities and war crimes like those committed by
Serbs in former Yugosiavia are not sufficient conditions for determined Western reactions.'® This
tendency is reinforced by the fact that the use of force has become alimost unthinkable in the era
of East-West division owing to the rationality of nuclear deterrence. Today, managing crises and
non-nuclear risks makes it necessary to accept as normal unce again the possible use of punitive
or even preventive force by the democracies themscives. But Western democracies and their
publics have become unaccustomed to doing that.

Conclusion

"Buropean security" is ncither a pure myth nor perfect reality - it is a pactial ecality instead. Given
the existence of war zones side by side with a large arca of stuble peace, the task of enhancing
European security can be conceived of as an extenston of the Wesicrn zone of democratic peace.
However, political scientists and policy-malers must guard against wishful thinking and short-
sighted historical analogies. Otherwise the European security debate runs the risk of beconung
confused by a new myth.

16 According to Nicole Gnesotto, this is a symptom of 8 moral crisis of Western

democracies’ "The refusal to allow, in the new European arder, the triumph of ethnic
cleansing, (...) could have been 2 sufficiently common element for the West to put
together a joint prohibition of barbarism in Europe. This was not the cas¢. The truth of
the Yugoslav conflict is that our democracies are in such a state of crisis themselves that
they are no longer capable of differentiating between the. manageable and the
unacceptable, even in the case of Serbig", Gnesotto, Lessons of Yugosiavia, op. cit., p.
i1
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S8eminar on Future of Eurcopean Security.

EUROPEAN SECURITY: A myth or reality? /A Ukrainian point of view/

by Andrii Droniuk, Department of International Relations,
Lviv University, Ukraine.

The collapse of the Berlin Wall, and dissolution of the Soviet
Union leading to the emergence of a number of newly independent
states, suddenly made it evident to the West that Europe does notj
finish at the German and Austrian eastern borders. Feeling much more
secure within the enlarged Europe, West European citizens even raised
the questions of the purpose of the North Atlantic Alliance and the
US presence in Europe.

However, War in the Balkans followed by general instability in
the East-Central region proved that establishing a new post Cold War
European political order is entirely connected with the problem of
the future European security. Moreover, the permanent intentions of
Central and East European states to join NATO and West European
security institutions proves that possibility of armed conflict in
Europe has not been eliminated.

What _are the general reasons that force these countries to loock

for new security shade under the NATO "umbrella"? First and the
foremost, is the historical thread of Russian imperialism and the
possibility of new confrontation in the continent. The other two are.’
probable re-emergence of local ethnic and latent border conflicts in
the Eastern region, and fear of democracy failure in some countries.
In the last case the government may be takem over by a narrow
interest or extremely nationalistic group, which may pursue
aggressive policies harming the larger society.

Under the present situation, characterized by the wide spread
of democracy followed by vrapid institutional growth, deep
involvement of the West in Eastern transitional processes, and rising
significance of international organizatidhs, the latter outcome seems

17-0CT-1994  23:43 +az o Zwozee |0 P.O2
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hardly possible, at least on the European territory. As to the
regional conflicts, all of them have some historical base closely
connected with previous imperial political order at the territory of
the involved states. The War in the Balkan peninsula and regional
tensions in the ex-USSR are the most vital examples with an imperiail
origin. The first is a consequence of Tito’s mini-empire in former
Yugoslavia, while the second are the result of imperial policy of
Russia within the Soviet Union.

Quite the opposite situation is observed in Western Europe,
where lack of any territorial claims between the countries may be
explained by the rejection of imperial thinking after the Second
World War. Furthermore, a multipoclar balanced system proved to be
much more efficient in providing for further integrational processes
among the countries. On the other hand, revival of any empire in
Europe would inevitably lead to the bipolar system of mutual
confrontation. Therefore, contemporary return to multipolarity in
Europe, although followed by a number of temporary regiocnal
conflicts, is much less dangerous in a long run, than returning back
to the bipolar systeﬁ, even when speaking about economic opposing.

This simple conclusion is unfortunately much more evident to
ordinary Europeans than to political leaders of such superpowers as
the United States and Russia. American political and economic policy
over the last years demonstrated US preferences to deal with only one
actor in the East Buropean scene. From their point of view, Europe
divided into two spheres of influence. looks much more secure than
when split into small independent areas. But that misses the point
that if Russia does not follow the democratic route of development
trying to establish new kind of empire, the possibility of large
regional conflicts or even of global European crisis becomes
inevitable. To all the above, the experience in managing the Balkan
crisis proved the impossibility of the West to prevent the emergence
of such conflicts, if they are out of the NATO’s traditional area of
control.

Assuming the worse possible outcome, Ukraine, being the most
sensitive to Russian west-oriented intentions, may become the key to
the future European security. Considering its important geopolitical
location, even today the problems of European security can not be

@003
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!

;viewed separately from the issues of Ukrainian national security.
l

|

A short review of some historical facts is indispensable to
prove the impact of imperial policy on general geopolitical situation
in Europe. It may be particularly useful in interpreting the present
content of Ukrainian-Russian relations. First of all the European {
experience proves, that only complete dismantling of empires which

existed on its territory would provide for full security in the

continent. For instance, there has been no threat from Austria since
the neutral status of

“the Habsburg empire was ruined. Moreover,
Austria after the Second World War contributed much to European

The only mistake made was to leave

security during the Cold War.
Yugoslavian mini-empire alive. The painful results of it are quite

evident. The other example is the Kaiser’s empire. Its defeat in the
First World War was not enough to prevent the second one. Only full
collapse combined with the division of Germany assured international
community in its security. :
Unfortunately, this has not been true in the case of the Russian
empire. After every defeat it found some means to establish new kind
of "prison of nations". The final goal of imperial unity was reached
by giving second-order benefits to the colonies or even by retreating
from some territories. That gave a sign of giving up on international

scene and gave the necessary time to recover. Here are some examples

from the history. After the 1856 Crimean War defeated Russia had to
The "October Manifest" giving

abolish serfdom and to sell Alaska.
some freedom to national movements, and retreat from Manchuria as a

result of losing the Russo-Japanese War in 1905. Finally, the First
Poland, Bessarabia and

World War and the year 1917, when Finland,
Baltic states succeeded in gaining independence, afterward the other

colonies had to stand all the horrors of the Soviet empire.

The current geopolitical situation is nothing more than the
However, the

result of the next Empire’s defeat in the Cod War.
experience of conducting "peaceful" war appeared to be very useful.

Today we are witnesses of "peaceful® recovering of the old empire

under a new democratic image.
European

Encouraged by the tolerant position of the West

+42 2 279289
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leaders, and much more by the direct support of the US officials,
Russia consistently tries to bring up the parts of its previous
possessions together, this time by means of more flexible policy,
supported, however, by strong economic arguments, and much rarely by
military ones. After escalating political and national tensions
between or within the previous republics, it offers its
'peacekeeping" services and introduces its troops in the area of
conflict under the slogan of "defending the ' Russian-speaking
minority". Combined with continuous economic pressure, this policy
is aimed at persuading these countries that they are not able to
survive independently of  Russia. The scenarios of the events in
Caucasus, Tadjikistan, Moldova, and even of Crimean attempts are
quite similar. As a result some states themselves become initiators
of reunification with Russia. Such is, for instance, the position of
the current Belarus leaders. The recent declaration of the Kazachstan
president of the creation of the Euro-Asian Union including Russia,
Kazachstan, Belorus and Ukraine demonstrates the new approach to the
revival of the old Empire. '

Unfortunately, the imperial politics carried out by Russian
authorities has great support among the wide society. The results
of the last elections to the Russian parliament is the most striking
example. Statistic data also proves that the majority of Russian
population still think that Russian borders match with the borders
of the previous Soviet Union. Proclaiming the Ukrainian city of
Sevastopol a part of Russian territory by the previous Russian
parliément was approved by 51 percent of the population, while the
President Yeltsin, who opposed this decision, found support of only
12 percent of the citizens.

Last but not least pillar of Russian imperialism is post-
communist militarism. Happy with Russian troops’ withdrawal from the
Central Europe, the West forgets that the largest army in the world
did not disappear. Thousands of servicemen used to the relatively
high standard of 1living in Central Europe, who suddenly found
themselves somewhere in Siberia with very slight future prospects,
form a tremendous factor of social instability. Combined with
insufficient development of civilian and academic institutions with
military expertise, and high 1level of economy militarisation,
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militarism may become a real political thread to newly born Russian
democracy. The October events in Moscow illustrated its high
potential.

Economic decline and impoverishing of the population also
contribute to rising social tensions. As a result people may become
more open to authoritarian and even Xenophobice influences. According
to Mr, Popadiuk, previous Ukrainian ambassador to the US, the reason
of both Washington and the West concentrating on Russia is based on
the belief that its economic and political success will have a f
positive influence on other republics. This problem has two aspects.
Fist, the failure of democratic forces in Moscow might create
conditions conducive to the return of previous totalitarism and the

oy —ram—r

restoration of the empire. Secondly, even a democratic way of
development does not guarantee Russia‘’s appropriate behavior on
international scene. All large countries, even democratic ones, have,
and are ruled, first of all, by their national interests!. Anyway,
at least one thing is quite evident. In the case of possible
confrontation, the political position of Ukraine will be crucial for
all=-European security. '

Until now the political orientation of Ukraine was clear.
Keeping strictly to the Declaration of Sovereignty, and trying to
maintain its neutral status, it showed a permanent tendecy towards
Western democcracies, followed by attempts to raise its international
gsignificance. Despite continuous pressure from the East and inner |
economic difficulties, Ukrainian diplomacy consistently shifted its ]
priorities to the West. Establishing direct ties with neighbor

——

countries and wide involvement in international and European
organizations were the prior tasks of Ukrainian foreign policy. It
became a full member of the Conference on Security and Cooperation
in Europe {CSCE), was the first Community of Independent States (CIS)
country to sign the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement with the
Eurcpean Union (EU), among the first joined NATC’s “Partnership for
Peace" initiative.

Ukrainian contribution to the international peacekeeping

'Roman Popadiuk. Facts External, but Important. Uriadovyi
Kurier, No 29, February 19,1994.
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initiatives is also significant. Being among the founders of United
Nations (UN), it takes an active part in its peacekeeping activity.
Ukraine is also signatory to several regional security initiatives,
such as the Subcarpathian Council of Interregional Cooperation, The
Black Sea Regional Cooperation, and Baltic-Black Confederation.
Moreover, it was the initiative of the Ukrainian’s first President
Leonid Kravchuk to establish Central Eurcpean Security Zone.

The weak point in Ukrainian foreign policy was its position
towards nuclear weapons located on its territory. The Ukrainian
approach to the proklem is explained by national state security
goals, the country’s international significance, and its extremely
difficult economic gituation. The myth about nuclear thread coming
from Ukraine has no real background, as all the nuclear armaments
still remain under Moscow’s control. They endanger European security
no more than nuclear power stations situated in Ukraine, which,
however, can not be removed anywhere.
| Nonetheless, after signing up Trilateral agreement in Moscow by
Presidents Clinton, Yeltsin and Kravchuk, the attempts to create the
image of the "Ukrainian nuclear mnonster" failed completely. As
Mr.Michaylo Doroshenko, Ukraine‘s new President’s Press and
Information Service Director stated, "there is hope that Ukraine
would adhere to +the Nuclear Non—-proliferation Treaty until the end
of this year"?. The decision on removing all the nuclear weapons from
its territory after receiving the necessary security quarantees fully
proves peaceful intentions of Ukrainian foreign policy. However its
impact on Ukrainian international significance still remains unclear.

Taking into acceunt the recent changes in Ukrainian policy its
future international position becomes particularly significant. The

prevailing of the left-wing forces in the parliament, and the rather
pro-Russian orientation of President RKuchma immediately influenced
the content of Ukrainian foreign policy. For example, Foreign
Minister Mr.Udovenko’s statement about the priority of the relations
with Russia and other CIS countries, and Mr. Kuchma’s readiness to
sacrifice national political interests in faver of economic ones,

lpresident’s Declaration on NPT. Molod Ukrainy, No 111,
September 24, 19594.
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evidently draws a new politic line to the East?. Such a shift may be
more than dangerous for the future European security. Any attempts
to establish new kind of Ukrainian-Russian union will, first of all,
lead to the creation of new Eastern Empire, and, secondly, cause
immediate reaction of nationally oriented Western Ukrainian regions.
The current Balkan conflict may look like a children’s game in
comparison with the picture of possible confrontation in Ukraine.
Escaping such an outcome depends to large extent on two factors:
whether the present Ukrainian leadership would be flexible enough to
balance the discrepancies between the East and the West of the
country, and on the position of other European Countries and the US
towards Ukraine.

Ukraine’s future role will increase significantly if European
states look at it from the position of long term European security.
However, it is quite evident that direct involvement of Ukraine in
contemporary European security order based on NATO and EU common
defence policy is more than unreal. Moreover, mainly because of
economic reforms failure, Ukraine is losing its chance to become a
strong member of the Central European security system. On the other
hand, reunification with Russia will encourage Russian imperialists
to take further steps to approach its old borders and may result in
the number of conflicts on the Ukrainian territory.

Therefore, the only possibility is to try to maintain an
independent neutral status by means of balanced policy between East
and West. Although, the prospect of being some kind of "buffer zone"
is not the prominent one, it is much preferable to being a colony.
It is also the best temporary solution of the security problem in the
region. Development of the independent Ukraine will not only hinder
the revival of Russian empire, but under favorable circumstances it
may contribute to forming positive intermational role of Russia.
Economic competition, rather than one-side dependent cooperaticn,

" will accelerate transitional processes in both countries.

Finally, establishing strong protected boarders between Ukraine
and Russia will be helpful in eliminating such matters violating

sI-Ienna\cli.y Udovenko. Foreign Policy Must Be Unigue.
Holos Ukrainy, No 176, September 16, 1994.
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European security as drugs trade, refugees, organized crime,,
contraband of armament and dangerous substances. -

Strengthening present Ukrainian position demands, however,
substantial efforts from the West. It is the turn of Europe to prove
the significance of independent Ukraine. Even insignificant
priorities shifting combined with economic assistance will raise the
confidence of Ukrainian citizens, especially those from the East, and
will prevent a chain of possible ethnic conflicts.

The fina cal of complete opea ecurity should be
approached both by establishing a set of bilateral agreements, and
by rapid development and restructuring European political and
security institutions. This will provide for wider involvement, up
to full membership, of developing European democracies in different
aspects of European being, for establishing multilateral balanced
political order, and for compensation of reduced American presence
in the continent. Mr.Max van der Stoel, CSCE High Commissiocner on
National Minorities, determines the significance of urgent Western
contribution: "I do not think that Europe can afford more of the
bloody conflicts that now devastate some of her regions. If wa do not
invest enough energy in preventing conflicts before they erupt, we
will be presented with a much larger bill in the near future™.

Predicting the future is not possible without some historical
imagination. Referring back to the origins of the Soviet empire,
suppose that some part of the costs which were spent by Western
countries on unsuccessful attempts of tsarist generals, had been
redirected to maintaining the independent Ukrainian state‘, that
existed at that time. If so had happened, maybe the problem of
European security would not be under discussion today.
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‘Max van der Stoel. Preventing Conflicts and Bullding Peace: a Challenge
for the CSCE. NATO Revjiew, No 4, Rugust 1994.
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. THE. FUTURE -OF EURCPEAN SECURITY: WITH OR WITHOUT THE UNITED STATES?

by Sean Kay

THE UNITED STATES AND EUROPEAN SECURTTY: DOMESTIC PRIORITIES AND STRATEGTC GOALS

In December 1993 U.S. Secretary of State Warren Christopher wrote that:
"The United States will maintain its mllitary commitment and responsibilities in
Europe, but President Clinton wust be able to show the U.S. Congress that our
Allies are contributing comn:letlsur.atoaly."1 With Lhe end of the Soviet threat, the
U.S. Congress and the American people are focused on domestic priorities.
Amerlcans are increasingly wary about assuming new commitments abroad and are
regserved about committing militéry or economic resources Lo conflicts that are
not in fhe clear interest of the U.S. President Bill Clinton has established a
European securliy policy which reflects these domestle constraints whlle seeking
pragmatic ways to keeﬁ the I1.S. engaged on the Continent through its commitment
to the North Atlantic Treaty Oréanization.

Transatlantic leadership after the Cold War requires a coordinated effort
tb enhance the strategic priorlities of the U.S. and its NATD allies, enlarge the
community of democratic and free market couniries to include former Warsaw Pact
adversaries, and increase the ability of all Europeans to solve security
challenges in a collective manner. The Clinton Administration i{s pursuing a
delicate balance by combining a concrete perspective toward NATO expansion within
a fargér strategic contexl of assuring that.Russia remnalns facing West through
the Partnership for Peace. Also, the U.S. welcomes the emerging European
Security and Defense Identity through the creation of Combined Jolnt Task Forces
that are separable.but .not separate .from NATO. Despite these ¢creative Amerlican
initéatives, differences over the pace of NATO eapansion and the rolc of Russia
in European security, pelitical and operational questions relating to the

1
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Combined Joint Task Forces, and the continuing crisis in the Balkans have the -

potential to do great harm to the transatlantic relationship.

THE _PARTNERSHIP FOR PEACE (PfP}, NATO EXPANSION, AND RUSSIA

Expanding NATO when there is no strategic need would weaken the abllity of
the Alliance to act in a crisis. Moreover, premature expaﬁsion could have a
negative impact on the main security challenge in Europe! supporting democratic
reform in Russia. 5o long as Russia does not have the capability or desire to
reimpose control over Cgntral and Eastern Europe, Lhere is no urgency to érant
a security guarantee to Central and Eastern European countries. Yet historical
fears of Russian Imperialism and growing instabillty in the region make the
passionate appeals for NATO expansion impossible to ignore. Sympafhctic to these

fears, the Clinton Administration proposed the PP to provide perapective toward

——

NATO membership via consultations in 16 plus 1 and other formats, permanent

-

offices at NATO installations, and Joint planping, training, and exercises for
ail non-NATQO European countries which choose to participate and which meet
certain standards (based on CSCE principles).

Critics charge that the PfP 15 an appeasement of strong Russian oppositlon
to NATD expansion. Indeed, shortly after the PfP was approved aL Lhe Brussels
Summit in January 1994, a senlor advisor to Polish President Lech Walesa asserted
that "we've gone from Chamberlaln's umbrella to President Clinton's saxophone.“z
However, should the political and military aituation in Russia change or other
unforeseen events threaten the new democraciles in Central and Fastern Eurepe,

NATO membership could be expanded very quickly.3 Through full participation in f

PfP, Central and Eastern European countries will be better prepared for NATO \

membershlp 1f any contingency creates an urgent need for expansion. To stress

14-0C7-1954 B2:85 413 253 7986 P.8%
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its commitment to this premise of the FfP, the Clinton Administration now
addresses the issue of new members 1n NATO not as whether, but rather when and
hew to expand.

Assessinp Russila's views vis-a-vis U.S. and NATO intereats is not the same
as conferring a veto over NATO policy. NATO is a defensive alliance and must be
able to act when its interests are challenged. Thus NATO inststs that Russia
wil! not have a veto over Alliance activity. However, on 10 June 1994 at the
North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC) Ministerial Maeting in Istanbul NATO
deferred to Russlan sensitivities about Alliance expansion to the point of
appearing to confer an informal veto for Russia within the NACC. For five hours
Rugsia haggled over the final communique and forced NATO and its NACC partners 1
to drop any reference to expanding NATO membership from the text; This was in

spite of Secretary of State Christopher's assurances that the U.S5. remains

"oommitted to NATD'a e=§3nsicn."4 Thore arc goocd roasons to delay eixpaasion ol
NATO though any form of a Russian veto 1s not ane.
NATO brought Russia into the PP In June 1994 and has deflected Russian
afforts to empower the CSCE as a means of diluting the Alliance. However, NATO
has yet to attain a long term consensus to guide Its enlargement or Its Russia
poliey. Specifically, the U.S, and Germany have strong differences as to whether
or not Russia could eventually Jjoin NATO. This discord became public at a
conlerence held in Berlin on 9 September 1994, at which German Defense Minister
Volker Ruehe rejected Russian membership stating that it would "blow NATO apart, ’
1t would be like the United Nationa of Europe, It wouldn't work."'5 Ruehe added 3

that some former Warsaw Pact countries could join NATO "before the year 2000."6

-

Responding to Ruehe, U.5. Secretary of Defense William Perry indicated that he

would not rule out Russian' membership but . that it would not happen in the

14-0CT-1994 B2:89 413 253 7906 P.B&
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foreseeable future. Moreover, Perry reiterated that NATQ expansion would not

7

happen in the ",..near future.," To complicate these differing views, Vice-

President Al Gore told another confercnce held in Germany the same day that NATO
would begin discussing when and how to bring in new NATO members this autumn.a
The Vice-President's comments support reports from Washingten D,.G. that the
Department of State's head of Buropean affalrs Richard Holbrooke is gathering
suppert within the Clinton Administratlion for a speedy entry of Poland, Hungry,
and the Czech Republic into the Alliance. However, on 2 October Secretary Parry
cautioned that: "... Buropean security is best based on a practical and
cooperative relationship between NATO and Russia, not by closing Russia out™, and
that the PfP should be managed carefully "to avoid drawing new dividing llnes in
Europe."9

Germany has an understandable geopolitical desire to accelerate the process

of NATO expanslon. The U.S5. Department of State wants to use NATO expansion as

a3 diplomatic tool. Yet the Depariment of bDefense is concerned about the milltary

Implications of taklng on new commitments at a time of strateglc and budgetary

uncertainty. If there is a path to NATO expansion, it must come through the PP

and thus it must be given a chance to work. Inter-alliance or inter-agency

~differences are to be expected. However, when displayed in public they are

harmful to the process of making PEP strike the successful balance it was

designed to create.

SIIARTNG THE B : COMBINED JOINT TASK FORCES (CJT¥
At the January 1994 Brussels Summit the U.8. proposed, and NATO endorsed,
the "development of separable'but not separate capabilities which could respond

to European requirementa and contribute to Alliance security,"m To facilitate

14-0CT-1994 ©2:10

413 253 7986 P.a7v

—

-



SENT BY:KINKO'S/AMHERST,MA/USA;10-13-94 ; 19:09 : KINKOS COPY CENTER- 02 7285457:#% 8

the necessary relationship between NATO and the Western Buropean Union (WEU) that
would make any European Security and Defense Identity (ESDI) operational, NATD
approved the creation of Combined Joint Task Forces ({CJTF). CJI'F would
strengthen both NATO and the WEU by allowing a much higher degree of flexibility
in wilitary action and enhancing the abhility of the WEU to carry out Ruropean-
only contingencies uslng NATQ common assets by wearing a dual hat within a NATO
framevork.

As the North Atlantic Assembly (NAA) reports, thce CJTF involves the
*development of multinational, tri-service headguarters, based on deployable
self-contained elewments of the existing NATO command chain, byt adapted further
when necessary to lncorporate elements from natlons (both in and out of NATO) not
currently within the lntegrated structure.“ll The NAA concludes that CJTF has
four important implications for future NATO planning and the execution of
operations: through the dual use of NATO forces and command structures and those
of the WEU, strict consensus in collective déclslon-uaking need not be requlired
in- every instance through the concept of "copalitions of the willing"; it
astablishes a close linkage to the ESDI and gives real meaning to the ¢oncept by
placing it witﬁin a NATO context; it enhances the PfP by using CJTF headquarters
as a means of integrating partnershlp natiouns who declide to contribute to future
out-of-area operations; and it facilitates the involvement of France and Spaln

11 However, a number of serious obstacles may

in NATO's military planning.
inhibit the implementation of the CJTF concept. For example the operational
status of NATO ACE Rapid Reaction Corps within the CJTF headquarters concept is
unclear. Moreover, contingencles must be established to prevent "coalltlons of

the willing" from forcing other Allies into a conflict should a peacekeeping

activity or other military operation confront problems while In action, Also,
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the relationship betwecn the 100 000 U.S. forces that will remain in Europe, the
Franco-German Corps, and the PfF within a CJTF context must be defined.13

CJTF planning 1is done with all 16 NATQ wmembers parilclipating. However,
France has suggested creating a sepasrate compand structure for non-Article 5 NATO
missions. This proposal 1s unacceptable to the U.S5. as it raises serious -
questions 35 to the continued relevance of the NATO integrated military atructura
and why the U.8. should remain a part of it.‘ Establishing an entirely new
structure for non-Article 5 NATO missions would dilute the essence of NATO
military planning by creating a potential scenaric in which substantial. NATO
resources cotild be engaged outside the NATO integrated military command at a time
when an Afticle 5 mission could be necessary., Also, France seeks to increase
NATO political control over CJTF operations which is unpopular with millitary
planners. The resulting confusion about the structure of ‘the French politiecal
and military role has left the CJTF with an uncertain Ffuture. NATO wmilitary

authorities have done all that they car to elevate the conrept to an operational

planning stage. However, with France obstructing the CJTF at a political level, ’
it can not advance further. . C ‘
France's participation in the 29-30 September 19%4 meeting of NATO Defensae ¥

Minieters in Sevillc may have been a positive step to bring France back into NATO
military planning. French officials stress that i1ts attendance was not a change
in doctrine and that they went to coordinate French and NATO activities in the
Balkans and to discuss Mediterranean security. Yet a key element of extended
talks between Secretary of Defense Perry and French Minisater of Defense Frangois
Leotard was to find ways to make CJTF work. For the immediate future, France
insists that it will attend such NATO meetings on a "case by case" basis but as

one senlar official asserts "the line we cannot cross 1s that of reintegration

14-0CT-1954 @212 413 253 7386 P.89
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(in the military structure).14 Thus the prospects for constrﬁctive contributions
by the French toward implementing CJIF are not favorable.

All European nations of the Alliance will have Lo xlow the current decline -
in defense spending If any ESDI is to succeed., As Stanley R, Sloan of the
Congresslonal Research Service asserts, it 1s essential that progress be made to
promote -~ standardization of military equipment, supplies, and operating
procedures. European defense industries are not prepared to fulfill basic
military requirements of non-NATO military action such as satellite survelllance,
command and control, early warning «capability and long-range air
transportation.l5 A potential solution to this problem would be for NATO and WEU
military authorities ;o ldentify areas in which U0.S. and European defense
industries can benefit from dlrect cooperation. Increased cooperation among
Allied defense industries would help make the ESDI and CJTF a workable concept,
and could be a basis for a new understanding of the transatlantlec economic }
relationship. [Unfortunately national rivalries between industries remain a \
constant within the EU and in transatlantic military-industrial relations. :
Indeed, France's Defense Minister Leotard stated on 14 Septcmber 1994 that: “The
U.8. 18, and remains, a2 major ally with whom we must tighten common policy and
develop cooperation,,.But we must differentiate between essential efforts at
political coordinatlion and the fact that American enterprises are and will remain

rivals of European enterprises In the defense field."lf

THE CURRENT FUTURE OF EUROPEAN SECURITY

The U.S. has clear interests in a stable and prosperous Europe. With the
enormous human and tinancial cost of winning WWII and the Colid War, it would be

perilous for the U.5. to stand idle while Ruropeans remain unable to rosolve ’

14-0CT-1994 82:12 413 253 7986 P.10
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security challenges in the post-Cold War era. Neither the U.5. or its allies
will have the luxury of reduclng defense expenditure and resolving domestic
issues should the rlsing tide of nationalism and ethnic conflict engulf Russia
and the larger republics of the former Soviet Union. Moreover, the U.S. has a
clear economic interest Iln maintaining and expanding its trading partnership with
Europe. As new markets apen to the East, the U.S. will only galn from increased
stabllity on the whole continent.

The PfP and the GITF are designed to meet future challenges and are not
mechanisms that can resolve current crises in Europe. In the Balkans, the-EC
{now FEU} sought to implement a common foreign and defense palicy without having
the military means to enforce it. It.is imperative to the long term future of
Europcan security that the Allies attain funcilonal crisis prevention and an
operational ESDI within a NATO context. The PfF and the CJITF will meet both
thegse needs if seen through to their full potential.

If Europeans should indicate that the U.S. is not wanted on the Continent,
the U.S. may reduce .the American troop presence and focus its lInterests on
bilateral relations with Russia, NAFTA, and its growing partnership wlth Asaia.
The PfP and the CJTF must be implemented to their fullest possible extent to
provide a new foundation for America's role in the future of European Sécurity.
German Chancellor Helmut Kohl has sald: - "We need a stable European house and the
Americans need a permanent room in it for all time, with no ifs, ands or buts."11
By proposing the PfP and the CJTF, America has made very clear that 1t plans a
sLrong but pragmatic role in the future in European securlity. What strong and
pragmatic steps the European members of NATO are golng to take to ensure a future

for European security that includes the United States remains t¢ be seen.
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Keeping America In

Allen G. Sens

Paper far presentation to NATO Young Scholars Seminar,
Cesky Krumlov, the Czech Republic, 1994.

On Octalber 23, 1954, the members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation
(NATQO) signed the Patis Agreements, a defining docurment in the history of
the evolution of the Atlantic Alliance. 1 The Federal Republic of Germany
was recognized as a sovereign state by the United States, France, and Great
Britain, and was invited tojoin NATO (while permitting the maintenance of
foreign forces on its territory and accepting restrictions on its military forces).
The United States (and Great Britain) undertock to maintain armed forces on

the continent of Europe as long as was deemed necessary. 2 A unified military

comimand was established under a Supreme Allied Commander Europe, a
pcst that was always to be held by an American officer. The relationship of
the Alliance to other European security institutions was also evolving in the
direction of NATO supremacy. @ The Paris Agreements formalized the
American comimitment to European seaurity through NATC, and the
evidence of that commitment camein the form of US ground forces stationed
in Europe. Thraughout the Cold War, the Alliance would repeatedly grapple
with several issues, induding the credibility and salience of the transatlantic
link, military strategy (especially nuclear pdlicy), force structure and burden
sharing, and approaches to East-West relations. Despite the contentious
nature of the policy disputes that arose from these issues--which aften pitted
the US against its European allies-NATQ, and the US commitment to
Europe, remained strong throughout the Cold War. During the 1980's, US

1Many of the provisions of the Paris Agreements had been agreed to at
the London Conference of September 28-October 3, 1954.

2This cormmitment was later confirmed by President Eisenhower on
March 5, 1955.

3The Paris Agreements provided for the accession of Germany and
Italy tothe Western Union (renamed the Western European Union), and
provided for the dose cooperation of NATC and the WEU. In addition, the
Londeon Conference and the Paris Agreements were signed against the
backdrop of the callapse of the European Defence Community (EDC); the
French National Assembly had effectively terminated the EDC on August 29,
1954.
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foree levels in Europe that were consistently maintained at approxdmately
350,000 personnel. 4

However, with the end of the Cold War, the future of NATO and the
transatlantic relationship is in some doubt  Despite public prodamations to
the contrary, there is a persistent concern about the long term future of
NATO and US presencein Europe. Lord Ismay, NATO's first Secretary
General, maintained that at its inception NATOhad three implicit functions:
to keep the Americans in, the Russians out, and the Germans down. Today,
after the Cold War, the Russians are down the Germans are in, and the
Americans may be on the way out. The central point of this paper is that a
continued American presencein Europeis a good thing for European security .
and a good thing for Canada. However, from the perspective of the United
States, there are some compelling rationales for reducing or withdrawing the
military presence in Europe and these may increase in salience in the future.
Canada, and those European countries committed to the idea of a tangible US
security presence on the continent, must make the case for this presence more
strongly and must consider what incentives might be offered tomaintain it in
the future.

\rmerica's P L E  cef

When scholars speak of a tangible US presence in Europe, it is typically meant
as a reference to ground forces stationed in Europe. Stationed ground forces
have always been regarded highly as they constitute visible and quantifiable
evidence of a country's comimitment to NATO. The Canadian experience is
illustrative. Despite never having comimitted large numbers of ground forces
to Europe (through much of the Cold War Canada contributed a brigade
group ta Germany and a brigade group to Norway), Canada encountered
considerable oppaosition fo the proposed withdrawal of Canadian Forces
Europe under the Trudeau defence policy review in the late 1960's. > Among
the conoerns raised was the precedent any Canadian withdrawal would set for
the Americans.

During the Cold War, US ground forces were seen as necessay in Europe not
only to ensure the defensive akility of NATO forces but also because they
linked the US--and the US strategic nuclear arsenal--to Eurcpean security. In

45ee Les Aspin, Secretary of Defense, Annual report to the President
and the Congress, January 1994 Washington, D.C.: Department of Defence,
1994, p. Q2.

SIn the late 1980's, the Canadian commitment to Norway was
terminated and Canada's contribution was consalidated in West Germany.
The Trudeau defence policy review eventually reduced the size of Canadian
stationed forces in Europe, but did not withdraw them altogether.
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the event of war, US forces would be engaged in battle right from the cutset.
However, the end of the Cold War has nullified this pditical and military

role of US forees in Europe, and US force levels will continue to dedine from
thelevels of the 1980's. The UShas decided to maintain a commitment of
100,000 stationed ground troopsin Europe € For the Clinton Administration,
this force level *...will alow the United States to continue to play aleading
role in the NATO Alliance and provide a robust capability for multinational
training and crisis response” 7 Prepositioned equipment for three complete
divisions will also be maintained in Europe

However, the US dees have options it may be tempted to consider in the
future. It could choose to reduce its stationed ground forces by a significant
nurnbet, There were proposals made in 1991-1992 calling for a stationed
Eurgpean foree level of between 50,000 t0 75,000 personnel. & Or the US could
decide toremove its ground presence entirely, and employ air and naval
assets to the European theatre instead. Finally, it could forsake its
cormimitment to Europe entirely, likely terminating the North Atlantic Treaty
Organisation in the process. @ This paper assumes that the latter contingency
is highly unlikely. The paper also assurmes that the first contingency--the
maintenance of the 100,000 level--is also unlikely. This figure after all, is a
reduction from the Bush administration's force level plan which called for

the maintenance of 150,000 US personnel in Europe. 10 The question is how
Canada and European countries can encourage the US tomaintain a tangible,
militarily significant force to the cause of European security. 11 For
proponents of a continued US military cormmitment to Europe, one asped of
the logic of the Cold War remains intact; deployed ground forces arethe -
ultimate expression of US commitment.

O At present, European Command (EURCOM) is composed of some
183,000 persannel.

7See Les Aspin, Secretary of Defense, Annual report to the President
and the Congress, Janvary 1994. Washington, D.C.: Department of Defence,
1994, p. 20.

B5ee William W, Kaufmann and john D. Steinbruner,  Decisions for
(Washington, D.C.: Brookings

Defense: Prospects for a New Warld Order
Institution, 1991), p. 57, and Dont M. Snider, "US military forces in Europe:
how low canwe go?"  Survival , Vol. 34/4 (Winter 1992-1993), pp. 24-39.

9Sec Earl C. Ravenal, Designing Defense for a New Warld Order
(Washington, D.C.: Cato Institutg 1991), p. 79.

10Cdlin L. Powdll, “The American commitment to Eurcpean security,"
Survival , Vol 34/2 (Summer 1992), p. 1.

11 A *militarily significant" farce, for the purposes of the paper, would
be one of 75,000 US personnel, under the rationales outlined by Don M
Snider, in "US military forces in Europe” pp. 33-38. .
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There are three core rationales for maintaining a US security commitment to
Eurcpe after the Cold War. First, the United States plays an important
reassurance rolein Europe. The Clinton Administration describes thisas a
"...balancing rolein Eurcpean pdlitical relations,* 12 although it is not quite
accurate to characterize the USrole as that of an external balancer (a role often
ascribed to Great Britain) for this presupposes a balandng function between
European factions or blocs. The assumption of this reassurance or balancing
roleis that the US, through its presence in Europe, prometes stability on the
continent by contributing to the permissive conditions for cooperative
European relations. Eurgpean countries want to maintain the U5 overlay as
security against two shadows, the shadow of Germany and the shadow of a
revanchist Russia In effect, America will act as an ultimate deterrer in
Eurcpean affairs,

Related tothis reassurance role is the maintainance of the strength of the
transatlantic link. Pdlitical and diplomatic consultations and cooperation
between Europe and America was strong during the Cold War, a continued
US presence in Europe would maintain the strength of this impartant axis of
cooperation after the Cold War. An Armerican security commitmment to
Eurcpe (and Japan) reinforces the ties between the Cald War allies, and
contributes to efforts toaimed at preventing an ercsion i this cooperation.
Acontinued US presence in Europe is therefore designed more to prevent a
breakdown in current cooperative relations, than it is is aimed at a specific
threat.

A second reason to keep the US engaged in Europe is tokeep NATO strong,.
NATO is the leading security institution in Europe, and acts as an anchor for
stability in the west It also acts as an anchor of stability for the east, as NATO
is the foundation for the Narth Atlantic Cooperation Councll (NACC) and
the Partnerships For Peace (PFP) initiative, which seek to promote
cooperation between Eastern and Central Europe and the countries of the
Formmer Soviet Union (FSU) and the West. The strength of this anchor rests
with the fact that NATO1s a USled arganisation, and that the diplomatic and
military weight of the USis behind it. The effectiveness of NATO, and
probably its very existence, is predicated on a dose link between the security
interests of the US and the security interests of Europe. Finally, the
operational capabilities of the Alliance are also heavily dependent on the US,
nat only in terms of military units but particularly in the areas of 1ogistics and
intelligetice. :

125¢¢ "The National Security Strategy of the United States of America,”
Final Draft, february 25, 1994, p. 48.
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Third, a US presence in Europe, and the continued vitality of NATO, ]
provides insurance against a failure to form a separate Eurcpean Defence
Identity (EDI). The attempt to develop a Common Foreign and Security
Poligy (CF5SF) under article ] of the Maastricht Treaty has been one of the more
disappointing aspeds of the European process. Lack of unity during the Gulf
War and the policy paralysis over the debade in Yugoslavia suggest that the
emergence of a workable ED1is highly unlikely in the farseeable future. A US
presence may be required in lieu of a common European palicy. At best, the
presence and engagement of the US in the security of Europe provides a
hedge against the continued frustrations of these efforts. Paradaxically, the
continued presence of the US in European security and the continued
existence of the Atlantic Alliance may well be an impediment to the rapid
developrment of an EDY, precisely because of the security reassurance that the
US and NATO represent.

Mxﬂms.@mdﬁwamheﬂmmmnﬁngagmgmp&

There can belittle dispute that maintaining an adive US engagement in _

Europe is consistent with Canadian interests. In the first place, NATObinds !
the US into a multilateral framework with other Canadian allies. To the \
extent that NATO has had a moderating effect on unilateral tetidencies in !
American behaviour, Canada would like this "entangiement” of the UStc
continue, Just as European countries find NATO's bindings around Germany
reassuring, so Canadians feel the same way about NATO and its bindings on
the US.

-

-

Second, Canada wishes to ensure the continued viability of the European
counterweight. Throughout the Cold War, Canada pursued a close -
relationship with Europe at least in part to balance the enormious political,
dipiomatic, and economic might of its southern neighbor, The 1dss of this
counterweight would result in even higher levels of dependence on the U5,
and would be a severe blow to Canada's diplomatic autonomy and flexibility. .
Canada always believed that the counterweight would belost if it left Europe
Itis also true, however, that if the US withdraws from Europe, the
effectiveness of the European counterweight would be compromised, as
much of its valueis invested in cooperation with European countries to
influence or moderate US behaviour.

Third, it is in Canada's interests to avoid a continental emphasis for US J
foreign and security policy. If the US contracts from Europe, continental ‘
policies might receive more attention in Washington. This wauld have
implications for Canadian autenomy and sovereignty as a smaller political
and economic entity living next to a political and economic giant.
Furthermore should the US pull out of Eurgpe, this would pull Canadian
policy inexorably in the same direction. During the Cold War, Canada made

-
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the conscious decision to maintain an infernationally oriented foreign policy.
This is still in Canada's interests, and any move to a continental orientation
in the Atlantic area by the US would place heavy pressure on Canada todo
the same. Aturn toward Asia does not offer the sarmnme advantages. While the
economicimportance of Asia now rivals Europe, Asia does not pogsess the
level of political and military cooperation or institutionalization found in
Europe, at least not at present. For Canada a comparable, alternative Asian
counterweight does not exist.

Why Amertica might 1eave Eurgpe

Concerns that America might contract, or even abandon, its European
comimitiment are not new, In 1966, Democratic Senator Mike Mansfield
proposed the first initial troop withdrawal program in the US Congress.
Many more were tofollow. In 1984, the proposed Nunn Amendment linked
US troop levels in Europe toincreased European contributions to the westem
defence effort. Through the 1980's, there was a concern about the "widening
Atlantic' and the impact this would have on all areas of the transatlantic
relationship. 13 Some questioned the wisdom of the US cantribution to
European security, even in the context of the existenoe of the Soviet threat at

that time. 14

Such sentiments have arisen anew after the Cold War. Again, the Canadian
case is illustrative. Canada terminated its stationed forces in Europe
(Canadian Forces Europe) on February 5, 1992, for three main reasons: the end
of the Cold War in Europe and the dissolution of the Soviet threat; the
overstretched commitments of the Canadian Armed Foress; and cost, in the
context of increasing fiscal constraints. The pressures on the United states are
similar, if vastly different in scope.

The most powerful element in case for a US withdrawal is cost. Defining the
cost of the US commitment to Europe during the Cold War was an exercise in
alchemy. Figures (and justifications for thern) varied wildly, from alow
estimate of US$50 billion to a high estimate of US$200 billion, with
percentage estimates varying from 15% to 60% of the Department of Defense
budget.1® The burden-sharing debate of the 1980's has evolved through

135¢g, for example, Andrew J. Fierre, ed, A Widening Atlantic?
Domestic Change and Foreign Palicy  (New York: Coundl on Foreign
Relations, 1986).

145ee Earl C. Ravenal, NATQ The Tides of Discontent . Policy papets
in International Affairs, Na 23 (Berkeley: University of Califarnia, 1985).
~ 153See Leo Reddy and David Jones, Burden-Sharing: The Wrang Issue.
Significant Issues Series, Vol 11, No 5. (Washington, D.C.: Centrefor
Strategic and International Studies, 1989), esp. pp. 10-13; Jane M O. Sharp,
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burden-shifting to burden-shedding, but these debates are all based on the
same premmise. Budgetary pressures and the sentitnent that Europe can
defend itself combine for a powerful contraction logic  Europe has recovered,
and more responsibility for European security should rest with the
Europeans.

Second, changing priorities will have an impact on assessments of the
relative importance of Europe. To the extent that the Clinton Administration
remains committed toa strategy of enlargement, Europe has an important
place given the pricrity assigned to democratisation and market reforms in
Eastern Eurgpe and in Russia However, the adiministration has also
identified regional conflicts, prdiferation of nudear and conventional
weapons, domestic economic recovery, and transnational developments as
dangers to the security of the United States. These involve attention tomany
other regions of the warld. Increasingly, the gye of Washington may turn
away from Europe.

The third mctivation for US withdrawal is the overstretch argument. The
fiscal resources expended on maintaining the European commitment might

be better spent esewhere in the DoD) budget, and the forces deployed ta
Europe might be better employed elsewhere, for examplein Asia, the Middle
East, or in peace support operations consistent with US national interests,
With ground forces committed to Korea, Kuwait, and Haiti, the USis having
enough difficulty matching its capabilities {o the Clinton Administration’s
"win-win" strategy as it is; keeping a large stationed farce in Eurcpe may be an
overseas commitment the US cannot sustain within its own strategic
framewark.

Third, isolationist sentiment in the United States, which emerged in the last
Presidential election campaign, remains a powerful affectation. This takes
twao forms with respect to a European commitment: a belief that the money
spent on such a commitment could be better spent on efforts toreinvigorate
the American economy; and an increasing aversion torisking casualties in
overseas conflicts in the absence of larger interest. The USmay in the future
wish to avaid ertanglement. During the Cold War, NATO was regarded as a
strategic asset in the gicbal deterrent effort against the USSR After the Cold
War, NATO could be seen as a strategic liakility, with the potential to drag the
USinta European conflicts in which it has little direct interest.

"Summary and Condusions,” in Jane M O. Sharp, ed,,

Europe after an
American Withdrawal (Oxford Oxford University Press, 1990), pp. 34-35;
James R Golden, NATO Burden-Sharing . Washington Paper Vdl. 10/96

(Washington D.C: Praeget, 1983), pp. 22-57, and Earl C Ravenal, NATCQ The

Tides of Discontent . Pdlicy papersin International Affairs, Na 23 (Berkeley.
University of California, 1985), p. 71.
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Finally, incremental pdlicies could result in the contraction of US forces from
Eurcpe If US forees in Eurcope come to be regarded as a symbd of US
commitment, what is particularly sacrosanct about the 100,000 figure? If the
military function becomes secondary to the political, why would not haif that
number suffice, or even less? Once the reason for their presence has been
established as symbdlic actual foroelevels donot matter that much. This was
the basis for the Canadian cormmitment; once the military sufficiency of the
deployed forees declined below a certain level, their purpose became symbolic,
and once their purpose became symbolic, numbers nolonger mattered. This
scenario could repeat itself with respect to the US stationed force regime in

Eurcpe, 16
Condlusions: Keeping America

How can European couniries, and Canada, provide incentives for
maintaining a stationed US force presence in Europe?  The aim must be tc
emphasize the value of staticned forces in Europe for American interests
while at the same time reducing the costs of that commitment. The UShas
made this later point dear:

A continued willingness on the part of the United States to act as
a security partner and leader will be an important factor in
sustaining cooperation in many areas. This requires that the
United States remain the leading security partner in Europe,
South and Central America, East Asia, the Near East, and
Southwest Asia. However, America must find ways to sustain
its leadership at lower costs. For their part, US allies must be
sensitive to the linkages between a sustained US commitment to
their security on the cne hand, and their actions in such areas as
trade policy, technology transfer, and participation in
multinational security operations on the other. 17

In short, thesentiments of the burden-sharing debate have re-emerged, only
this time there is no threat "rug" under which these concerns can be swept.
An incentive strategy must speak to continued US interests in Europe, as well
as an alleviation of the incentives for US contraction. With respect to the
former, the US does maintain security interests in Europe. Some of these
interests are mare consistent with European desires; others are less consistent
with European desires. What measures can Canada and European countries

10This concept has been forwarded by David Haglund of Queen's,
University.

17See Les Aspin, Secretary of Defense, Annual report to the President
and the Congress, January 1994, Washington, D.C.: Department of Defence,
1994, p. 9.
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adapt to encourage or strengthen US incentives to maintain a US force
commitment in Europe?

Continue to promote stability, democracy, and market reformin Eastern
Burope and the FSU . The UShas a broad interest in a peaceful, stable and
econormically robust continent, with an expanding membership of
democratic free market countries. In the Clinton Administration's strategy
of enlargement, the successful transition of the countries of Central Europe
and the FSU and Russia is important. NATO, and the US security presencein
Europe, provides an important anchor for these countries, even those for
whom metmbership is a distant praspect. European countries, and Canada,
should contribute wherever possible to the success of NACC and PFP, and in
daing so strengthen the relevance and importance of NATO and Europe to
the American Grand Strategy of enlargement. '

Continue the European integration process . The United states has an interest

in the emergence of a strong European Union, able to act as a global pariner, a
guarantor of regional cooperation, and a safeguard against the resurgence of
aggressive nationalism in Europe. A strong EU woulld also pramcte shared
values, democratic and market reform to the east, and assist in the
maintenance of a liberal trading order.

Assume more of the oosts of the maintenance of US forces in Europe . The
European allies must take all fiscal measures possible to undercut the
argument of those in the US who argue that stationed US forces in Europe
cost toa rmuch money.

Continued adknowledgement of NATO as the leading seaurity organisation
in Eurcpe, and continued acknowl t of American leadershipin
NATQO. The continued affirmation of American leadership of NATO, and
the contimied primacy of NATO in European security affairs, will be required
if the US is toremain meaningfully engaged in Europe. Despite the
strengthening of European voice, NATO must remain US led if US foross are
toremain.

Allied participation in US-led coalitions in out-of-area contingendes . The
stationing of US forces in Europe should be regarded as a down payment for
allied participation in contingencies elsewhere Perhaps a new transatlantic
contract will have tobe negotiated, in which the US receives commitments
from European countries for support and involvement in other

contingendies in return for a US commitment and stationed presence in
Europe.

Deepening and widening of European military cooperation . There should be

increased European participation in the tangible benefits the US percieves
from invalvetment in Eurcpean security; namely, combined training,
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integrated command structure interoperable equipment and joint defence

®5:02 D11/

production agreements, access to air and naval base facilities, and security of

the sea lanes of oammunication in the Atlantic and Mediterraneat.

The maintenance of US stationed forces in Europe is not a foregone
conclusion. However, it is in the interests of Cnada and European countries
tomaintain such apresenca In arder to ensure such an eventuality, Canada

and Europe must work to accentuate the positive aspects of such a

comnitment in the context of Americn interests, while attempting te

minimize the negatives.
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European security: with or without North America ? A Belgian point of view.

Burope does not nced North America as a shield against the existing threats or 'risks’
outside the Alliance, There is simply not such an ovcrall threat at the moment'. Nor does
it need North America as a Buropean pacifier (anymore),

Neverthelcss, my hypothesis is that Liurope needs North America morc than ever (and
vice versa). Continuing the historical process of crealing an Atlantic securily community
should be the main objective for the futurc. The quality of lifc we Belgians cnjoy is
unique in the history of mankind and is for a considcrable parl due to the existence of the
Atlantic Alliance.,

International sccurity today means ‘comwnon security’ which combines the ‘realist’
assumption of anarchy and "the idea that the only rational approach to security under
conlemporary political, military, economic and environmental conditions is through the

logic of interdependence™ .

After World War 11, Europe and North Amcrica first connected their economies, The
Marshall-plan was of absolutely necessity for the European reconstruction and laid the
basis for economic welfure aflerwards. The latter is what pcople in Belgium and other
modern industrialized slates mostly care. From a Belgian point of view, the Marshall aid
was advantagcous in absolute terms, bul meant a failed opportunity to restructure its
economic basis. As Belgium came rclatively intact out of World War 11, our neighbours
bencfited in the long term more from the economic and financial aid®,

Economic welfare cannot be attaincd in an autarkic economy, This applies by definition
for small countries like Belgium, The BLEU (Belgian Luxemburg Economic Union) had
already been established in 1921, Belgium was one of the first European countrics that
agreed with the American proposal 1o include Germany in the post-war European settle-
ment. Minister of Toreign Affairs and future -Secretary Geperal of NATO Paul-Henri

'However, there might be one in the future (cir.infra).

’B.BUZAN, Is international security poesible 7 In: K.
BOOTH, 1991, 44.

* CASSIERS,1 (1993).

3216283253
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Spaak! succceded to convince France as well, In 1955 he was the driving force behing
the Messina Conference which resulied in the establishment of the EEC,

The BLEU nowadays is ranked tenth as importer-cxporter (if China has not jumped over
yel); morc than 70% of the Belgian production is consumed abroad. The share of the
USA within it urns around 5%, which is six times less than Germany, but two times
more than. Spain and three times more than Japan. Onec third of the firms based in
Belgium arc foreign; two thirds of the hunderd largest is American which corresponds
with 8.6% of our GNI* ! To conclude, Belgian ’security’ (as defined abovc) is highly
dependent-on the USA and Canada.

The political and military interdependence between Western Furope and North America
after World War 11 (which meant for Europe ‘dependence’“) was formalized with the
signing of the Trealy of Washinglon seven months after the famous *Nous avons peur!’ of
- Paul-Henri Spaak. For Belgium, both the negative experience of 1914 and 1940 when
neutralily was infringed (wice and the failure of Locarno lcad 1o the decision to join a
credible security system. As Churchill had rejected the idea of a closc relationship with
Belgium just after the war and as the collective sccurity system of the UN had been
paralyscd by the beginning of the Cold War, the Treaty of Brussels (1948)' and Was-
hington (1949)° was the best alternative left. "This signified a turn of 180° degrees in the

‘ Paul-Henri Spaak was also the first president of the
General Assembly of the UN, the OEEC, the Consultative Assem—
bly of the Council of Europe, and the Assembly of the ECSC.

SDAEMS,H. (1993), 36.

¢ Although it has also been argued Lhat the USA, strug-
gling with a lack of internal demand, depended con Europe for
its exports. See M.KALDOR (1990). -

’ fruman wrote in his 'Mémoirs - Years of Trial and Hope’
(1956, 243): "IL was from the three small nations that a
counterproposal came for one regional arrangement rather than
a series of two-party treaties. Mr.Spaak, the Belgian foreign
minister, was largely responsible for this change and it was
in this form that Lhe treaty was made., I think to Spaak goes
the credit for lining up the Eurcpeans for the treaty".

! Belgium decided to participate in NATO only after
military aid had been promised by the USA, Economic imperati-
ves have always been the underlying goal of the Belgian for-
elgn policy.
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Bclgian foreign policy. .

However, the key point that 1 would like to draw attention to is that Europc today does
not only nced North America for its security because of the linkages, but because of the
qualitative level of these linkages. Liuropc and North America are bound togcther sironger
than anyone clse, It was the Atlantic Alliance which Karl Deutsch® had in mind in 1957
as an example of a ’security community’ that is defined as a community of states which
feel not threatened by each other and which use non-violent means to resolve their
internal conflicts’®. The latter has to do with trust, perceplion of each other needs,
mutual ecmpathy, responsivity, colleclive identity formation, and communication in

general.

Besides the alrcady mentioned non-violent cullure and economic welfare is democracy @
third key factor with respect to the Atiantic security community. 1t is not by chance that
the Parinership for Peace agreements include democracy as well,

The rise of political parties having cxtreme-rightist opinions, causcd partly by an
cconomic crisis, might eventually Jead to a crisis of democracy” and a reversal of the

proces building a (ransatlantic sccurity community.

Collective defence organisation

Military security has not become irrclovant, however. Ken Booth is absolutely right when
he points oul that: "A state and its socicty can be, in their own terms, secure in the politi-
cal, economic, socictal or environmental dimensions, and yet all of these accomplishments

can be undonc by military failurc"'?,

® DEUTSCH,K and others (1957).

™ The use of non-violent means to resolve conflicts is
also an explicit part of the Partnership for Peace agreements.

" For instance, the biggest political party in Antwerp
(which is the biggest city in Flanders) is a nationalist,
anti-migrants (if not racist) party ('Vliaams Blok’) that
obtained 28% of the votes in the communal elections of October
9, 1994. oOn the same day, the extreme rightist party in Aus-
tria obtained 23% of the votes in the parliamentary elections.

12 BOOTH,K (1991), 35,
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In 1949, the Soviel threat becamc insupportablc'®. Therefore, the key principle of the
Washington Treaty consists in the fact that the security of the Alliance is indivisible: an
attack on one is an attack on all (Art.5). The collective defence system had both a
conventional and nuclear arm (cfr.infra).

In the meantime the Soviet threat has gone. And whilc today there is no reason to believe
that a major cxtcrnal threat will appear in the ncar future, it can never be cxcluded. The
necessary enlargement of NATO mcmbership will not diminish that risk, on the contrary,
Nonetheless, the maximum nuclear deterrence™ theory however stili prevails. Do we not
have to ask ourselves whether minimum deterrence (being deterrence without sub-strategic

weapon-systems) would not suffice ?

Beside ‘objective’ rigks, security has also a subjective dimension. T would argue that the

. enhanced (subjeclive) fecling of scourily thanks to Arl.5 crealed the necessary context for

the above mentioned process of building a sccurity community, V.Havel alleges that: "If
Western Europe can now enjoy such a measure of democracy and cconomic prosperity

that it actually enjoys, it is undoubledly due, among other things, lo ils having established

‘together with the USA and Canada this securily Alliance as a tool of protection of ils

freedom and of the valucs of Western civilisation"®, My main conclusion is that, parily
as a rcsult of this cnhanced feeling of securily, Arl.S should stay as it is, even when

NATO membership will be extended in the future.

At the same time it should be clear that an attack on a member state that is not responded
collectively in the futurc will degrade the credibility of the Alliance enormously, if not
totally. A collective defence organisation remains, by definition, fragile., That is another
reason why I would like to stress again thal the main reason for the North American links

to Buropcan sccurity should not be the collective defence argument, but the security

Bplthough George Kennan, for example, saw the establish-
ment of NATO as an over-reaction on behalf of the Atlantic
community.

4 Maximum nuclear deterrence means that sub-strategic
nuclear weapons might be used against the enemy’s forces
(instead of against their cities). It corresponds with the
concept of limited nuclear war.

BHAVEL H. Quoted by WORNER,M (1991), 4.
4
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communily argument. ‘A collective defence organisation is simply not sufficient for a
securily community. Or in other words, NATO as a relic of the Cold War must undergo
significant changes in order to survive. It is NATO's merit to have adapted itsclf already
(with the New Strategic Concept, CITF, RRF,...). Still, at least onc debate has not-yet
been closed. '

European ity: with North Amectica, but with a strengthened Eu n pillar -

The European security context in 1995 is totally distinct from that of 40, 20 or cven 10
years ago. The end of the Cold War meant a break in interdational relations and "anyone
who fecls nostalgia for the Cold War ought to have his or her head cxamined"'. Today,
the citizens of Western Kurope enjoy nearly the same economic welfare as our North
American colleagues, but still rcly primarily on the USA for their defence, both nuclear
and conventional. 1 would likc to unravel these two elements furthermore because they

both cause frictions within the Alliance.

From the moment the USSR could reach North America with ballistic missiles in 1957,
the nuclear debale turned fundamentally around the credibility aspect of the extended
deterrence theory. In other words, would the USA have uscd their nuclear weapons in the
case Burope would have been attacked' 7 In Belgium, e.g., the cruise missile debale in
the beginning of the cightics was thc most debated political issuc since decades.

With regard to conventional weapons-systems and iroops, the demand on behalf of the

USA for ’hurden-sharing’ and °responsibility-sharing is legitimate, having in mind the

~ predictions of Paul Kennedy'® about over-stretching the cconomy. On the one hand, the

European allies do not dislike the idea of an cnhanced role for the European pillar within

NA"I‘O, but on the other hand they are not keen to spend more on defencc. Even in the

| past, most Ruropean statcs did not contribute a lot with regard to defence. Consequently,

" us Aambassador Albridge. Remarks to the National War
College, 23/9/1993,

7 Henry Kissinger acknowledged in 1979: "I would say,

. what I might not say in office that our European Allies should

not keep asking us to multiply strategy assurances that we
cannot pocsible mean". In: J.SHARP: ‘’After Reyclavik: arms
control and the allies". KISSINGER,H (1987}, 341,

BRENNEDY, P (1990).

.87
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the 'flexible response’ theory missed some crucial steps in practice. Western Europe is
not able to raise more than a few brigades. The end of the Cold War exacarbated even
more the sitvation, In recent years defence budgets have been further cut down., NATO
Headquarters, for instance, did not like the Belgian decision o give up ils system of
conscription. Italy had to hirc British pilotes for defending their cities against possible
Serbian attacks!

As long as Europe docs not take up its responsibility, it reinforces the isolationist voices
which always have existed in American foreign policy circles and may accclerate the

process of withdrawal from Curope (as Canada already did).

In January 1994 the NATO countrics declared: “"We therefore stand ready to make
collective assets of the Alliance available, on the basis of consuitations in the North
Atlantic Council, for WEU operations undertaken by thc European Allies in pursuit of
their CESP" . These are the so-—called Combined Joint Task Forces (CITF). "For the
Europeans this mode! could provide the cominent with a measure of self-sufficiency, or
the appearance of sclf-sufficiency, much sooner than they could othcrwise afford™*. The
only altcrnative would be the Rurocorps, which can be used for operations under WEU
- and NATO (as part of the Main Defence Forces); still, the Eurocorps would nol be
operational before 1995, "For the Amcricans the taskforces could be a crafty way of
Tetaining a discreet veto over liuropean operations while reducing the number of men and
- weapons thal il deploys abroad”®. The samc remark applies for the Eurocorps used
under NATO. '

Notwithstanding all this, in principle all NATO states agree’: they have welcomed the
Maastricht Treaty which clearly states that it is meant "to jmplement a Common Forcign

and Security Policy (CFSP), including the cventual framing of a common defence policy,

' CLARK,B (1994).

®ldem, _

Yplready in June 1991 (Copenhagen) the NATO mewmbers
agreed: "The creation of a European identity in security and
defence will underline the preparedness of the Europeans to

take a greater share of responsibility for their security and
will help to reinforce transatlantic selidarity”.

6
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which might in time lcad to a common defence, thereby. reinforcing the European identity
and its independence in order to promote peace, security and progress in Lurope and in
the world"”. The WEU will be both the defence arm of the U and thc mcans to
strengthen the European pillar within NATO. In the meantime, the WEU however lacks

the nceessary infrastructure...

It is cvident that the main problem is political. The crisis in cx-Yugoslavia made it clear
to which extent Curope had & common foreign policy. J.Joffc, former editor of the
Siiddcutsche Zeitung poses it is as follows: "In Europe there s nol one sovereign; -there
are twelve. These sovereign do not obey the call of *Rurope’ but listen to the voice of the
national interests as articulated by the chorus of thcir domestic policies". As long as
the West-European states do not act together in concrete situations, nothing will be achie-
ved, As long as Balladur’s first principle with regard to France's foreign policy is:

"Réserver la plus grande liberté de décision ct d’action 3 la France"®, there:is not much

hope. ‘Fhe ¥rench withdrawal from thc military wing of NATO in 1966 secms not be

amendablc in the near future™. The 'constructivist’ school in Intcrnational Relations

would probably explain this behavior as a problem of identity,

" 'When it really ‘matters, however, even Erance acknowledges the primacy of the USA.

President Bush asked explicitly in Rome in 1991: "If, my fricnds, your ullimate aim is to
provide independently for your own defence, the time to tcll us is today". The same
mechanism turned up cvery time with respect (o the nuclear issue, "Zurope resent the fact
they have entrusted their sccurity, the ultimate responsibility of any nalion-state, to a
distant protector. Yet in the end, as the dénouement of thc Euromissiles drama showed,

“the Western Luropeans preferred the extra burden. of the missiles to the uncertain rewards

-

2Neveriheless, this inter—governmental pillar lies far
behind the ideas flagged .in the Tindemans-repori of 1975 (an
which majority voting was proposed).

®» JOFFE,J (1987), 185,

M 1e Figaro, interview with Premier BALLADUR, 30/8/1994,

B panecdotaly, the move of the NATO Headquartere f£rom
Paris to Brussels also meant the end of the political career

of Paul-Henri Spask, as he did not agree with hic party’s
opposition against Lhe removal. - ‘ :
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of autonomy™®. As a consequence, the Europeans have to accept the counterpart of the

deal: no more political Jeverage wilhin the Alliance.

1 also belicve thal concrete decisions by the different member slates regarding conflicts
around the world will have considerable more weight than the establishment of a new
securitly architecture, History shows that the role of individual states and individual states-

man do mallcr,

Global security _

Besides the argument of the nccessily of holding the transatlantic securily communily
together and giving it even more impetus int the fulure, there is an other Jogic having
implications in thc longer term, namely the liuropean interdependence with North
America as well as with Latin-America, Asia and Africa with regard to thc conscrvation
of our environmens, As ).Nyc admits: "The solution to many issues of transnalional
interdependence will require collective action and cooperation among all states. Such
issues include ccological changes such as acid rain and global warming, health epidemics
such as AIDS, illicit trade in drugs, and control of terrorism"¥. Cooperation becomes
not only more likely, but also necessary. 1 lotally agree with Ken Booth: "If we do nol
bring the interrelated problems of climatic change, over-population and scarce resources
under control within the next generation then all bets must be off regarding the prospects

of an international community living in stablc pcacc"?,

------------

%JOFFE,J (1987), 36.
7 NYE,J (1990), 5.

* BOOTH,X (1991), 349. It is remarkable that over-popula-
tion and degradation of the environment were the two mostly
cited world problems in a survey organized by Prof.L.Reychler
at the Katholieke Universiteit Leuven (KUL) in October 1994
for graduate students in international relations coming from
different study backgrounds.
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THE QUTLINE
1. The Cold War cora

~-The United States' role in swustaining the Furopean securitly
during the Cold War era

~The Europeans' perception of American troops as guarantors of
their security

-The U.S8. imternal implications of 1HEil PIESENCE in BUIoGpe: (hc
pconomical burden; the political gains of mifitary
action/prescnce overseas in the internal U.S., political situation

2. Post-Cold War

—~is the U.8. presence Iin Furupe adequate to the presenti/future
security tasks?

-the American response to the Turopean security challenges bevond
the NATO's zone of responsibility {(Yugoslavia und Tray)

~the¢ challenge from the Fasi: the TU.3. role in shaping the new
NATO's policy towards the former WTO couniries (PfD)

-the bilateral U.S.-Russian aspeci, especially in the sirategic
nuclear field

-the U,8. in Furope and the United Nations. The new potential
members of the Security Council {especially Germany) and the
Furcopean security

3. The United States and the new role of the nuclenr wenpons.

-the limitations of the deterrent power of the nuclear weanpons in
the modern world

~-the end of ideologica! foundation  of the atomic delerrence and
the significance of the puclear arms as a determinant of place in
the international hierarchy of the distributian of forces

4. The modern tendencies 1n the relations between the U.S. and
{heir Furopcan alifes, especially France, Cermany and Britain

5. The European securiiy institutions: the perspectives of CSCE

and European Union vs. NATO
-any future for CSCE?

6. The officinl U.8. doctrinal attitude Lo their Furopean role:

"The first and the most important element of our strategy in
Europe must be security through military strength and
cooparation. The Cold War is over, but war itself{ is not over'
<A Naetional Security Stralegy of Engagemeni and Fulargement. The
White House, July 1694 p, 21>

7. The U.5. defense expcnditure cuts and the European proscncce.

Conclusion.
The need of sustalining the U.5. presence in Europe both on the

military-political and perceptional grounds. The Furopean wish to
accept, and the Amcrican rcadiness to provide, the military
presence in Europe. The halting of US/Canadien presence in Lurope
- an unrealistic scenari¢o in the present sitvalion of instability
and change in Europe.
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THE EUROPEAN SECURITY: WITH OR WITHOUT NORTH AMERICA?

by Alexander Kaffka,
Institute of the USA and Canada,

Russian Academy of Sciences, Moscow.

1. The Cold War era

The United States’ role in sustaining the European security since
the end of the World War till the end of the Cold War has been
undoubtedly critical. In the times of severe ideological
confrontation, the North American troops in Europe had clear-cut
political and military importance vis-a-vis the Warsaw pact’s
military contingents. More than that, having indeed very
significant military strength, the American trcops in Europe also
had a remarkable psycholeogical impocrtance, being perceived by
the West Europeans as a token of the firm U.S. commitment to
their securitf. _BQEh of these two aspects of the American
presence in Europe contributed to the stability and peace on the
continent, and it is challenging to assess now which one of them
had a bigger impact on the situation. However, with the Cold War
over and no ideological confrontation in place any more, the role
of the US troops in Europe is changing, posing more and more

guestions and concerns both in America and in Europe.



The first aspect of the US presence in Europe has < changed - they
are not counterbalancing the WTC’s forces any more - Dbut the
second aspect 1is still there: -the Europeans’ perception of the
American troops as guarantorg of their security is a fact of
life. More to that, the disintegration of the WTO and removal of
the Soviet troops from Central and Eastern Europe has not
autcomatically increased the secﬁrity of the Europeans, as instead
of the hypothetical Soviet threat they had to face the very real
military threat in the heart of Furope - in Yugoslavia - to say
nothing about the threats coming from the outside of Europe
(Irag), and the risks and problems produced by the instability
and turmoil in the former Soviet block. In fact, the U.S5. troops
in Europe had far more occagions to prove their effectiveness
after the collapse of the Warsaw Treaty, then before. That is why
it does not seem probable that the West Europeans will favor the
removal of the American troops from Europe, although their tasks
should be different from what they wused to be, fully reflecting

the transformed security needs of today and tomorrow’s Eurcpe.
2. After the Cold War

Nevertheless, it 1is not (or not solely) the Europeans’ public
opinion that determines the decision-making on the US’ keeping
troops in the 01d World. Keeping forces stationed in Europe is
costly:' its cost had many times aroused concerns in the United
States C(Congress even 1n the times of the Cold War - and it
becomes increasingly difficult to explain the spending on the

Furopean presence with Russia and other former adversary



countries being partners of NATC’'s PfP program. The central rocle
of the transatlantic relationship for the Allies was put under
gquestion. Bill Clinteon’s administration made an emphasis on the
domestic needs, promoting the economic interests of the nation as

the top priority in the US foreign policy.

On the other hand, the successful overseas operations of the US
armed forces are known as a highly effective 1instrument for
boosting the popularity and  prestige of the Washington
administration. The troops in Europe may thus become a subject of
complicated political game bLketween the Administraticn and the
Congress, or Dbetween presidential candidates, or between
departments within the executive branch. Thus, the internal
political implications may have both positive and negative impact

on the future of the American troops in Europe.

According to the official U.S. doctrinal attitude to their
Eurcpean role the U.S8S. remain strongly committed to providing
security to the West Europeans:

"The first and the most important glement of our strategy in
Europe must | be security through military strength and
cooperation. The Cold War is over, but war itself is not over"

<A National Security Strategy of Engageﬁent and Enlargement, The

White House, July 1994 p. 21>



However, some of the earlier statements of the US top officials
led to the impression that the United States, while activating
their efforts in Agia (last year’'s Asian-Pacific Economic
Cooperation (APEC) summit) were moving the focus of their poligy
away from Europe. This followed, inter alia, £from Secretary of
State Warren Christopher’ formula that "Western Europe is no
longer the dominant area of the world" and that "Washington had

been too "Eurocentric" for too long".

Such trends have led to understandablé concerns of the Europeans
about their security and eventually resulted in a more balanced
US attitude towards 1ts foreign policy priorities and dismissal
of the "zero-sum" apprcach . to choosing between the "Asian" and

the "European'" focuses.

The European NATO allies do remain in favor of the continuved US
presence in Eurxcope. It is an open question whether the U.S.
presence in Europe in its present form is really adequate to the

current/future security tasks, but one may point out some of the

obvious military and hon—military reasons for this presence. For
instance, 1n the times when nuclear containment is to a large
extent locsing its deterrent force, the . conventional military

potential of the United States, represented by the troops
stationed in Europe plus the efficient sea/aérlift capabilities,
is increasing its importénée as a stabilizing factor in the
uneasy European situation. The concerns over the economical
growth of the unified Germany, seen by some Eurcpeans as a

worrisome development, and her aspirations towards greater role



in the international relations, including standing membership in
the Security Council of the United Nations, may be appeased by

continued substantial American presence, too.
3. The political U.S8. involvement in the European security

All that was said above concerning the Bmerican role 1in
gsustaining the European security was connected to the actual US
military presence on the continent and the external and internal
implications cf this presence. However, the theme outlined in
the title of this paper suggests a brcader interpretation of the

America’s significance for the security in Europe.

The pivetal US role in NATO may be seen as another critical
aspect of this significance. Having led the Alliance during the
post-war decades, the United States were also the first to
originate the transformation of NATO towards better adjustment to
its new tasks. Speaking about the US role in building the new
European security architecture, one cannot help mentioning the
"Partnership for E;éée“ idea, Dbrought to the Furopean security
agenda by the Americans. The PfP system of agreements ncow
encompasses virtually all of the former. adversary states and
vividly demonstrates the positive developments in building the
new pan-European sgecurity structure. The new pattern of
relationships, especially in the political and military fields,

having been established between the NATO and the partner states



not long ago, 1s gquickly reaching operaticnal level in joint
training, maneuveré and other activities directed ‘at
rapprochement of the Western and Eastern institutions.

Having briefly touched upon the American role in NATO, one should
mention the other ways of the US participation 1in the European
security matters through the international security organizations
- such as.-CSCE and United ©Nations. While it is obvoisgly beyond
the framework c¢f this paper to assess ﬁhat participation in some
detail, the role played by the United States in such developments
of these organizations, ag reductions of the conventional forces
in Europe (CFE), confidence- and security-building measures
{(CSBMs), peace-keeping operations in former Yugoslavia, must be

emphasized. ’

It 1is also worth reccllecting the bilateral aspects of the US
invelvement in the European security arrangements. The agreements
on bans, cuts and non-proliferation of the weapcons of mass
destruction, negotiated with the Soviet Union  and
Russia/Ukraine/Byelafﬁs/Kazakhstan had a critical impact on the
Europeéﬂ security, and the level of activity of the United States
in this domain remains very high. The United States, as well as
Canada and the European countries play very significant roles in
supporting the complicated and expensi?e programs of elimination
of the treaty-limited armaments and military equipment in the
NIS, solving the problems of doing away with the nuclear and

chemical munitions and waste.



Thus, it weculd be unjust to limit the problem of the America’s
importance for the European security matters only to the U.S.
and Canadién troops Stationed in Eurcpe. This problem is far more
versatile and it is a challenging task to cover it within the
limits of this paper. However, the above conslderations seem to
?rove that the US role in European security is essential and the
halting of US/Canadian presence in Europe or sharp decrease of
the political involvement of America in the European security
matters is an unrealistic scenario in the present gsituation of

instability and change in Europe.
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EUROPEAN SECURITY: WITH OR WITHOUT RUSSIA?

Marius LAURINAVICIUS,

correspondent for national daily Lietuves Ryftas (Lithuania)

| Introduction

The answer to the question which the title posés could scem very simple, Every
person who has common sense and who gives priority to pragmafic arguments and
not {o some nationalistic complexes or ideological prejudices would desire to build
European security with Russia, '

It i very natural, Despite the lost Cold War Russia remains the biggest and the
strongest military power in Europe thus excluding it from the architecture of
European security would mean permanent threat to it. It is obvious that 1n the case
of isolation of Russia one can achieve stabijlity in Europe through the o called
balance of power bul one can never achieve real security,

Lithuania's geographical and geopolitical situation makes the so called "question of
Russia" the main priority of the national security. Qur country is doomed io hive 1n
the neighbourhood of Russia and because of that our security needs especially
require to include Moscow into European security system. There is no doubt that
such inclusion could be the best solution of Lithuania's security problem which is
very sensitive.

Though nowadays most of Western leaders often pledge their "unwavering support”
for the efforts of the three Baltic countries {o reestablish themselves as members of
the international and European communmity, the people of the Baltics have heard it
all before, and should have no illusions about Western support in a sifvation of
Crisis.

1f the leaders in Moscow do decide fo invade the Baltics for the third time in this
century (a prospect which, forfunately, seems unlikely at the moment), the
international community will watch idly from the sidelines, The Western powers
might recall their ambassadors from Russia in protest, and send Russian diplomats
home as well. A few speeches condemning Moscow's actions would be made at the
UN Gencral Assembly and other infernational forums. Some meaningless economic
sanclions might also be taken gs a symbolic gesture of surport for the Balts.
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But there is no doubt that if Russia does decide to reassert itself, the Balfic
countnes should rely only upon their own resources and upon. the will of God for
protection. As one American journalist said, in the case of new occupation the
Untted States (as well as all the other Western conninc'z) would not 1ewgmzc it for
fifty years agam

We can find a very good argument for the "European security with Russia® in the
history of Europe of the 20th century. Twice in this century European nations had
to solve a very similar problem, i.e. "Buropean security: with or without Germany”.
The outcome of two diffcrent solutions could show us which is better. Full
integration of GGermany and France, which were irreconcilable enemies for
centuries, Info onc Eurcpean community magde any war or senous conflict after the
World War I impossible not only between them but also between all Western
EBuropean countrics,

History proved that the best way to avoid any conflicts with an enemy is to make
him a fnend. In the long ferm, the best security is to make war impossible, Among
countrics that were once enemics or anfagonists, such as in Western Europe,
peacefull relations have been ensured by developing s web of economic
interdependence. (1) And because of that the strong desire of Western community
to intcgrate Russia into European and international democratic communify and all
economic and political organizations, which is clearly scen during recent years, is
very undersiandable.

Maybe for the first time in centuries today's Russia has a real opportunity fo play a
constructive role in the world community. And certainly this opportunity must not
be lost by the Western democracies. Isolation of Russia indeed could result in a
hostile Russian military posturc. On the other hand, including Russia into Huropean
organizations would mean new security commitments to Moscow.

Raltic states also want thesc efforts to be succesfull. Without any doubt we declare,
that the Balts want "European security with Russia”, But as it was mentioned by
Estonian foreign minister Juri Luik in his address to the United Nations General
Assembly on Scptember 28, 1994, in oder to be succesfull this policy must be
mutual.

Mutuallity of the policy of Russia's integration {o democratic world community is
the most serious problem in answering the question posed in the title of the present

paper.
Does Russia want "European security with Russia"

Even some Russian analysis agree that to say the least Russia's mtentions arc still
not very clear. "In the years to come Russia will stay suspended, yet constant
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seourity threat on the cdpe of Furope: a nucloar power and siill a major military
force with unclear intentions, compliceted domestic pobcies, with multiple interest
groups influencing fareign and security policy, producing scores of vefupees and
Migrants, raising scourity concers of the C1§ siates ond Bastern Fuiope, and
finally unsble to cooperate with the West on security issues", wrote research fellow
at the Iomtitute of Lurope of Russian Academy of Scicnce Swf & yoar
apos when Russian fogeign poliay still was i1l not so assertive, (2}

Sorae Russion unalysts also agree that MOSsia ST SUexs 1o animn var svprme e
goals. "Since 1993, Russian policies have been openly pursuing the gou! of
reintegrating the area of the former USSR, Andrei Zagorsky admits. (3)

Greater or lesser imperialisfic tendencies eould be found in alt known official and
unofficial concepts of Russian foreign policy almost nnrediatly after the break of
the Soviet Union. Begining from the well known Karaganov's doctrine which
officially had nothing fo do with Russian foreign policy (thouph it was published in
an official Rusgsia's foreign policy journal "Diplomaticheski vestnik™) and ending
with the official Russian foreign policy and military doctrines as well as Russian
forcign intelligence agency report released on September 23, 1994, almost all the
authors agree upon necamperiahistic policy goals and means (o achieve thern. To
make a dream to create a new empire or at leas( a confederation Russia employs,
Russian speaking community's card, wide political and economic pressure,
econoric and investment expansion and the wish for stability in foreipn countries,
on the basis of which i ries to get 8 peacekeeping mandate in the former USSR,

} is truc that, almost all the authors of above mentionod concepts agreed that in
regulating the situation in the fomer USSR and establishing other relations with the
world it is necessary fo apply the rules of CSCE and other international regulations.
Nevertheless they declared that in case of the extraordinary citcvinstances Russia

shoukl not avuid one-sided decisions - political, economical sanctions and cven the
use of power,

Karaganov, who t& 2 member of the President Council of Russia now, as well ag
most of the other authors of the foreign policy concepts, have also analysed the
other ways which could be chosen by Russia, But almost all of them have rejected
demoeratic policy, 1.¢. the formation and consolidation of national states in the
former USSR and total non-interfering policy of Russia, as unrcalistic, Karaganov
stresses that Russia in any case will be forced to perform a postimperialistic role,
According to the author, even if Russia rejected that role, the history would foree it
10 assume it again, :

It is imporiant to mention that Karaganov as well as cunient Russian {oreipn policy
makers are the representatives of the Atlantistic foreign policy school. But it is no
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secret that other schools exist too, for example, the so calted Furoasian school
which is supporied by quite influencial forces in Russta,

Thig school is imperialistic by ongin. Most Russian imperialists ace anti- Western
and anti-Buropean. They have adopted the position of the slavophiles and
Buroasians, who belioved that Russia's main historical mission was 1o challenge the
West, The Evroasians claim toduy that the disintepruation of the USSR and ihe
emergence of new states on Russia's western borders mean that the country has
become geographically, and therefore spirituatly, even more separated {rom Central
and Western Europe. Though critical, many imperialists believe in Russia's
optimistic future becavse they hope that Russia will gain back its colonies. The
EBuroasians staic that Russian foreing policy should focus on developing relations
with the USSR successor states rather than with the West, Russia, of covrse, claims
ihe role of the suzerain. According to the wiew of Euroasians, Russia can overcome
its current crisis only by creating a new s{ate, i.e. Eurcasian {edcration,

The siatement made by Russian minister for Foreign Aftaire Andres Kozyrey in
Stockholm on Pecomber 14, 1992 should not be forgotten as well. During CSCE
summit conference Kozyrev said fhat he had to make some changes in the Russia's
foreign policy. Kozyrev declared that though Russia is not going to reject the
process of approaching Europe, if should be understood that the most of Russian
traditions are stil} connected with Asia. That is why Russia is going to support
Serbia, to demand that all republics of the former USSR should join the CIS, and in
case of necesity it would use military force and economic sanciions.

As is known, after an hour the statement was cancelled, But now we can find lotg
of similarities between the above mentioned statement and current Russian foreign
policy. Some of Kozyrev's statements as well as carlier mentioned doctrines now
seem 10 be translated into reality. In Russia's position fo Armenian- Azerbajan
Georpian-Abbazian conflicts and even m its relations with the Baliie states, where
the standpoint of "divide et impera” is obvious, Russia still plays the card of the
"sroblem" of Russian-speaking commumity and in case of necessily not only makes
economic and political presure bul ulso uses military force.

So even if Russia followed the Atlantistic concept of foreign policy, certain
imperialistic features could be easily traced. The situation could be described as
follows: though President Yeltsin and minister for Foreign Affairs Kozyrev are
supporters of Atlantistic concept, recently their positiions keep getting closer to
those of IZuroasisns.

Certainlv. traditionallv heavv-handed Soviel foreien nolicy hat become motve
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Though Moseow docs not tcll them what they should do, i hat {ried {o tell them
what they should not do. (4)

Options at the time of Russia al the crossroads

With Russia still ul the crossroads, it it not clear whether it s possfhh- to achieve the
goal of Russig's inteprution into world democratic community, Se it is also unclear if
Furope will become 8 cooperative secunty enviroment or g compefifive one.

T'o my mind in this situation & very important and probably a very decisive role
should be played by Western democratic world. The achievement of the cooperative
security enviroment is possible only gradually, using the means of the competitive
cnvironment,

The statement "now is not the time to draw new dividing lines in Europe" which
western politicians like so much is absolutely tiue. But it is nof the fime either to do
any ctsential concessions for Russia. Moscow tries to reestablich jts agressive
foreign policy and any concession would be considered as its victory and a weakness
of the oponent. History proved that all the concessions always encouraged Russia to
seek new ones.

There are a lot of examples of such Russian behavior. To my mmd it i enough fo
mention only one. Kozyrev himsell declared that the fact that NATO was not
expanded to the Fast should be considered as the victory of his foreign policy.

When the programme of Parinership for Peace, which became a substitute for the
wish of Eastern Europens 1o enlarge NATO, was discussed, no special statue for
Russia was mentioned. But only 4 few months passed after the Kogyrev's victory
when Moscow demanded such a status. Now the Kremlin poes even further, It wants
to influence NATO's policy by subordinating it to CSCE,

T counld also agree with the other statement which is also very popular in the West. It
i¢ true, an immediate move by NATO towards Russian frontiers today would
probably trigger the antagonism vis-a-vis Russia. Such antagonism would be
triggered even when the NATO states did not want either a new cordon ¢anitaire 10
wolate Russia or a resumption of the bloc policy. But at the time when the

West hesitotes Russin is pursuing is goals, Ms desirable sphere of influence could
grow with the growth of capabilities of the country, Today this desirabie sphere of
influence is the so called "near abroad”, bui tomorow it could include other eastern
countries, |

FPE1
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poliey”. On ihe one hand the West should seek to integrate Russin to all Western
mslitubions but there imust not be any concessions 1o Russia in the vssual
requirements the other countrics should meet. On the other hand the West should
make clear to Russia that it could not expeet to reguin lust spheres of influcnce
because the West would integrate new democracies in the East into all its
institutions meluding security ones in the nearest future, It is alyo important not to
give Russia any special status over the other Bast Furopean countries,

Membership in the Ruropean Union backed by greater military cooperation among
the countries of castern und western Europe (the PFP could be useful in that scasc)
could be a kind of sotution for some years untit millitary threat is hardly imaginable.
But even today it is time to think and make decisions concerning the timetable of
the NATO expansion o the Bast,

Trom the point of view of the Dalfic states it is alse important not to leave any
country behind this mtegration process, The Viscgrad fouy (hought and sy still
thinking that they must be the first to exit from Hurope'’s grey zone. Buf the
probiem of a clear demarcation of NATO arca in the East would remain unitesolved
if only the four Visegrad countrics were 1o be integrated into NATO and/or WEU,
All the eustern European countries outside NATO in that case could [l Lack into
the Russian sphere of influence.

Moreover, it is not the interests of only the Baltic countries. De facto fixation of the
new spheres of influence could not resull i stable security enviroment of Durope.
As Lothar Ruchl mentioned, the dissolotion of the USSR has {lundamentally
improved the scenrity situation of Western neighbouring countrics. The Ceniral
Furopean countries which once belonged to the "outer empire™ have been separated
from Russia through now independent states of former "inner empire” and have frec
access 10 Western Burope, where they can now find direct suppoit, cspecially from
Germany. This explains the major significance of the independence of Tithuania,
Byelorussia and Ukraine for Poland's secority, As long as these three conntries
remain independent Poland will not be exposed to any isolated Ruwsiun thyeat. (8).

Western Furope should realise that sny crisis in easicrn Furope would make
immediale impact on its security. Thus while the division of spheres of influence by
the USA und Russia can be viewed as feasible and understandable, such division by
European countries is entircly impossible,

While the United §tates more and more often view Russis as a possible ally in
helping to mainiain siability in Asia and thus has a tendency o make concessions t0
it, Purope should draw a line at how far these concessions cau go. In the intercst of
Buropean security Russia should not bave the nght to interfere wii,h‘i,hc plo_hcms of
the east European states. Furope holds the potential to use economic assistance
and finaneial aid as loverage for a more constructive stance from Russia. At the
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came time Ebmpe should redefine itgolf in order 1o include the countries of cenfral
and eastern 'I:'luropc mfo s community. (6)
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European Security: With or without Russia? - A German point of view

Europe stands once again at a crossroads in history. Almost all European conflicts or crises since 1815

have begun in Eastem Europe, Often they have led to war or to the brink of war. As the wars in the -
Yugostav drama have shown over the last years, there is so far no real "common European home" for ;
many reasons, A good example for the difficult balance between hopes and the strategic aims on the one
side and a realistic and pragmatic course of the foreign policies of the European states on the other side
provides the discussion of a full NATO and EU-membership for the Central and Eastern European
(C&EE) states.! Considering, these debates, the outcome of the initistion of NATO's PFP-program in
January 1994 was on the one side rather disappointing for most of the states applying for a full NATO-
membership. But it was certainly a step forward in view of the fact that both Central and East European
(C&EE) states and the West have lost their political and strategic vision for the future. But it has neither
solved NATO's dilemma (which was mainly a dilemma of its Russia policy) nor the secutity vacuum of
Easten Europe. It was a difficult compromise between proponents and opponents of a NATO
enlargemnent and in this light perhaps the only logical middle course. The main factor impeding a NATO
enlargement was and will also be in the near fiture Russia's opposition to NATO as the main security
agent in Europe similarly as in the past. But nevertheless, also Russia has initiated a stronger political
and military cooperation with the western alliance.

The question of "European Security: with or without Russia" has in my view at least three dimensions.

First of all, T will try to point out that an important prerequisite of this question is a comman European
understanding of the specific roles of the main European security organizations such as the CSCE, the
Western European Union (WEU)/EU and NATO within an European security architecture. In this -
regard, it is very important to recognize the different experiences of Western Europe, C&EE states and ﬁ
Russia which shape their policies of today. Secondly, I will analyze the Russian foreign policy and show
that its understanding and the motivations of its policies nowadays differ from the rest of Europe.
Finaily, I will emphasize the reasons why the overwhelming German view is that Europe will create a
real "common Ewrepean home" only with Russia and not against it. But in this context it is also
necessary to point out that not the West and certainly not Germany, given its Jong, historical and cuitural
ties, will isolate Russia. It is rather our fear that Russia i on the way to isolate itself from the rest of
Europe - something nobody wants.

i See, inter alia, Joshua B. Spero/Frank Umbach, NATO's Security Challenge to the East and the American-German

Geo-Stratogic Partnership in Europe, Bertchte des BIOst 39/1994,
2 Seo also Michel J. de Weger, "Ten Misunderstandings About PFP*, The Wall Streat Journul Enrope, 24 May 1994,
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Moreover, these discussions have revealed the growing mistrust of C&EE concerning the domestic
developments and foreign policies of the former hegemon in the Warsaw Pact, the Soviet Union and
today Russia. Will Russia once again dominate its former allies and will it in particular truely respect
the sovereignty and independence of its former Soviet republics which is an importtant prerequisite for a
new European security architecture?

Therefore, I will point out at first the institutional problems before analyzing the foreign and security
policies of Russia and presenting my own rather than the official view of Russia's role in a "common
European home".

The institutional dimensions and problems to a real "European security architecture™

Before government leaders determnine Europe's securnity architecture, they need to defing Europe by
trying to answer the following questions: Did De Gaulle's "Europe" extend "from the Atlantic to the
Urals", did Thatcher's "Europe" characterize "both sides of the Atlantic", did Gorbachev's exist "from
San Francisco io Viadivestok™, or do none of these scenarios categorize Europe's future security?

One of the few points on which many governments increasingly tend to agree is the attempt to link some
of the responsibilities of NATOQ, the CSCE, the WEU, and the EU in some way. The driving factor of
the theoretical concept of "interlinking institutions” was the growing awareness among the West
European political elites of the need to balance the specific strengths and weaknesses of the different
existing Eurgpean security institutions (EU/WEU, NATO and CSCE) by creating a new more coherent
concept. The ongoing wars in former Yugoslavia have revealed in particular that these multinational
institutions either have a role to play, but no means, or the means, but no role. But the rivalry between
these institutions and the problem of duplicative functions and roles without concrete definitions of the
responsibilities are not the only factors explaining why this concept has not been implemented up to
now. Hence, such approaches often symbolize the dilemma between “interlocking institutions™ and
“inter-blocking institutions." Moreover, the continual problems and uncertain definitions stem also from
the very lack of political will with the members of these security structures to combat new risks and
instabiliies. Thereby, the decisions made on the future of these security structures - whether defined as
colicctive defense or collective security - emanate from the national capital cities, not the bureaucratic
headquarters of intemational institutions or organizations themselves. In this light, it seems that a kind of
renationalisation of the West European security policies is under way. The wars in former Yugosiavia
might be a proof of this hypothesis. The British have always been more interested in regions of the
British Commonwealth; during 1992-1993, France seemed more concemed with Germany's "assertive
policy” and its future influence in the Balkan region and with keeping the Americans out of the Balkans
rather than with stopping the Serbian military aggression. And the German position remained quite
ambiguous, similar to its lower profile policies during the Gulf War: Germany advocated intervertion to
protect humanitarian convoys trying to travel throughout former Yugoslavia, but refused to 1ake part
because of its constitutional constraitits. Moreover, Russia as one of the main actors, initiated a policy
with the aim to rebuild its former ties to the orthodox "Slavic brether”, Serbia. It has also used its
policies for its own political ends, in order to bring its political weight back to a new European concert
of "great powers”. Indeed, all cases point to the great difficulties Europe has in finally surmounting
historical pattems, experiences, and national interests, Consequently, the "Ewuropean policy” of
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hesitancy, impartiability, gesticulation and declarations have damaged the political and moral authority
of the West, sometimes even the relations between Europe and America, and uitimately the credibility of
the existing multinational security institutions (EU, UNO, CSCE).? It was revealed that nowadays
neither the United Nations are a real "international community” nor that the West, with the Cold War
over, is any longer the West* nor the European Union a real common and coherent political unit.®

One reality remains clear, however: NATO as a classical "collective defense institution” symbolizes not
only for its current members the only security guarantor for Europe through its institutionalized and
inlegrated military command structure. It alone possesses the network of bases, communications,
equipment, logistical infrastructure and armed forces necessary for this task. NATO also contains the
political and military decision-making bodies, power projection capabilities, command structure and the
agrecd crisis management procedures to handle a degenerating political situation that poses a threat to
its security. This tradition combines internal conflict resolution and shared experiences in training and
management. These are some reasons why the Visegrad-, the Baltic states, and others (Bulgania,

- Romania, Ukraine) are keen to join NATO in the foreseeable future.

The Russian foreign policy

Given the political framework of shifting power and influence, ‘an constantly declining economic
situation, arising conspiracy theories against the West as an imaginary explanation of the disaster and a
tremendous increase in armed crime and corruption in all spheres of life have created a general sense of
instability and unease in the Russian society. All these and still some other factors seem to have brought
about a state of a "national psychosis" in Russia at a time where an increasing part of the population
seems to be disappointed about a “capitalist® future, Viadimir Zhirinovskiy and the success- of his
"Liberal Democratic party” in the parliamentary elections last December are only a symbol for these
difficulties of Russia to cope with the domestic and foreign policy challenges in the future,

In this light, liberal and conservative figures have debated since 1991/92 who are Russians, what role
Russia should assume today and tomorrow and where Russia’s national interests may lie, These
discussions are part of the debate on a "rebirth of Russia" and its cultural and political heritage. At least
three schoals of thought emerged out of the debate in 1992/93: the Atlanticists, Eurasianists and the
Great Russian nationalists.® But there exist also myths surrounding these debates at least between
Eurasignists and Atlanticists, No one can doubt that Russia is at once a European and an Asian power.
However, in reality there is no civilisational incompatibility of Russia and Europe. This debate is merely
often a sccondary theatre of war. The controversy goes rather back to the question of Russia's main

% Or as Nicole Gnesotto hes raised the question in the right way, ".. - it /s nof, mutatis mutantis, as a result of a

confusion af values of the same order as that which previeusly led pacifists to proclaim ‘better red than dead'?”, Sve

Nicole Gnesotto, "Lessons of Yugoslavia®, Chatllot Papers, 14 (March) 1994, here p.11.

As Choen [Harris has argued, the political "Hasr” was abways highly artificial. Only an overtly hostile "iost" could give

it meaning despite the Wcst shares vagt commonalities like history, culture and political values and mstilutions. See

his article: "With the Cold War is over, West is no longer West", fmlernationul Herald Tribune (IHT), 1 September

1993

See also William Pfaff, "Nations Can Resolve to Act, But Europe lsn't a Nation™, JHT, 10 February 1994, p.6.

¢ See also Olga Alexandrows, "Entwicklung der aufenpolitischen Konzeptionen Rublands®, 8/(v-Heric/t 13/1993 and
Emi} Psin, "Russia and post-Soviet Space”, Moscow News § (Febr. 25 - March 3) 1994, pp. 1f. and Alexei G Arbatov,
“"Russia’s Foreign Policy Altematives”, Inrernational Security 2/1993, 5.5-43.
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choice between on the one side democracy and integration into the world economy and standing aside,
choosing a specific Russian "Sondenveg" (a "third way™ on the other side. When anatyzing the Russian
foreign policy, we can find without doubt that the current domestic and foreign policy dcbates in Russia
have extended the distance between Russia and the rest of Europe. These shifts of foreign policies began
already in the summer 1992 (long before V.Zhirinovskiy raised his status with his success in the
parliamentary elections in December 1993), when Yeltsin had to cancel and to postpone his trip to Japan
after strong pressure from the military side. The other important event was one of the first
"peacepeeking"-missions in Moldova which was rather an open intervention for the pro-Russian
separatists. Most interesting, Yeltsin's foreign-policy adviser, Andranik Migranyan, recently admitted
that the West had failed to challenge Russia’s intervention in Moldova in mid-1992 out of fear of
undermining Yeltsin's precanicus political base at home. It has disproved the argument of the "radical
democrats” that Russia has to follow the internationally accepted principles and norms. Otherwise it has
to pay some prices like Westemn economic assistance.”

While the externial and internal empires are gone, the space of its intemal empire - geopolitical, political,
military, economic, cultural and intellectual - are certainly not. The "common post Soviet civilisarional
space” is for the near future indecd a reality. Vice-President A Rutskoy, the chairman of the Supreme
Sovict, R Khasbulatov, A Volsky as the leader of the powerful Industrial-Lobby, the reactionary
V.Zhirinosvky as the ieader of the so-called Liberal Democratic Party” and some others have called for
a "rebirth of Russia" to restore the former Soviet Union before the bloody Octover events of 1993,
Simultaneously, an alternative foreign policy program, based on the assumption that Russia is
"geapolitical encircled”, and in contrast to the foreign policy concept of the Foreigh Ministry, had f
gained an increasing number of adherents since the summer of 1992. It predicted: "/t is highly possible
that the territory of the former USSR will become a zone where military power will play an essential
political role,”® According to the domestic arena, Kozyrevs foreign policy shifted step by step. In
March 1993, one of the strongest opponents of Kozyrev, Evgeniv Ambarzumov, stated that there is no
longer the need for Kozyrev's resignation. The signment of the official Russian forcign policy concept in
April 1993 symbolized the growing, policy of compromises of the Yeltsin administration and the Foreign
Ministry. These steps in the Russian foreign policy have also determined the Russian policy toward the
"near abroad" as well as the Yugoslav conflict over the last two years.

One reason for these shifts was the appointment of hardliners to key posts in the Russian Defense
Ministry and the greater corporate identity of its interests (in contrast to the morc devided political
elites) which have given the army the power to react to ethnic conflicts along the fringes of the former
USSR, defending its understanding of Russia's "national interests", ‘They have also become increasingly
vuinerable as violence spreads in Moldova, Georgia, Tadjikistan, Armenia and Azerbaijan. Based on an
unofficiat "Russiar Monroe-Doctrine', defined according to geostrategic and political interests of
Russia, the Russian military establishment condemned the "parade of sovereigniies”. The confusing,
signals at one tim¢ declaring the Russian withdrawal from the hotspets and the Baltic states while at
ancther time pouring weapons into ethnic trouble spots and escalating these conflicts have shown that
these issues are still being debated due to the internal power vacuum, the fragmentation of political and f

-

7 See Nezavisimaya gazeta, 18 January 1994, pp. 4-5, 8.
See Nezavivimayy guzera, 19 August 1992,
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military authorities and the unsettled nature of the civil-military relationship in Russia where
uncontrolied actions by the army or the tendency of local and regional pro-imperial forces have
disavowed the more moderate policy of the Foreign Ministry.

The explanation for this policy had been drafted in Russia's new Military Doctrine (published in 1992}
where protecting the rights and interests of Russians abroad including ali "cudturally connected’ people
with Russia (approximately 70 million in the view of Sergey Karaganov) were pointed out. Given the
power vacuum and Yeltsin's need of the military establishment's support for the domestic power
struggle, the Defenge Ministry, its General Staff and possible local "warlords” like General Alexander
Lebed had increasingly acquired the power to decide de facto the daily questions of the Russian policy
for the "near abroad” during the last two years.

Although the draft- military doctrine had not been officially introduced until November 1993, the
Russian Defense Ministry had already implemented the military's understanding of its "near abroad"’-
concept with a specific Russian style of peacekeeping which is rather peacemaking or peace enforcement
since the autumn of 1992, In this context it is necessary to underscore that it is Russia that is strongly
against intemational peacekeeping missions within the CIS and has pushed forward the idea of
“common" C18-forces for peacekeeping - but dominated by Russian forces and under Russian command
in order to preserve Russian influence in the former Soviet regions. But the CIS-agreements for
peacekeeping exists only on paper. Considering the Russian interests, it is not surprising that the Russian
understanding and the practise of peacekeeping is very different from Westem approaches or UN-
missions. Most of Russia's neighbours have interpreted ‘this policy as the return of the "Russian
gendarme" in Eurasia - an experience which they have made for several centuries. But the harsh
economic realities in the former Soviet republics, the neglecting of their own responsibilities for the
current social-economic crisis in their countrigs, and the often one-sided Westem stance of finding close
cooperation forms with Russia to resolve regional and global security challenges (like the proliferation
risks) towards an epen and critical discussion of the ambivalent Russian policics in the "near abroad’
have contributed to some forms of "bandwagoning” of these CIS-states with Russia (a particular case is
Georgia).

Since the early summer of 1993, a new political consensus has been reached at least conceming the
question what Russian national interests are for the time being.” As the discussion of a full NATO
membership for the C&EE states or its policy toward the "near abroad” have revealed, Russia seems to
follow its traditional interests in its geopolitical periphery as a "great power" (velikaya derzhava) as it
has done during the past 250 years. This is the only issuc on which al! 13 blocs in Russia's parliament
agree to a considerable extent. The Yeltsin degree of creating 30 military bases in the "CIS and Latvia"
and the following domestic and foreign turmoil have indicated what Russia understands with defining

See in particular the statements of the Russisn Foreign Ministry and its Minister Andrei Kazyrev conceming its policy
toward the "near abroad" in: Nezavisimaya gazeta, 22 September 1993, p.1; Ibid, 24 November 1993, pp.1.3; fbid. 19
Janusry 1994, p.1 and his support of a new confederation between the former Soviet republics, see RFE/RL News
Brigfs, 13-17 June 1994, p. 51 To some other iscues conceming the growing consent in Russia's foreign policics sco
also "Russia’s Foreign Policy Should be Multidimensional", in: fternational Affairs (Moscow) 5/1994, pp.79-92 and
"Eastern Europe and Russia”, in: Bid 3-4/1994, pp.3-21; some explanations provides Suzapne Crow, “Why Has
Russian Foreign Policy Changed". RFE/RL Rescarch Report 18 (6 May) 1994, pp.1-6 and Idem, "Russia Assents its
Strategic Agenda", Ibid, 50/1993, pp. 1-8,
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and defending "Russian national interests".'® This dubious current Russian policy can partly be
explained by the historical fact that Russia was always running behind the political and economic
developments of the rest of Europe. This historical fact has created a feeling of inferiority towards
Eurcpe and the United States. Throughout the centuries it was often compensated by imperial policies
using viole_mt means (albeit Russia was not the only one). But in a nuclear agc, such dangerous
tendencies in its foreign and security policies are no longer acceptable. Russia cannot solve its domestic
problems by external expansion. Moreover, the current short-sighted policy to defend the Russian
national interests abroad runs also against its own economic and financial possibilities. The short-term
goal of the Russian policy does obviously not automatically correspond to its long-term interests which
are hardly discussed nowadays. Thus Fyacheslav Dashichev, former adviser of President Gorbachev
and one of an ever-lonier voice among Russian democratic intellectuals and "instirutchikis”, recently
rejected any form of a “Russian Monroe Doctrine”.

"It should be said that for more than two years, Russian policy has failed to establish reiations of trust
with a countries of the near abroad and Eastern Europe. These relations are very heavily burdened with
old ideas held by those countries' political circles about Russian imperial aspirations. Moreover. these
ideas habe been reinforced by the use of outdated methods of exerting economic and military pressure on
those countries and by a lack of tact and political skifl in relations with them,"!?

Symptomatic for another shift in Russia's forcign policies was the fact that even in the foreign policy
concept of Russia's Ministry of Foreign Affairs the Gorbachev-notion of the "common European home"
had not found any place. Russia advocates also today an all European "collective security institution”
(like CSCE) as the main European security agent and has proposed that NATO and Russia jointly
guarantee the security of the states in between like in the past.'> Moreover during the last months,
Russia has proposed to single out NACC from NATQ's umbrella and put it under the structures of the
CSCE. Under these circumstances, NATO would loose its new "raison d'etre” as alliance coping
successfully with the changing security challenges and tasks of the firture.

Another indicator for its foreign policy priorities is also the suggestion of Russian political leaders that
Germany should join them in forming a geopolitical counterweight to the United States. The sighed
military agreements between Russia and Germany in 1992/93, for instance, have revealed the
motivations of the political (not only economic) importance of Germany for Russia today. Moreover, it
has shown maybe the ever-present hope of Russian politicians to create some "special relationships”
with Germany, remembering the close bilateral military relationship between the two states in the
aftermath of the Rapallo-pact in 1922.

But these Russian motivations dictating their foreign policies have increasingly backfired. The Central
and East Furopean (C&EE) countries and their new and old political elites (in particular in the Visegrad

10 See Rosstiskiye vesti, 7 April 1994, p.1; Izvestiva, 7 April 1994, p.3; fbid, 8 April 1994, p.3; Sevodmya, 8 April 1994,
p.1; fevestiva, 9 April 1994, p.1 and 3 and Steven Erlanger, "Russia's Entangled Leadership, Siguals Get Crossed,
Again, on Bases", [IIT, 8 April 1994, p.4,

Nezavisimaya gazeta, 23 Aptil 1994, p.4. To the prospects of the relations between Russia and the west see also Alexei
K. Pushkov, "Letter from Evragia: Russia and America: The Honeymoon's over”, in: Fureign Policy 1993, pp.76-90
and Gooryi Arbatov, "Eurasia Letter; A New Cald War?", Ibid, Summer 1994, pp.90-103 and Yuri Afanagyev, "A New
Russian Tmperialism", Perspective, February-March 1994, pp.1, 7-10.

12 Sce also Andrei Zaporsky, "Tilting From the CSCE (o NATO? Ewopean Allwirs Caill for Closer Aftemtion™,

International Affairs (Moscow), March-April 1994, pp.43-49.
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states) have initiated foreign policy strategies to rebuild their former ties to the West following the
dismise of the Warsaw Pact and the CMEA, The driving factos are the historical lessons and the threat
perception of an unstable Russia which is also today often viewed as a "non-status que power” with
"imperial ambitions".

Given its economic decline, its political instability and ambitious foreign policies to rebuild its status as
a "great power”, Russia is - as a western analyst has pointed out - "in danger of becoming a supernova
state, expanding slowly outwards on its periphery while collapsing internally”."® In this regard, Russia

carries enormous responsibilities for its own future as well as for the rest of Europe.

Conclusions

Germany’s national and historic post re-unification commitment to increase stability by integrating
Central and East European states (particularly its neighbors) into European multi-fateral mstitutions
results from its geo-strategic position in the heart of Europe and its traditional regional ties. However, its
own historical integration experiences during the 1950s, undergirded by America's leadership and
NATQ's determination, provided a stable security framework for intemal democratization and cconomic
reconstruction. In the light of that "strategy for importing stability”, Germany recognizes both the need
for regional stability and rcgional integration eastwards, But its "export stability~strateg)” impresses
upen German leaders that their capability to shoulder alone the burden and responsibilities for its
Eastern neighbors remains limited. Hence it promoted a "joint Westerr Ostpolitik”® with the other West
European sates and in particular with America.

There exists a widespread commen sense in the West that it 15 certainly in its interest not to undermine
the more moderate Russian government as long as Boris Yeltsin stays in power as the Russian president
because real European security and stability can only be build with and not against Russia in Europe.
But if the Yeltsin government tries to follow a political strategy of competing with Viadimir Zhirinovsky
and cther Russian nationalists, Russia - and not the West - will isolated once again itself - and with that
the tragic history of Russia continues in the future. In this light, the West has te renounce and to
withstand any wveto-rights of Russia - no matter how diplomatically formulated - and even the
appearance of a new Yalta or any "fheories of axis"™* (like in the 20s with the Rapallo-treaty) between
the West/Germany and Russia in order to avoid the associated perceptions of the rest of Europe.
Morcover, it is disturbing when official and unoffical Russian commentators warn the West against a
NATO (and its troops) on "its borders” which would de facto violate the respect for the sovereignty of
Belarus and other CIS-states (in the case of Poland, there exists no common border with Russia, except
with the Russian exclave of Kaliningrad). It is rather an indicator for Russian thinking today, already in-
corporating the other Slavic independent states of Belarus and Ukraine in a "grear Russian siate”
(velikoe gosudarsiva).

B Renee do Nevers, Russia's Strategic Renovation. Russian Security Strategies and Foreign Policies in the Post-Imperial
Era, Adelphi-Paper 289 (1155), London 1994, here p.6f.

4 So the proposals of the Russian For¢ign Minister Andrey Kozyrev during the "Sauna-discussions" with the German
Foreipn Minister Klawg Kinke] in December 1993, see "Rubland will die Trennlinie zwischen Ost und West autheben -
aber zu seinen Bedingungen,® FAZ, 21 December 1993 and Friedbert Pfliger (member of the Bundestag and chairman
of the German-Polish Association), "Das mub alie Alannglocken lauten lassen. Uber die Osterweitenung der NATO
und den russischen Versuch, EinfluB auszuiiben”, Generalanzeiger, 24 December 1993.
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Moreover, the Western one-sided attention to Russia to the neglect of the security interests of the other
East European states and the national interests of the West itself in order to strengthen the Yeltsin
government has resulted in hindering Westem intentions to stabilize the region. The more radical
Russian reformers see no possibility today to influence the domestic debate and how to live in a common
European home because the Westem "understanding” for Yeltsin's precarious domestic situation has de
facto strengthened the hardiiners inside and outside the Yeltsin administration, and with that the
nationalistic and hegemonic re-directions of Russia's foreign policy in the last two years.

If NATO accepts a de facto veto-right of the Russians' against full membership of the other East
European countries under the current Russian need of Westem ecenomic support, why should Russia do -
it in the future when hopefully a better, stable domestic situation exists and not follow its 250 years
traditional policy toward these states? What Western politicians and experts often fail to consider is the
fact that Russia always tries - like other countries - to follow its "national security interests” which can
at any time compete with those of other states. It is a natural political bargaining process in the life of
intemational politics that needs compromises among all sides.

Thereby, the member states of NATOQ and EU have to remember the post-World War II experiences
telling us that the political, economic and defense aspects for a stabilization and democratization (of the
Central and East European states) are all interlinked. without external security, no internal stability;
without internal stability, no external security. Only in this regard, is Russia's role in a "common
European home” an open question. And only Russia can answer this guestion. In the meantime, the rest
of Europe should not loose its patience. In which way Russia and the other former Sowviet republics can
be involved in an European security architecture - in contrast to a full NATO-membership - is still an
open question. 1t depends mainly on the role and function of the existing security institutions in a system
of "interlocking institutions" which has still to be defined. For the time being, the debate already occurs
over the question where this expanding cooperation program will end and what defines its logical limits.
In this light, it might be useful to remember the wellknown dictum of NATO's first Secretary General
Lord Ismay: to "keep the Soviets out, the Americans in, and the German’s down". Pause should be
given perhaps to new a purpose: "Pull the Central and Eastern Europearns in, bring all Europeans f
together, and maintain American presence.”
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1) THE PROBLEM: EUROPEAN SECURITY ORDER IN
TRANSITION

It has become a commonplace - but some commonplaces are true :
fundamental changes occurred in Europe in the last few years which have
changed the whole political landscaps of tha continent.

Today, after decades of relatively stable political-military structures,
the post-1945 European Security order, based on bioc-confrontation and bloc
integration has entered a phase of {ransition

First of all the perception of security changed: military power ceased
to be the final argument in intemational policy. This is due to the fact that
security orders, including their architecture and concepts are job related; they
are no mean in themsslves but find their rationale in defending territorial
integrity, quality of the political system and collective self-determination
against outside threats. Given the enommous cost of military defence and the
security dilemma created by military potenfiais for other countries, security
and especially defence policies and their organisation in alliances have {o be
regularly guestioned, whether and to what degree they perform these
functions and whether there are functional equivaients available.

It is generally accepted that security in the 90's has not only a military
dimension but faces major political-economic threats. This means that one
has to look for a security order, which covers not only the miitary but the
political-economic dimensions of security as well. As a consequence, far
reaching remodslling of organisation, substance and patterns of European
security policies is demanded.

in the second place, one can't ignore the fact that ideological
confrontation has disappeared and has been replaced by the co-operation on
the basis of common shared values of European civilisation. The mutual
deterrence of the comforting superpowers and, as a consequence, of the
military biocks has disappeared together with the security system on the
continent which was based on this mutual deterrence,

This means that the threat of a major military conflict no longer exists,

Howsver, it also means that many of the factors which prevented countries or
political groups from trying to push their own interests against those of others
have also vanished and that the way for many, relatively fow level conflicts is
now open. These conflicts are not a product of the post - Cold war period,
they are deaply rooted in European history but, contrary to conflicts in the
westem part of the continent, conflicts in the Eastern part of Europe were not
even allowed to come to the surface, evan their existence was denied. So
nowadays these conflicts are further away from their solution than at any time
previously, since these forty ysars have simply fuelled the confiicts and
resulted In their immediate upsurge after the collapse of the dictatorship.
In addition to that, these countries also have to face the enormous problems
stemming from the transition from totalitarian dictatorship and command
economy to pluralistic democracy and free market economy. This transition
inevitably brings social and political problems and raises the threat of a new
economic and social division of Europe,
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The challenge is clear: how can be established a waell-functioning
system of security - in its broadest sense - able to channel the changes and
offer help and perspectives for those who need it 7

2) THE CFSP IN THE TREATY ON EUROPEAN UNION

The Wastern Europe and especially the European Union represent an island
of pronounced stability and opulence in a sea of poverty and ethnic-and
religious conflicts. Such a complex situation in proximity of the EC generates
strong pressure and requests for action in the specific field of economics and
the vaster and more general one of security.

it also puts Western Eurape into an entirely new posut:on.Dunng Cold
War, it could count on almost total securily protection and was left unscathed
by the today enormous difficulties and almost desperate need for financial
assistance of some of the economies in its borders. The end of nuclear
confrontation in Europe and the disbanding of the Warsaw Pact have

- stripped military threats of their global character and have opened the door
to differentiated actions based on local and regional requirements rather than
on traditional ideological confrontation.

Given the above mentioned facts, it is not surprising that one of the key
elements of the Maastricht agreement is the establishment of a Common
Foreign and Security Palicy. Four particular security-topics are targets for co-
ordinated policy, as asserted in Lisbon in June 1992 (the CSCE process ; the
policy of arms control and disarmament in Europe, including confidence-
building measures; nuclear non -proliferation issues; and the ecoriomics
aspects of securily, in particular control of the transfer of military technology
to third countries and control of arms export).

. Unfortunately, the truth is that the Maastricht Treaty itself is long on
objectives and short on methods and priorities, Paragraph 2 of Article JI of
the Treaty sets a series of targets. When it comes to how these objeclives
are to be attained, however, the Treaty refers only to the establishment of co-
operation and joint action among Union members. it says nothing about
which probiems are seen as the most dangerous for the Union, about the
overall place of military, economic and other instruments In a Common
Foreign and Security Policy, about whether a CSFP envisages a global order
with regional applications or a series of discrete regional orders in the world,
or about the priorities of EC concern,

One must not forget though, that until recently not only has the idea of
a supranational foreign and security policy been taboo, but aiso the idea of
state's sovereignty was inextricably linked to notions of independence .and
autonomy in the choice and pursuit of foreign policy options. At the heart of
sovereignty is the idea that the state is capable of defending and maintaining
its territorial integrity. While it is accepted that states may qualify this by
collective defence agreements, their governments are stiit presumed to be
the ultimate jocus of political authority in foreign and security matters. in this
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perspective, Maastricht broke new ground for EC's member states by
implicitly challenging this and by setting aside the security taboo.

The Maastricht Treaty, despite its uncompleted and vague
dispositions, hides some external and intermnal dynamics.

First of ali, there can be little doubt that a major foreign policy
preoccupation for the EU over the next few years will stem directly from the
imperatives of judicial co-operation linked to tha vexed questions of
immigration and right of asylum. The Commission of the EC has already
suggested to incorporate migration into EC's external policy through an
appropriate, targeted co-operation policy designed to combat migration
pressures.

Mareover, the enlargement of the European Union with member states
like Austria and Sweden will make a fundamental reformm of the EC's
institutional capacities imperative. The changing security agenda and
international demands reinforced the nesd for an urgent reappraisal of the
nature and parameters of political co-operation.

While the member states could not be persuaded to integrate
European Political Co-operation fully into supranational decision making by
systematically applying the principle of unite and extending a role in foreign
policy oversight to the European Parliament and the European Court of
Justice, they were persuaded to confront the hitherto taboo subject of
security defined in political and military terms. The operational capacity of the
EC was raised as an issue.

But, power politics among the Twelve, the international positions of
key member states like the UK and France and finally the financial
implications of moving towards a European defence capacity at a time of
civilisation of defence industries, shifting threat perceptions, falling defence
expenditure and competing claims on the public purse, ied to the victory of
member state’s reticence to procesd further.

The European Union must face its responsibilities vis-a-vis third
countries. Central and Eastern Europe countries expect from the EU to speak
and act with one single voice if it wants fo play a role of regional security
actor.

According to Jacques Delors, defence and security were an essential
part of political union. As he noted, common foreign policy did not necessarily
mean a single policy; the EC shouid set out the broad objectives and
parameters of policy and the member states should be aliowed room to
interpret them in the iight of domestic traditions and interests. Internal
divisions will exist on almost every issue but there is enough commonality of
purpose to allow the Twelve (or more) as a group to discern their common
intarest and to act to further it. The fiexible response in the forsign policy
field, though far from optimal, has the merit of ailowing an evolutionary
approach to continue. :
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3) EUROPEAN SECURITY ARCHITECTURE AND EXISTING
APPROACHES

In order to have a credible common foreign and security policy it must
be backed up with a capacity to enforce goals, if necessary by military
means. This the nub of the problem and raises the debate of what kind of
role, if any, the EU should have vis-a-vis WEU and NATO.

a) WEU and Europesn Securily

‘Being at the same time the defence component of the European
Union, the potential military tool of the emerging Common Foreign and
Security Policy and the European pillar of the renewed transatlantic
partnership on which our ultimate security continues to depend, Western
European Union has a role rather like that of a hinge.

During the Maastricht negotiations, WEU was repeatedly put forward
as a bridge of transitional arrangement between the EC developing its own
politics independent of NATO or aiternatively as a link between the EC and
NATO. WEU was used as an organisational and operational umbrella for
action taken by individual EC members in the Guif. Moreover, when the EC
became involved as an observer in Yugoslavia, WEU rather than -the
revivified CSCE, was again seen as the organisation to provide logistical
support. '

As a consequence, in Maastricht the WEU was seen as the path of
ieast resistance in that it gave expression to the US expressed desire of

aa7?

seasing the Europeans form a stronger European pillar within NATO without

the concomitant threat of a compatitive dual-headed arrangement. A further
need was fulfilled, the need to organise out of area operations. In addition,
WEU provided a means of exerting the EC's security rationale without
threatening the defence sovereignty of the EC's member states.

Many scenarios came up about the future role that WEU was going to

play. :

+ According to the declaration on WEU appended to the Maastricht
Treaty, WEU is to be developed as the defence component of the Union and
as the means to strengthen the European pillar of NATQ by formuiating
common aeuropean defence policy and implementing it accordingly. -

The problem remains though, as defence cannot be separated from
security policy whose formulation is subject to states some of them are in
NATO but not in the WEU, some are in the WEU but not in NATO and ali of
whom are in the EU.

Further inconsistencies were caused by the overiapping
responsibilities foreseen for the WEU and for the Union. It remains to be

4
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seen what soiution is going to be found in the next intergovernmental
Conference of 1996, whare merging WEU with the EC will be & point of
discussion in order to reorganise European security architecture.

Of course, in my point of view, the idea to integrate WEU, the
revitalised defence alliance of Europe's major military powers into European
Political Union and to upgrade WEU's role in Europsan security has some
serious advantages.

Bag

First of all, WEU could be gradually enlarged towards the North ang -

the East either through membership, association, or parmanent guest status.
Additionally, early associative or membership status of eastern european
states like Poland, the CSFR, Hungary in WEU would ease pressures for
immediate memberships in EU and their adaptation to democratic integrated
structures. The problem of Non-Members (lreland, Austria, Sweden) is
solvable. After neutrality has lost its legitimacy and function, European issues
have become more political-economic and less military ones and it can be
expectad from old and new EC-Neutrals to participation WEU in one way or
another. ,

This approach provides a structural and comprehensive soiution to
European security problems, constitutes a logical continuation ang
modernisation of EU integration and offers major long-term security
advantages against the disadvantages of major reform costs.

Once more, palitical will hinders the way to such an evotution. Political
will to really transfer national security and defence sovereignties to
integrated European Political Union bodies is limited in times when no direct
and imminent military threat functioning as an outside federate exists and
when NATO offers a politically more comfortable and financially cheaper
sclution. Unfortunately, very often political elites, ptagued already by many
domestic problems, when confronted with the choice either to begin costly
structural long-term reforms or to continue with outdated but reliable status-
quo against the costs and risks of structural change.

b) NATO and European Security.

Re-organisation of European security should be on existing, well know
and effective structures in order fo ensure a maximum of stability and
acceptance. .

The Maastricht Summit, echoing in this respect the conclusions of the
Rome Summit, emphasised that the relation batween European sacurity and
defence and the Alliance wouid be a complementary and transparent one.
The strategic unity and indivisibility of security is going to be maintained and
the integrated structure preserved. European security and defence identity is
not seen as a compelitor or substitute for the Alliance but on the contrary
should lead to a net gain in security and to a strengthen transatiantic link.
Common Foreign and Security Policy, as expressed in Art. J. 4 of the
Maastricht Treaty and in the appended declaration on WEU, had to be
compatible with NATO obligations and policy.

The Atlantic Alliance, on the other hand has repeatedly stated that
aims at the establishment of a framework of interiocking organisations which
will form together the framework of the Euro-Atlantic security architecture to

5
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which mainly contribute. All three differ in their concept of security,
geographic - political scope, leve!l of sovereignty transfer, available
instruments for power projection and political perspectives. But, what unites
members is more important than what divides them. Common interest shouid
be pursued for the common good. The framework of interlocking institutions
can posse on its own. in this framework, the major European institutions
would not only compiement each other but also increasingly co-ordinate their
activities and efforts. This may allow us one day to move from co-operative
security to collective security,

In this framework NATO can provide for the time being the security
and stability on which such a framework must rest. Weakening of the Alliance
would make new security order inconceivable. The Altlantic partnership with
the United States and Canada is Key for the Alliance and a balance among
Europsan nations.

Additionally, one cannot forget the dynamic role of the Alliance vis-a-
vis the Countries of Central and Eastern Europe and the new states of the
former Soviet Union.

The diplomatic liaison relationship estabiished after the London
Summit with these countries has proved a success, Though the Alliance
made ciear that it could not in the foreseeable future invite these countries to
become members, offer them security guarantess, these countries perceived
NATQ as a security anchor in Western Europe that could provide also
security to them,

At the Rome Summit the liaison relationship was raised to a new
qualitative level in the North Atlantic Co-operation Councii to consult with
nations of Central and Eastern Europe security related issues. The NACC
became thus the primary security forum for a future Euro-Atlantic community
in which all states can express their security concern freely and in the
presence of thosa which may be the cause of concern. The NACC can also
meet in exceptional and emergency circumstances. It will thus become a key
instrument in dealing with crisis situations or sudden security risks to its
members. NACC is regarded as the right, politically necessary and lox-cost
approach to guarantes a high degree of intra-Europsean stability and to act as
an effectiverlast resort military defence system.

Finally and most importantly, NATO can, for the time being and for a
long time, provide the WEU with assets and [ogistics for its military
oparations. Between NATO and WEU the relationship will be increased in
practical terms, including the harmonisation of working methods and the
synchronisation of important meetings.

NATO of the future has to be first and foremost an organisation that
provides for the common defence of its members, If it can evolve into a
community of values and a forum of political consultation on vital issues of
foreign policy and security it might become the core security organisation of a
future Euro-Atlantic architecture in which all states, irrespective of their size
or geographical location, would enjoy the same freedom, co-operation and
security. .

14-0CT-1954 14:44 3B 1 3214199 P.B9



141894 14:44 OTE GRAF STADIOY B1B

4) MANAGING NEW SECURITY PROBLEMS IN EUROPE

All the above mentioned reflections iead to one simple observation:
The existing organisations in Europe were created in the era of Cold War
confrontation and were designed to mest the challenges of that era.

There can only be one answer to challenges of today: co-operation in
democracy. One has to look for a security order, which covers not only the
military but the political-economic dimensions as well. This is & question both
for legitimate competence and effective instruments to solve such inter-
related problems.

But whatever grand european and giobal design is developed and
whatever specific models for interrelating EU-WEU, NATO, CSCE are
sought, one shouid kesp in mind the lessons of European history, should
regard European democratic vaiues not as political rhetoric but as basic
impetus, and look for a rationally organised and cost-effective organisation of
European politics.

Compared with the sifuation after 1945, today Furope faces not only a
window of opportunity but carry a responsibility, legitimised by the success of
EC-integration, European detonate and democracy building in Eurore.
Looking back into European political theory might help to clarify ideas and
intentions and fo find necessary motivation.

in the place of a conciusion | would like to put the words of Pericles in
his speech to the Athenians as cited by Thucydidis in the History of the
Peloponesian War "because | doubf our own mistakes more than the plans of
our enemigs”. | too doubt our own mistakes, more than the plans of our
enemies. Even more that our enemies are no longer here. '
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European Security: From Vladivostock to Vancouver?
An Amarican Parspactive

by Stuart Kaufman, Assistant Professor
University of Kentucky

For the century ending in 1945, the dominant issue of European
security was the German Question. However, by 1917 if not before,
it had been joined by two other equally important issues, which I
shall call the Russian Problem and the American Dilemma., During
the Cold War, NATO provided a means of managing all three issues,
but now that the Cold War has ended, they have re—emerged as the
central issues for Europe's security. My contention here is that
because of the Russzian and American problems, Europe must be secure
from vladivostock to Vancouver if it is to be secure at all.
Furthermore, I shall argue, NATO's contribution to that security
remains essential.

What is the Russian Problem? At core, I believe, it is a
problem of identity: What is Russia? And where is Russia? What is
Russia's mission in Europe, and in the world? Russians themselves
have long been uncertain, One view is that Russia is essentially
a multinational gathering of nations--or, to put it less
charitably, an empire--and has been so since Ivan IV conquered the
Tatars in the 1550s. 1In this vision, what Russians take pride in
ig their state's power, and they see no natural boundaries for
Russia., From this point of view, Vladimir Zhirinovsky's vision of
Russian scoldiers washing their beots in the Indian Ccean is no less
justifiable than Russian geostrategists' attempt to defend Russia‘'s
borders in the Pamir mountains of Tajikistan; or than liberal
Atlanticists!' effort at drawing a border on the featureless steppes
where the current Russian Federation meets Kazakhstan.

Another view proposes a moral, rather than imperial, mission
for Russia. In Tsarist times, some Russians saw Russia as the
Third Rome, the center of Christian purity; in Soviet times, it was
the headquarters of the international Communi=zt movemant. Today,
the heirs of Tsarist Russia's “"Westernizers" would have Russia be
the democratizer of Eurasia, building a liberal democratic Russian
federation with Russian citizenship based on criteria of civie
loyalty. But as attractive as this vision may appear from the
West, it requires the abandonment of the tens of millions of the
Russian diaspora--not an attractive prospect to most Russians.
Furthermore, Russia is not yet ready for liberal democracy, so
building one will require a long-term, inglorious effort which may
well not ke what the Russian people want.

The third vision, in some ways the intermediate one, is the
Slavophile vision, which puts Russia at the head of the family of
orthodox Slavic nations in FEurope. The trouble with this view is
that it inevitably opens the door to ethnonatiocnalist extremism.
At the very least, Slavophiles must insist on the annexation of
Rugsified areas on Russia's bhorders, such as eastern Ukraine and
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northeastern Kazakhstan, if not of those entire countries. And the
position of natiopal minorities can only become tenuous in such a
Russia: other Slavs are "little brothers", while non-Slavs are
essentially foreigners. In the worst case, this vigiqn could lead
to eomething like Samuel Huntington's "Clash of Civilizations," an
ethnonationalist revival with Russia at the head of all of Europe's
Orthodox Slave. The similarity between the Bosnian imbroglios of
1914 and 1994 provides a hint of the horrors that await Europe down

that path.

As this brief and simplified survey makes clear, the Russian
Problem matters. The Russians are 150 million strong--the largest
and among the wmost dynamic of the nations in Europe--so the
solution of their problem must affect everyone else in Europe. An
imperialist Russia must expand or rot; a Slavophile Russia is by
definition irredentist; and a democratic Russia must, for the
medium term, remain unstable.

The American Dilemma arises from the imbalances in Eutopean
security created by the Russian Problem and the German Question.
While Americans agree that their historical role is as a sort of
evangelist of democratic capitalism, they are not sure how best to
play that role. oOn the one hand, the advice of the first American
President and the experience of the nineteenth century suggested
acting primarily by example while "avoiding foreign entanglements".
On the other hand, the experience of the current century taught
many that when the U.S. does not use its power Jjudiciously to
stabilize the European security sytems, its interests later demand
that it go to war to reestablish that system, Since Americans are
uncomfortable with such judiciousness, they tend to swing between
extremes of moralism and isolationism, in the process evoking an
entirely Jjustified skepticism among Europeans about American
intentions and American reliability. :

The continuing necegsity of the American role is, I think,
illustrated by ineffectiveness of Furope's response to the Yugoslav
collapse. The mere shadow of the German and Russian problens,
exacerbated by assorted other issues, was enough to paralyze
European action in the absence of U,S. leadership. All are agreed
that events, especially in Bosnia, are unfortunate and potentially
dangerous; most agree that the Serbs are the primary aggressors;
but an effective response has not been forthcoming. To be sure,
even the most skillful U.S. leadership might not have been enocugh
to construct an effective European policy regarding the former
Yugoslavia, but in the U.S5. absence, no leadership emerged at all.

‘ To clarify: I am not arguing that the U.S, is a deug ex
machipa to save Europe from itself; I do not mean to suggest that
Americans, in their superior wisdom, are the unique arbiters of
truth and justice who must save Furopeans from their own folly.
Americans are at least equally capable of folly, as Vvietnam at
least made clear., But at least since 1941, American power has

2
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provided the core around which Eurcpean resistance to Se¢urlty
throate coalecsces, when it coalesaes at all. One reason why is
that American distance from the European continent usually prevente
the U.S. from being distracted by historical rivalries from
addressing immediate problems. Rather, American interests are in
security and stability for Europe as a whole. All of this means,
among other things, that Europe is likely to be secure only if

Americans feel secure enough to act in Europe.

None of this yet addresses the question: what must Europeans
and Americans together do? The start of the answer lies, I
believe, in studying the reduction of the third core issue of
European security: the German Question, As Ralf Dahrendorf
formulates it, the German Question had little immediately to do
with European security. Rather, he says, the question was, "Why is
it that so few in Germany embraced the principle of liberal
democracy"?

My point here--and also, I believe, Dahrendorf's--is that the
root reason Germany disrupted Furcpean security was its
undemocratic political systen. Bismarck's expansionism, which
upset the European balance, was the direct result of the defeat of
the Liberals by Bismarck's policy of "blood and iron", Wilhelm
II's expansionism was the direct result of a guarter century of
Wilhelmine authoritarian militarist indoctrination, And Hitler's
expansionism was the meaning of Nazism. In contrast, the cautious
foreign policy of the Federal Republic is equally directly the
result of the success of liberal democracy, and the painful
exorcism of old ghosts encouraged by democracy.

In short, then, I subscribe to a variant of the “democratic
peace” hypothesis, and even more to the hypothesis that the cause
of wars--~both international and internal--is aggressors. What this
means is that the greatest threat to European security comes from
the possibility of an aggressive government——most likely of the
national chauvinist variety~-coming to power in one: or both of
those countries. Thus the central goal of European security is to
promota stable democratic, or at least liberal, solutions to the
German and Russian problems. What is not so clear is how best to
promote liberalism and oppose chauvinism.

As I suggested above, one reason for European near-paralysis
on the issues of Balkan security--in Bosnia, Croatia; Macedonia,
Mcldova, and elsewhere--is fear of awakening the German and Russian
problems., WYAre we really ready to trust the Germans,: weakened by
the reunion and plagued by an upsurge of neo-Nazi skinhead
activity, to help lead Eurcpean action in the Balkans?", some ask.
Others worry that the Russians take any opposition to the Serbs to
be against Russian interests; might not military support for Bosnia
be taken as a new declaration of cold war, leading to the ouster of
Yeltsin by national chauvinist hard~liners? If these bogeymen are
real, the objections are decisive. But are they real?

3
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There is a case to be made that the rise of extrems
nationalism in the would-be interveners in Bosnia is a cause for
concern. There are not only neo-Nazis in Germany; there is the
National Front in France, a host of similar national'extrenmists
throughout East-Central Europe, and a revamped Fascist party in
Italy which is part of the governing cecalition. But these trends
are not a reason to avoid effective action in Besnia and elsewhere.
Those who appease the Serbs, assuming that firm support for the
Bosnian victims of aggression might lead to anti-foreign backlashes
in the countries that intervene, have it exactly backwards.

In fact, to oppose Serbian expansionism in the Balkans is to
Arrnaca mariAanal chansraniam 4 the north and West fOr two reasons.

FIYXSt, The National caauvalllsus 1l ssalv BULUPS @LS) Lwe s e P
more iseolationist than expansionist, arguing for a turning inward,
away from the concerns of Europe. citizens in most European

countries, as in the U.§,, are currently in a mood to. tend their
own gardens, but giving in to the isolationist extreme right does
not strengthen the position of internationalists of the center and
left. Rather, by weakening the ties that bind Europe, they are
opening the door for further Furopean disintegration. Furthermore,
by failing to refute the flawed assumptions at the base of
nationalist chauvanist movements, the appeasers are simply ceding
ground to their opponents, kroth in their own countries and in
others.

This is true even in regard to the much more serious problem
of nationalist chauvinism in Russia--the current incarnation of the
Russian Problem. The Russian mood is currently one in which a
‘general who dismembers a defenseless former colony of the Soviet
empire--I have in mind General Lebed in Moldova-—-thereby makes
himself a popular hero and a candidate for Defense Minister, and
possibly even for President, This mood is fed by a Russian media
which repeate the distortions of Serbian extremists (and Russian
extremists in places like Moldova) as if they were factual.

In this context, it 1s entirely possible that NATO action
against the Serbs would cause a reaction in Russia which would
propel national chauvinists to power. Russia in fact has no
natlonal intereste in supporting the Serbs, but since Russians
think they do, Russian amour propre will be injured in case of NATO
action. Yeltsin might not even have to be overthrown; forcing him
to replace a few key ministers would be sufficient to turn Russian
foreign policy decisively toward expansionism.

The trouble with using this fear to prevent action in Bosnia
(or elsewhere) is that Russian foreign policy has essentially made
this turn already: Rugsians are already moving toward a combined
Slavophilic and imperialist answer to the Russian Problem. Russian
expansionists start their argument from the truth that security and
economic cooperation among the former Soviet states is necessary
and inevitable, Since the non-Russian states, in the first flush

4
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of nationalist enthusiasm, initially resisted such cooperation, an
impatient Russia turned to coercion and force.

Already, Russian pressure has facilitated (or organized?)
coups in Azerbaijan and Georgla, placing inte power former
Politburo members more sensitive to Russian concerns:than their
nationalist precedessors. The Russians also backed a Communist
coup in Tajikistan and prov1ded the military power for Russian
separatists to secede (at least de facto) from Moldova. All this
is in addition to the economic pressure and veiled threats used
against other reluctant members of the COmmonwealth of Independent

States.

Given this state of affairs, there is nothing more to be lost
by Western opposition to Russian expansionism. It must be made
clear to Russia that it has a choice: democracy and pursuit of
cooperation, or a new Russian imperialism. It is not yet too late
for Russia to chooge the first, If it does, it should be welcomed,
slowly but surely, into the European family along with its
neighbors. But NATO should make clear that if Russla chooses
imperialism, it will be opposing itself to Europe, and consigning
itself to near-isolation in a repeat ("the second time as farce")
of the Cold War. One credible deterrent threat would be to extend
NATO eastward, to include at least the Vigegrad countrles, should
Russian expansionism continue. .

With Russian troops now out of Germany and the Baltic states,
the tests of Russian intentions will be in Moldova, Akhazia,
Tajikistan and Crimea. If Russia can be persuaded to remove its
troops from tha first three, or at minimum the first two; and if it
can be persuaded to renounce coercive pressure in its poliocy
regarding the last, it will have chosen the path of peaceful
integration. This choice will make it possible for democracy to
take root in Russia and the other former Soviet states. If, in the
erunch, Russiat's soldier-hero in Moldova succeeds in legitimlzlng
the dismemberment of that unhappy country, it will be only a matter
of time before democratic goverpment in Russia ends and a new cold
war begins. Obviously, in a nuclear-armed world, any opposition to
Russia must be peaceful, or indirect; but making clear to Russia
the costs of aggression will at least give Russian ‘liberals an
argument against expansionism.

Opposing prescriptions for European action come mostly from
the ranks of liberal institutionalists, who argue in favor either
of conflict resolution to end violence, or of collective securlty
to oppose aggression, or both., My Ob]ectlon to this view is that
the main security threat to Eurcope comes from aggressors, who are
difficult to stop using either approach. As the failure of the
League of Nations should have taught us, relying on an
institutionalized collective security arrangment is unreliable at
best, and positively dangerous if it leads to complacency in the
face of aggression. Countries will try to "pass the: buck" since
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determined action is always inconvenient; and the more countries
whose consent is necessary, the less likely action will be., The
alternative liberal approach, conflict resolution, only works when
both sides want to find a compromise resolution. For parties
determined on aggression, mediation or peacekeeping merely provides
a smokescreen behind which to hide their ethnic cleansing or their
seiges of Sarajevo.

Rather, what Europe needs is a two-track security process--in
essence, one for carrots, the other for sticks, For opposing
aggressors, sticks are necessary. In dealing with the Serbs, for
example, there is no substitute for NATO unity and NATO action
which, for at least the current century, still requires American
leadership. That unity must include a willingness to use force
once the aggression has become sufficiently clear, as it is in
Bosnia. The basis of that unity can only be more seriocus attention
to these issues and a more respectful attitude toward allies than
has been shown on either side of the Atlantic heretofore.

The best alternative in Bosnia, if it is not yet too late, is
to allow the primary victims, the Bosnian government, the means to
defend themselves. From the point of view of the rest of Europe,
this has the advantages of aiding the victims and making the end of
the war conceivable while avoiding the domestic stresses of war for
NATO countries and mitigating the security risks of escalation.
Assistance for Hosnia means nhot only the provision of arms, but
also of training in their use. Ideally the training should begin
immediately, inside NATO territory, so that future arms shlpments,
would have immediate effect once made. If such support is not

enough, however, NATO soldiers will have to fight and die to coppose
Serb aggression.

The costs of inaction are far higher. The complets
dismemberment of Bosnia would be unavoidable, and would result in
creation of Europe's own Palestinians: a displaced, stateless
Muslim people with few hopes and a fully justified contempt for
Western values., From the Bosnian Muslims the eventual reaction is
likely to be terrorism, since they will have few alternatives.
From the Serbs, the reaction is likely to be continued "ethnic
clean51ng," probably mvolvmg a new offensive in Kosovo, and
eventually aimed at annexation of Macedonia.

Much worse, however, is the effect on Russia. Russian
expansionists do look at Western action in Bosnia, . and their
conclusion is that the West is irresolute. Therefore, they
believe, there is little cost to further aggression by themselves.
Onoe Russia goes too fay gdown that road, it will not be able Lo
turn back, and Europe will have to face a new cold war, The only
way to avoid it is to make clear to Russian moderates now that
forcible expansionism is not acceptable to the rest of Europe--and
that Russia has availlable an alternative way of pursuing its
interests.

-
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The alternative is peaceful integration within the CIS, and of
the CIS with the rest of Europe. Both can be promoted by the
wcarrot" side of FEuropean security policy. The most important
"carrot"® would be economic aid to the former Soviet states
contingent on their economic reintegration with each other. The
greatest flaw of the economic aid packages offered to CIS states by
the West was the neglect of one of the great successes of the
Marshall Plan: compelling the Plan's participants to cooperate, and
integrate their economies. Such a measure, if handled delicately,
is most of all a carrot to Russia, since it would make_clgar that
the rest of Europe does not oppose such economic reintegration, and
does not oppose the exercise of Russian influence in ,areas
obviously of vital interest to Russia--as long as that exercise 1s
benign. At the same time, it should provide economic benefits to
all participants, since many of the economic ties severed after
1991 were economically useful, and restoring them should help
generate economic growth. - : :

The second "carrot" is access for the eastern half of Europe
to markets in the European Union apd North America. As most
scholars would agree, political stability (and resistance to the
national chauviniet virus) is dependent largely on economic growth,
and that economic growth is dependent largely on 'success in
generating exports. The countries of the developed North have
gotten away for decades with excluding inconvenient imports from

~ the Third World because the security consequences of that exclusion

were remote, both in time and space., The security consequences of
continuing the same policy toward the eastern half of ‘Europe will
be more immediate. '

The liberal institutionalist program has merit in providing
additional "carrots" which directly contribute to security. CSCE
structures are slowly being strengthened (providing, for example,
a mediator in the talks on the future of Moldova). The Partnership
for Peace provides the right balance, for now, between reassurance
of Central Europe and reassurance of Russia. 2And the dispatch of
United Nations peacekeeping troops to Macedonia 1is entirely
appropriate, discouraging, at least temporarily, external
aggression while providing enough reassurance to mitigate internal
disturbance. :

Implementing both halves of this policy, both the carrots and
the sticks, will require much better leadership than has been
forthcoming heretofore. I carry no brief for my own government in
this regard: both the Bush and Clinton Administrations have all too
often lacked the courage of their convictions, and neither has
reliably provided good leadership. Partly, as noted above, this is
the result of the public mood. But great leaders (not only in the
U.5.) must, at least sometimes, educate their publics and take a
stand on essential issues, A substantially better Europe is within
our grasp; we need only expend the effort to reach for it.
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That effort, to sunmarize, must be aimed at three goals. -
First, Russian expansionism must be deterred, and Russian |
cooperativeness encouraged, to increase the likelihood that the
Russians will pursue a sclution to their Problem consonant with
security for the rest of Europe. Second, German democracy must be
maintained, to ensure that the German Question remains a potential,
not an actual, security threat, And finally, the European and
American "pillars® of NATO must together manage the American
Dilemma, finding a formula for U.S5. participation and leadership
that makes possible effective NATO opposition to national
chauvinists throughout Europe.
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European Security: from Vladivostok to Vancover ?
1.4 New strategic environment

1.The events of the latest years has dramatically changed the global and
Eurcpean strategic environment. A New vision of the European sacurity order
has emerged replacing the structure of internzticnal relations forged
during the Coid War period.

2.Nevertheless, it is important that we not let euphoria blind us as far
ag new threats and challenges are concerned. The New Europe offers great
hcpe, bhut the greater uncertainty which we face puts us on alarm and
requires active, concerted and versatile actions on the behalf of the
internaticnal community.

3.I1t's obvicus that at present the situation 1in the space from
Vladivostok to Vancover appears to be more unstable and less predictable
than the former one which was basad on the bitter bipolar confrontation.
Indeed, the whcle Euroatlantic regign is only at the very heginning of the
period of radical transfermation.

4.In many cases the events are undergoing faster than it should.The
factors of unpredictability and complexity have produced an extremely
difficuit environment for national governments and foreign policy experts.
That's why governments and specialists are bound to make mistakes in their
approaches to the strengthening and creation European security system.

5.Despite the obvicus differences between the countries-members of the
European Union and the nrewly independent states, the fierce political
struggle and uncertainty over virtual aspect of socio-economic development
of the eastern part of the Eurocatlantic region it seems that the new
security risks are equal for all nations from Vladivestok to Vancover.
Security is still indivisible notion and it i{s impossible to safeguard
security just only for any single state in the Eurcatlantic region.
Insecure positicn of any state is a threat for the whole security systenm.
In the long run, the Eurcatlantic region could not remain half secure and
nalf insecure. The Space from Vladivostok to Vancover cannot be merely 50
percent stable and prosperous.

6.We need tc consider together how Eurcatlantic community can hest
respond to the challenges and hepes. It is Eurcpe more than any other area
that holds the to global peace and security and it is this continent more
than others that is experiencing fundamental changes.

7.Keeping in mind the present risks and challenges the overall European
security structure must he solid encugh to withstand the existing turmoil
in the eastern part of the continent and to prevent the possible isolation
the West Trom the East,

II.Russia‘s concerns.
8.0n my opinion the New European security order is that of a Commen
Eurcatlantic Space with equal security and economic opportunities for all
nations where use or threat of military force is no Tonger considered to be
an acceptable political means.

9.The Russia's strategy in the Euroatlantic region should be intended to
broaden pan-eurcpean cooperation in full accordance of the national
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security interests of all countries regardless of their geostrategic
positien and helonging to any security and economic structures.The other
Rissia‘s prigrity in Europe is to avoid the rebirth of anti-Russian
coalition and as a consequence of it further isolation from the Eurcpean
Union,

10.The Western leaders very like tu repeat that the West is bound to give
Russia a chance to become an egual partner in international affairs.But
reality doesn't prove this statement.The hopes that Russia and the West
would estanlish strategic partnership have fallen short. Now Russia is
excliuded from the most effective security and economic structures.,

11.The development of the events from August 1991 has given evidence that
the West 1s corsidering Russia exclusively as "Junior Partner" who should
not have its own position on some important foreign policy problems,

12.4t the same time many peliticians and expects in  Russia  are
experiencing anxiety when they hear that Russia even geographically is not
A part of Europe.Russia s historically, poiitically, economically
committed to enhance Eurcatiantic stability and cooperation., Only with arn
active Russia's participation the workahle and formidable security system
comprising all nations from Vladivostok to Vancover will he formed.

13.Besides, there is a mistake to see in Russia's peacekeeping and other
actions within the CIS the rebirth of imperial trends in Russian foreign
policy. The West should realize that 1in many aspects Russia's active
involvement in CIS affairs s contradictable Russian national interests,
However there is no doubt that the situation within the CIS, especially irn
Central 4sia and Trans Caucasia will be the most serious threat to the
stability in the space from Vladivostok to Vancover.

14,Taking this into consideration the West should not interpret Russia's
moves within the CIS primarily as attempts to restore its former empire. It
should be much greater Western willingness to accommodate Russian foreign
interests. Sharing the hasic principles of civilized community Russia and
the West could and should undertake concrete measures aimed at creation
Eurcatlantic security architecture.

ITI.Reshaping European Security System

15.In nowadays' circumstances it 1is necessary to rely upon those
Euroatlantic institutions which in retrospact have proved their vitality
and develop their peace-keeping and peace-enfercement capacities.At the
same time we should not close eyes on the fact that neither NATO nor CSCE,
WEU, EU have net managed to resolve existing military conflicts and
neutralize ethnic tension in Eastern Europe and some CIS countries.

16,1t would he noted that now, five years after the fall of the Berlin
Wall, the new European Security system nas not yet formed. There is a lack
of coherent interaction and closed cooperation between the CEuroatiantic
security structures whose mandates in many cases are unclear. So it is
necessary to provide an “interlocking” cooperation between them and an
interoperable model for their joint efforts in crisis preventicon and
management. Such a European security system should ‘“regulate® hoth the
political and security related matters and the economic, environmental and
other issues, which are of tremendous importance for Russia's process of
radical reform.

A.North Atlantic Treaty Organization.
17.4t present it seems clear that NATO is the only Eurcatlantic

institution which possesses military organization infrastructure and
resources and is able tc promote a stable security envirenment during
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Europe's transitional period.

18.Certainly it's a mistake to consider that the Russia's national
interests and those of NATO members are fully coincided. On some aspects of
defence planning, attitudes towards crises management, especially in Bosnia
and within the former Soviet Union, the priorities of Russia and NATO are
more parallel than identical.

19.Besides, the majority of Russian politicians and experts are very
attentive to Central and Eastern Europe and especially to the bitateral and
multitateral relations it develops with the Euroatlantic  security
structures including the attempts to accept some countries of the region in
NATO and YWEIU,

20.The situation within Russia is such that NATO's enlargement in the
eastward direction will Jlead te the aggravation of political struggle in
the country. NATO's enlargement may also destabilize the situation in  the
Ukrain and Belorussia - the scenario which is absolutely unacceptable for
Russia.

21.However these factors don't create an insuperable ohstacle on the
route of promoting dialogue, céoperation and even partnership between
Russia and NATO in such fields as nen proliferation, arms control and
disarmament, cenfidence and security-building measures, defence conversion,
principles and key aspects of military strategy including defensiveness and
sufficiency. Russia should be very interested in creating a solid and
stable security system in the whole Eurcatlantic community - from
Vladivostok to Vancover - with active NATO's participation.

22. A1though I don't see any chances for Russia joining NATO in a short
or even medium-term prospect & partnership between Russian Federation and
the North Atlantic Organization has been hecoming a reality. Despite the
exited discussions on the NATO's "Partnership for Peace" it's cbvious that
PP will contribute to joint eurcatlantic security activities. But Russia
should move up intc more higher level of cooperation with NATO.

23.Together with PfP the North Atlantic Council for Cooperation appears
to he apnropriate forum for a broader political, military. economic and
humanitarian cooperation in the space frem Vladivostok to Vancover.
Although the NACC is in its beginning it has already developed a
substantiai agenda related to the real security challenges the Euroatlantic
region faces today.

24,But it is necessary not to cverestimate the value of military means
in crises management. Military force should be strictly limited it the
authorized mandate.Besides, NATO can't project stabiiity alone. It must
interact with other eurcatlentic security structures, firstly CSCE.

B.Conference on Security and Cooperation in Eurcpe

25.From the point of the creation the political and economic entity the
development of the CSCE potential seems to be efficient way by which
existing and future conflicts could be resolved. CSCE remains unique in its
membership {53 states) and scope among the other Eurcatlantic institutions.
And 1 think its benefits overweight its drawbacks and it showed its
viability in the worst years of confrontation. CSCE gives an opportunity to
create a truly effective Eurcatlantic security system.

26.But it is evident, however, that CSCE mechanism has not been
sufficiently developed to cope with the new security problems. There is an
urgent necessity for reinforcing and restructuring the CSCE. 1It's just a
time to enhance the CSCE capacity for conflict prevention and crises
management.There is an urgent need to Tink CSCE's capabilities to the other
Eurcatlantic institutions - European Union, Council of Eurape, Western
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European Union and especially NATC., It should be noted that until now  the
CSCE-NATO institutional linkage has not been significantly progressed.

27.1 censider the proposal  to create Security Council of Europe which
has been put forward by the Chairman of the French National Assembly
Mr.Segan as one of the acceptable ways to transform CSCE to a mere
effective panregional organization. '

28.The coming years are going to hbe momentous in the building of the new
European security sysiem. It must develap in tune with political, economic
and military developments in Great Eurepe, including Russia. It seems that
only this way 1Js the most reliable and workable, Ultimately, however,
security in the space from Vladivostok to Vancover will depend mainly on
the policy of governments, Neither CSCE nor NATO can force Eurcatlantic
states to make peace against their will.,

1
il
m

21-00T-1994 12322 , 4547

+ ISTITUTO AFFARI
INTERNAZIDNALI - ROMA

n® I ALBAVO
2 0 GEN, 1585

B SLIOTECA

n

P.ES |

iy



Eat

PARTNERSHIP FOR PEACE: A WESTERN VIEW

Niklaas Hoekstra

During the last couple of years, NATO has consistenﬂ-y tried to improve and intensify
its felationshjp with countries in Central and Eastern Europe (CEE). Most countries
in that region experienced a security vacuum as a result of developments like the
dissolution of the Warsaw Pact and the disintegration of the Soviet Union.

NATO member states felt the need to accommodate Central and East EurOpeén
security concerns without jeopardizing existing Western security architectures. Many
CEE states would like to join those organizations which have guarantced Western
Europe’s security for nearly 50 years. The West however, aware of Russian
sensitivities and not willing to expose itself to potenﬁal sources of instability in’ the

region, remains reluctant to enlarge its security structures prematurely.

Enlargement with some countries in CEE, while leaving some others out, carries the
risk of cregting new dividing lines in Europe. NATO membership of countries close
to Russia, fnay be perceived as hostile encirclement. If such negative developments
were to occur as a result of admission to NATO o_f one or more countries, then, in
spite of the fact that the move itself was intended to create security and stability in

Europe, the Alliance and the prospective member countries would have failed to



achieve their objectives. So it is necessary to create and atmosphere that will not lead

to suspicion and apprehension.

First steps '

At the NATO Sumn_lit in Rome (N(;vember 1991) the Heads of State and Government
proﬁosed the establishment of the North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC) as a
way to address some of the aforementioned problems. Through NACC regular
contacts were established between the former enemies. However, participation in
NACC is not linked to NATO membership and c;oﬂsequently does not provide CEE
countries with concrete security links. Many regard NATO membership as vital for

their external security as well as their internal stability.

At an informal meeting of the NATO ministers of defense in October 1993 in Tra-
vemiinde, the Americans introduced the so-called Partnership for Peace (PfP) plan as
an intermediate step between the current situation and full membership. The initiative

was formally introduced during the Brussels Summit in January of this year.

Partnership for Peace

PfP is a bilateral agreement between NATO and a NACC country. Countries can sign
the Partnership Framework Document, deliver a Presentation Document and negotiate
Individual Partnership Programmes. So-far 23 countries have signed the basic docu-

ment, including the Russian Federation. PfP is meant to intensify political and military
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cooperation between East and West, at a pace and scope desired by the individual

participating states. P{P aims to promote compatibility of language, codes, equipment, -

bases, communications and logistical procedurés. In addition, PfP offers a non-
obligatory consultative process under Article IV of the North Atlantic Treaty.

One of the main fea'tures of PP is self-differentiation. Partnership will not automati-
cally lead to membership. Countries can show through their actions that they are
worthy of admission, and even then it is up to NATO to decide whether or not to

admit them.

At first PfP was seen by many (especially in the East) as a way of keeping the CEE
countries out of NATO. Now that NATO has assured those countries that it will not
remain and indefinite substitute for NATO membership, it is viewed much more

favourably.

Different prospects of membership

During the first months of the implementation of PfP thfee different groupings have
emerged in which the CEE countries can be divided.

The first group consists of countries that.are eager. to cooperate with NATO and
having a good chance of being admitted first. They include the four Visegrad countries
(Poland, Hungary, Czech Republic and Slovak Republic) and possibly also Romania

and Buigaria and Slovenia



Second is a group of countries that may or may not join. It includes states like
Belarlis, Ukraine and AIbania

Finally there is a group of countries unlikely to join in the foreseeable future, if ever.
The most notable of this group is of course Russia, but it also includes the Asian
Republics of the fomer Soviet Union. Russia has shown an interest in working with
NATO on a number of issues and although the Alliance actively seeks to give
substance to its relationship with Russia it is difficult to envisage the country as a full
member. For the Asian republics it is primarily lack of interest and capacity to engage

in concrete cooperation acttvities that minimise their chances of joining NATO.

Peace keeping

Bo‘th NACC and PfP offer a wide rangé of exchanges of views on security and other
issues, high-level visits, intensified military contacts, staff talks as well as' exchanges
of experience between experts in various fields in the form of seminars, symposia and
workshops. Amongst the concrete activities, cooperation in peace-keeping has assumed
a role of prime importance. Against the background of developments in former
Yugoslavia, the North Atlantic Council announced in Oslo in June 1992, the
Alliance’s readiness to support, in certain cases and in accordance with its own
procedures, peace-keeping operations. under the responsibility of the CSCE. It also
stated that it would be willing to undertake such operations together with other
countries. Later that year, at a meeting in Brussels in December 1992, the Alliance

also confirmed its readiness to support peace-keeping operations under the authority
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of the UN Security Council. At the same time, withiﬁ tile NACC, and Ad Hoc éroup
on Cooperation in Peace-keeping v;as established with the aim of developing a
common understanding on the political principles and practical aspects of peace-
keeping. With the launch of PfP and the proposal made by the participants at the
Brussels Summit to conduct peace-keeping exercises with partners beginning in 1994,
the initiative receivéd a further powerful impetus.

The Netherlands was the first to offer a training area for such an exercise. The last
week of October The Netherlands hosted the exercise *Cooperative Spirit’ which saw -
some thousa;d troops from twelve countries training in basic peace-keeping skills
together. The first joint peace-keeping exercises was held in Poland in September;
early October the first naval peace-keeping éxercise took place in the Atlantic, off
Stavanger, Norway.

In all three cases, the exercises were not designed for the benefit of the participating
forces only; careful attention was also given to a programme for observers as well as
to a programme for high-ranking political and military officials with the aim of
maximising the returns on the iﬂvestment. The exercises were executed on a relatively

small scale, so it is fair to say that the political importance of these exercises exceeded

their military value.



Conclusion

It is clear that the majority of the PfP signatories regard it as an intermediate step, a
compromise process which does not guarantee the assurances they seek, but which
they acknowledge to hold the most promise for attaining them.

Moving beyond this compromise will not be easy. The desire to avoid drawing new
lines in Europe is difﬁcult to reconcile with the strong desire of CEE countries to join

NATO. Any enlargement cannot be all-inclusive and will therefor unavoidably involve

the drawing of new lines. It might be better for NATO member states to focus its

attention on how to create an atmosphere conducive to dispelling any feelings of

mistrust and suspicion with regard to NATO’s intentions. Closer cooperation between
Allies and Partners would be a crucial element to allay concerns. The preparation and
conduct of crisis management operations, including peace keeping would be an
excellent area for concrete joint undertakings.

We should be aware of the paradox that the more successful cooperation between
Allies and Partners is, the sooner the Cooperation Partners will likely raise the
membership issue again. This means that it is of great importance to reflect upon the
future of the Alljance. Member states now have to start thinking how, when and with

whom they would eventually wish to expand.
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. NATO Role in shaping Lhe fuiure securlhy'uf urope..‘
9aruper5th for ?Eace, an eastern po;nt of view

.(Aiaxander Duleba; Slovak Republic)

. - some discussion questions on Lopic pressntation: .

g The Pwp program- isz‘ﬂoi the suffzclent solut1on‘of

 secur1Ly prohlems af CEE countrles : 1L relates flrst of ail to'
lf"tﬁé stahes cf, V1segwad group_. PEP‘ is'é‘ comprom:se vh1ch;_‘

f.respects much more '1nter¢sts pf“ RhSSi&[,thapT?inﬁé:estsfdf.;'

EQ:V1segraa group states

e

It is . very regrettahle”that theicleafly ex?ressed %111 0£ “
;" ,L£fCEE pol;;xcal leaders abcut obt%:nxﬁg full ‘membershlp ime HHTOfT'
-:for +hezr“countfxes was nc¢ accepbed Inev1table méke up Lhe ¢ 
.1mpress on, that these nations-are ‘cnly the sunject o;.‘h1gn o
‘1745teresislplayc aggin. 3§?e¢i£h7 Lhe 5overelgnty;of“sma11' CEE;‘”
r;fﬁéiigns 'aﬁa:ihéi;:‘égﬁﬁ§aiéhcé;gﬂ ;nternatlanal cﬁﬁmun;uy -:§ 
:  i;direc£5 :&;;ry}-ffqﬁ%sgiﬁﬁ;ble;}n_égalyﬂig:g;#;si;lsgtﬁatlaﬁ;ii

funfortunabely,:,is“ndt excepiional for the first  Lime during

- %th61r hlstsryl

:'ﬂ Tnstead af the dacxsaon about grant1pg Lhe full membersh1p L

VG states in RETO J‘wn1ch- ?Duld a1gn1fy the def1n1t1ve.ff

'-f”teraznatlon of ‘Cald Har - PerIDE ) ”esul -3 Vof HATO Januaryi;-

-

1Summ=h de facto only araTnng ubE 'chaos of temporary_trans1t1c'”u“

eriod™ tq.new;;security:archltecnure of Europe -

éstion ié aé‘foiiové- has KATO azded Lo dzsperse:-:

of CEL countr:es that they are: not more satellltes df Hqéédw?.

;2. ﬁBTO <P1P Prog*am ,15 opﬂned for eacn state "nrcn 15{&3

A i:aapab1e -10 conthbute to the stablllty and :ﬂecur"y;ofj thef“
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} T Eﬁﬁﬁrﬁtlanﬁic‘ﬁ?ea'IP?P Féamevbrk.-Doéuﬁéhti.rThe:questioﬁ does::
emerge - %ﬁéttare‘bgﬁndariasu\of Eﬁro—ﬁtlénﬁiq Area?nCén}wé”ﬁse_
thé- notioﬁ{;ﬁufo—hiiaﬁtic érea* as‘»équiﬁaleﬂi‘io 'ﬁﬁE nd£ibn,‘

-Rm.—‘ih At.lé-nsidzsrea' te.q. Dec:l‘arat,mn Df'-the'Heéds of State
énd Gcaarnment hauxng paru1c1patﬁd at the LHTO January Heet1ng}?

Nﬂztbe“ Framework Documenu noy Dﬂclarataan _cf HA;O January
" HéeL=ng don L comérlsel-thé ngographlca1t'cefln*nzon Df tnzs.
 &;52§¢3. On the otber hand the‘notznn ‘Euro Az:at1c Rrea became.i
?ﬁﬁité fea1 ;spacg _defﬁnition at 1ast tlme._ Pruv;ded Lhat:_
1,QEurb—Qiiéﬁti;?éréé; %ﬁa ‘Euroahziatic‘ Agea" ;re nuL:1dent1ca!f

C llet us makeTﬁhéncoﬁbariéan.;

e

CIS conta:ns unamb;gnous mzlztary --"defénSive cﬁmﬁdhentfin';

b H\j fh?1ts 1nt°grat10n'.strucuurelwh-cn vas clearly expressed ny .tnef
ff ;ﬁ§§co9 CISTTopic‘SummiL in Epr11 1994 ,only 3 mnnths after Lhe‘n
‘iNATO PFP’ January Summ:t Pozltlcal leaders of CIS staues (e g;:
Tﬁazarbayev Lukasnenkn Kunscnma etc.{‘regardless Df Ru551an;ﬁ
TEJPDIiticEILIEEderS)  useft$e ﬁﬁiioﬁT;éafééziéﬁgeyﬂsPAGE;:59?'Lpe e
 éspace deslqnatlon of former ch;etlUnloﬁ.' | | | i
IL wlll be sufflcxenh cnly.;sl1gnnly tn Lurn ovér théliea§ésy?
:Gof  “¢“;, mzl:nary dﬂctrlnﬂ"cf Ru$szan R Federatxon to the%s

-ﬁundersnandlng' hhat Lhe furmer étatés af- Sov:et Un:on caﬂif

xrecover the guarantzes a‘ the:r secur;ty only prov1ded uha‘"'
ﬂﬁthey' U1]1: accede'-to Lh_ 'CDIIectlva -securlty system in. LhA'
< i

“'framevork of CIS Leaqers of pc 16@1 éli tes o‘ forner Sa zcuj‘

- Jfficgrepuniics are:ever—more 'compound Hltn th1s 1nev1tabie suluilon'

uhezr 52cur1hy sltuatxon. They have nou another alternative;"

“miof

'But Baltxcz anu non post Sov1et CEE states' decTinemLhisf'

fa;ternat=ve for Lhemse;ves__what 1& nexng vazted.for Lhem? ?hat{'

:‘aspace ar Lhey' belonglng‘ ta ;;{fﬁﬁ. EuroatTant1c Erea or LOLJ

5]Euroazzaulc Area o“ tn -bonn? PFP program doesn t dszerenugatej”

goomy C T M) I0€0Y ZAAR ‘zzTez TE TrA@ T ZTOT Ll 0T/t
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‘:beigeen. CiS'_staLes .?hlch - are ever more-'gccedingliiﬁ ihe
.'ééanomicéj..églturai an&.securiﬂfzorganizgd sbéée‘of éFTPAé?E
.a;a.othef' éosicnmmunisﬁic sﬁaies of "Burope :which'in,ﬂaturemof‘
1§§' oan thg'.ﬁasic ot lhisioricéi;'-econoaical; cultimal et?.
._§é§5095 wéﬁtf'io jain  iof ihe: Western Europe ip;aération
¢ sirﬁctuf?$;‘?ﬁat ﬁse‘ié it for7
 ,:;3. HBTO:is.ﬂD£ DnJnyDmé klnd of mild tary structure fcr thE
 ;énfpos£—é§bfé£.-Cﬁﬁ ésunifiesh‘ Tbase nat:ons d;d unamb;gusus
'  éﬁ5ice of fréédgm; demﬂc“écy‘_‘c1§1é commun1ty. marketﬁeconcmlc
 ?and leqal staLeI'Lowaﬂds Lh= end. of 30 1es. In .; ﬁecéssary to
l'-undersnanu tbat cruc1a1 polz£=c;1 changes in C?“ céLneréé ieré”'
gﬁﬁJ_resuln of ,.pc1't1caT' intrigues p!ay“ of‘ &ommuniny e:ité;l
ftgfﬁups snmé“years ago but the result of ‘masglelv1c movemeqnl

::;wh;ch caused'bhe crash of the old reg:mes-,ln ths movement:

‘prevax1 part of ECE coaaun;txes tcck par*1c1patxon._‘“f

ffIL ig Imposs1ble Lo afrrrm Lhe ‘same about Lhe forMer Sov1eL}jJ

“Tfrepub11cs d1th regard Lo the -exception cf Baltic‘repunlics-ana 

-<part1y of . Russza {but Huscov and S. Petersburg are not a who1e,“”

'”ﬁﬁcéuntry) %fﬁéf p011L1ca1l:ch¢nges g zn.ithe._coniemporary CIS;;:

'1ﬁcoggiries:§e:é-porenbr less é:;géiﬁgg af”ﬁbiiticél"elyyesﬁjhiﬂ f'
"J?fhis‘ié';éf§ i£P§;£aﬁi‘quéstbn; Bécauéé'adnﬁpoét—gagiéi CEE'Y
'P§3 tica1.e11£E5 -can t da whanevér forEng‘ éol;cy;.Tne s:ng}a;;[

“?‘CEE.écvernments oan have Ehe- dfoerences by the tacn;cs,»gﬁi-néii;l

'ione by the 'strategy or the:r far=1gn securxty pol:cy In thls” ;‘

-l:poznt of - vxew HATO is not _only Sozme k1nd of m:llnary structureﬂd'
fifor them.‘ but‘at 15‘\the organzsatzon'calllng ‘or keeplng theT“
' fu1f1lment cf hlSuoracaI cammlsxon to Protncn the values*vhich

L??rﬁ. the. obje¢h of CEL nationS'eIection'iin~thE aendiof'mthei_f

'-Thé'-andeavour of nonrpost Sov:et_ CE? countrles fo“:.;“

”;}éﬁtaining the fulx NﬁTO aembarshlp is. not cnly &, matter ofﬁ- ‘

;" 4_ .‘_3
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‘willingness Of somie governmenuS buL _thisiis ”é “matter of
‘1iberated nations".
‘”1ﬂ.0ne-frnm[@veak sides of the PFP p*ogram is thatj-itidcesﬁﬂh'”

 respect ihe"ﬁhoie 'sanpe af these aspeat The P?P program'-

renzins prévailingiy on ithe military level but Lhe'”questlon

T:abuub ﬁQTD extent;on Lowards CTE and its_ﬁew.'east',bdﬁddaries‘

15 not ever only the mziltary quest*on.

4 The 'PFP,program‘supposes an 1nd1v1dna1 approach of HATO

”,'Lo each partlcxpatxng 5Lat . i is; - great hjstowzcal parada

,Q grant of 'return chance” io Countrles uhlcn got undew thE'

- :déﬁinaLicn“of‘Staiig;s Soviei'Un;Qﬁ in thﬂ end of Second,ﬁoﬁld
- Har through the dolle&tivé wé?'- Tb31“ aest1ny to be BCGEdE to '
”fthe."Sov‘et :postvar-sector vask causeﬁ'hy qrgat  pp$ef_$p§£as.
'Tﬂpolxcy.'too. Tt wasn't their -guii£~. fhisf%éaiiiyhgagﬁﬁhtiéhl}”
'rthe result _ﬁf.mi itar} uevalopment of‘wér‘aﬁé ‘evef no resultt

‘caused by . CEE economic capabzlzty Th:s was the f;pst;g;;gllﬁ

‘Agrthe results of 1nterna*10na1 pa11t1cs 51tuat10n.‘

Tn aﬂcordance vxth the PFP program ever? pa_txclpaL1ng SiatEff;f

' fhas to Pay'-ﬁbr_.zts - xndlvrduax . return” 1tself- I* dnesn
 bafqain only that this apbroach respﬂcis .o f"thE‘fiﬁahcialﬂ_}

“prohlems of CEE t*ans:tzon eaonam1cs IL bargazns abcut anotnerj'_

Ellcrucval qLEstan- 1' Lthe case of non- 51mu1taneau5 acced:ng of'
“”s1ngle C“E states Lu NATD it will contlnLe the state of ?urope ‘
",Eastfwest division. The £i nlsh of CoIa Hair pe*lod woula ‘De“

. dubious throﬁgh'this.

'.The unequal =ecurity Pﬂsiiiﬂn. of CEE countrles v111 b@

‘J!neVItable increase tha tepsions in CEE Th, dEVElDPmEnu in

'Lformer Yugoslav:a shows t.ha1 1ts securlty 1nf1uence Lowards Lhe :

”Twhple Eu:npg‘ is qonsideranle- The possznle HATG a:tens:on 16ﬁ"?

'fﬂhé basic"of.;inﬂividual'apprﬁach'-upon‘ PEP;Ppnsrﬁmgfgaagwofk
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could contribute to -the extans*on af stableless =one” tovardsl

other parts;o£<CEE;

For EU states it would Signify3the. enlargement‘of,stheir

3 éé%ﬁrity coéis laé' miﬁimﬁﬁ; 'The "NATO ektensznn Lovarus CEE
 Eﬁﬁn£ries has no cth&r se&urxny alte”naugve Lc “heﬁpeaéy in'
'iébntinuing'wiih raaljzatibn'of their  c§mmunity'irahsfbrmatichu

, and "thse On prlnclple tne securlLY gLarantles in framEVDrK of -
?CIS rcollectlve;léecurxby system.,lis .i;:lconfurmlty wlth Lha'
 }secur1Ly interasﬁs of western Europe siatés as mlnlmum We mustg'
: togetHer pay :for.luﬁr .munual.”security,i regﬁrd1ess Df morélTr-

_1nc=nt1ves of hxs Drzcal 3ustzce.,

5 Can RATO'S enlargmenh he unllm:tedT In my poznt of v:ewﬁ-

'Afﬁcn*y the negatlve ansver is . poss:nle It is ununlnkable and;i

;_s1gn1fy Lhe HATD gradual transfcrmatvun 0 CSCE Hhat s“

mexewts partly thls

'Hcan t he narroved,only on the mllxtary quetlons Ievel

useless.iif: Lhe HATD'S enlargement v:il be rea11zed fupon uheﬁ’

"‘frameeurk of PFP program and ﬂACC cooperat1on, 1t wnuld onlyif'

uheluseﬂ

-Tof it? HATO couldn g be. scme kinu of'eff1c1entwusecurityfrdcf‘j:?

'igof Eurc At]ant;c and Euro Rzlatlc Areas 51mu1tanaously.:CSCVLfﬂ

QH ihe develnpnent of., -wor1d civi1i2atian dur;ng lasn decadesﬂlﬂi

“haé”fbeen demonstraizng ihe orlglnatie;"cf speczal worlaﬁff

ffregzons. Every reglon of world has unly for 1ts typ1ca1 way ofﬁ’?

'i‘CI“1C and power' communlcatzon system -Df values hzstory R

oo

'-%;econoﬁlcal-l

,fare not. unlform..phere -are always acbual desiructxon processesf,f

‘ﬁtrad1t1ons morals etc. In.*ramework cf thesa reg:onal spaces‘ff

'-~P911t1cal zntegratzon structures;. The SecurILY strutt ﬂes mustﬁffl

-‘b formateu ;iﬁ~ conform1ty with thzs ﬁbn; umn ca5e thatJ?"

' cultural and sncur1ty structures of world reg1onﬂjj

oyl
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‘and ithe threat of tensions in international relations.

Cocld War gavef rise'La an artificial security division of

-vorld I think ve nusi undersiand that CSCE iz a piatform far

e

| _ ' . coming to : Lhe agreement but noi basis s form ,soﬁe
.‘cumpr9hE351§e ﬁxlzuary 1rtegrat:on structure NBIO couid not ba
ih futureT an integrat1on securlty suructure fur CIS worid -
‘fégion. It do¢s‘  ot 51gn1fy ihan BATO has noi LD reach tnel
Lagreement wlth CIS securlty 1ntegran10n struc ure. Butllt.ls_an;
Frincipie the ancther miestion. BT
:?TCruciéf;::i$ L‘;tﬁiéi‘-cdﬁé?énCef'-15 ‘ Lhe ! poéition - of
”  n§n post - SOVlEt‘Dut post comﬁunxgtlc countr1eé ?éé‘éafé'uf eﬁgr?
: ﬁépest;on‘.anaut‘futﬁrE' development of Lurope 11ke tﬁéfnaturéhi
;yérid 1n£égratzon‘ ?ag1cn, Poland Czech Rapublxc, Hﬁhgéfé;-

;Siovakla, Ramaria and Bulgarla have 'recelved;_aa_siatuswﬁf' '

R RGN

“r

RN

"7:assoc1ative E*mbershlp w1th EU Thase nations'évef:<mare'aré'

?or:entatad Dn uesnern Lurope marken thamselves.rThey appreczate

———

[; Fn¢ same' system of clvzllzatzon v.ayi.lze_se;j ﬁpﬂn‘the, Kzrchbarger :
‘f?bbgéiaration =fr°5'ﬂa¥ ,9»‘1994 ghésé‘nahibnS: and ihree Balt:c:f
’ frePub1Jcs (?stonza Eaﬁv:a. Lz tﬁuania) have ”rEceaved a stanus;ﬁ
i'fgf .assoczatlve 'membersnzp_‘w1zh HEU 0n-.the Other hand lnlE;
. :quest1on abnut Vaccedlng Lo hA D these states gnt on the $ameﬁﬁ
EIEVEI as Pﬂst “Soviet rEPub1zcs of Cenural Azxa.,jg~" . -
“lcrucial questinn”?is as fcllovs:'dues HATO #ann tn conserva 5

' r91nforce dhe transa 1ant'c lxnke ‘or 1&5' transfmrmahznni'f

u._n 1gn1fy only tnai H“U v111 replace HA 0 1n auroPe7 IfT‘

-

want. rEIHfDrcn tne ?*ansatlantlc 11nke I think so,ﬂ1t has 7f

‘ 5‘°naﬂ9E 7 POSltlon in,t questlon:. ahoutf**

J——

'n‘Post ch1et countrles of Eurnpﬁ HATO securxty ;ntegratlonfj;

dructura nas tU GBVEIDP In ‘confcrm1ny with the develcpment uff;

This

":;Europe market c1v1112at10n:‘and securrty--structures
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_question “i-s.'the ‘lcrl.‘ici‘:;t}_ cfué's;ian' about -NATO - role . in shaping
future secﬁrifay . in E..._“cpe In "chntzfary case, ‘.’c.he‘ i.ens1ons:n
'-jinternatiana-l relations wiill necesﬁary,bé emefge, - ‘

-  The safiu.ifi'd:';_‘ which does not lead .i‘..o éstablliéhggnt . of -
: \“‘1‘“_.‘1_1‘1?.{6:*317'\&.}' of écbﬁoﬁi'cal,‘ cu':i‘t‘,ural: and : -Jsecr_lwrii,‘y‘strﬁci:ﬁes of

q'éil'.;xre _ éor}lfr-‘li-".regifo'ns,_ is : no "-s‘alu‘hion for Europe-'l'he {rzi;ls’-

- towards the CSCE funetions is po way for fubure of NATO and

:_ 'fﬂiure af woﬁld éﬂahi}ity. '
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Declaration of the Heads

' of State and Government

ALY

of the North Atlantic
Council beld at NATO

Headquartersy,

Brusosels, on 10 ~ 11 January 1999

Ay We, the Heads of State and Government of the member countries of
the North Atlantic Alliance, have gathered in Brussels to renew our Alliance in
light of the historic transformations affecting the entire continent of Europe. We
welcome the new climate of cooperation that has emerged in Europe with the
end of the period of global confrontation embodied in the Cold War. However,
we musl also note that other causes of instability, tension and conflict have
emerged. We therefore confirm the enduring validity and indispensability of our

) , _ - o .
a\ Alliance. It is based on a strong transatlantic link, the expression of a shared
) - destiny. It reflects a European Security and Defence Identity gradually emerging
4 as the expression of a mature Europe. It is reaching out to establish new pat-
T

terns of cooperation throughout Europe. 1t rests, as also reflected in Article 2 of
the Washington Treaty, upoen close collaboration in all fields.

participating in the Meeting

@
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o1 - ; i
* Building on-our decisions in London and Rome and on our new Stra-

tegic Concept, we are undertaking initiatives designed to contrib:ute to lasting
peace, stability, and well-being in the whole of Europe, which has always been

our Alliance's fundamental goal. We have agreed:

B to adapt further the Alliance’s political and military structures to reflect
both the full spectrum of its roles and the development of the emerg-
. ing European Security and Defence Identity, and endorse the concept

of Combined Joint Task Forces

to reaffirm thiar the Alliance remains open to the membershlp of other
.European countries;

L

]

to launcha major initiative through a Partnership for Peace, in which
" we invite Partners to join us in new political ‘and mthtary efforts to
work alongside the Alliance;

L

ﬁ to intensify our efforts against the proliferation of weapons of - mass
destruction and their-means of delivery. .

2& “We reaffirm our strong commitment to the transatlantic link, which'is
the bédrock of NATO. The continued substantial presence of United States
foices in Europe is a fundamentally important aspect of that'link: All our coun-
tries wish to continue the direct mvolvement of the United States and Canada in
the security of Europe.” We note that this is also the expressed wish of the few
democracies of the East, which see in the transatlantic link an irreplaceable
pledge of sécurity and stability for Europe as a whole. The fuller integration of
the countries of Central and Eastern Europe and of the former Soviet Union into
a Furope whole and free cannot be successful without the strong and active
participation of all Allies on both sides of the Atlantic.

%w ¥ Téday, we confirm and renew this link between North America and a
Europe'developing a Common Foreign and Security Policy and taking on greater
responsibility on defence matters. We welcome the entry into force of the Treaty
of Maastricht and thé lainching of the European Union, which will strengthen
the European pillar of the Alliance and allow it to make a more coherent contri-
bution to"the security of all the Allies.© We teaffirm that the Alliance is the
essential forum for consultation among its members and the venue for agree-
ment on policies bearing on the security and defence commitments of Allies
under the Washington Treaty.

@e “We give our full support to the development of a European Sécurity

anid Defence Identity which, as called for in the Maastricht Treaty, in the longer
term ‘perspective of a-common defence policy within the European Union, might
in time lead to a common defence compatible with that of the Atlantic Alliance.
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The emergence of a European Security and Defence Identity will strengthen the
European pillar of the Alliance whilé reinforcing the transatlantic link and will
enable European Allies to take greater responsibility for their common security
and defence. The Alliance and the European Union share -common stratégic
interests.

% We support strengthening the European pillar of the Alliance through
the Western European Union, which is being developed as the defence compo-
nent of the European Union. The Alliance’s organisation and resources will be
adjusted so as to facilitate this. We weicome the close and growing cooperation
between NATO and the WEU that has been achieved on the basis of agreed
principles of complementarity and transparency. In future contingencies, NATO
and the WEU will consult, including as necessary through joint Council meet-
ings, on how to address such contingencies.

G’E?r We therefore stand ready to make collective assets of the Alliance
available, on the basis of consultations in the North Atlantic Council, for WEU
operations undertaken by the European Allies in pursuit of their Common For-
eign and Security Policy. We support. the development of separable but not
separate capabilities which could respond to European requirements and con-
tribute to Alliance security. Better European coordination and planning will also
strengthen the European: pillar and the Alliance itself. Integrated and multi-
national European structures, as they are further developed in the context of an
emerging European Security and Defence Identity, will also increasingly have a
similarly important role to play in enhancing the Allies’ ability to work rogether
in the common defence and other-tasks.

f! e In pursuit of our common transatlantic security requirements, NATO
increasingly will be called upen to undertake missions in addition to the tradi-
tional and.fundamental task of collective defence of its members, which remains
a core function. ‘We reaffirm our offer to support, on a case by case basis in
accordance with our own procedures, peacekeeping and other operations un-
der the authority of the UN Security Council or the responsibility of the CSCE,
including by making available Alliance resources and expertise. Participation .in
any such operation or mission will remain subject to decisions of member states
in accordance with.national constitutions.

_#e Against this background, NATO must continue the adaptation of its
cotrimand and-force structure in tine with. requirements for. flexible; and timely
responses contained in the Alliance’s Strategic Concepr. We also will need to
strengthen the European pillar of the Alliance by facilitating -the use of our
military capabilities for NATO and European/WEU operations, and-assist partici-
pation of non-NATO partners in joint peacekeeping operations and other con-
tingencies as envisaged under the Partnership for Peace.

"



%?}@ Therefore, we direct the North Atlantic Council in' Permanent Ses-

sion, with the advice ‘of the NATO Military -Authorities, to examine how the
Alliance’s political and military structures and procedures 'might be developed
and adapted to conduct more efficiently and flexibly the Alliance’s missions,
including peacekeeping, as well as to improve cooperation with the WEU and to
reflect the emerging European Security and Defence Identity. As part of this
process, we endorse the concept of Combined Jeint Task Forces as a means to
facilitate contingency operations, including operations with participating nations
outside the Alliance. We have directed the North Atlantic Council, with the
advice of the NATO Military Authorities, to develop this concept and establish
the necessary capabilities. The Courncil, with the advice of the NATO Military
Authorities, and in coordination with the WEU, will work on implementation in
a manner that provides separable but not separate military capabilities that could
be employed by NATO or the WEU. The North Atlantic Council in Permanent
Session will report on the implementation of these decisions to Ministers at their
next regular meeting in June 1994.

E & Our own security is inseparably linked to that of all other states in
Europe. The consolidation and preservation throughout the continent of demo-
cratic-societies and their freedom from any form of coercion or-intimidation are

therefore of direct and material concern to us, as they are to all other CSCE states -

under the commitments of the Helsinki Final Act and the Charter of Paris. We
remain deeply committed to further strengthening the.CSCE, which is the only
organisation .comprising all European and North American countries, as an in-
strument of preventive diplomacy, conflict prevention, cooperative security, and
the advancement of democracy and human rights. We actively support the
efforts to enhance the operational capabilities of the CSCE for early warning,
conﬂiet prevention, and crisis management. -

é ,,g - As part of our overall effort to promote preventive d1plomacy, we
welcome the European Union proposal for a Pact on Stability in Europe, will
contribute to its elaboration, and look forward to the opemng conference which
will take place in Paris in the Spring. .

i Building on the close and long-standing partnership among the
North American and European Allies, we are.committed to enhancing security
and stability in the whole of Europe. We therefore wish to.strengthen ties with
the democratic states to our East. We reaffirm that the Alliance, as provided for
.in Article 10. of-the Washington Treaty, remains open to membership of other
European states in a position to further the principles of the. Treaty and to con”
tribute to the security of the North Atlantic area. We expect and would welcome
NATO expansion that would reach to democratic states to our East, as part of an
evolutionary process, taking into account political and security developments in
the whole of Europe.

[T
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,g, ¥+ We have decided to launch an immediate and practical programme
that will transform the relationship between NATO and participating states. This
new programme goes beyond dialogue and cocperation to forge a real partner-
ship - a- Partnership for Peace. We invite the other states participating, in the
NACC, and other CSCE countries able and willing to- contribute to- this pro-
gramme, to join with us in this Parmership. Active participation in the Partnef-
ship for Peace will play an important role in the evolutionary process of: the
expansion of NATO:. ‘ :

g.(é@ - The Partnership for Peace, which will operate under the authority -
of the North Atlantic Council, will forge new security relationships between the
North Atlantic Alliance and its Partners for Peace. Partner states will be invited-
by the North Atlantic Council to participate in political and military bodies at
NATO Headquarters with respect to Partnership activities. The Parthership will~
expand and intensify political and military cooperation throughout Europe, in-
crease stability, diminish threats to peace, and build strengthened relationships
by promoting the spirit of practical cooperation and commitment to demaocratic
principles that underpin our Alliance. NATO will consult with any active partici-
pant in the Partnership if that partner perceives a direct threat to its territorial
integrity, political independence, or security. At a pace and scope determinred
by the capacity and desire of the individual participating states, we will work in
concrete ways towards transparency in defence budgeting, promoting demo-
cratic control of defence ministries, joint planning, joint military exercises, and .
creating an ability to operate with NATO forces in such fields as peacekeeping,
search and rescue and humanitarian operations, and others as may be agreed.

ugh 2+ To promote closer military cooperation and- interoperability, we
will propose, within the Parmership framework, peacekeeping field exercises
beginning in 1994. To coordinate joint military activities within the Partmership,
we will invite states participating in the Partnership to send permanent liaison
officers to NATO Headquarters and a separate Partnership Coordination. Cell at
Mons (Belgium) that would, under the authority of the North Atlantic Council,
carry out the military p]anmng necessary to implement the Partnership pro--
grammes.

g@’ Since its: mcepnon two years ago, the North Atlamlc Coopemnon
Council has greatly expanded the depth and scope of its activities.: We will
continue 1o work with all our NACC partners to build cooperative relationships
across.the entire spectrum of the Alliance’s activities, With the: expansion of :
NACC activities and- the establishment of the Partnership for Peace, we have’
decided 10 offer permanent facilities at NATO Headquarters for personnel from
NACC countries and other Partnelshlp for Peace participants in order to improve
our working relationships and facilitate closer cooperation, ST

Sy



R? Proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and ‘their delivery
means constifutes a threat to international security and is a matter of concern to
NATO. We have decided to intensity and expand NATO’s political and defence
efforts against proliferation, taking into account the work already underway in

‘other international fora and institutions. In this regard, we direct that work
begin immediately in appropriate fora of the Alliance to develop an overall
policy framework to consider how to reinforce ongoing prevention efforts and
how to reduce the proliferation threat and protect against it.

EA f4e  We attach crucial importance to the full and timely implementation
of existing arms control and disarmament agreements as well as. to achieving
further progress on key issues of arms control and disarmament, such as:
eds, : :

%‘&%,' _ the mdefmlte and uncondltlonal extension of the Treaty on Non Pro-
hferatlon of Nuclear Weapons, and work towards an enhanced vcnﬁ-
cation regime; .

i the early entry into force of the Convention on Chemical Weapons and
new measures o strengthen the Bioiogical Weapons Convention,

IR the negotumon of a umverbdl and verifiable Cornprehen‘nve Test Ban
-z Treaty, - L . : B

.. GE issues on the agenda of the CSCE Forum for Security Cooperation;

E ensuring the iﬁtegrity-of the CFE Tréaty and full compliance with all its
provisions. '

edunoa

E vy We Condernn all acts’ of mtematlonal terrorism. They consutute
flagrcmt violations of human dignity and rlghts and are a threat to the conduct of
normial mternamonal relations. In accordance w1th our national leglslauon we
sness the need for the 1 most. effegmve coopemmon poss1ble Lo prevent and sup-
press thlS scourge )

éi%a We reaffirm our support for political and economic reform in Rus-
sia and welcome the adoption of a new constitution and the holding of demo-
cratic parliamentary elections by the people of the Russian Federation. Thisis a
miajor step forward in the establishment of a framework for the development of
durable demoératic institutions: We further welcome’ the Russian govérnment’s
firm commitment to democratic and market reform and to ‘a reformist foreign
policy. These are important for security and stability in Europe. We believe that
an independent, demacratic, stable and nuclear-weapons-free Ukraine would
likéwise contribute to Securlty and stability. We will continue to encourage and
support the reform proceqscs in both countries and to clevelop Cooperanon w1th
them, as ‘with'othér countries in Central and Edstern Europe’




ZE i?z_ » The situation in Southern Caucasus continues o be of special con-
cern. We condemn the use of force for territorial gains: Respect for the territo-
rial integrity, independence and sovereignty of Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia
is essential to the establishment of peace, stability and cooperation in the region.
We call upon all states to join international efforts under the aegisof the United
Nations and the CSCE.aimed at solving existing problems

52@; We reiterate our conviction that security in Europe is greatly af-

~fected by security in the Mediterranean. We strongly welcome the agreements

recently concluded in the Middle East peace process which offer an historic
opportunity for a peaceful and-lasting settlement in the area.” This much-awaited
breakthrough has had a positive impact on the overall situation in the Mediterra-
nean, thus opening the way to consider measures to promote dialogue, under-
standing and confidence-building between the countries in the region. We di-
rect the Council in Permanent Session to continue to review the overall situa-
tion, and we encourage all efforts conducive to strengthening regional stability.

2%‘@ As members of the Alliance, we deplore the continuing conflict in
the former Yugoslavia. We continue to believe that the canflict in-Bosnia must
be settled at the negotiating table and not on the battlefield. Only the parties
can bring peace to the former Yugoslavia. Only they can agree to lay down their
arms and end the violence which for these many-months has only served. 1o
demonstrate that no side can prevail in its pursuit of military victory.

g@e We are united in supporting the efforts of the United Nations and
the European Union to secure a negotiated settlement of the conflict in “Bosnia,
agreeable to ali parnes “and we commend the European Union Action Plan of 22
Novémber 1993 to secure such a negotiated settlement. We reaffirm our deter~
mination to ‘contribute to the implementation of a viable settlement reached in
good faith. We commend the front-line states for their key role in enforcmg
sanctions against those who continue to promote violence and aggression. We
welcome the cooperation between NATO and the WEU i in maintaining sanctions
enforcement in the Adrratrc

2 3. We denounce the vrolanons by the partles of the agreements they'
have already signed to implement a ceasefire and to permit the unimpeded

delivery of humanitarian assistance to the victims of this terrible_conflict. Th1s
situation cannot be tolerated. We urge all ‘the parties. to respect their agree-
ments. W are determined to eliminate obstacles to the accornphshrnent of the
UNPROFOR mandate. We will continue operations to enforce the No-Fly Zone

over Bosnia. We call for the full rmplementanon of the UNSC Resolutrons Te-
gardrng the reinforcement of UNPROFOR We reaffirm our readlness under the,




authority of the United Nations Security Council and in accordance with the
Alliance decisions of 2.and 9 August 1993, to carry out air strikes in order to
prevent the strangulation of Sarajevo, the safe areas and other threatened areas

in Bosnia-Herzegovina. In this context, we urge the UNPROFOR authorities to

draw up urgently plans to ensure that the blocked rotation of the UNPROFOR
contingent in Srebrenica can take place and to examine how the airport at Tuzla
can be opened for humanitarian relief purposes.

p
géa The past five years have brought historic opportunities as well as
new uncertainties and instabilities to Europe. Our Alliance has moved to adapt

itself to the new circumstances, and today we have taken decisions in key areas.

We have given our full support to the development of a European Security and
Defence Identity. We have endorsed the concept of Combined Joint Task Forces
as 4 means to adapt the Alliance to its future tasks. We have opened a new
perspective of progressively closer relationships with the countries of Central
and Fastern Europe and of the former Soviet Union. In doing all this, we have
renewed our Alliance as a joint endeavour of a North America and Furope
permanently committed to their common and indivisible security. The chal-
lenges we face are many and serious. The decisions we have taken today will
hetter enable us to meet them.

™

"

7~



M
/i, BASIC BAC T SHEET

,a-.-“""-\ e e

/ NATO OFFICE QF INFORMATION AND PRESS

1110 - Brussels

APRIL 1994 ' . Ne97

CHRONOLOGY OF KEY ARMS CONTROL
TREATIES AND AGREEMENTS
‘ (1963-1994) /

i}

At the 1994 Brussels Summit, NATO Heads of State and Government declared that they attach crucial
importance to the full and timely implementation of existing arms control and disarmament agreements as well
as to achieving further progress on key issues of arms control and disarmament, such as:

- the indefinite and unconditional extension of the Treaty on Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,
and work towards an enhanced verification regime;

- the early entry into force of the Convention on Chemical Weapons and new measures to strengthen
the Biological Weapons Convention;

- the negotintion of a universal and verifiable Comprehenswe Test Ban Treaty;
- issues on the agenda of the CSCE Forum for Security Cooperation; !
- ensuring the mtegrit y of the CFE Treaty and full compliance with all its provisions. L

The following is a chronology of key arms contro! treaties and agreements which are most relevant
to NATO member states.

3 . 1

\

1963 PARTIAL TEST BAN TREATY (PTBT)

i Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under Water. Parties
to the Treaty agree to conduct nuclear weapons tests, or any other nuclear explosion, only
! underground Signed 5 August 1963; entered into force 10 October 1963.

1967 OUTER.SPACE TREATY

f Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of Statesin the Exploration of Outér Space, Including the

| Moon and Other Celestial Bodies. Prohibits placing in orbit around the Earth, installing on the
moon or any other celestial body, or otherwise stationing in outer space, nuclear or other
weapons of mass destruction.. Signed 27 January 1967; entered into force 10 October 1967.

1968 NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY (NPT)

Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. Designed to prevent the spread of nuclear
weapons, while promoting the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. Thereare over 160 states party
to the treaty. Signed 1 July 1968; entered into force 5 March 1970. (Expires in 1995, unless
extended at the 1995 NPT Conference. )

@ This text is not & fonrally agreed NATO documem and does not therefore necessanly represent
tha officiatl opirion. or posiiicn of individual member governments on all policy issues discussed.



1971 SEABED TREATY

Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and other Weapons of Mass
Destruction on the Seabed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof. Signed 11 February 1971;
entered into force 18 May 1972.

1972 BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS CONVENTION (BWC)

Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological
(biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction. Parties to the Convention undertake not
todevelop, produce, stockpile, or acquire biclogical agents or toxins “of types and in quantities
that have nojustification for prophylactic, protective, and other peaceful purposes”, as well as
related weapons and means of delivery. Signed 10 April 1972; entered into force 26 March
1975.

1972 SALT I INTERIM AGREEMENT

Interim Agreement Between the USA and USSR on Certain Measures with Respect to the Limitation
of Strategic Offensive Arms. Freezes existing aggregate levels of American and Soviet strategic
nuclear missile launchers and submarines until an agreement on more comprehensive
measures can be reached. Signed 26 May 1972; entered into force 3 October 1972.

.1972 ABM TREATY °

Treaty Between the USA and USSR on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems. Limits
deployment of US and Soviet ABM systems. Signed 26 May 1972 entered into force 3 October
1972,

(A Protocol on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems, further limiting each Party to
a single ABM system deployment area, was signed on 3 July 1974; entered into force 24 May
1976.) ' ~

~

1974 THRESHOLD TEST BAN TREATY (TTBT) -

Treaty Between the USA and USSR on the Limitation of Underground Nuclear Weapons Tests.
Prohibits underground nuclear weapons tests of more than 150 kilotons. Signed 3 July 1974;
entered into force 11 December 1990.

1975 HELSINKI FINAL ACT

Concluding Document of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE). Signed by

35 nations, it provides, inter alia, for notification of major military manoeuvres involving more

than 25,000 troops and other confidence building measures. Signed and entered into_force
*1 August 1975. . S

1976 PEACEFUL NUCLEAR EXPLOSIONS TREATY (PNET)

Treaty Between the USA and USSR on Underground Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes.
Limits any individual nuclear explosion carried out by the parties outside US and Soviet
weapons test sites to 150 kilotons. Signed 28 May 1976; entered into force 11 December 1990.

Hics stuio - .,
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1977 ENMOD CONVENTION

Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use of Erivironmental Modification
Technigues. Prohibits the hostile use of certain environmental miodification techniques having
widespread, long-lasting and severe-effects. Signed 18 May 1977; entered into force 5 October
1978. .

1979 SALT Il TREATY

Treaty Between the USAand USSR on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms. Replaces theSALT
I Interim Agreement. Signed 18 June 1979; the Treaty never entered into force and was
superseded by START Iin 1991

1981 INHUMANE WEAPONS CONVENTION

Convention on the Prohibition or Restrictions on the Use of Certain Convent!onai Weapons Which May
Be Deemed to Be Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate Effects. Signed by 35 states, it
includes three protocols. Slgned 10 April 1981, entered into force 2 December 1983.

1986 STOCKHOLM DOCUMENT -

- Document of the Stockholm Conference on Conﬁdence and Security-Building Measures [CSBMs] and
Disarmament in Europe. Contains a set of six concrete and mutually complementary CSBMS,
including mandatory ground or aerial inspection of military activities, that improve upon
those contained in the Helsinki Final Act.. Adopted 19 September 1986; entered into force

"1 January 1987.

1987 INF TREATY

Treaty Between the USA and the USSR on the Elimination of Their Intermedmte—Range and Shorter-

Range Missiles. Eliminates and bans all (US and Soviet) ground-launched ballistic and cruise

missiles with a range capability of between 300 and 3,400 miles (500 and 5,500 kms). Signed
. 8 December 1987; entered into force 1 June 1988. Fully implemented 1 June 1991.

1990 VIENNA DOCUMENT 1990

Vienna Document 1990 of the Negotiations on Confzdence and Security-Building Measures Convened
in Accordance with the Relevant Provisions of the Concluding Document of the Vienna Meeting of the
Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe. Incorporates Stockholm Document of 1986,

adding measures related to transparency on military forces and activities, improved
communications and contacts, and verification. Adopted 17 November 1990; entered into
force 1 January 1991, '

1990 CFE TREATY

Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe. Reduces and sets ceilings from the Atlantic to
the Urals on key armaments essential for conducting surprise attack and initiating large scale
offensive operations. Signed by the 22 NATO and Warsaw Pact states 19 November 1990;
applied provisionally 17 July 1992. Entered into force 9 November 1992. To be implemented
within 40 months of entry into force. _

)
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Final Document of the Extraordinary Conference of the States Parties to the Treaty on Conventional
Armed Forced in Enrope (Oslo Final Document). Enables implementation of the CFE Treaty in the
new international situation following the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact and the Soviet Union.
Notes the 15 May 1992 Agreement in Tashkent among the successor states of the USSR with
territory within the area of application of the CFE Treaty, apportioning among them the
obligations and rights of the USSR, making them partles tothe Treaty. Signed and entered into
force 5 June 1992.

1991 START ]

Treaty Between the USA and the USSR on the Reduction and Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms.
Establishessignificantly reduced limits for intercontinental ballistic missiles and their associated
launchers and warheads; submarine launched ballistic missile launchers and warheads; and
heavy bombers and their armaments including long-range nuclear air launched cruise
missiles. Signed 31 July 1991; has not yet entered into force.

Protocol to the Treaty Between the USA and the USSR on the Reduction and Limitation of Strategic
Offensive Arms (Lisbon START Protocol). Enables implementation of the START I Treaty in the
new international situation following the dissolution of the Soviet Union. The protocol
constitutes an amendment to and is an integral part of the START Treaty and provides for
Russia, Belarus, Ukraine, and Kazakhstan to succeed to the Soviet Union’s obligations under
the Treaty. Also, Belarus, Kazakhstan and Ukraine commit themselves to accede to the
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) as non-nuclear weapons states in the shortest
possible time: In accompanying letters they commit themselves to eliminate all nuclear
weapons from their territory within seven years. Signed 23 May 1992; all signatory states have
ratified, with Belarus and Kazakhstan acceding to the NPT; final Ukrainian action pending.

1991 UN REGISTER OF CONVENTIONAL ARMS TRANSFERS

Introduces greater openness and simplifies monitoring of excessive arms build-up in any one
country. The Register requests all participating states to record their imports and exports of
certain major weapons systems and to submit this information by 30 April of the following
year. Created by a resolution of the UN General Assembly on 10 December 1991; members
were called on to submit their information beginning 30 April 1993. (To date, more than 60
countries have provided information.)

1992 VIENNA DOCUMENT 1992

Vienna Document 1992 of the Negotiations on Confidence and Security-Building Measures Convened
in Accordance with the Relevant Provisions of the Concluding Document on the Vienna Meeting of the

Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe. Incorporates the Vienna Document 1990,
adding further measures related to transparency regarding military forces and activities, and
constraints on military activities. Expands the zone of application for CSBMs to include the -
territory of USSR successor states which were beyond the traditional zone in Europe (i.e., all
of Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan). Adopted 4 March
1992; entered into force 1 May 1992.

NATO GRAPHICS STUDIO
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1992 TREATY ON OPEN SKIES

Commits member nations in Eurasia and North America to open their airspace, on a reciprocal
basis, permitting the overflight of their territory by unarmed observation aircraft in order to
strengthen confidence and transparency with respect to their military activities. Signed and
applied provisionally 24 March 1992; will enter into force after 20 states have dep051ted
instruments of ratification. :

1992 CFE 1A

Concluding Act of the Negotiations on Personnel Strength of Conventional Arimed Forces in Europe.

CFE states-parties declare national limits on the personnel strength of their conventional -
- armed forces in the Atlantic to the Urals area. Signed 10 July 1992; entered into force 17 July
11992. To be implemented within 40 monthis of entry into force.

1993 CHEMICAL WEAPONS CONVENTION (CWC)

+ Convention on the Prohibition of the Development Production, Stockpiling and Use of Chemical
-Weapons and on Their Destruction. An agreement drafted by the 39 nations of the Conference
on Disarmament to ban chemical weapons worldwide. Opened for signature in Paris on
-13 January 1993 (to date, it has been signed by more than 150 nations). It will enter into force
180days after deposit of the 65th instrument of ratification, butno earlier than 13 January 1995. -

1993 START 11

Treaty between the United States of America and the Russian Federation on Further Reduction and
Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms. Further reduces US and Russian strategic offensive arms
by eliminating all MIRVed ICBMs (including all “heavy” ICBMs) and reducing the overall
total of warheads for each side to between 3,000 and 3,500. Signed 3 January 1993; will enter

_ into force following ratification by the US and Russia and after entry into force of the START T
I Treaty of 1991.0 ‘ | -

.

1994 TRILATERAL NUCLEAR AGREEMENT

* Trilateral Statement by the Presidents-of the US, Russia and Ukmme Details the procedures to
transfer Ukrainian nuclear warheads to Russia and associated compensation and security
-assurances. Sets out simultaneous actions to transfer S5-19 and $5-24 warheads from Ukraine
to Russia for dismantling and to provide compensation to Ukraine in the form of fuel

/' assemblies for nuclear power stations, as well as sécurity assurances to Ukraine, on¢e START
Ienters into force and Ukraine becomes a non-nuclear weapon state party to the Nuctear Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT). Slgned in Moscow, 14 ]anuary 1994.

" 045094

(1) A number of bilateral safety, security and disarmament agreenients have been entered into between NATO mentber
statesand the successor states to the Soviet Union with nuclear weapons on Hw:r territory ( Bdarus, Kazakhstan, Russia,
Ukraine), to facilitate the safe storage, removal or destruction of » nuclear weapons under the terms of relevant arms
control ngrcmnents (START 1and It and thé NPT).

/
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PARTNERSHIP FOR PEACE.

Partnership for Peace is a major initiative by NATO directed at increasing confidence and cooperative

. efforts to reinforce security. It engages NATO and participating pariners in concrete cooperation
activities designed toachieve these objectives. It offers participating states the possibility of strengthening
their relations with NATO in accordance with their own individual interests and capabilities.

LO TN B ¢ )

At the January 1994 Brussels Summit, Alliance leaders announced: “We have decided to
launch an immediate and practical programme that will transform the relationship between
NATO and participating states. This new programme goes beyond dialogue and cooperation
to forge a real partnership - a Partnership for Peace”.

The states participating in the North Atlantic Cooperation Council NACC)" and other CSCE
countries able and willing to contribute to this programme have been invited to join the NATO
member states in this Partnership. Partner states.are invited by the North Atlantic Council to
pea_rficipate in political and military bodies at NATO Headquarters with respect to Partnership
activities. ' The Parmershlp will expand and intensify political and military cooperation
throughout Europe, increase stability, diminish threats to peace, and build strengthened
relationships by promoting the spirit of practical cooperation and commitment to democratic
principles that underpin the Alliance. .

NATO will consult with any active participant in the Partnership if that partner perceives a
direct threat to its territorial integrity, political independence, or'security. Ata pace and scope
determined by the capacity and desire of the individual participating partners, NATO will
work with its partnersin concrete ways towards transparency indefencebudgeting, promoting
democratic control of defence ministries, joint planning, joint military exercises, and creating
an ability to operate with NATO forces in such fields as peacekeeping, search and rescue and
humamtarlan operations, and others as may be agreed.

(1) There are 38 NACC member states, including the 16 members of NATO, as well as Albania, Armienia, Azerbaijan,
Belarus, Bulgaria, the Czecl Republic, Estonin, Georgia, Hungary, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Latvin, Lithuania,
Moidova, Poland, Romanin, Russia, Slovakia, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Ukraine and Uzbekistan. Finland is an
observer. Austria, Finland and Sweden participaie in the NACC Ad Hoc Group on Coopemtioii in Peacekeeping.

This text is not a formally agreed NATO document and does not lherefore necessarily represent
lhe official apinion or position of Individual member governments on afl policy issues discussed.



' The first peacekeeping field exercises under the auspices of Partnership for Peace will be held
in the autumn of 1994.

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE NACC AND PFP

The processleading up to the Partnership for Peaceinitiative canbe traced back to the decisions
taken at the London (May 1990) and Rome (November 1991) Summits relating to NATO's
transformation in the post-Cold War era. A key aspect of this process was the creation of the
North Atlantic Cooperation Council - a forum for dialogue and cooperation between the
Alliance and the emerging democracies in Central and Eastern Europe and the newly
independent states of the former Soviet Union - which first met in December 1991.

Partnership for Peace has been established within the framework of the North Atlantic
Cooperation Council. It builds on the momentum of cooperation created by the NACC,
opening the way to further deepening and strengthening of cooperation between the Alliance
and the countries of Central and Eastern Europe and other states participating in the
Partnership, i in order to enhance security and stability in Europe and the whole of the NACC
area. Partnership for Peace activities will be fully coordinated with others undertaken in the

NACC framework to ensure maximum effectiveness. NACC cooperative activities listed in .

the annual NACC Work Plan which cover fields in addition to those under Partnership for
Peace, including regular consultatlons on political and securlty related issues, will continue to
be implemented.

AIMS OF THE PARTNERSHIP

Concrete objectives of the Partnership include:

- facilitation of transparency in national defence planning and budgeting processes;
- ensuring democratic control of defence forces;
- maintenance of the capability and readiness to contribute, subject to constitutional

considerations, to operations under the authority of the UN and/or the responsibility of

the CSCE; |

- the development of cooperahve military relations with NATO, for the purpose of ]omt
planning, training and exercises in order to strengthen their ability to undertake missions
in the fields of peacekeeping, search and rescue, humanitarian operations, and others as
may subsequently be agreed; .

- thedevelopment, over the longer term, of forces that are better able to operate W1th those
of the members of the North Atlantic Alliance:

Active participation in the Partnership for Peace will play an important role in the process of
NATQO's evolutionary expansion, which Alliance Heads of State and Government have stated
they “expect and would welcome”. Article 10 of the Washington Treaty provides for such
expansion to include membership of other European states in a position to further the
principles of the Treaty and to contribute to the security of the North Atlantic area.

NATO GRAPHICS STUDIO
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OBLIGATIONS AND COMMITMENTS | .

To subscribe to the Partnership, states sign a Framework Doctiment in which they recall that

they are committed to the preservation of democratic societies and the maintenance of the
‘principles of international law. They reaffirm their commitmenit to fulfil in good faith the
‘obligations of the Charter of the United Nations arid the principles of the Universal Declaration
on Human Rights; specifically, to refrain from the threat or.use of force against the territorial
integrity or political independence of any state, to respect existing borders and to settle

".disputes by peaceful means. They alsoreaffirm their commitment to the Helsinki Final Actand
all subsequent CSCE documents and to the fulfilment of the commitments and obligations they
have undertaken in the field of disarmamentiand arms control. '

" IMPLEMENTATION

The procedure begins with tha signature of the Partnership for Peace Framework Document
by each participant. The next step is the submission by each partner of a Presentation
Document to NATO, developed with the assistance of NATO authorities if desired, indicating
the scope, pace and level of participation in cooperation activities with NATO sought by the
partner (for example, joint planning, training and exercises). The Presentation Document also
- identifies steps to be taken by the partner to achieve the political goals of the Partnership and
the military and other assets that might be made available by the partner for Partnership

activities. It serves as a basis for an individual Partnership Programme, to be agreed between

the partner and NATO.

Partners undertake to make available personnel, assets, facilities and capabilities necessary

and appropriate for carrying out the agreed Parinership Programme. They will fund their own

participation in Partnership activities and will endeavour to share the burdens of mountmg
- exercises in which they take part.

A Political-Military Steering Committee, as a working forum for Partnershlp for Peace, meets

under the Chairmanship of a senior member of the NATO International Staff, in different

conf]gurahons These include meetings of NATO Allies with individual partners to examine,
. as appropriate, questions pertaining to that country’s individual Partnership Programme.

Meetings with aNACC/PFP partners also take place to address common issues of Partnership -

for Peace; to provide the necessary transparency on individual Partnership Programmes; and
" to consider the overall programme of Partnership achvmes

To facilitate cooperation activities, NACC parmer countries and other PFP participating states
are invited to send permanent liaisoni officers to NATO Headquarters and to a,separate
Partnership Coordination Cell in Mons (Belgium), where the Supreme Headquarters, Allied
Powers Europe (SHAPE) is also located. The Partnership Coordination Cell is responsible,
- under the authority of the North Atlantic Council, for coordinating joint military activities
within the Partnership for Peace and for carrying .out the military planning necessary to
unplement Partnershlp Programmes between NATO and individual PFP partners.

The Partnership Coordmatlon Cell is headed by a Director whose responsibilities include
coordination of Partnershlp activities with NATO’s military authorities. Detailed operational

planning for military exercises will be the responsibility of the military commands conducting

‘theexercise. The Cell will also havea smal] number of permanent staff offlcers and secretarial
' and administrative support

A
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When NATO and NACC Foreign Ministers met inIstanbul in June 1994, at their regular Spring
Ministerial meetings, they wereabletoreview practical steps taken towards theimplementation
of Partnership for Peace since the January Summit. Ministers expressed their satisfaction with
the significant number of countries which had already joined PFP" and looked forward to
~more countries joining, including other CSCE states able and willing to contribute to the

programme. Three such CSCE countries which have joined PFP and are not members of the -

NACC - Finland, Slovenia and Sweden - participated in the deliberations on PFP issues and

attended the rest of the NACC meeting in Istanbul as observers.

0705-94

(1) By 22 June 1994, 21 countries had signed the PEP Framework Document, namely: Albania, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria,
Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, Georgin, Hungary, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Lithuania, Moldova, Poland,

Romania, Russia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Sweden, Turkmenistan and Ukraine.
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DEFENCE CONVERSION UNDER THE AUSPICES
OF THE NORTH ATLANTIC COOPERATION COUNCIL
(NACQ)

“Our consultations and cooperation will focus on security and related issues where Allies can offer their
experience and expertise, such as the conversion of defence production to civilian purposes.” '

Rome Declaration on Peace and Cooperation
8 November 1991

In November 1991, NATO Heads of State and Government established the North Atlantic
Cooperation Council (NACC) as a forum for dialogue and consultation on political and
security-related issues and practical cooperation between NATO countries and the countries
of Central and Eastern Europe and of the former Soviet Union. In the economics field,
considerably priority was given to identifying solutions to the problem of converting to
civilian purposes industrial capacity formerly devoted to military production. The successful
conversion of defence programmes is central to the economic reform process taking place in
many NACC countries. Benefits can includeimprovementsin living standards and reductions
inunemployment as well as decreases in military expenditure and the freemg of resources for
civilian use.

NATO has taken a lead in promoting practical cooperation in this area. A seminar on
defence conversion was held at NATO in May 1992, with the participation of some 200
representatives of governments, the private sector and international organizations. Its
purpose was to clarify the task of defence conversion facing Central and Eastern European
countries, assessing prospects and obstacles, specifying government roles during the
period of transition to market economies and identifying possibilities for cooperation. The
Seminar also considered linkages between security and defence conversion, financial
constraints and the “human conversion” problems of redeploying and retraining personnel
formerly employe& in defence industries.

The Seminar led to further investigations into the security aspects of conversion; more
comprehensive information-gathering including the creation of a defence industry/defence
conversion data base; research projects; and measures designed to promote consultation and
practical cooperation.

Defence conversion is d key element of successive annual Work Plans adopted by the North
Atlantic Cooperation Council. Implementation has concentrated on the following aspects:

GENERAL CONSULTATIONS

The main purpose of consultation and exchange of information between the Allies and
Cooperation Partners on Defence Conversion is to explore areas where concrete cooperation

NATO OFFICE OF INFORMATION AND PRESS

1110 - Brussels

This text i not & formally agreed NATO document and does not therefore necessanly reprasent
the official ofireon of position of individual member governments on alt policy issues discussed.



can be implemented through seminars, colloquia, workshops and regular meetmgs of the
NATO Economics Committee with Cooperation Partners.

DEFENCE CONVERSION PILOT PROJECTS

Pilot projects are being developed in order to explore opportunities for financing Defence
Conversion activities in Cooperation Partner countries. Proposals for pilot projects submitted
to NATO by Cooperation Partners are assessed in order to determine their feasibility, with a
view, to implementation with the participation of interested Allies. Individual member
countries of NATO, act as “pilot” or “co-pilot” countries in relation to specific projects, and
may also contribute to the budget in order to reduce the financial burden on Cooperation
Partners. The NATO Economics Directorate acts as a clearing house. Eighteen project
proposals have been submitted to date. Of these, fourteen (submitted by five countries} are
under review. Ten projects have generated interest in the private sector of NATO countries.

' DEFENCE CONVERSION DATA BASES

The NATO Economics Directorate is co]latmg information for a data base of defence

conversion experts. This data base, containing about 140 references submitted by

delegations to the Economics Committee with Cooperation Partners, has now become

operational. References are regularly circulated and updated for the benefit of NACC

member countries seeking appropriately qualified experts to advise on particular
. conversion issues.

A second data base is under consideration, designed to bring together data on defence
sector firms in Partner Countries working on conversion projects and interested in
establishing cooperation agreements with firms in Allied countries.

LY

CALENDAR OF DEFENCE CONVERSION EVENTS IN 1994

18-20 May 1994 . _ "Economics Committee Meeting with Cooperation Partners.

NATOQ, Brussels Topics discussed include “Conversion and Social Stability -
Integrationinto the Civilian Economy of the Manpower Potential
used in the Military and the Armaments Industry”.

- 29 June - 1 July 1994 NATQO Economics Colloquium on “Privatization Experiences
NATOQO, Brussels and Policiesin NACC Countries in the Field of Defence Industries,
Taking into Account Privatization Experiences in Other Fields”.

30 June 1994 Workshop on “Defence Conversion Pilot Projects”.
NATO, Brussels

19-21 October 1994 Workshop on “Practical Defence Conversion Activities with
Potsdam /Pinnow, Germany Particular Focus on Problems Encountered in Restructuring Major
’ Armaments Centres and Military Installations”.

-

For further information on this subject, contact NATO Economlcs Directorate, NATO,
1110 Brussels.

0707.94
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APPENDIX 1

Conventional Force Assets of Russia and Ukraine

Tanks ACVs Artillery Aircraft

GOFs* 5587 11059 4591 1411
RUSSIA 5017 6279 3480 2750
UKRAINE 6204 6394 ©~ 3052 ) 1431

* Russlan Groups of Forces

Helos Total

465 23113
570 18096

285 17366

Source: Douglas L. Clarke "Implementing of CFE Treaty". RFE-RL
Research Reports 1, no.23 (5 June 1992): 50-55.

Forecast summary
(% change unless ctherwise indicated)

1992° 1993° 1994° 1995¢
Real COP growth -13.7 -18.0 -10.0 -10.0
Industriai production 5.4 -7.3 -10.0 -10.0
Consumer prices 1,445 3,310 2,000 1,000
Trade balance? (§ m) 50C 1,600 1,900 2,500

? Actual. ¥ £iU estimates. © EIU forecasts. @ Non-CIS trade oniy.

Deputy Factions Registered

The electiocn of more than 150 independent parliamentary deputies prompted the Rada to
adopt a resolution on the restructuring of Parliament into deputy factions. The nine factions,
organized along political party and ideclogical lines, can be categorized as follows:

| Left i Center-Left Center-Right | Right !
| Communists 86 {Unity 26 |Center Group 38 |Rukh 27
Socialists 25 |Interregional Group 27 |Reform 27 |Statehood 26
|Agrarians 3% | |




16 Ukraine

The election splits  Voting polarised entirely along nationalistic lines (see map), with the entire
Ukraine down the  west backing Mr Kravchuk, and the mainly Russian-speaking east and south
middle—  supporting Mr Kuchma. The geographical extremities of the couatry were the::
candidate’s most ardent supporters. In the far west, in Lviv, Ternopil anu
Ivano-Frankivsk, Mr Kravchuk won 93.8%, 94.8% and 94.5% of the votes re-
spectively. In southern Ukraine, Sevastopol gave Mr Kuchma 91.9% of the
votes, Crimea 89.7%. Luhansk, the most easterly province, gave him 88%. In;
central Ukraine voting patterns were less pronounced, although Mr Kravchuk

marginally won in Kiev city, albeit on a relatively low turnout of 52.619%.

The lack of support in west Ukraine for Mr Kuchma is an ominous develop-
ment in what is already a deeply divided country. Future stability depends on
how far west Ukraine’s anxieties can be allayed by Mr Kuchma. That depend:
upon the way in which he handles ties with Russia. In the unlikely event tha:
he were to copy Belarus and call for monetary union with Russia, he would risk
a major uprising in the west. In fact Russia’s inability to help Ukraine wili
ensure that Russian-Ukrainian ties remain sufficiently distant and therefore
not overly worty the nationalist west Ukzaine.

BELARUS .
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Preliminary official results
Regions that voted for:
[T Leonid Kuchma

L Leonid Kravchuk
Figures show % of votes*
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*Total includes invaiid ballots

Sea of Azov

Black Sea

Sebastopoi
Source: International Foundation for Electoral Systems 91.9 (6.5)
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