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View From The Republic of Belarus: Dr. Anatol Maisenia; President, East-West National
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WELCOME TO
SYMPOSIUM PARTICIPANTS

The Institute for National Strategic Studies of the National Defense University

- (NDU), in cooperation with the NATO Defense College, is pleased to sponsor this

important and timely symposium entitled °“NATO Expansion: Opinions and

Options.*

confronting the North Atlantic and European communities. We will also investigate

how public opinion will influence courses of caction required for NATO
enlargement.

For the next two days we will discuss the major expansion issues

The first day will be devoted to hearing different opinions relative to the
issues on NATO’s future expansion possibilities. The first panel, titled “The Path to
Expansion: An Assessment,” will analyze the successes and problems of the PFP
and the WEU; they will also discuss the most probable criteria for NATO
expansion. We will then convene a panel of representiatives from Poland,
Romania, and the Republic of Belarus to discuss “NATO Expansion: Reactions From
Representative PFP Countries.”

On the second day, the first panel titied "NATO Expansion: The Russian and
Ukraine Perspective,” will answer questions pertaining to how Russia and the
Ukraine are thinking about the expansion issues. The next panel will answer the
question ‘If NATO Expands, How Must NATO Change?* from the political, military
and infrastructure perspectives. The symposium will close with a panel
investigating "NATO Expansion: Historical Aspects and Public Relations.” The redl
challenge of this panel will be to link these critical public altitudes to the strategic
interests and political issues that were discussed by the preceding panels.

We wish to extend a very warm welcome to all participants, especially
those of you who joumeyed a great distance to join us. The NDU staff stands
ready to assist each of you in making your visit as productive and pleasant as
possible. Please accept my best wishes for a successful symposium,

O Yt

Ervin J. RokKe
Lieutenant General, U.S. Air Force
President
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NATIONAL DEFENSE UNIVERSITY

The mission of the National Defense University is to ensure excellence in
_professional military education and research in the essential elements of national
security.

Specifically, the National Defense University is tasked to do the following:

* Prepare selected commissioned officers and civilian officials from
the Depariment of Defense, Depariment of State, and other agencies of the
government for command, management, and staff responsibilities in a
multinational, intergovernmental, or joint national security sefting. The curricula
of the two senior Colleges emphasize national security policy formulation, military
strategy development, mobilization, management of resources for national
security, and planning for joint and combined operations. The Armed Forces Staff
College curriculum is designed to prepare midcareer officers for joint and
combined staff duly. In addition to mission-specific education, the Colleges
emphasize developing executive skills and improving competencies.

* Promote, through the Information Resources Management College,
excellence in information resources management education for executive users
of information systems at senior and intermediate levels.

* Provide, through the Institute for National Strategic Studies, research
and gaming resources, and symposia, for the benefit of the Secretary of Defense,
the Joint Staff, the component Colleges of the National Defense University, and
other federal departments and agencies involved in national security.

* Conduct short-range and long-range studies of national security
policy, military strategy the allocation and management of resources for national
security, and civil-military offairs. Associated research is centered on College
missions and is relevant to Joint Staff and OSD study requirements. A goal of
University research is to create a national repository of expertise on mobilization,
military strategy, and joint or combined policy and plans.

* Promote understanding and teamwork among the Armed Forces
and between them and those agencies of the government and industry that
contribute fo national security.



INFORMATION

The following information is provided to assist you during your stay here and
patrticipation in the symposium at the National Defense University, Fort McNair.

A nametag was included in your folder provided during registration. It is
coded and admits you to all sessions and the meails for which you are registered.
If incorrect, notify the Registration/Information Center and a correction will be
made. If your name tag is incorrect, please nofify the Registration/Information
Desk. Also, we ask you fo retumn them at the end of the symposium in the
recepiacles placed at the exits.

A message board is at the Registration/Information Desk on first floor,
Eisenhower Hall. During the symposium, incoming callers may only leave
messages and should use commercial 202-475-0521 or DSN 335-0521. Pay
phones are located next fo room 100 on the first floor of Eisenhower Hall, near the
escalator outside Baruch Auditorium, in the basement of Roosevelt Hall, and in
Marshall Hall, first floor, room 192 (across the hall from the elevators). Courtesy
phones are at the South end of the first floor in Eisenhower Hall. Only local and
DSN calls can be made from these phones.

Dress for all scheduled events on the agenda is military service uniforms or
appropriate civilian attire. There is no requirement for formal atfire.

The University intends fo publish a set of proceedings. A c¢opy of these
proceedings will be mailed to each registrant after the symposium (subjecf to
editorial and publication lead times)

Bus transportation from/to the Channel inn and the Georgetown Suites is
available. The schedule is as follows:

Q. 1st day: Depart hotel at 0715
Depart Building #62, Fort McNair
at approximately 2130 to hotels
2nd day: Depart hotel at 0715

Depart Building #59, Fort McNair
at approximately 1715 o hotels

b. Phone numbers for taxis are:
Yellow Cab: 544-1212 Capital Cab: 546-2400
Red Top Cab: 522-3333 Diamond Cab: 387-6200

If you are experiencing any problems or need additional information during
the symposium, visit our Registration/Information Desk.
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FEATURED SPEAKERS

MR. WALTER B. SLOCOMBE

Mr. Slocombe is the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy. Prior to this
appointment, he served as Principal Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Policy. Mr.
Slocombe had been a censultant to the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for
Policy since 1993. He had previously served as Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for
Policy Planning from November 1879 to January 1981, and as Principal Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense, International Security Affairs from 1977 to 1979. In both position,
he served concurrently as Director of the DoD SALT Task Force. Immediately prior to
joining the Clinton Administration, he had been a member of the Washington, D.C. law
firm of Caplin and Drysdale, Chartered, since February 1981. He had earlier been with
Caplin and Drysdale since 1971, where be became a partner in 1974. in 1970-1971 he
was a Research Associate at the internationa! Institute for Strategic Studies in London.
In 1969 and 1970 he was a member of the Program Analysis Office of the National
Security Council staff, working on strategic arms control, long term security policy
planning, and intelligence issues. Mr. Slocombe graduated from Princeton University,
where he was in the Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs. From
1963 to 1865 he did graduate study on Soviet politics as a Rhodes Scholar at Balliol
College, Oxford. He received his law degree summa cum laude from Harvard Law
School. He clerked for Mr. Justice Abe Fortas during the October 1968 Term of the
United States Supreme Court.

AMBASSADOR JOHN C. KORNBLUM

Ambassador Kornblum is the Senior Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for
European Affairs. He entered the United States Foreign Service shortly after graduation
from Michigan State University. After early assignments in Hamburg and Washington,
he was assigned to Bonn as Political Officer. Returning to the State Department,
Ambassador Kornblum was assigned a series of policy-related positions, including a
member of the Policy Planning Staff and head of the European regional political affairs
office. From 1979 to 1981, he was Political Advisor at the United States Mission in Berlin.
In 1981, he was appointed Director of the Office of Central European Affairs in the
Department of State. Ambassador Kornblum returned to Berlin as United States Minister
and Deputy Commandant in 1985. He became United States Deputy Permanent
Representative to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization in Brussels. President Bush
appointed him as Ambassador and United States Representative to the CSCE in 1991.
In this capacity, Ambassador Kornblum served as Chief of the American delegation to the
1992 Helsinki Review Conference and played a major role in drafting the Declaration
approved at the 1992 Helsinki Summit.



AMBASSADOR TUGAY OZCERI

Ambassador Ozgeri is Permanent Representative of Turkey to the North Atlantic
Council. Prior to his current assignment, he was Undersecretary, Ministry of Foreign
Affairs from 1989 to 1891. From 1988 to 1989, he held the position of Ambassador,
Permanent Representative to NATO and later Ambassador, Assistant Under Secretary
for Bilateralpolitical Affairs, Ministry of Foriegn Affairs. Ambassador Ozgeri was Director
General of Mutual Security Affairs, Mlnlstry of Foreign Affairs in 1988. Between 1974 and
1988, he was Counsellor at the Turkish Delgation to NATO and later became Executive
Secretary at the Office of the Secretary General of NATO. Ambassador Ozgeri graduated
" ffom Ankara College and the Faculty of Political Sciences of Ankara Umversuty He joined

the Mlmstry of Forelgn Affairs the same year. ,
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MR. JAMES CUNNINGHAM

Mr. Cunningham is the Director, European Security and Political Affairs,
Department of State. Mr. Cunningham joined the Foreign Service in 1975. His first
assignment was to Stockholm as Staff Assistant to the Ambassador, and then as Poiitical
Officer. Before his assignment in Rome as Political-Military Affairs Officer, he returned
to the United States and served in the Office of European Security and Political Affairs.
From 1985 to 1988, he served as Executive Officer of the U.S. Mission to NATO and then
moved to the Political Section. In 1988 he was appointed as Deputy Director and
subsequently Director of the Private Office of Secretary General Manfred Woerner. In
1990, Mr. Cunningham returned to the U.S. and assumed the post of Deputy Political
Counselor at the U.S. Mission to the UN. Mr. Cunningham became the Deputy Director
of the Office of European Security and Political Affairs in 1992, He graduated Magna
Cum Laude from Syracuse University with degrees in Political Science and Psychology.

MR. JEAN FELIX-PAGANON

Mr. Felix-Paganon is Political Director, Western European Union in Brussels. Prior
to his current assignment, he was First Counsellor in the French Permanent Mission to
the United Nations (New York). From 1989 to 1990, he was Diplomatic Advisor to the
Ministry of Defence, Minister’s Private Office in Paris. Other assignments include Deputy
Director for the Middle East, Central Government {Paris) 1888-1989, Deputy Permanent
Representative, French Delegation to the CSCE (Vienna) 1986-1988, Deputy Permanent
Representative, French Delegation to the Conference on Disarmament in Europe
(Stockholm) 1985-1986, and First Secretary, French Deiegation to NATO (Brussels) 1983-
1985. Mr. Felix-Paganon is a Graduate of the Paris Institut d’Etudes Politiques and the
Institut national des Langues et Civilisations Orientales.

DR. JEFFREY SIMON

Dr. Simon is a Senior Fellow in the Institute for National Strategic Studies, National
Defense University. Previously he was Chief, National Military Strategy Branch and
Soviet Threat Analyst at the Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College. He has
taught at Georgetown University and has held research positions at System Planning
Corporation, the RAND Corporation, and the American Enterprise Institute. Dr. Simon
holds a Ph.D. from the University of Washington and an M.A. from the University of
Chicago.



DR. HANS BINNENDIJK

Dr. Binnendijk ‘is the Director, Institute- for National Strategic Studies, National
Defense University. His government service includes Principal Deputy Director of the
State Department’s Policy Planning Staff, Director of the State Department's Center for
the Study of Foreign Affairs, Deputy Staff Director and Senior Staff member of the Senate
Foreign Relations Commitiee, National Security Council Staff member, and Budget
Examiner for the Office of Management and the Budget. in academia, he was the
Marshall Coyne Professor- of Diplomacy and Director of the Institute for the Study of
Diplomacy at Georgetown University. He was-also the' Director-of Studies at London’s
International Institute for Strategic-Studies. He taught at Tokyo's Sophia University, and
served as a journalist for the Virginia Sentinel. He received a BA from the University of
Pennsylvania and a MALD and PhD from the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy.

+ .

-

el



BIOGRAPHIES

Panel ll: NATO Expansion: Reactions from Representative PFP Countries

DR. ANDRZEJ KARKOSZKA

Dr. Karkoszka is the Director of Department of International Security, Ministry of
Defense. Before assuming his present position, he was Advisor to the Minister of
Defense. From 1990 to 1991, Dr. Karkoszka was Advisor in the Chancellory, Office of
the President of Poland. Between 1984 and 1990, he was an expert on the U N
Secretary General Group of Governmental Experts on Non-nuclear Zones, UNIDIR Expert
Groups on Outer Space, and on Verification of Disarmament. Dr. Karkoszka was a
member of the Polish Delegations to the UN GA annual session (1971), the MBFR
Negotiations in Vienna (1973), the Conference on Disarmament, Geneva (1983-1985),
and to the BW Convention Review Conference (1986). He eamed an MS in Applied
Enthomology, Agricultural Academy, Warsaw, Faculty of Journalism, Warsaw’s University
and a Ph.D. at the Polish Institute of International Affairs.

DR. IOAN MIRCEA PASCU

Dr. Pascu is the Secretary of State, Ministry of National Defense. He has been
a Member of the Council of the Foundation "A Future for Romania" since 1992. He is
also Head of the Security Studies Section of the Association’s of International Law and
International Relations, Bucharest, and a Member of the Council of the Euro-Atlantic
Center, Bucharest. In 1993, he became a Member of the International Institute for
Strategic Studies in London. Before his current assignment, Dr. Pascu was Professor of
International Relations, Dean of the International Relations Faculty, The National School
for Political and Administrative Studies. Between 1990 and 1992, he was Presidential
Counselor, Head of the Foreign Policy Directorate, The Department for Political Analysis,
The Presidence of Romania. From 1989 to 1990 he was a Member of the Foreign Policy
Commission of the Council of the National Salvation Front. Dr. Pascu earned an M.A.
from The Academy of Economics, Bucharest and a Ph.D. in Political Science from
Institute for Political Sciences, Bucharest.



MR. EITVYDAS BAJARUNAS

Mr. Bajariinas is Deputy Head of Multilateral Relations Division of the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs. In 1994, he was appointed by Decree of Government of the Republic of
Lithuania as a member of the Working Group for PFP Coordination. He was appointed
by Decree of the President of the Republic of Lithuania as a member of the Ad Hoc
Working Group for preparation of "National Security Concept of the Republic of Lithuania”
in 1993. Before his current assignment he was the Head of the Division of information
Service at the Ministry of National Defence and Head of International Organizations
Division, Department of International Relations, Ministry of National Defence. From 1989
to 1991, he was Lecturer at Vilnius Technological University. From 1986 to 1991 he was
assigned to the Institute of Physical-Technical problems of Energetics and Institute of
Mathematics and Informatics {Lithuanian Academy of Sciences). Mr. Bajartinas attended
the Vilnius University and was a postgraduate student at the Swedish Institute of
International Affairs (Stockholm).

STANIMIR ALEXANDROV

Mr. Alexandrov was appointed as the Bulgarian Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs
in 1995. As a career foreign service officer, he has served in a number of posts
beginning in 1981. His career began as an international law legal advisor in the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs, and he headed the International Public Law Division from 1984 to
1986. In 1986, he went to Kuwait as the Second Secretary and ultimately the Deputy
Chief of Mission in the Embassy of Bulgaria, Kuwait. In 1989 and 1990, he was a
member of the Permanent Mission of Bulgaria to the United Nations in New York. He
returned to Sofia for a short while in 1990 as the Deputy Director of the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs Legal Department prior to returning to the United States as a counselor,
and ultimately the Deputy Chief of Mission and Minister Plenipotentiary, at the Embassy
of Bulgaria in Washington D.C. Since 1994, he served as the Deputy Director and
Director of the Department of European Integration in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs prior
to assuming his current position. Mr. Alexandrov has a degree in International Law from
The State Institute for International Relations in Moscow, and Master of Laws in
International Comparative Law, as well as a Doctor of Juridical Science, from the George
Washington University. He has lectured at The School of Law of the University of Plovdiv
in Bulgaria and at the Georgetown University Law School in Washington D.C.
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PANEL lll: NATO Expansion: The Russian and Ukraine Perspective

DR. ALEXANDER G. SAVELYEV

Dr. Savelyev is the Vice President of the Institute for National Security and
Strategic Studies, Moscow. He is also the Head of the Section in the Department of
Strategic Analysis of IMEMO. In 1991, Dr. Savelyev was elected a member of the
International Institute for Strategic Studies - IISS (London). During the period 1989-1991,
he participated in the Soviet-American START negotiations in Geneva, Defense and
Space Talks, as an adviser of the Soviet delegation. In 1992, he moved to the
Department of Strategic Analysis of IMEMO as a head of section. He received a diploma
as a senior researcher in international relations from the Academy of Sciences for a set
of complex analysis and studies on the arms control issues. Dr. Savelyev graduated
from Moscow Institute of National Economy, and the Institute of World Economy and
International Relations Academy of Sciences. He earned a Ph.D. from the Academy of
Sciences of the USSR.

DR. IHOR KHARCHENKO

Dr. Kharchenko is the Director of Policy Analysis and Planning Department,
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Ukraine. Prior to his current appointment, he held the position
of First Secretary, Head of Section at the department. From 1988 to 1992 he was the
Assistant Professor, Lecturer in International Relaitons, Kyiv University. Dr. Kharchenko
earned a Ph.D. in history from Kyw University. His publications include Ukraine’s

Foreign Policy, Security Relations in Central and Eastern Europe, and Modern European
Security Relations.

MR. ANATOL MAISENIA

Mr. Maisenia is President, East-West National Centre for Strategic Initiatives. Prior
to his current appointment, he was a Columnist "Narodnaja Gazzetta" newpaper in Minsk.
From 1989 to 1990, Mr. Maisenia was Special Correspondent, New Program, USSR TV.
He graduated from the Minsk institute for Foreign Languages and did post graduate
studies at the Institute of Philosophy and Law, Academy of Sciences of Belarus. He
earned a Ph.D degree based on dissertation on American Politics.
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Panel IV: If NATO Expands, How Must NATO Change?

MHA. HANS JOCHEN PETERS

Mr. Peters is the Head, Central and Eastern Europe and Liaison Section, Political
Affairs Division, NATO International Staff. Before his current assignment, he held the
position of Foreign Policy Advisor to Minister President of the Land Schleswig-Hoistein
from 1989 to 1991. From 1987 to 1989, he was the Speechwriter for Foreign Minister
Genscher and from 1984 to 1987 Mr. Peters was a member of Foreign Ministry Policy
Planning Staff. From 1975 to 1981, Mr. Peters was Federal Chancellery, Bonn {Deputy
Head, Eastern Europe Section, and later Private Secretary to Chancellor Schmidt and
Deputy Head of his Private Office. Mr. Peters joined the German Foreign Service in 1970
and was assigned abroad in Moscow, USSR from 1973 to 1975 and Montevideo,
Uruguay from 1981 to 1984. He studied Slavic Languages, History, Political Science, and
Philosophy at the University of Tubingen. He also attended the University of Kiel.

DR. CATHERING McARDLE KELLEHER

Dr. Kelleher is the Defense Advisor to the U.S. Ambassador to the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization. Before assuming her current position, she was a Senior Fellow in
the Foreign Policy Studies Program at the Brookings Institution. Dr. Kelleher served as
a staff member of the National Security Council during the Carter Administration, and was
Professor in the School of Public Affairs at the University of Maryland. She has also
taught at the Universities of Denver, Michigan, and Columbia, and was Professor of
Military Strategy at the National War College. She has served as Director of the Center
for International Security Studies, was a research feliow at the international Institute for
Strategic Studies in London, and a visiting fellow at All Souls, Oxford. Dr. Kelleher
recently completed a monograph entitled The Future of European Security: An Interim

Assessment, outlining the changing nature of European security in the post Coid War
world. She received her undergraduate training at Mount Holyoke Coilege, her doctorate
in Political Science from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, and a D.Litt. from
Mount Holyoke College.
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DR. RICHARD L. KUGLER

.Dr. Kugler is currently Senior Social Scientist and Associate Director International
Security and Defense Policy Center, RAND. Other assignments at RAND include

‘Associate Head, Political Science Department, Santa Monica, California from 1988 to

1990 and from 1990 to 1991 he was Senior Social Scientist in Washington. Dr. Kugler
served as Director, Strategic Concepts Development Center, National Defense University
from 1984 to 1988. From 1980 to 1984, Dr. Kugler was Director, European Forces
Division, Office -of the Secretary of Defense for Program Analysis and Evaluation, and

~ from 1975 to 1980 he was assigned as Senior Analyst in the Asia and European Division.

Dr. Kugler's academic career includes Adjunct Professor of international Relations,

George Washington University from 1979 to 1988 and Faculty Member, RAND Graduate -
School from 1988 to 1991. His publications include two books, three major RAND,
reports, seven scholarly artlc!es and forty DoD studies, all on' NATO/European security

affairs and U.S. defense policy. He earned a Ph.D. from the Massachusetts Institute of = -

Technology and a B.A. in Political Science from the University of Minnesota.
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Panel V: NATO Expansion - Historical Aspects and Public Relations

DR. LAWRENCE S. KAPLAN

Dr. Kaplan is University Professor Emeritus of History and Director Emeritus of the
Lyman L. Lemnitzer Center for NATO and European Community Studies at Kent State
University. He is currently Adjunct Professor of History at Georgetown University. Prior
to his position at Kent State, he was with the Historical Office, Office of the Secretary of
Defense. He has written numerous articles, monographs, and books on U.S. diplomatic
history and NATO affairs, including A Community of Interests: NATO and the Military
Assistance Program, 1948-1951 (1980), The United States and NATO: The Formative
Years (1984), (ed.) American Historians and the Atlantic Alliance (1891), and NATO and
the United States: The Enduring Alliance (1988; updated edition, 1994).

DR. KENNETH A. MYERS

Dr. Myers is National Security Advisor to Senator Richard G. Lugar, the senior
Senator from Indiana. His primary responsibilities in the Senate relate to that body’s
consideration of the START Il Treaty, the Chemical Weapons Convention, and the issue
of NATO enlargement which will be in subject of a series of hearings by the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee commencing on April 27. He has served in the Senate for
13 years, representing Senator Lugar on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and
the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence. He served as Chief of Staff of the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee during Senator Lugar's tenure as Chairman of that
Committee in the 1980s. Before joining the Foreign Relations Commitiee, he served in
the Department of Defense and was Director of European Studies at the Center for
Strategic and International Studies in Washington, D.C. Over the past three years, he
has worked closely with Senator Lugar and Senator Sam Nunn of Georgia in devising and
imptementing the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction program that provides
assistance to America’s START | partners in meeting their dismantlement and destruction
obligations under that treaty.
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PARTNERSHIP FOR_ PEACE

The Partnership for Peace (PFP), a U.S. initiative, was
launched by Allies at the January 1994 NATO Summit; The goal
behind this initiative Was to strengthen ties between NATO and
democratic states to its east through creation of a real
partnership that went‘beyond dialogue and cooperation. 1In
little over a year the Partnership for Peace has evolved from a
mere concept to a highly successful, key component of the

European security structure
OBJECTIVES

PFP comprises a program of activities designed to enhariced
political and military cooperation between NATO and its
Partners. Specific objectives, as listed in the PFP Framework

Document, include:

(a) facilitation of transparency in national defense planning

and budgeting processes;
(b) ensuring democratic control of defense forces;

(c) 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 OSCE;



(d) the development of cooperative military relations with

NATO, for the purpose of joint 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 be subsequently

be agreed;

(e) the development, over the longer term, of forces that ére
better able to operate with those of the members of the

North Atlantic Alliance.

Who Has Joined

Twenty-five states have joined PFP, inéluding all seven
former Warsaw Pact states of Central and Eastern Europe, the
Baltic republics, Sweden, Finland, Slovenia, Russia, Ukraine,

Moldova, Gecrgia, Armenia, Azerbaijan,‘Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan,

. Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, Belarus and Austria. We expect other

states will join in the near future. Malta is scheduled to

join (i.e. sign the PFP Framework Document) on April 26.

How It Works

StateS that join -PFP can assign personnel on a full-time
basis to NATO Headquarters ana to a Partnership Coordination
Cell (PCC) at SHAPE. Twelve Partners (Hungary, Poland,

Slovakia, Estonia, Romania, Sweden, Finland, Czech Republic,



-3-

Ukraine, Bulgaria, Lithuania, Latvia, and Austria) have liaisonr
officers working at the PCC., and almost all the Partners have
assigned representatives to NATO. PFP states may participaté
in PFP exercises and in relevant discussions with Allies at
NATO., A Steering Committee, the Political-Military Steering
Committee (PMSC), meets regularly to discuss policy issues and
manage day-to-day PFP affairs. It meeté in various formats —-
Allies only, Allies plus one or more Partners, Allies plus all

Partners -- depending on the issue to be discussed.

Each Partner submits to NATO a Presentation Document setiting
out the resources it will contribute to PFP acti%ities and the
éteps it will take to meet PFP's political goals, such as
democratic control of the military. On the basis of the
Presentation Document and -a Work Program drawn up by NATO, each
Partner will develop with the hlliance a unique Individual
Parthership Program {IPP). Poland, Romania, the Czech
Republic, Slovakia, Ukraine, Hungary, Bulgaria, Russia, Sweden,
Estonia, Finland, Latvia, Slovenia, Lithuania, Moldova,
Albania, Kazakhstan, and Georgia have submitted Presentation
Documents. Poland, Romania, Sweden, the Czech Republic,
Finland, Bulgaria, Lithuania, patvia, Slovakia, Hungary,
Ukraine, Russia, Estonia, Albania, Moldova, and Slovenia have
submitted IPPs. NATO has reached agreement on IPP's with
Poland, Romania,'Sweden, Finlaﬁd, Slovakia, Russia, Lithuania,

Hungary, Czech Republic, Bulgaria, Albania, and Estonia.



NATO will consult with any. state actively participating in
PFP that faces a direct threat to its security. These
consultations would not involve extension to Partners of NATO's

security guarantee under Article V of the North Atlantic Treaty.

Structures and Activities

All compbnents of the Partnership; including the PFP
Steering Committee (PMSC) and PCC are fully operational. Two
PFP field exercises were held in 1994 -- Poland hosted
"Cooperative Bridge"” in September and the Netherlands hosted
"Cooperative Spirit" in October.l SACLANT. hosted a maritime
exercise.in October in the North Atlantic. NATO ministers
agreed last December on a comprehensive program of PFP
activities, including thirteen "live" (field, maritime, commahd
post, search and rescue, etc.) joint training exerqises-for
1995. The U.S. will host a PFP exercise, "Cooperative Nugget,"

in August . at Ft. Polk, Louisiana.

Fourteen Partners are participating in an optional Defense
Planning and Review Process in order to improve
interoperability and transparency with NATO. Based on an
initial assessment of information provided by Partners, NATO
will'provide each participating Partner with specificA
recommendations on how to improve its ability to work with the
Alliance. The process is intended to be ongoing, and to help

NATO and participating Partners plan and refine their IPP's.



Role of PFP in NATO Enlargement

Through PFP, NATO hopes to forge new, stronger security
relations with all Partners. For some Partners, PFP will be
the path to NATO membership. For others, the Partnership will
be a strong and lasting link to the NATO alliance. As the
President said in January, "we expect those who seek to join
‘the alliance to prepafe thehselves through the Partnership for
Peace for the obligations of membership..." While active
participation in PFP will not guarantee membership in NATO, it
can help states gain experience and training relevant to
membership. The U.S. considers active participation in PFP as
an indication of a state's commitment to strengthening its

relations with NATO.



Partnersbhip for Peace
INVITATION —

- dasued by the Heads of State and Government
participating in the Meeting of the North Atlantic
Council beld at NATO Headguarters,
Brussels on 10-11 January 1994

: vgﬁfe, the Heads of State and Government of the member countries -
of the North Atlantic Alliance, building on the close and longstanding
partnership among the North American and European Allies, 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. W e reaffirm that the
Alliance, as provided for in Article 10 of the Washington Treaty, remains
open to the 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. We expect and would welcome NATO expanston 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.

%'%9 e have today launched an immediate and practical programme
that will transforin the relationship between NATO and participating states.
This new programme goes beyond dialogue and cooperation to forge a real
partnership - a Partnership for Peace. We thercfore invite the other states
participating in the NACC and other CSCE countries able and willing to -
contribute to this programme, to join with us in this partnership, Active
participation in the Partnership for Peace will play an important role in the
evolutionary process of the expansion of NATO. '
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Partnership for Peace

f"%é:” he 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
Partnership 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 our 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. At a pace and scope determined by the capacity and desire of the
individual participating states, we will work in concrete ways towards
transparency in defence budgeting, 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 humanitarian operations, and others as may be agreed.

7%”0 promote closer military cooperation and interoperability, we
will propose, within the Partnership framework, peacekeeping field exercises
beginning in 1994. To coordinate joint military activities within the
Partnership, we will invite states participating in the Partrership 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 planning necessary to implement °

the Partnership programmes.

%ince its inception two years ago, the North Atlantic Cooperation
Council has greatly expanded the depth and scope of its activities. We will
continue to work with all our NACC partners tobuild 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 to offer permanent facilities at NATO Headquarters for personnel
from NACC countries and other Partnership for Peace participants in order
to improve our working relationships and facilitate closer cooperation.

w7



Partnerabip for Peace

Signed in Brussels on 10 January 1994
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Partnership for Peace
— FRAMEWORK DOCUMENT —

E. < Further to the invitation extended by the NATO Heads of State
and Government at their meeting on 10 - 11 January 1994, the member states
of the North Atlantic Alliance and the other states subscribing to this
document, resolved to deepen their political and military ties and to contribute
further to the strengthening of security within the Euro-Atlantic area, hereby
establish, within the framework of the North Atlantic Cooperation Council,
this Partnership for Peace. '

2 » This Partnershipisestablished as an expression of a joint conviction
that stability and security in the Euro-Atlantic area can be achieved only
through cooperation and common action. Protection and promotion of
fundamental freedoms and human rights, and safeguarding of freedom,
justice, and peace through democracy are shared values fundamental to the
Partnership. In joining the Partnership, the member States of the North
Atlantic Alliance and the other States subscribing to this Document recall
that they are committed to the preservation of democratic societies, their

freedom from coercion and intimidation, and the maintenance of the principles

of international law. They reaffirm their commitment to fulfil in good faith

the obligations of the Charter of the United Nations and 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 also reaffirm their commitment to the Helsinki Final Act and
all subsequent CSCE documents and to the fulfilment of the commitments
and obligations they have undertaken in the field of disarmament and arms

control.

~



Dartnership for Peace

3 s The other states subscribing to this document will cooperate with
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization in pursuing the following objectives:

(a) facilitation of transparency in national defence planning and
budgeting processes;

(b) ensuring democratic control of defence forces;

(c) 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;

(d) the development of cooperative military relations with NATO, for
the purpose of joint 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;

(e) thedevelopment, over the longer term, of forces that are better able
to operate with those of the members of the North Atlantic Alliance.

4 ¢ The other subscribing si;atés will provide to the NATO Authorities
Presentation Documents identifying the steps they will take to achieve the
political goals of the Partnership and the military and other assets that might

_be used for Partnership activities. NATO will propose a programme of

partnership exercises and other activities consistent with the Partnership’s
objectives. Based on this programme and its Presentation Document, each
subscribing state will develop with NATO an individual Partnership
Programme.

‘ 5-:' In preparing and implementing their individual Partnership
Programmes, other subscribing states may, at their own expense and in
agreement with the Alliance and, as necessary, relevant Belgian authorities,
establish their own liaison office with NATO Headquarters in Brussels. This
will facilitate their participation in NACC/Partnership meetings and activities,
as well as certain others by invitation. They will also make available
personnel, assets, facilities and capabilities necessary and appropriate for
carrying out the agreed Partnership Programme. NATO will assist them, as
appropriate, in formulating and executing their individual Partnership
Programmes.
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Partnersbip for Peace

The other subscribing states accept the following understandings:

those who envisage participation in missions referred toin paragraph
3(d) will, where appropriate, take part in related NATO exercises;

they will fund their own participation in Partnership activities, and
willendeavour otherwise to share the burdens of mounting exercises
in which they take part;

they may send, after appropriate agreement, permanent liaison
officers to a separate Partnership Coordination Cell at Mons
(Belgium) that would, under the authority of the North Atlantic
Council, carry out the military planning necessary to implement the
Partnership programmes;

those participating in planning and military exercises will have
access to certain NATO technical data relevant to interoperability;

building upon the CSCE measures on defence planning, the other
subscribing states and NATO countries will exchange information

. on the steps that have been taken or are being taken to promote

transparency in defence planning and budgeting and to ensure the
democratic control of armed forces;

they may participate in a reciprocal exchange of information on
defence planning and budgeting which will be developed within the

framework of the NACC/Partnership for Peace.

In keeping with their commitment to the objectives of this

Partnership for Peace, the members of the North Atlantic Alliance will:

develop with the other subscribing states a planning and review
process to provide a basis for identifying and evaluating forces and
capabilities that might be made available by them for multinational
training, exercises, and operations in conjunction with Alliance
forces;

promote military and political coordination at NATO Headquarters
in order to provide direction and guidance relevant to Partnership
activities with the other subscribing states, including planning,
training, exercises and the development of doctrine.

~1
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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 partners in concrete cooperation
activities designed to achieve these objectives. It offers participating states the possibility of strengthening
their relations with NATO in accordance with their own individual interests and capabilities.

o 00

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. Pariner states are invited by the North Atlantic Council to
participate in political and military bodies at NATO Headquarters with respect to Partnership
activities. The Partnership 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 partners in concrete ways towards transparency in defence budgeting, 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
humanitarian operations, and others as may be agreed.

(1) Thereare 38 NACC member states, including the 16 members of NATO, as well as Albania, Arinenia, Azerbaijan,
Belarus, Buigarin, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Georgin, Hungary, Knzakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Lithuania,
Moldova, Poland, Romania, Russia, Slovakia, Tajikistan, Turkmcnistan, Ukraine and Uzbekistan.  Finland is an
obscrver. Austria, Finland and Sweden participate in the NACC Ad Hoc Group on Cooperation in Peacekeepiny.
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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 Peace initiative 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, 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 consultations on political and securlty related issues, will continue to
be implemented.

AIMS OF THE PARTNERSHIP

Concrete objectives of the Partmership 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 cooperative military relations with NATO, for the purpose of joint
planmng, 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 thelonger term, of forces that are better able to operate with 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
NATO’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




OBLIGATIONS AND COMMITMENTS

To subscribe to the Partnership, states sign a Framework Document 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 commitment to fulfil in good faith the
obligations of the Charter of the United Nations and 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
disputesby peaceful means. They also reaffirm 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 disarmament and arms control.

IMPLEMENTATION

The procedure begins with the 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 Partnershlp Programme, to be agreed between
the partner and NATO.

Partners undertake to make available personnel, assets, facilities and capabilities necessary
and appropriate forcarrying out the agreed Partnership Programme. They will fund their own
‘ parhmpatlon in Parinership activities and will endeavour to share the burdens of mounting
exercises in'which they take part.

A Political-Military Steering Committee, as a working forum for Partnership for Peace, meets
under the Chairmanship of a senior member of the NATO International Staff, in different
configurations. These include meetings of NATO Allies with individual pariners to examine,
as appropriate, questions pertaining to that country’s individual Partnership Programme.
Meetings withall NACC/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 activities.

To facilitate cooperation activities, NACC partner countries and other PFP participating states
are invited to send permanent liaison 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
implement Partnership Programmes between NATO and individual PFP partners.

The Partnership Coordination Cell is headed by a Director whose responsibilities include
coordination of Partnership activities with NATO’s military authorities. Detailed operational
planning for military exercises will be the responsibility of the military commands conducting
the exercise. The Cell will also have a small number of permanent staff officers and secretarial
and administrative support.

'NATO GRAPHICS STUDIO




When NATO and NACC Foreign Ministers met in Istanbul in June 1994, at their regular Spring
Ministerial meetings, they were able to review practical steps taken towards the implementation
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 sigﬁed the PFP Framework Document, namely: Albania, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria,
Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, Georgia, Hungary, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Lithuania, Moldova, Poland,
Romania, Russia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Sweden, Turkmenistan and Ukraine.

NATO GRAPHICS STUDIO
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PRESS COMMUNIQUE M-NAC-2(94}116 For immediate release
' 1st December 1994

MINISTERIAL MEETING OF THE NORTH ATLANTIC COUNCIL

HELD AT NATO HEADQUARTERS. BRUSSELS,
ON 1 DECEMBER 1994 :

FINAL COMMUNIQUE

1. We have met today in Brussels for the first ime under our new Chairman and
the Alliance's new Secretary General, Mr. Willy Claes. We paid tribute to the outstanding
achievements of the late Secretary General, Dr. Manfred Wémer, who served the Alliance
with great distinction, leadership and vision.

2. We have noted the progress achieved in implementing the January 1994 NATO
Summit decisions with regard to Partnership for Peace, our full support for the development
of the European Defence and Securitv Idantity and for the Western European Union. the
development of the Combined Joint Task Forces concept, our approach to the problem of the
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their delivery svstems, and the
Medtterranean region. However, much remains to be done.

3. We discussed todav the essential role NATO conunues to play in reinforcing
stability and security in Europe. NATO has always been a political community of nations
committed to promoting shared values and defending common nterests. These and NATO's
defensive capabilities are the firm foundation which make 1t possible for the Alliance to
contribute to stability and cooperation in the whole of Europe. A strong trans-Atlantic
parmership and a continued substantial presence of United States forces in Europe, as
reconfirmed by the January Summit, are fundamental not only to guarantee the Alliance's core
functions but also to enable our Alliance to contribute effecuvely to European security. We
are committed to continuing the process of adaptation of the Alhiance, which began in 1990
and was carried forward at the Summit in the context of a broad approach to building
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political, military and economic stability for all European countries. We will continue to
consult closely and in an open manner with all our Partners about the evolution of the security
architecture of Europe.

4, Allies have already taken imporiant steps to expand cooperation through the
North Atlantic Cooperation Council and through the decisions of the January 1994 Summuit,
including the creation of the Partnership for Peace. Parmership for Peace is developing into
an important feature of European security, linking NATO and its Partners and providing the
basis for joint action with the Alliance in dealing with common security problems. Actuve
participation in the Partnership for Peace will also play an important role in the evolutionary
process of the expansion of NATO.

We are pleased with the rapid progress to date in the implementation of
Parmership for Peace. Twenty-three countries so far have joined the Parmership. Ten
Individual Partnership Programmes have been agreed and several more are close to
completion. The Partnership Coordination Cell at Mons 1s fully operational and practical
planning work has begun, especially with regard to the preparation for Partnership exercises
in 1995. Together with Allies, eleven Partner countries already have appointed Liaison
Officers at the Cell. Partner countries' representatives have taken up their dedicated office
facilities in the new Manfred Womer Wing at NATO Headquarters. We strongly encourage
full Partner participation both at NATO Headquarters and in the Partnership Coordination
Cell.

The three Partnership for Peace exercises held this Autumn with broad
participation by both Allied and Parmer nations launched a practical military cooperaton that
will improve our common capabilities. We will tomorrow present to our Partners a
substantial exercise programme for next year. We welcome and encourage the large and
growing number of exercises nationally sponsored in the spirit of Partnership for Peace. We
also welcome and endorse a defence planning and review process within the Partnership,
based on a biennial planning cycle, which will advance interoperability and increase
transparency among Allies and Parmers, and invite Partners to participate in a first round of
this process beginning in January 1995.

We have also tasked the Council in Permanent Session, the NATO Military
Authorities and the Partnership Coordination Cell to expedite the implementation of the
Individual Partnership Programmes. We reaffirm our commitment to provide the necessary
resources. In this regard, we have requested the Council 1n Permanent Session to examine
how best to aliocate, on an annual basis, existing resources within the NATO budgets to
support the Partnership and to report back to us at our Spring meeting. We have also noted
the effort of Allies to provide substantial bilateral assistance in support of Parmership
objectives and agreed to exchange information on our respective national efforts with a view
to ensuring the maximum effectiveness in their use. However, all this can only supplement,
not replace, the efforts of Partners to undertake the short-term and long-term planning
necessary to fund their own parucipation in Partnership for Peace.
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5. Our Heads of State and Government reaffirmed 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 contribute to the security of
the North Atlantic area. We expect and would welcome NATO enlargement 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. Enlargement, when it comes,
would be part of a broad European security architecture based on true cooperation throughout
the whole of Europe. It would threaten no one and would enhance stability and security for
all of Europe. The enlargement of NATO will complement the enlargement of the European
Union, a parallel process which also, for its part, contributes significantly to extending
security and stability to the new democracies in the East.

6. Accordingly, we have decided to initiate a process of examination inside the
Alliance to determine how NATOQO will enlarge, the principles to guide this process and the
implications of membership. To that end, we have directed the Council in Permanent Session,
with the advice of the Military Authorities, to begin an extensive study. This will include an

exarmination of how the Partnership for Peace can contribute concretely to this process. We .

will present the results of our deliberations to interested Partners prior to our next meeting in
Brussels. We will discuss the progress made at our Spring meeting tn The Netherlands.

7. We agreed that it is premature to discuss the timeframe for enlargement or
which particular countries would be invited to join the Alliance. We further agreed that
enlargement should strengthen the effectiveness of the Alliance, contribute to the stability and
security of the entire Euro-Atlantic area, and support our objective of maintaining an
undivided Europe. It should be carried out in a way that preserves the Alliance's ability to
perform its core functions of common defence as well as to undertake peacekeeping and other
new missions and that upholds the principles and objectives of the Washingtor. Treaty. In this
context, we recall the Preamble to the Washington Treaity:

"The Parties to this Treaty reaffirm their faith 1n the purposes and principles of the
Charter of the United Nations and their desire to live in peace - with all peoples-and all
governments. They are determined to safeguard the freedom, common heritage and

civilisation of their peoples, founded on the principles of democracy, individual liberty -

and the rule of law. They seek to promote stability and well-betng in the North
- Atlantic area. They are resolved to unite their efforts for collective defence and for
the preservanon of peace and security.”

All new members of NATO will be full members of the Alliance, enjoying the rights and
assuming all obligations of membership. We agreed that, when it occurs, enlargement will
be decided on a case-by-case basis and that some nations may atitain membership before
others.

8. We affirm our commitment to reinforce cooperative structures of security which
can extend to countries throughout the whole of Europe, noting that the enlargement of NATO
should also be seen in this context. Against this background, we wish to develop further our
dialogue and consolidate our relations with each of our Partners. Having just overcome the
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division of Europe, we have no desire o see the emergence of new lines of partition. We are
working towards an intensification of rzlations between NATO and its Partners on th2 basis
of transparency and on an equal footing. NATO's right to take its own decistons, on its own
responsibility, by consensus among its members will in no way be affected.

9. A cooperative European security architecture requires the active participation of
Russia. We reaffirm our strong support for the political and economic reforms in Russia, and
we welcome the considerable contributions that Russia can make towards stability and
security in Europe on a wide rangs of issues. We also reaffirm our commitment to
developing a far-reaching relationship, corresponding with Russia's size, importance and
capabilities, both inside and outside the Partnership for Peace, based on mutual friendship,
respect and benefit, and we are encouraged by the progress and plans that have been made
in the various elements of that relauonship. We welcome also an initial programme of
consultations and cooperation between the Alliance and Russia, on the basis of the Summary
of Conclusions of 22 Jjune 1994 agrzed at the meeting of Russian Foreign Minister A.
Kozyrev with the Council, in areas where Russia has a unique or particularlv important
contribution to make. In this context and with the aim of increasing European and global
security, we propose using the opportunity of our regular Ministerial meetings to mest with
Russian Ministers whenever useful. In the same spirit, we also propose that our experts
discuss key issues like true partners. We welcome the completion of the withdrawal of
Russian troops from Germany and the Baltic States, which represents a significant
contribution to security as well as benzfitting general stability in Europe. We also welcome
the agreement between the Russian Federation and Moldova which provides for the
withdrawal of the Russian 14th Armv from the territory of Moldova.

10. We attach considerable importance to developing our relationship with Ukraine.
An independent, democratic and stable Ukraine is of great importance for European security
and stability. We are pleased that Ukraine was involved in the two Parmership for Peace
field exercises in Poland and in The Nztherlands. We look forward to the completion of its
Individual Partnership Programme. We want to develop our cooperation with Ukraine still
further. We welcome the Ukrainian Parliament's vote in favour of Ukraine's accession to the
NPT. which is a2 fundamental step to enable this country to accede to the NPT as a non-
nuclear weapon state.

11 We meet only four davs before the Budapest CSCE Summit, a crucial
opportunity to progress further towards our vision of a Europe whole and frez. We wili work
individually and collectively to ensurz that the CSCE fulfils effectively the vital role it should
have in the construction of an inclusive security architecture. The Helsinki Accords and other
CSCE documents remain the basic dzfinttion of our common goals and standards, and the
CSCE defines both the values and goals of a broad community of security and cooperation.
NATO respects and upholds the principles of the CSCE. The CSCE has developed useful
methods for conflict prevention and praventive diplomacy which provide the imporntant first
line of efforts to attack the root causes of conflict. Much progress has been made in this
direction since the 1992 Helsinki Summit, but the chalienges have expanded since then.
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12, As a regional arrangement under Chapter VI of the UN Charter, the CSCE
should plav a kev role for conflict prevention and crisis management and resolution in its
area. In accordance with Article 52 of the UN Charter, CSCE Participating States should
make everv effort to achieve the peaceful settlement of local disputes through the CSCE
before referring them to the UN Security Council. We support the objectives of the
forthcoming CSCE Summit to:

- reinforce our commitment to the CSCE as the comprehensive forum for consultation
and cooperation in Europe;

- strengthen further the CSCE's capabilities, including in decision-making, and
effectiveness: ' ‘

- adopt substantial agreements reached in the Forum for Security Cooperation: the Code
of Conduct on Security Matters, the agreement on global exchange of military
information and the increased focus on non-proliferation issues, together with a further
enhancement of the Vienna Document on confidence-building measures, which will
represent a solid step forward in the field of arms control and cooperativs security:

- develop further the CSCE's capabilities in earh- warning, conflict prevenuon, crisis
management and peacekeeping;

- reaffirm and strengthen the CSCE's fundamental role in the protection of human rights
and the promotion of democratic institutions:

- foster good neighbourly relations through the conclusion of bilateral and regionai
agreements between and among Participating States: and S

- enhance iransparent and effective arms control and conﬁdence bu:ldm_ measures
throuohout the CSCE area and at regionai levels. Co

We fully support the activities of the CSCE to achieve a peaceful solution'to the COﬂﬂlCI In
and around Nagomo-Karabakh. This will be an opportunity to demonstrare the polltlcal
determination of all the Participating States to put the CSCE prmmp]es into pracnce

13 We uelcome the success of the process mmated in Paris for the conclus:on of
a Pact for Stabilitv in Europe. The launchmg of two “regional tables” has demonsrrated the
progress -that rapprochement among European states can bring. This initiative maLes a.
substantial contribution to stability in bur continent. We fecommend continuation of this
close co-operation for conclusion of the Pact for Stabilirv in Europe, as an active contribution
to good neighbourly relations in Central and Eastern Europe.

14 We welcome the endorsement by the WEU Council of Ministers in Noordwijk
of preliminary conciusions on the formulation of the common European Defence Policy taking
also into account the results of the NATQ Brussels Summit  We welcome the WEU's
decision 1o initiate reflection on the new European secunty conditions. including the proposal
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put forward by France that this should lead to a white paper on European security. We arttach
great importance to the process of cooperation that NATO and the WEU are engaged in,
aimed at the effective implementation of the Summit resulss, especially with regard to the
Combined Joint Task Forces (CJTF) concept and the possibility of making assets and
capabilities of the Alliance available to the WEU. We 1ake note that a report on criteria and
procedures for effective use of CJTF has been prepared by the WEU and presented to a joint
Council meeting of NATO and the WELU on 29 June 1994,

15. We have taken note of the work underntaken on the devzlopment of the CITF
concept, which is an essential part of the Alliance's continuing effort to adapt and adjust its
structures and procedures, in order to conduct more efficiently and flexibly the Alliance's
missions, including peacekeeping, to provide separable but not separate military capabilities
that could be employed by NATO or the WEU and to facilitate operations with participating
nations outstde the Aliance. Much remains to be done to adapt Alliance structures and
procedures and, in this context, to develop the CJTF concepi, and to move the whole process
forward as quickly as necessary. Work 1s in hand to develop this concept in detail, in
coordination with the WEU and with the advice of the NATO Military Authorities, as a
means to implement the Alliance's readiness to make its ccllective assets available, on the
basis of consultations in the North Atlantic Council, for WEU operations. We have tasked
the Council in Permanent Session 10 continue its work and to examine ways that would enable
further development of the CJTF concspt, including, as soon as appropriate, through pilot
trials and look forward to a progress report at our next meeting.

16. Work on the Summit imtiatuve on the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction and their delivery means has been taken forward through the creation of the Joint
Committee on Proliferation and two expert groups, the Senior Politico-Military Group on
Proliferation and the Senior Defance Group on Proliferation. We took note of the report of
the Joint Committee on Proliferation on the work undertaken by these Groups, which is based
on the basic principles of the Alliance Policy Framework that we adopted and:made public
at our Istanbul Ministenial. We welcome the progress made in inrensifving and expanding
NATO's political and defence efforts against proliferation, which remains one of the greatest
concemns for the Alliance. We have instructed that the Groups should move forward in
implementing their agreed work programmes in order to examine, without replacing or
duplicating efforts underway in other fora. the means availabie to prevent and respond where
necessary to proliferation, and to facilitate NATO defence activities in the field of
proliferation. We look forward to another progress repor: at our meeting in May. We
welcome the consultations with all Cooperation Partners in the framework of the NACC and
look forward to ad hoc consultations with Russia on proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction and their means of delivery.

17. We remain fully committed to the indefinite and unconditional extension of the
Treatv on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) at next vear's Extension and
Review Conference. We urge the other States Parties to the Treary to do likewise. We wili
continue to support other ongoing efforts to strengthen the international non-proliferation
system. In this context, we urge other states vet to accede 1o the Treaty to do so well before
the upcoming NPT Conference. We will also work to enhance thz vernification regime for the
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NPT. In this context, we consider the recent "agreed framework” between the United States
and the Democratic People's Republic of Korea as a step towards bringing the Democratic
People's Republic of Korea into full compliance with its NPT commitments and as a
contribution towards the maintenance of peace and stabilirv in the region.

18. We continue to attach particular importance to full compliance with and
fulfiiment of all obligations resuliing from existing disarmament and arms control agreements.
In this context, we welcome the successful completion of the second reduction phase of the
CFE Treaty. This Treaty, which remains the cornerstone for European security and stability,
must be fully and firmly implemented and its integrity must be preserved. The process of
elimination of former Soviet weapons of mass destruction must rapidly be advanced further.
We welcome the contribution made by some Allies to that effect. We attach great importance
to the negotiation of a universal and verifiable Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. It is also
important to achieve a universal ban on the production of fissile matenial for weapons
purposes. We continue to consider as essential tasks the early entry into force of the
Chemical Weapons Convention and the elaboration of measures to strengthen the Biological
Weapons Convention. Noting the importance of the Open Skies Treaty in promoting
openness and transparency of military forces and aciivities, we reiterate our hope that all
signatories who have not yet raiified the Treaty will do so and that all instruments of _
ratification necessary for the eninv into force of the Treary will be deposited at the earliest
possible time,

19, We reaffirm ths importance we attach to developments around the

‘Mediterranean. At our meeting in Athens we encouraged all efforts for dialogue and

cooperation which aim ar sirengthening stabiiity in this region. In this context, we welcome
the recent positive steps in the Middle East peace process, which will help remove the
obstacles to a more constructive relationship between the countries of the region as a whole.
The NATO Summit in January reiterated the conviction that security in Europe is greatly
affected by secunty in the Mediterranean. As agreed at our meeting in Istanbul, we have
examined proposed measures to promote dialogue and are readyv to establish contacts, on a
case-byv-case basis, between the Alliance and Mediterranean non-member countries with a
view to contributing to the strengthening of regional stabilitv. To this end, we direct the
Council in Permanent Session to continue to review the situation, to develop the details of the
proposed dialogue and to initiate appropriate preliminary contacts.

20. We deplore the contnuing conflict in Bosnia, which has brought about large-
scale suffering, most recently 1n and around the Safe Area of Bthac. We reiterate our strong
support for the conunued efforts of the international community, including those of the
Contact Group, in attempting to bring peace to the region. We continue to believe that the
conflict must be settled at the negouaung table. We call on the Bosnian Serbs and all those
forces which support them 1o end their offensive in Bihac and on all parties to agree 16 and
honour a cease-fire and allow humanitarian aid to flow to thai beleaguered populauon and
throughout Bosnia-Herzegovina. The Bosnian Serbs should immediately and without
conditions release all UN personnel currently being denied freedom of movemeni. We
reaffirm our commitment to provide close air support for UNPROFOR and to use NATO air
power. in accordance with existing arrangements with the United Nations. We will continue.

-7-




-8-

together with the WEU, the maritime embargo enforcement operations in the Adnatic. We
are determined t0 maintain. Alliance unity and cohesion as we work together with the
international community to find a just and peaceful solution in Bosnia and elsewhere in the
former Yugoslavia.

21. The situation in Southern Caucasus continues to be of special concern. We
welcome the ceasefire that has been established, but iasung peaceful and just solutions to
ongoing conflicts in the region, particularly in and around Nagorno-Karabakh, can only be
reached under the aegis of the UN and through CSCE mechanisms. We hope that the CSCE
will be in a position to contribute effectively to the peace process on Nagorno-Karabakh,
including through the establishment of a CSCE multinational peacel\eepmv operation based
on the principles of Chapter I1I of the Helsmk; Document 1992.

22. We reiterate the Alliance's condamnation of intemationa! terrorism as stated at
the NATO Summit in January. ‘

23. We reaffirm our commimment to the Alliance's common-funded programmes,
We consider these programmes vital elements in underpinning our military structures,
providing essential operaiing capability and strengthening Aliance cohesion. We have
directed the Counc1l in Permanent Session, taking account of the Fundamental Rexiew of the
Military Budget and the Civil Budzet Priorities Review, 10 engage in a wide-ranging
examination of Alliance budgetary management, structures and procedures 10 ensurs that the
appropriate resources are directed towards the programmes which will have the highest
priority and to report initially at the Spring session. '

24, The Sprmﬂ 1995 meeting of the North Atlantic Council in Ministeriai Session
wﬂl be held in Noordwijk, The \nrherlands in May. '
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The U.S. and Central and Eastern
Europe: Forging New Partnerships

President Clinton

Remarks to Plenary Session of the White House Conference on Trade and
Investment in Central and Eastem Europe, Cleveland, Chio, January 13, 1995

hank you very much. Mayor

White; Congressmen Stokes,

Sawyer, and Brown; distin-
guished officials here from Cleveland
and Cuyzhoga County. Secretary
Brown, thank you for your kind intro-
duction. That was an illustration of Bill
Clinton’s second law of politics, that in-
troduction—whenever possible, be
introduced by someone you have ap-
pointed to high office. You always get
a good one.

1 do want to say here that I believe,
in the history of the Department of
Commerce, there has never been a bet-
ter Secretary than Ron Brown. Iam
grateful to him for his dedication to the
American business community and to
the growth of the American economy
and for his commitment to international
outreach.

I thank the Commerce Department
and the Business Council for Interna-
tional Understanding for organizing
this conference. You have assembled

Continued from previous page

meeting to be a great success, it also is
very important for the two of us to get
together today to talk. T have beenin
the office of Foreign Minister for more
than six months now, and during that
time, I have had four meetings with
Secretary Christopher, including this
one.

I am very pleased to note that there
have been so many good results coming
out of each meeting, and for this year,
also, I would like to make my own best
efforts for bilateral cooperation in the
global interest.

To achieve this end, I would like to
discuss with Secretary Christopher all
the issues that we have between us,
including the security, economie, and all
other issues. I very much look forward
to our talks today. W

an impressive and diverse group—del-
egations from Central and Eastern
Europe, business leaders from the
United States and Europe, American
ethnic leaders from all around our
eountry, and s0 many outstanding state
and loeal officials. Ithank you all for
being here. '

I have to say I am especially
pleased we are meeting in Cleveland.
Many of the men and women who made
this great city a foundation of
Ameriea’s industrial heartland eame to
our shores from Central Europe. With
just a little money, but with lots of de-
termination and discipline and vision,
they helped build our great nation.
Now their children and their grandchil-
dren are leaders in Cleveland and in
dozens of other American communities
all across our country. Strong bonds of
memory, heritage, and pride link them
today to Europe’s emerging democra-
cies. So it is fitting that we should be
meeting here.

I also chose Cleveland because
people here know what it takes to
adapt to the new global economy.
Whether you are in this great state or
in Central Europe’s coal and steel belt,
meeting the challenges of change is
hard. But Cleveland—Cleveland is
transforming itself into a center for in-
ternational trade. It is a real model
for economic growth throughout our
country. Already, Cleveland exports
$5.5 billion worth of goods every year,
and that trade supports 100,000 jobs.

Cleveland was one of the cities to
recently win in a highly competitive ef-
fort to secure one of our empowerment
zones. Cleveland was selected because
of the remarkable partnership that has
been put together here between the
public and private sectors. So Iam
very glad to be here.
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I came to this office with a mission
for my country that involves 2ll the
countries represented here today. [
came because I believed we had to
make some changes to keep the Ameri-
can dream alive in the United States; to
restore a sense of opportunity and pos-
sibility to our people in a time of great
and sweeping change; and to giveus a
clear sense of purpose at the end of the
Cold War, as we move toward the 21st
century.

But I also wanted us to move into
that new century still the world's
leader for peace and democracy and for
freedom and prosperity. This confer-
ence symbolizes both those objectives.
‘We have worked hard in the United
States to get our economy going again,
to get our government deficit down, to
invest in our people and the technolo-
gies of the future, and to expand trade
for our own benefit. We have been for-
tunate in this country in the last two
years in generating over 5.5 million
new jobs, and having a new sense that
we could bring back every important
sector of our economy. But we know
that over the long run, our success eco-
nomically in America depends upon our
being true to our values here at home
and around the world.

So, I say to you that I came here to-
day because I know that America must
remain engaged in the world. If wedo
80, clearly, we have a historic opportu-
nity to enhance the security and
increase the prosperity of our own
people in a society that we hope will be
characterized forevermore by trade,
culture, and learning across national
lines rather than by hatred, fighting,
and war.

Many of you in this room are prov-
ing that proposition every day. The
new partnerships that you are forging
between Ameriea and Central Europe
bring tangible benefits to all the people
involved. Increased trade and invest-
ment promotes our exports. It gives
our people new skills and creates good
jobs—but not only for us—for our trad-
ing partners as well. It plays another
very important role—it gives us a divi-
dend by helping the nations with which
we trade, and especially the nations in
Central Europe, to consolidate their
hard-won democracy on a foundation of
free enterprise and political freedom.
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_In all of our countries, we stand at
the start of a new era, 2n era of breath-
taking change and expanding oppor-
tunities. The explosion of trade and
technology has produced a new global
economy in which people, ideas, and
capital come together more quickly,
more easily, and more creatively than
ever before. It is literally true that the
end of the Cold War has liberated mil-
lions of Europeans and introduced both
free markets and democracy to coun-
tries not only there, but on every
continent of the globe

This promise is also clouded by fear
and uncertainty. Economic uncer-
tainty—the breakdown of the old rules
of the social contract is a problem in ev-
ery advanced Western democracy and
in wealthy countries in the East, such
as Japan. Beyond that, and even
deeper, is aggression by malicious
states and transnational threats such as
overpopulation and environmental deg-
radation, terrible ethnic conflicts, and
the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction—all these problems beyond
our own borders make it tempting to
many Americans to retrench behind

our borders, to say, look, we've got a lot’

of possibilities and we've got more
problems than we can handle here at
home, so let’s just forget about the rest
of the world for 2 while. They say we
did our job in the Cold War, we spent
our money to keep the world free from
communism, and we are tired, and
we've got plenty to do here.

There are many people who believe
exactly that in this country—and in our
Congress. But the very fact of
democracy’s triumph over the Cold
War, while it has led some to argue
that we ought te confine our focus to
challenges here at home and to say we
cannot afford to lead anymore, in fact,
imposes on us new responsibilities and
new opportunities. I would argue that
we cannot benefit the American people
here at home unless we assume those
responsibilities and seize those oppor-
tunities.

.Those who say we can just walk
away have views that are short-
sighted. We must reach out, not
retrench. I will continue to work in this
new Congress with both the Republi-
cans and the Democrats to forge a
bipartisan coalition of internationalists
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who share those same convictions. The
agreement we reached yesterday with
congressional leaders from both sides
of the aisle to help Mexico restore full
corifidence in its economy demonstrates
the potential of 2 coalition committed to
America’s interests in the world of to-
morrow. I will do everything in my
power, as [ have done for two years
now, to keep our country engaged in
the world. I will not let anyoneror any-
thing divert the United States from
this course. The whole future of the
world and the future of our children
here in the United States depend on
our continued involvement and leader-
ship in the world.

History teaches us, after all, that
security and prosperity here at home
require that we maintain a focus
abroad. Remember that after World
War I, the United States refused the
leadership role. We withdrew behind
our borders—behind our big trade bar-
riers. We left a huge vacuum that was
filled with the forces of hatred and tyr-
anny. The resulting struggle in World
War II to preserve our freedom cost

millions of lives and required zll the en-

ergy and resources we could muster to
forestall an awful result.

After the Second World War, a
wise generation of Americans refused
to let history repeat itself. So,in the
face of the communist challenge, they
helped shape NATO, the Marshall Plan,
GATT, and the other structures that
ensured 50 years of building prosperity
and security for America, Western Eu-
rope, and Japan.

Ultimately, the strength of those
structures, the force of democracy, and
the heroic determination of people to
be free produced victory in the Cold
War. Now, in the aftermath of that vie-
tory, it is our common responsibility
not to squander the peace. We must
realize the full potential of that victory.
Now that freedom has been won, all of
our people deserve to reap the tangible
rewards of their sacrifice—people in
the United States, and people in Cen-
tral Europe. Now that freedom has
been won, our nations must be deter-
mined that it will never be lost again.

The United States is seizing this
moment. History has given us a gift
and the results are there to proveit.
Because of the agreements we reached

with Russia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, and
Ukraine, for the first time since the
dawn of the nuclear age, Americans can
go to bed at night knowing that nuclear
weapons from the former Soviet Union
are no longer pointed at our children.

Qur patient hut hardheaded diplo-
macy has secured an agreement with
North Korea on nuclear issues that is
clearly and profoundly in our interest.
The critics of that agreement are
wrong. The deal stops North Korez’s
nuclear program in its tracks. It will
roll it back in years to come. Interna-
tional inspectors confirm that the
program is frozen, and they will con-
tinue to monitor it. No critic has come
up with an alternative that is not either
unfeasible or foolhardy. .

U.8. troops, who maintain their pre-
paredness ang their enormous capacity
to stand up for freedom as the finest
fighting force in the world, have stood
down Iraq’s threat to the security of
the Persian Gulf. They caused the mili-
tary regime in Haiti to step down

peacefully—to give the Haitians a
chance at democracy

We are using our influence con-
structlvely to help people from the
Middle East to southern Africa trans-
form their conflicts into cooperation.
We have used our ability to lead on is-
sues like GATT and NAFTA, the Asian
Pacific Economic Cooperation Council,
and the Summit of the Americas to help
create a new trading system for the
next century.

Already, trade is becoming more
free and more fair and producing better
jobs for our people and for others
around the world. In Central Europe,
a5 elsewhere, the United States has
moved aggressively to shape the fu-
ture. The reasons are simple: Helping
Central Europe consolidate democracy
and build strong economies is clearly
the best way to prevent assaults on
freedom that, as this century has so
painfully demonstrated, can turn
quickly into all-consuming war. A
healthy and prosperous Central Eu-
rope is good for America. It will
betome a huge new market for our
goods and services.

America is also engaged with Cen-
tral Europe because it is the right thing
to do. For four-and-a-half decades, we
challenged these nations to cast away
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Ceniral and Eastern Europe

the shackles of communism. Now that
they have done so, surely we have an
obligation to work with them—all of
you who are here—to make sure that
your people share with our people the
rewards of freedom that the next cen-
tury and the new economy can bring.

Some argue that open government
and free markets cannot take root in
some countries, that there are bound-
aries—that there necessarily will be
boundaries to democracy in Europe.
They would act now in anticipation of
those boundaries by creating an artifi-
cial division of the new continent.
Others claim that we simply must not
extend the West’s institution of secu-
ity and prosperity at all—that to do so
would upset a delicate balance of
power. They would confine the newly
free people of Centra! Europe to a zone
of insecurity and, therefore, of instabil-
ity. ‘

1 believe that both those visions for
Europe are too narrow, too skeptical—
perhaps even too cynical. One year ago
this week, in Brussels, Prague, Kiev, -
Moscow, and Minsk, I set forth a vision
of a different Europe—a new Europe
that would be an integrated community
of secure and increasingly prosperous
democracies; a Europe that, for the
first time since nation-states came into
existence on the European Continent,
would not be subject to a dividing line.
With our engagement with the coun-
tries of Central Europe and the former
Soviet Union, we can help make that
vision a lasting reality.

Security and Stability

First, Europe must be secure. The
breakup of the Soviet Union has made
the promise of security more real than
it has been for decades. But reformin
Russia and all the states of the former
Soviet Union will not be completed
overnight, in a straight line, or without
rocky bumps in the road. It will prove
rough and unsteady from time to time,
as the tragic events in Chechnya re-
mind us today. Chechnya is part of the
Russian Federation, and we support
the territorial integrity of Russia, just
as we support the territorial integrity
of all its neighbors. But, the violence
must end. I call again on all the parties
to stop spilling blood and start making

peace. Every day the fighting in
Chechnya continues is a day of wasted
lives, wasted resources, and wasted op-
portunities. So, we again encourage
every effort to bring the bloodshed to 2
lasting end. We encourage the propos-
als put forth by the European Union
and the Organization for Security and
Cooperation in Europe. These propos-
als deserve to be heard and embraced.

Some have used this confliét in
Chechnya to question continued Ameri-
can support for reform in Russia. But
that conflict, terrible though it is, has
not changed the nature of our intereat.
We have a tremendous stake in the suc-
cess of Russia’s efforts to become a
stable, democratie nation, and so do all
the countries represented here today.
That is why the United States will not
waiver from our course of patient, re-
sponsible support for Russian reform.
It would be a terrible mistake to react
reflexively to the ups and downs that
Russia is experiencing and was bound
to experience all along and will con-
tinue to experience in the years ahead,
indeed, perhaps for decades, as it un-
dergoes a historic transformation.

If the forces of reform are em-
battled, we must renew-—not retreat
from—our support for them. So we.
will continue again to lead 2 bipartisan
effort here at home and an interna-
tional coalition abroad to work with
Russia and also with the other New In-
dependent States of the former Soviet
Union to support reform, to support
progress, to support democracy, and to
support freedom.

We are well aware, too, of Central
Europe's security concerns. We will
never condone any state in Europe
threatening the sovereignty of its
neighbors again. That is why the
United States protected Baltic inde-
pendence by pressing successfully for
the withdrawal of Russian troops.

In this period of great social and
political change, we want to help coun-
tries throughout Central Europe
achieve stability—the stability they
need to build strong democracies and to
foster prosperity. To promote that sta-
bility, the United States established
the Partnership for Peace. We have
taken the lead in preparing for the
gradual, open, and inevitable expansion
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of NATO. In just 2 year, the Partner-
ship for Peace has become a dynamic
forum for practical military and politi-
cal cooperation among its members.
For some countries, the partnership
will be the path to full NATC member-
ship. For others, the partnership will
be a strong and lasting link to the
NATO alliance.

Last month, NATO began to clearly
and deliberately map out the road to
enlargement. Neither NATO nor the
United States can today give a date
certain for expansion, nor can we say
today which countries will be the first
new members. But let me repeat what
I have said before: The questions con-
cerning NATO expansion are not
whether NATO will expand, not if
NATO will expand, but when and how.
When expansion begins, it will come as
no surprise to anyone. Its conditions,
its timing, and its military implications
will be well and widely known and dis-
cussed in advance.

NATO membership is not a right.
We expect these who seek to join the
alliance to prepare themselves through

. the Partnership for Peace for the obli-

gations of membership—they are
important. Countries with repressive
political systems, countries with de-
signs on their neighbors, countries with
militaries unchecked by civilian control,
or with closed economie systems need
not apply.

Let me say once again: Only the 18
members of NATO will decide on ex-
pansion. But NATO expansion should
not be seen as replacing one division of
Europe with another one. It should, it
can, and I am determined that it will in-
crease security for all European
states—members and non-members
alike. In parallel with expansion,
NATO must develop close, strong ties
with Russia. The alliance’s relationship
with Russia should become more di-
rect, more open, more ambitious, and
more frank.

European security embraces a
democratic Russia. But for Central
Europe to enjoy true security, its na-
tions must develop not only military
ties and security arrangements but also
successful market economies. If we
have learned anything about the new
century toward which we are moving,
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it is that national security must be de-
fined in terms that go far beyond
military ideas and concepts. Thatis
why we are all here. From Tallinn to
Tirana, people must have good jobs so
that they can provide for their families
and feel the self-confidence necessary
to support demoeracy. They must have
the tools to adapt to this rapidly chang-
ing global economy. Inshort, they
must have economic confidence to be-
lieve in a democratic future.

Since the fall of the Berlin Wall, the
United States has played an important
role in promoting these goals. We have
strongly supported Central Europe’s
integration into the European Union.
‘We have taken significant steps to im-
prove aceess to our own markets, and
we have provided Central Europe with
finanecial aid, technical support, and
debt relief. This assistance has been
used for a staggering array of
projects—from helping the Czech Re-
public draft a modern bankruptey code,
to training commercial bankers in
Slovakia, to advertising and equipping
modern and independent media
throughout the region.

But for all our government has done
and will eontinue to do, the fact re-
mains that only the private sector can
mobilize the vast amounts of capital
and the human skills and technology
needed to help complete the transfor-
mation of Central Europe’s free
markets.

President Walesa put it to me this
way last July: “What Poland needs,” he
said, “are more American generals—
like General Electric and General
Motors.” That is not a commercial; I
could have advertised the other auto
companies, the other electrie compa-
nies. Congressman Stokes reminded
me that Lincoln Electric, here in Cleve-
land, just got the Secretary of
Commerce’s E Award last night. But
the point is that President Walesa's
comment defines national security for
Poland in a broader context and dem-
onstrates an understanding of what it
will take for democracy and freedom to
flourish.

Economic Reform

In just five years, most of the countries
in Central Europe have undertaken
many of the difficult reforms necessary
to build credibility with investors and

trading partners, to make themselves
attractive to the General Electrics and
the General Motors. Bold economie
reform works. Countries that have
pursued it with the greatest convietion
have rebounded most quickly from the
recession. They are among Europe’s
fastest-prowing economies, and they
are drawing the most foreign trade and
investment. :

More trade and investment is good
for Central Europe. But make nio mis-
take about it, it is also very good for
the United States. For all of us, it
means more jobs, higher wages, and an
opportunity to learn the new skills we
need to succeed in the new global
economy. I say again, it means more
real security.

Consider the benefits of just two
recent American ventures in Central
Europe: The International Paper Com-
pany of New York bought 2 major mill

“From Tallinn to Tirana,
people must have good
Jobs so that they can
provide for their families
and feel the self-confidence
necessary to support
democracy.”

in Poland, retrained its work force, and
turned it into a thriving exporter. It
also acquired a strong presence in the
competitive European market that will
generate $30 million in American ex-
ports in support of hundreds of jobs
back here at home.

Denver-based U.S. West will soon
bring nationwide cellular phone service
to Hungary. That will give Hungar-
ians, who now wait an average of 12
years to get a phone, immediate access
to modern eommunications. And it will
produce $28 million in United States
exports and will support hundreds of
jobs here in the United States. I have -
to say--sort of off the record-—that we
will also soon make the Hungarians as
frayed around the edges and overbusy
as Americans are with their cellular
phones. But if they want it, we should
help them have it.
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I am very proud that these and lit-
erally dozens of other projects went
forward with the help of loans and in-
surance and other guarantees from the
United States Government. But I
know what our trade and investment in
Central Europe could do if we all were
to make the most of the opportunities
that are there. Our involvement should
be much greater. American companies
and investors are second to none in
identifying good opportunities. But
they will reject a project. if roadblocks
to getting it done efficiently and fairly
are too high, especially given the fierce
competition for-trade and investment
from Latin America and Asia.

Our companies need to be sure that
when they make a deal, it will not be
arbitrarily reversed. They look for full
information and reasonable regulation.
They want clear commercial tacks and
legal codes. Of course they want pri--
vate sector counterparts—the driving
force of Central Europe’s economies—
with whom they can do business.

One of the most effective roles the
United States can play is to promote
continued reform and help businesses
do business, which is, of course, what
this conference is all about. Qur efforts
did not begin and will not end here in
Cleveland. Already we have concluded
investment and taxation treaties with
many of the countries represented
here. The Trade and Development
Agency has identified thousands of
business opportunities throughout Cen-
tral Europe. Peace Corps volunteers
are teaching business, banking, and fi-
nance skills to new entrepreneurs. Qur
Export-Import Bank is promoting the
use of America’s products for major in-
frastructure products and for bringing
environmental technology and exper-
tise to Central Europe.

Today, I am pleased to announce
that the Overseas Private Investment -
Corporation has set up two new equity
funds that, together with funds OPIC
already supports, should leverage more
than $4 billion in private investment.
Every United States economic agency
1s working hard to help American busi-
ness, big and small, to take advantage
of the opportunities in Central Europe
and around the world. I want to say
that what I said about Secretary
Brown and the Commerce Department
could also be said about the Export-Im-
port Bank and the Overseas Private
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Investment Corporation. Itis the
strongest economic team the United
States has ever put in the field of inter-
national business, and we intend to see
it keep working until we make a sue-
cess of the ventures such as the one we
are engaged in here today.

All of their teamwork has proved
that government can work for the
American people—a proposition very
much in doubt in our country today. I
know how difficult and unsettling this
period of change is for so many people
from the countries represented in this
room and here at home, as well. Some-
times it seems that the more you open
your eyes to the world around you, the
more confusing it becomes. We must
not lose sight of the fact that even
greater forces of history are working
for the development of human capaci-
ties and the fulfillment of human
dreams than the forces working to un-
dermine them.

If we use these great positive
forces—if we guide them, if we shape
them, if we remain committed to mak-
ing them work for us, we can make our
people more secure and more prosper-
ous. Look at what is happening in
Central Europe: Every day, open soci-
eties and open economies are gaining
strength. Every day, new entrepre-
neurs and businesses are spurring
growth and are creating jobs in their
own countries and for us back here in
America as well. It is in our national
interest to help them succeed. We can-
not afford to do otherwise.

Just six years ago, the countries of
Central Europe were still captive na-
tions. Now, 120 million people have the
freedom to speak their own minds, to
create, to build, to prosper, to dream
dreams and try to fulfill them. This
new freedom is the fruit of Europe’s
struggle and Americd’s support, We
owe it to those who brought us this
far—more importantly, we owe it to
ourselves and to our children—not to
turn our backs on their historic
. achievement or this historic moment.
That is why this Administration will
not retreat. We will continue to reach
out, working together, trading to-
gether, and joining together. We will

fulfill the great promise of this moment.

Thank you very much. W
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Building Peace and Prosperity in the
Middle East and North Africa: The Role
Of a Regional Development Bank

Secretary Christopher, Summary Conclusions

Secretary Christopher

Remarks at a luncheon for an Experts
Mesting on the Middle East Develop-
ment Bank,Washington, DC, ‘
January 10, 1895. [infroductory
remarks deleted.}

We are faced again with a rare chal-
lenge in the Middle East. Extra-
ordinary breakthroughs have been
made, as we all know, but they must be
sustained and we must find ways to
sustain the momentum toward peace.

Credit and responsibility for the
advances in the peace process, as usual,
of course, remain with the parties.
Only they can make the fundamental
decisions that are necessary. But the
entire international community, repre-
sented by all of you, faces an
obligation—indeed, areal imperative—
to provide the parties with the moral,
political, and material support they
need to take the risks for peace; the
support they need to overcome the mo-
mentous challenges that they all face.

Over the past four years, we have
worked together in pursuit of the goal
of a comprehensive peace in a new era
of prosperity in the Middle East, and as
I look around this room, I see so many
faces who have joined together in that
tremendous pursuit of 2 comprehensive
peace.

In 1991 at Madrid, many of the na-
tions assembled here today joined
together to launch the process of bilat-
eral negotiations which has resulted in
the four tracks. Three months later in
January of 1992, we gathered in Mos-
cow to launch the multilateral peace
process. Then in QOctober of 1993, we
met right here in this building, indeed,
right here in this room at the Donors

Conference to pledge our financial sup-
port to bring the Israeli-PLO Decla-
ration of Principles—to bring that
great Declaration to life.

Just 10 weeks ago, business leaders
and political leaders from all the coun-
tries in the region and in North Africa
gathered at the Casablanca Summit.
At that meeting we gave a strong sig-
nal to the world that the Middle East
and North Africa are open for business.
With the vision and leadership of King
Hassan, we took very significant steps
to undergird the peace process with a
prospect for prosperity.

I think the lesson from all this is
clear: When the international commu-
nity works together, we can accomplish
a great deal, but we must work to-
gether to support the parties and to
help them translate the gains they have
made at the negotiating table into con-
crete changes on the ground.

All of us here know that while
peace may be symbolized by a historic
handshake, it must be built on more
than a handshake. Our mission is to
transform that handshake into a peace
between people, a peace that funda-
mentally lifts their lives.

Governments can sign treaties and
they can remove impediments, but only
people can build a peace that will en-
dure and only the private sector can
bring the prosperity that is so essential
and upon which peace ultimately de-
pends. S

Working together, we have started
to lay the foundations for greater re-
gional prosperity. The boycott is being
dismantled. When the final remnants
are removed—and, of course, the.
sooner the better—I feel that the
region will once again become economi-
cally whole.
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The multilateral peace process has
our diplomats and our technical
experts from both within and without
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A VIEW FROM ROMANIA

Professor IQAN MIRCEA PASCU
Introduction

Transition has already taught wus a number of important
lessons. One of them is that man tends to complain for things
which later regrets. In social terms, this signifies that
progress is not always a straight line from point A to point
B, but rather a trend over a long period of time largely
subjected to unpredictability. For instance, during the Cold
War we used to complain about the significant threats derived
from the superpower confrontation, ignoring the wvalue of
stability. Today those threats are over, but, with them, off
it went that stability too. Because, if it is true that the
well defined threats. of the cold war are gone (for instance,
no European country fears a deliberate foreign aggression
against it today), it is no less true that risks have not
disappeared; on the contrary, they have even multiplied (see,

for example, the risk of foreign subversion).

However, such substantial changes, perhaps rightly, were not
evident from the very beginning. Rather, we entered them based
on our previous beliefs and convictions, which complicated the

situation even further. Thus, the end of the Cold War was




largely interpreted, particularly in the West, as a "victory"

only to find out, relatively soon afterwards, that the

"vanquished"” did not consider themselves as such. Moreover,
they even claimed - and the "victors" accepted in fact - an
equal place in the decision-making process shaping the post-
Cold War world, which was unthinkable in any other previous
similar situation in which the wvictors fully imposed their
will on the wvanquished in the aftermath of any war.! But, in
spite of that, the false assumption that the negative effects
of the fall  of communism could be securely contained
exclusively in the Eastern part of the continent, because it
had "lost" the Cold War, prevailed largely until the Moscow
coup in August-lggl. The dismemberment of the former Yugoslav
federation, for instance, which, at first, was encouraged by
such a conviction, later fully proved 1its lack of

justification.

3. At a superior level, the best illustration of this wrong
thesis was, perhaps, the belief that change in general,
especially negative change, following the end of the Cold War,
was entirely an affair of the East. At first, the West thought
that it was simply immune to that "virus of change™ only to

find out that its consequences were not only external, but

!, That was possible because, -on the._one hand, the cold war
was not just another war, but rather a "special" kind of war,
fought through competition rather than sheer physical combat, and,
on the other, the degree of interdependence reached at within the
present international system was such that the exclusion of the
"vanquished"™ from the process of shaping "the new world" was
virtually impossible. .




rather internal, tco. Indeed, the persistent cha;acter of the
economic recession, coupled with the need for adaptation to a
totally - and suddenly - transformed world soon started to
generate important internal effects even in the most developed
states of the West.? Seemingly, the truth 1is that some
important cycles, particularly in the political and military
fields, have reached their final point, exhausting their
rescurces. Therefore, perhaps the change of the East is more
than what it first appeared to be; maybe it was not only the
result of the pressure applied from the West, but rather a
catalyst for the change of the West itself, too. And if that
might be so, perhaps it would be necessary - and even useful -
to reconsidei the nature of the entire post-Cold War East-West

relationship.’
Myth and Security in Europe

4. Such a reconsideration might be justifiable even if one thinks

at how soon the euphoria after the end of the Cold War

2. See, for instance, the numerous changes of government in

Japan, the total collapse of the entire Italian political system,
the pressure to which the same system is subject to in France, or
even the dissatisfaction of the American electorate in the last
mid-term elections, which, according to some analysts, proves less

a sudden support for the opposition and more a lack of
alternatives.

*. Some might say that using the East-West approach after.the
end of the Cold War was wrong. BActually, it 1s not. At least
because, on the one hand, that has been the driving force of world
politics for the most part of this century, and, on the other, that
inertially, it continues to affect it even after the fall of

communism ({see, for instance, the Russian present approach to
NATO's enlargement).




evaporated soon after the dust produced by thg fall of the
Berlin Wall set down. At that time, in Neovember 1989, we all
strongly believed that all the obstacles. preventing the
European integration were thus removed, that new divisions
would be unthinkable, that.the full unity of the West would be
preserved, that the transition would be a 100 m run and not a
marathon, and that the importance of the former "East" was
mainly economic, derived from the new markets they offered to
the developed countries of the West. Now, after fivé years
from those euphoric moments, things look different. All
obstacles have not been completely removed, new divisions adre
still possible (see, on the one hand, the NATO trend towards
enlargement and, on the other, the drive towards integration
in the CIS), that transition is, after all, a marathon, that
the unity of the West is undermined by increased competition,
and that the importance of the former "Eastern" countries is
essential to no less than the entire process of power re-

distribution in world politics.

All these myths, including their fall, have not obscured the
security problem of the continent, namely, given the general
incapacity of the Central and Eastern European .states to meet
their security requirements appealing exclusively to their
natioﬁal resources, how can we project the security and

stability achieved in the West by the West towards the East

- and thus make up for the "security deficit" existing there ?

From the very beginning,- there were only two answers: either




to build upon the CSCE process, thus substituting for the loss
of one of its previous "pillars", namely the Warsaw Pact, or
to enlarge the Western institutions - which proved their
vitality - towards the East. Soon, it was discovered that the
first solution was unworkable, because, even if modified, the
CSCE, being too tributary toc the previous division of the
continent, was incapable of providing alone that continental
security system we all need under the new circumstances. In
consequence, the second solution was adopted and the Euro-
Atlantic and European institutions have started tc expand

gradually towards the East.

As & result, the security situation 1s, in general, better now
than five years ago. The West continues to be fully protected
by mainly the Atlantic Treaty, Central Europe is "covered" by
the Article 4 of the same treaty by wvirtue of active
participation in the Partnership for Peace Programs (together
with the "Associate Partner" status offered to some of them by
the WEU), further East we find states covered by either a
combination of PfP and CIS arrangements {(see the case of
Ukraine, Belarus and Moldova), or only CIS. Of course, the
above statement is relative, given the unpredictable course of
the current conflicts in former Yugoslavia and former Soviet
space and the permanent possibility that some of the present
risks, including a potential break down of internal authority
in Russia and/or Ukraine, might get materialized. However, in

general, one could say that, in spite of all those risks, we



are on the right track and that in itself generates "security"

every moment.
The General Context of NATO Enlargement

In order to have a more accurate picture of our topic - NATO

enlargement - we should attempt to place it in the right

~context. -Thus, first, it is part of the larger process of

redefining the transatlantic relationship. Of course, as in
any similar situation, there are conflicting views on what
that really means. Some say that the Unitea States and Canada
should continue to maintain their physical presence in Europe,
while others say that, with the disappearance-of the Soviet
threat, that was not any longer necessary. In turn, in the
United States there are voices which, on the one hand,
maintain that NATO should be scraped all together, and, on the
other, that NATO could only be saved by an infusion of "fresh
new blood" (read new admissions). For us, in Central Europe,
both NATO and the US physical presence on the continent are
indispensable and if there is a consensus among all our states

now, than that is around these two aspects.

Second, NATO enlargement cannot be dissociated from Europe's
effort to redefine' itself and shape its new political,
military, économic, technological and  commercial identity
through the extension of its own institutions (particulérly

the EU and the WEU) towards the East. This dimension is not
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lacking scme prbbleﬁs-either, especlially with regard to the

_competition between, on the one side, as mentioned above,

Europe and the United States, and, on the other, the European

- powers themselves. However, it should be noted that, for

obvious reasons, the common interest of all Central European
states is that such competition ~ which had always. existed in
the economic field - should not be pushed and/or permitted to

reach the political and military fields.

Third, the process of NATO eXteﬁsion is = énd should continue
to be - part of i:he' more general process of creating a
general, all-Eurdpean; security system. That means at least
two more things. First, that NATO enlargement, in spiﬁe of its
strength, cannot be substitutsd'for that system, and second,
that no otheruexiSting security institution would be- able to
meet that requirement alone either. Rather, NATO enlargement

should be pursued together with efforts to create that system

by bringing in all . the 'existing organizations with .

responsibilities in - the field of security according to a an

efficient "division of labor" between them.

' Moreover, through the Partnership for Peace initiative {and

its current missions in Yugoslavia), NATO has already engaged
itself in performing two functions simultaneously: first, it
continues to remain a military alliance for the initial"

members (including those who wiil be accepted in the future) -



and, second, it acts 1like an embryo og ra secufitz
organization‘ for the Partner countries actively engaged in
pursuing the PfP Programs. Thus, while the future enlargement
appears to strengthen the former function, its connection to
the general effort aimed at creating an all-European security

architecture would definitely strengthen the latter.
NATO Enlargement: Posgsible Scenarios

11. 1In order to evaluate the future, we think it would be useful
to review, even succinctly, the recent past. That, we think,
would highlight at least some c¢f the factors on which the
enlargement might continue to depend in the future too. In
that respect, the possibility that the Moscow coup in August
1991 might have succeeded has probably increased the West's
awareness that the recently acquired independence of the
former non-Soviet Warsaw Pact allies needed comnsolidation and
safeguarding. As a conseguence, the first public
pronouncements suggesting the exfension of NATO towards the
East have surfaced in the summer of 1993. Later, President
Yeltsin's visit to Poland, when he officially declared that
Russia would not be, in principle , against to the future

admission of that country in NATO - later desperately denied

. The difference between an alliance and a security
organization lies in their functions. While the former is created
by and directed at countering a rather well defined external
threat, the latter is meant to address all possible risks in the
field of security, including internal ones, that 1s within the
organization itself.

i1
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by cther Russian officials - increased thé heat_?onsiderably,
starting a real "race for NATO" among the former non-Soviet
Warsaw Pact allies. As a consequence, a sort of a "beauty
competition™, discretely encouraged by the would-be "jury" (or
at least by some of its "members"), has been initiated, in
which some competitors - particularly the ones encouraged to
think that they had the first chance - had not so much
preoccupied themselves with their own performance, but rather
with the effort to ruin the chances of the other competitors
?! Later, following a strong letter from President Yeltsin
and, perhaps, other appeals to reason, the formpla of an early
and selective admission, which had been reached at following
that hasty "beauty competition" mentioned about, was replaced
by the more wise and pragmatic one, cffered by the Partnership
for Peace initiative, offiéially launched in January 1994,
From that point on, things have engaged themselves in a more
or less linear course, even if occasional "flare ups" were not

eliminated completely.

Although the enlargement process has been officially presented
as a response to the manifest interest of the Central and
Eastern European states to be integrated into NATO, the truth
is that the interest is mutual: NATO needs these countries too
either because some of its members do (see, for instance,
Germany's justified drive for "space") or because it wants
them as an organization feeling it reqguires a transfusion of

"fresh new blood" for "rejuvenation" (see, for example, the
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American opinions which consider that NATO is practically dead

-and, therefoie, should be abandoned all together). COf course,

the utility of such a "balanced" view could be under question,
especially if one considers the pragmatism derived from the

fact that, in its absence, NATO could always motivate to the

Russians that it is not she who is seeking the enlargement,

but rather the Central European countries are the ones to push
for it, thus hoping to diminish the Russian resistance.®
However, ignoring this reservation, by adopting such a
"balanced" view it would be easier, and ;herefore, even more
pragmatie, to see which are the real factors influencing the

NATO enlargement process.

In general lines, they are three. First, there are the
"credehtials“ﬁof'the candidetes. Without them, cne cannot even
think of enlargement and, therefore, the criteria established
by NATO for admission are obligatory. Moreover, one should not
even insist on discussing their eubstance, because, on the one
hand, they are not negctiable (although their interpretation
is ?!), and, on the other, meeting them is only in the
interest of the candidate countries, helping them guicker
achieve their transition to democracy and market economy.
Second, there is the intra-Western balance of interests (and

power) . One could even venture to say that this is the most

®. That leaves aside the gquestion that, this way, the Russian

pressure concentrates mainly on the Central and Eastern European
countries to deter them to join, which is, at least morally,
unacceptable.

10
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important deciding factor with respect to NATO enlargement.
Indeed, after firmly taking the decision to enlarge, given
both the impact of the disappearance of the Soviet threat on
allied unity and the consequent revival of individual national
interest in the West, the concrete details of that futufe
enlargement tend to get decisive prominence. And third is the
Russian opposition to any enlargement.® In respect to it, we
would like to say now only two things: first, that the NATO
"double-track" decision, namely to pursue the enlargement in
parallel to establishing & strong and substantive security
tie to Russia is positive. Not only because it corrects the
moral imbalance mentioned above {see footnote no 5), but
because it is an important step towards the creation of the
new security architecture of the continent, in which NATO
enlargement will be a very important component. Second, that,
apparently, Russian opposition seems to increase wﬁen‘one gets
closer to the former Soviet territory, a factor of significant
importance when the feasibility of the enlargement process is

taken into account.

Of course, the nature of the envisaged security tie between
NATO and Russia is not indifferent to the candidates. BRecause,

as anyone can realize, it will be one thing to give.the future

€. As for ‘the main motivation for such a resistance, one could

detect, first, the psychological factor derived from the difficult
adaptation to a lesser status, second, the economic negative
effects derived from the loss of the Central European arms market,
and third, the increasing internal feeling that Russia had already
conceded too much, which, apparently, is drastically limiting the
room of manoeuvre for even the most democratic Russlan leaders.

11
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committee a consultative role and make the future agreement
discuss the details of that committee, and a totally different
one to give it a role in the NATO decision-taking and make the
agreement decide on how the future security architecture of
the continent would look like ?! And that is so because Yalta
and Potsdam are still very live 1in the memory of Central
Europe and anything which might resemble them, even vaguely,

will be totally unacceptable.

If these had been the factors affecting the enlargement from
the candidates' perspective, let us now address ourselves to
the requirements posed by enlargement from the members' point
of view. First, if one wants to give NATO a new impuilse
through enlargement, it is essential that this process should
not dilute the organization. (Incidentally, that 1s in the
very interest of the candidates too, because they want to join
a healthy organization, not & weakened one). Second, it should
avoid creating new divisions on the continent either by
selective group admission or/(and) triggering a strengthening
and a potential extension of the CIS arrangements. If that
happens, ~.the chances for a unitary continental security
architecture will be seriously and negatively affected, if not
decisively compromised. Third, in general, the enlargement
should try to eliminate the present obstacles rather than
create new ones. Naturally, meeting these rather restrictive
requirements is not an easy task; indeed, they themselves

require balancing a significant number of dynamic factors.

12




16.

However, they should be perceived as & common.éhallenge fof
both the members and the candidates, as this very reunion
rightly offers the framework toc do so. Meeting the above
mentioned requirements-- and other unmentioned too - will be
helped by the future nature and dimension of the military
build-up. requested by enlargement to support the security
guarantees to be thus extended to the new members. And that,
in turn, would dep'en‘d cn the future balance between the

militagz and the political dimensions of NATO, a function of

-its relation ‘to the general process of creating the new

continental security'architecture.

In respect to effective enlargement, it should be reminded
that, during the Cold War period, geographically, ‘NATO had
only two direct borders with the former Soviet Union: in
Norway and in Turkey. Both of them, for very-obvious reasons,

are impracticable for enlargement. Theoretically, that leaves

‘only two other potential options: an east- and southeasterly

drive from the present Eastern German border and/or a
northwards drive initiated from the Greek-Turkish border. The
first option hgs a number of advantages. Thus, first, it is
along the West-East axis, which dominated the confrontation in

Europe during the Cold War .and, inertially, seems to still do

~ the same today. Second, it serves best Germany, which can thus

add "space" between her and the former Soviet territory.

. Third, it would comprise countries benefitting the double

advantage of‘being both already‘serioﬁsly connected to the

13




German economy and further away from Russia and thus -
theoretically, at least - more acceptable to Russia. Its main
disadvantage would be that, if implemented, it will certainly
create a new line of demarcation in Europe’ and send the wrong
signal to Moscow that those not included might be considered
for Russia's own sphere of influence. Moreover, militarily, it
would permit the creation of a corridor beneath the "Visegrad"
countries, which would start in Russia, pass through Ukraine,
Moldova, Romania, (Bulgaria) and former Yugoslavia reaching
the southern border of Austria and/or the eastern border of
Italy. As for the second option - hamely, a northwards drive
from the Gfeek-Turkish border, particularly if coupled with
the first option, its main advantage is that it might give
some additional geographical protection to NATO's troubled
southern flank and, militarily, provide for a reserve position
in that most important area in case those troubles make the
flank questionable. Naturally, there are disadvantages too,
particularly the close proximity to Russia and the ongoing

Yugoslav conflict.

17. However, it might well be another, third, option which,

although not safe from difficulties, might seem to combine

. It should be noted that if, even theoretically, there was
a line dividing that part of the continent, than that might be
between Central and Eastern Europe, with the latter circumscribed
to the former Soviet space ({(with the exception of the territories
not belonging to the Slavic civilization, which were included later
in the former Soviet Union). Politics, history, culture, former
links to the West, living experience in democracy and market
economy are all parameters which differ in those two areas.

14
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some of the advantages of the other two options. And that
option - which one could call "the checkers approach" would

consist of the admission, first, of only two states: Poland

-and Romania. Apart from both the fact that these are the two

most important states in Central Europe (see‘their territory,
population, armec forces and gecostrategic locaticn), and their
crucial role in providing Ukraine with two indispensable,
reliable, and meaningful anchors for her independence®, the
most important-advantage is that it makes all the states

between them and the NATO borders - Czech Republic, Slovakia,

. Hungary, and Bulgaria - de facto members of NATO without

having to make them first de jure too ?! As for their
proximity to Russian territory, which is considered as a
disadvantage, it should be noted that both "enjoy" a
relatively similar situation of having to deal with either
kaliningrad or the Black Sea respectively. Yugoslavia, in
turn, which could be, theoretically, entered on the debit of

Romania, could also be entered on Hungary's debit either.

In reality, the adoption of any - or a combination - of these
options would depend mainly on what type of admigsion will
prevail in the end. At the moment, the “competition™ is still

between "group admission" and "individual admission”. Without

°. It should be noted that the combined Slovak and Hungarian-:

border to Ukraine is ceonsiderably smaller compared to Romania's

which has the additional advantage that is lacking major minority
problems, given the relatively small number of Ukrainians living in

northern Romania and Romanians living in southern and south-eastern
-Ukraine.

15
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getting into detail, suffice it to say that, in view of
Russia's prédictable strong negative reaction, if "group
admission™ prevailed, it would be difficult to make the child
take a2 second teaspoon. of medicine, particularly if it was
bitter ?! Therefore, in that case, it should rather be either

all or none. However, if "individual admission" prevailed (and.

. most of the "signs"™ seem to indicate that), an order of

priorities is technically unavoidable. But, under such
circumstances, those countries which will not be on the top
seats need a strong guarantee that the "admission" is a
process and would not be stopped before they enter too (either
because of the potentiallf increased Russian opposition or

even a veto from those already accepted).
_Romania and NATO enlargement

When addressing this topic, one should start with the handicap
Romania had to eliminate in "the race for integration™ into
the Euro-Atlantic and European structures. That handicap was

mainly the result of Ceausescu's decision that, at a time when

. all her European allies from the Pact were desperately trying

to move closer to the West, Romania marched in the opposite
direction, towards Asia and the North Korean model ?! That was
why one of the ten points of the Romanian Revolution stated’
clearly Romania's willingness to reintegrate with the European
continent. But sudden efforts could not instantly tear down

years and years of growing conviction created in the mind of

16
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the Westerners that Romania was lagging far behind. “the
champions" of demoéracy and market economy. That is why, on
all lists, there was a clear-cut separation between, on the

one hand, the "Visegrad" countries and, on the other, Romania

- and Bulgaria (with the former Soviet space forming a third

category).

However, in spite of all "accusations" of conformity with
Russiz, Romania's willingness to sign first the Partnership
for Peace Initiative has apparently shattered that edifice of
separation. Moreover, there are vecices in Romania which say
that it even disturbed the-initial planning in respect to the
enlargement of Western .institutions towards the East ?!
Although it might be some truth in it, this opinion is not
reflecting the reality because the motivation for tha£
decision was, in Romania's case, more profound. Indeed,
Romania did not want to impress the West. She took the
Partnership for Peace for what it was (or, at least, for what
it was publicly said to be). Thus, first, as indicated in the
invitation issued by NATO in January 1994, Romania saw in the
PfP a necessary but not sufficient condition for admission
into the Alliance. Second, she saw in it the perfect
instrument for the required modernization of her'érmed forces
- including in the peace-keeping field - through increased
contact with the armed forces of the developed NATO meﬁber
countries. Third, she saw in it an important means’ £o

contribute - through the positive climate ifrcertainly helps

17



create - to increased stability and security on ;he continent.
Fourth, she saw in 1t an important means to improve the
relations with ‘her neighbors, given the significant and
positive impact military collaboration usually has on the

general bilateral relationship.

21. If those were the motivations, with respect to expectations,
one could say that, in general, one -would expect the
possibility to continue along the same lines, whose utility is
now unquestionable. However, although perceived correctly, as
said, as a necessary but insufficient condition feor admission
to NATO, PfP should continue to, on the one hand, remain the
most important vehicle for integration into the Alliance, and,
on the other, give equal chances to admission to all the

participants who have expressed their wish to do so.

22. As for the reaction in case of admission/non-admission, there
is, perhaps, a need for a distinction between the two.
Because, while the answer to the first - that is, positive -
scenaric is clear, namely that Romania would honor her
obligations fully, being that way able to increase her
contribution to peace and stability both in the area around

her borders and in Europe®, given the support thus obtained

a

. That raises the problem of Russia. In that regard, Romania
has clearly stated that she does not treat the admission to NATO as
a "zero-sum game" with that big power. And that, because, on the
one hand, Romania's wish to join NATO does not stem as much from
fear of Russia, &s from her will to fully integrate with the West,
which 1is the only source for meeting her long time need for
medernization. As a result, even after admission, together with all

18




for the process of reform, the answer to the second - negative
- scenario cannot be given as such. Rather, perhaps one should
rephrase the question and ask not for a definite answer but
for potential consequences. If that was permitted, apart from
the consequences already mentioned as disadvantages of the
options excluding Romania, there will be a need for a rather
careful considerétion of the internal consequences of non-
admission. And in that respect, most prcbably, if, after all
her courageous efforts to fully integrate with the West,
Romania had not been admitted, 1t would become almost
impossible to continue to motivate W the Romanian
public/electorate that that was the right direction for the
country. Certainly, one could argue that we only speak of NATO
and that there are other organizations too. Only that,
although-Romania has already taken the necessary steps in
their direction too, they will not be able to compensate for -
at least in short to medium term - the diminished security

following the non-admission.

23. But it would be premature to come up with final judgements
like this. While it is true that very important decisions lie

ahead of us, it is equally true that, given exactly their

i

1'

other member states, Romania will continue to malntaln good and
balanced relations with Russia, which should not be isclated, but
fully integrated into the internaticnal system and world economy.

Besides, by becoming a full member of those organizatibons, Romania
will be able to melt her inevitably asymmetrical relations with the
great powers of the West into the multilateral diplomacy of those
institutions, as every other small and medium member state does for
more than half a century now.

19
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importance; one needs not to fush.‘Rather, all of us, in the
US, Western Europe, Central Eﬁrope, Eastern Eurcpe and Russia
should éooperate and solve 'what is, perhaps,. the :most"
important challenge Qf our time, namely how to push forward
with the integration. of our world and build a new:security

architecture to serve us all and the generations to come.
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In 1995, atter the decision to expand MATO was annouwnced. the

prosoects of NATO enlargsment to Central and Eastern Europe has
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Russia’'s foreian policy. It should also be regarded as the
vltimate test of its relationship with the West. No other issue.
such 25 disagreements between Moscow and Washington over the
gsales of a nuclear regctor or conventional armaments to Iran, the
lifting of the UN sanctions against Irag, differences over the
crisis in Bosnia, or even Russia’'s military actions in Chechnva,
can harm this relationship to the extent that NATO exoancsion
would, if it iS'a:comulished irrespectivelv of Russia’'s deepest
worries and frustrations. SBeen from Moscow, the Uutémme af NATO
expansion to the East will shape the relationship between Russia
and fﬁé West for the next period of world's historv.

I.

The axfremely nérvaus reaction of Maoscow fc thz prospects of
NATO éﬁbansian is closely connected with NATO s image as it was
formed in Russia during the Cold War. This image did not change
signi#icanfly since then having subsisted to a laraes extent to
the mental revolution of Gorbachev's perestroika and of Yeltsin's
FMoreEy—-moon withrthe Nést.

Faradorically enough, it did not undergo the same changes in

the Russian psvche as the general picture of the West which was
thoroughly reconsidered by the Russian elites and the general
public in 1FE57-12%21. lhereas Western countries, including the

s



Unpited Statoe =an

d Germany, w2 not reqgzrded anvmore ags Roesia’s
grnemias, MATO was still viewsd as & potentially anti-Fuscsian
cogalition. It was slso sesn as a collective enemy. The mere +fact

O being & powerful alliance of 16 most developed Wastern
states, a mechanism which assures the link between the United

Gtates ans ites European allies made it more ominous For the

Russianes than any single Western state., including the United
States, Germany or sven Japan.

To & large extent this attitude has been inherited from
history. The creation of the Warsaw Fact on Mav 14, 1732 was
pictured then as & response to the creation of NATO which had
pccured 7 vears earlier. Until the beginning of the 15%@8's NATO

was described in the Soviet political literature as "a military

bloc of capitalist countries under the American leadership,

directed against USER and otner peaceful countries" (L). NATO was

considered as the centerpiece of a system of militarv alliances
creafed by the United States =211 cover the world ( CENTO, SEATO,
ASEAN ) in order to encircle the Soviet Union and “the socialist
camp*. At least ﬁhree qenerations of Russians, including
-diplamats, journalists, militar; nf%icérs,.and government and
party officials were broqght up‘on the basis of thié paradigﬁ.
What mgde NATO look even more as the Embodiment of evil was

‘the affirmation that it was designed, among other things, to

revive the German military machine, the fearsome Bundeswher in

order to use it against USSR and its socialist allies in case of
war. Taking into account the memories Russians and other Soviet
nationalities hadJ%rUm the Second World War, it was an extremely

pawerful argumant.

)



Starting from the first thaw which ogocuerd unders Mikita
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believed in the ocossibility of NATD launchinag 2 military attaci
against the US5R or the member—-states of the blarsaw fact. This
approach did not. howevar,  change the bhasic attitude towards
NATH.. It was accuéed of trving to profit from the-weaknesses
inside the socialist countries, and in fact contributing to
splits and tensions betwesen them with the goal of destrovinag “"the
socialist commonwezlth” as such. Among the stromgest accusations
brought against the Hungarian reformers in 1754 and the
initiators of the Frague’'s soring in 1948-4% were revelations
that they plannsd for their countries to leave the Warssw Fact
and Join NATO. In the minds of the Sovists this alone. more even
than intentions to modi+tyv the‘nnlitical svatem or to reform the
economy . was considered as the ultimate proof of the guilt of
East CUFOopean retorinsiS.

This imzge did not chenge through the 1978s and 198BBs - in
spite of the rapprochement with the United States and Western
Europe which the Soviet Union started to'atcmmnlish under
.Gorbachev. One of the-reasons was the leninist concept., according
to which there WEEE two camps inside the world’'s bourgeoisie: a
militarist and agressive one, and a parifist one, inclined to
compromise with the Bolsheviecks, This concest was glveEn a naw
li#e under Echrushchev, and then in the vears of the first
detente in the first half of 1978s. Soviet leaderJ_ﬁtarted by
then to court the repfeséntatives of .the so-ralled "realistic and
modérate forces” 1n the West és Qpnnseq to "agressive and

militaristic circles”. NATO fell automaticallv in the sacond

~



favar of tha;e who called for cooperation with the Soviet uUnion.
NATO was sesn by dafinition a&s the stronghold of the most
nawkish, militaristic circles in the WNest.

It is interesting to .note that Mikhail Gorbachev in his bhook
"Dearestroika and New Thinking for Russia and the Whole World®
published in 1287 condemned NATO for the eplit in Europe and
called it "an instrument of militarv-political confrontation in
Europe. At this point Moscow called for the dissclution of both
NATO and the Warsaw pact or at least of their military
arganisaticns;

ft the end of the 1980:s the dominating attitudes towards NATC

10

cnanged to thet of indifference with a tilt towards the negative.
NATO did not become a matter of high political or strategic
concern for the Soviet leaders and the publit ooinion even after
the Narsaw flfact ceased to exist. The concept of the common
European house formulated by Mikhail Gorbvachev was for many
Russians a welcome change fram.the-éold wéf division of Europe.
In the new Dulitical.setting the future of the alliance appeared
bleak, anvywav. It was widely thougﬁt NATO would losz its raison
d’'etre, and slowly wither amway ac an all-European security svetem
would render it useless and obsolets.

At the same time the communists and,nationalisfs nevet
stopped to affirm that NATO would benafit from the dissolutian of
the Warsaw ﬁact..They wetre also pointing.out that the Soviet
Union, and later Russia wauld-find itseli+ +acing a néw

geopolitical situation in Europe which would be highliy




untavordole to 1T But these warnings wWwarg consigsras gy many as
olOo—-+amhlones ano ragasynorallic. 7o supharia of Thne snc of the

LCola War prevailesd both in the Russzizm govornmens snd in the
gensral public. Eesidea, atter the %ailufe of the coun of Auoust
1991 those who were sticking to ths old conceot of NATO as
Fussia’'s enemy ( the orthodox communists. a2 number of. KGB
gfficers, & part of the military. gﬁvefﬁmental o+{icia1% and
military—industrial compley } were fisoriented by the dissolution
of the Soviet Union, weakened by the radical changes in the

country and neutralised for a while as & oolitical Force,

II.

In the first two vears of Yeltsin's rule the liberal
political establishment in Russia did not consider NATO to be a
serious praoblem. Theradjustment of ite foreign oolicy to the
reguirements of the rapprochement with the West seemed much more
.signiticant. The main goal of the reformers waé to get rid of tha
remnants of the Communist svstem. to change fadically the foreign

policw, to part with its anti*ﬂestern ideplogical heritage and

to start Russia’s integration into international Economic and
{inancial ingtitutigns (IMF, World Bank, GATT). It was largely
thought that NATO would change by itself so that ifs malin areas
of interests wodid become diaarmement and responses to tinreats
outside of Europe ( for instance, in the Persian Eul% ). AAs the
notion of Russia’s g&npqlifi"al intere;ts waz virtually absant
from the -early Yeltsin foreign policy doctrine, the alliance was
no£ seen as a potential threat to those interests.

It was the time which by the end of 19%2 wss labsled by the




Fussian Forelan Minisgtes andrsl Hoovrey as s romentic geriod o)
Im FuUssian Yoreion noliloy. Higon monss uaes m el e oot oen
assistance. An lgealistic, non-conflictusal vision of Russia's
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international role prevailed 1o f

fgtlamtic Cooperation Council! ard started to dHevelop ties with
sy

NATG. Pro-Western liberals defined NATO as a2 friendly

organisation. In the United Nations Russia almost antomaticallw
supported all US moves. Moscow backed the West anti-Serbian

position in the former Yuaoslavia crisis. although the Russian

e Moscow should i

o

ﬁl‘

leaders cowlid not make up their minds wheh

for the entry imtc NATO or not, the concept of strategic alliance

with the West advanced by Andrei Kozvrev seemed to offer an

answer to thics ousstion.

Prédictaﬁly eﬁough, such a pelicy did not and Couid nDtllast.

By the end of 19%% it became clear that the West was not readyvy to

regard Russia which had just emeraesd from 7@ vears of Communism

Fussia a place on their own arms markets. On the contrarv,

KWashinaton exercised pressures on Mostow in order to make it drop

some of the ar&\deals Russia intended to sign with China and sone

other countries. By the summer 0¥'1??E tozvrev's +toreian policy

camg under a sharp attck from the conservatives and communists in

the Supreme Soviet. They insisted that such & policy, inherited
from the Gorbachev-Schevardnad:ze period. was conducive to the
gennolitical ztrengthenina of the bMest and a progressive

weakenina of FRuscsia on the Eurcpean scene as well as on alobal

scale. In the Spring of 1993 Moscow' s etand on YugDsIavia was

seriousiy auestionned by the oooosition which considered it to be
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nro-idWastern anc Contrary to russia’s interestas.
PhE MSOOO WAE Cchanging o fThe West, too. Az the positical

Mongv—moon wWwith Russia was heading towards the end. N&TD's futwre

began to tocus the debates in the United Sta

a3
i

es and othesr membor—

etates of the alliance. By Summer 1993 the governaments of

fi

Central and Easterm European countries started to nresars the
around for Joiming the alliance. By summer 1293 the idea of NATO

enlargement had become widely accepted in the West. In the Summer

1997 issus of Forgiaon affairs three sxperts from the RAND

[l

Corcoration argued for the necessity t0 expand NATO eastward
admitting that under certein conditions even Ukraine miaibt beacoms
a member- of the alliiance (4), while Russia should be keot out of
it.

In this context, the famous statement made by Fresident
Yeltsin in Warsaw on August 26, 1293 that Eastern European
countries were free to Join any allisnces they desmnsed Necessary,
happened to be an ideal pretext for bringing the NaTO expansion
issus from theory into practice. Immediately after Yeltsin visit
to Warsaw Moscow reversed its stance tryiﬁg desperately to
prevent & development that did not depend on it, anvway. Yeltsin
sent letters teo the leaders of the main NATO powers making his
case against the alliance extznsion -to the Central and Eastern
Europe .in the %Qreseable Future. His arqguments reflected
samething more than his personal opinion or that of his
aovernment: there was a virtual conssnsus in Russia that NATO
expansion eastward would create conditions for the isolation of

Russia and therefore would run contrary to its national

interests. Yeltsin's adress to NATU leaders was based not only on
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The general public in Russia remained largely indifferent
towards the prospects of NATO enlargement sastward. However, it
certainly contributed to the growing scepticism towards Giestern
intentions, and 2 feelina that the West wants to profit from
Fussia’'s weakness. Thess fezlings coincided with ths snd of hopes
for massive liestern fimancial and ectonomic assistance. For some.
Russis did not g@ain but only lost from the rapprochement with the
West. This attitude contributeg to some exteEnt to the triumph of
Viadimir Zhirinovsky. the ultra-—nationalisthnead of the Liberal-
Democratic Party., on the parliamentary elections of December
1993,’thth gave him the support: .of Z4 nercent of the voters.

The Russian political establishment, tﬁe military and the
‘bureaucracy ‘'~ three main forces which determine Russia’'s domestic
and foreign policies - took the prospects of NATUO s enlargement
with areat concern. The general obpinion wés that the expansion,
i+ it took place, would be directed against Russia.

‘Different political forces converged on this point, too. The
‘communisis and natioralists saw in NATO's urae to sniarge a
confirmation of their warninas - -of the anti-Russian ;ntenﬁ§ons of
the United States and other Western ‘bowers which, according to
them, were planning to move NATD'= troops c;cser ton the borders
-of Russia. - .- T e
The traditionalists,-including ton gqovernmental officials.

kev militarv figures, and influential membsers of the Yelstin




sdministration and of the Sscuwrity Cooncil narcsived the futore
exgansion as & move directed against Russia, at lsagh
politically. THE; LinouahtT 1t wouic subvert Russia's security,
igolate it in Evreonz, and rezuiﬁ in the West taking over its

former sphere of intlusnee in Eastern and Central Evrope,

creating additional grounds for the American dominance in the

post~Cold War worlid.
Radical pro-bestern democrats viewed MNATD enlargement not in

terms of a new dangsr for Russia, but as a sort of negation to it

of the right to be a part of £h

[

"civilized world". Theaev ware

it by the fact that Russia had moved decisively towards the
West, but the West decided in refurn not to embrace Russia, but
to strengtheh NATG. Some, like Foreign Minister Andrel Fozvrev,
felt personnally endanaered by the prospects of enlargement, for
they could have been accused by their more conservative
colleagues in the government as well as by.the opposition in the
parliament of plavinz intg the West's hands.

Finally. statist democrats (those who stand for political
democracy and a struhg FRussian state capable of defending its
national interets), bﬁth»oﬁtside éﬁd inside the administration,
stressed that NATO's expansion, while not représenting a direct
danger for Russia, created conditions for its isolatien and
changéd the geopolitical con+igu}atian of Ewrope in a way which
wWas un?avorable to Rﬁssia. The? thought that inside Russia the
enlérgemeht would have negative domestic repercussions,
contribute to the strengthening of the commuéi%tg_and ultra-
nationalists, help the rise of anti-Western feelings, and offer

nsw arguments to the communist-nationalist oooposition against anv



#o-t of partimershio with the West.
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pnltitics, with & possible exceotion of a2 few experts and Foreign

Ministry officials. was an extrems rnegative attitude towards the

passibility of NATO including inm the future Ukraine, Belarus and

the Raltic states while leaving Russia outside of the alliance.
IY. -

The debates over Rusgia's reaction to NATOD expansion started
in Autumn 1997 and reasched & high dezgree of tensi;n in 1994. étl
this point they were focused around thres major ocuestions: first,
whether to Join the Fartnership for Peace; second, what kind of
relationship with the alliance Russie needs; and third, what

‘s decision to study th

1
i

[

il

Moscow should do in response to hNA
conditions and terms of enlargement.

The periocd between Yeltsin's visit to Foland and the
official qgclaration of the PFR in January 1994 did not see any
serious debate for i1t was a time when Russia wés completely
absorbed with the fierce fight between the President and the
Supreme Soviet, and then with the Darliaméntary elections of
December 12, 1993. It was only in January 12%4 that the passions
snmewhat calmed down, and the Russian politicgl establishment
decided to look upon NATO's decisions and what they meant for
Russia. Meanwhile the Foresian Ministry spared no efforts to make
NATD leaders to put off the expénsion until an indefinite future.
Partially in response to those efforts. and especially the.
-argument that NATD's movement pastward would give an additional
bbmst ta the cummunists, conservatives and ultra-nationalists

which displaved their potential force during the attempt of a



coup on dotcber Z-4 in Moscow, that NATO gecided to adopt 2 slow

ch to 2nlsraement.,
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rejection by NATO of 2n immediate enlargement and the adootion of
the FFF were direct results of Moscow's efforts. Howsver, the
FPartnership for Pgace did not generate enthusiasm amonga the
prevailing part of the Russiam political esztablishment. Eozyrev
boasting that, by making MATO adopt the PFP., he eventually buried
the plans +or NATO expansion. were not taken seriously. It was
considered mainly as a compromise which was dogmed to end at a
certain moment, opening the wayvy for a practical entry into NATO
of the.“Vyéhegrad four", Russia, on its part, was considered in
Moscow as a highly unlikely candidate for Joininag NATO.

While this opinion was shared by the majority of experts.
the attitudes tawards FFP diftered significantlv.

Four- main schools of thouant, notwithstanding the
nationalist-communist opposition,. appeared at this stage. The
¥ir5t,.reqresented by Foreign :Minister Andreai Kozvrev, tﬁp
Foreign Ministry officials and & narrow circle of euperts
sustained that PFFP was an . achievement of Russia‘'s foreian policv:
stressed the willingness of - the West to find an arrangement which
would be acceptable both to Russia and NATO; underlined that in
caseg of Moscow's refusal to Join the FFF Russia would find itseldf
in isolation even inside the CIS, and with no opportunities to
influence the {utgre dévelnnmenta in thig figld., Therefore, they
called for Joining the FFP and nlaced hiah hmpés on interaction
with NATO. Such cooperation. according to them, cquid prevent

NATO enlargement or at least postpone it well inte the future,




bozyrey 10 the carilament, the Sscurity Council and the
fresiventisl Coungil comsidsred thes PFER as an sxample of NG
"dictate"” towsrds Russia. It parted $vrom the ascsumpticn that FPFR
was designed in order mot only to marginalise Russia in Europe
and take over its former sphere of influence, but to weaken its
political and military ties with other ;nrmer Soviet republics.as
well., This school evoked the necessity to keep good relations
with China as an important argument ageainst Jjoining the PFP. Only
staving outside the PFP structure, claimed represzntatives of
this schoolof thought, would Russia exercise "a disciplinating
influence and remain an independent center of power which freély
determines whom to interact with and on what conditions".

The third school 's main concern was that Russia would be
doomed in the FFP to the role of Just one of a2 numbsr of RATO
partnersz with no special status, no sav over NATU's decisions and
no freedom -of maneuver. One of the participants in debates in the
State Duma pointed out three areas where there was, according to
him, a lack of clarity between NATDO and Russia: commitments.
which would be taken by both sides: the mechanism of decision-
makings and the forms of military and political cooperation
between Russia and MATO. Yet, this aroup refrained from redjecting
the FFP. ure%erring to stress the nscessity of an "egual
partnershin" with NATO. : ’

The fourth éraua welcaomed the FFR as a temoorary compromise.
It regarded Moscow's dialogue with Brussels as instrumental for a
constructive and stable relationship between Rucssia and the West,

and therefore stressed the political importance of Russia’s

I



pertiminstion in thae DEP, It tonsidered the atherences to
@oar interaction witn
the alliance. At the same time. this school of thought callied for
NATU gramting Russia a special status or concluding a strateasic
aareement with 1t which would guerantes Moscow a permanent
participation in the activities of the alliance without turning

Russia into & member-state.

Facing a serious opposition on the PFF issue, the Foreiagn
Ministrv corrected its initial stance. It decided to couple the
signature of the PFP with a specific arrangem=nt with NATO which
would single Russia out of the other partners and give it at
least a ressmblance of a speciai-status.

EBesides NATO's plans to enlarge, another important factor
shaped the new approach towards the alliance in Moscow :
differences between Russia and NATO over Bosnia.

Those differences became evident in early 1994, when the
international cumﬁunity looked for wavs to stop the Serbian Siege
of Saraevo. NATO's inclination to use air strikes against the
Serbs hardly added svympathy to it in the Russian public amiﬁion.
Tﬁe fact that it was a collision over means, not ends helped to
keep the irritation towards the alliance in due limits., Yet, in
statements made atrthis,fime by top-Russian diplomats involved in
the 5ett1ememt of the Yuqnsla? crisis (for -instance, the deputy

Foreign Minister Vitaly Churkin) this irritation showed. é&ftar



the relative succes of Russian diclomacy which allowsd to nake

the Sergs stoo tne sieas withsout using force against them, .
Foreion Minigtry offigisls presented it as & victory of Russia’'s

peaceful oolicy aver NATU s agressive one. Somehow thev failed to
meEntion that NATO's ultimatum tgrthe Serbs was instrumental for
Moscow's diplomatic achievements.

The new coldness towards NATO was also called by the alliance
reluctance to coordinate with Russia its actions towards Eosnia.
The reason why the first NATO 2ir strike against the Serbs called
a strong negative response from Moscow was that Russia was not
informed about it, Boriec Yeltsin was hurt not so much as the
defender of the Serbs than as a leadér of a great power who had
not been notifiead by the West of & major action., on which Moscow
had serious doubts.

Later the Kremlin got over this initial frustration and even
supported NATO air strikes against the Serb?. But the feesling of
uneasiness, compounded by NATO s steady Drenaratinns.FDr
enl argement remained. It arew somewhat stronger when Moscow
discovered that it was not a priviliged partnmer in the contact
aroup on Bosnia, where it had "to knock on-the door" to ohtain
the necessary information and to make itself heard.

Initially. there was some hooe in -Moscow that "strateagic
partnership" with the United States and Yeltsin personal close
relations with Bill Clinton and Helmut Kohl would suffice in
order to make MATO put off the snlargement intn-én indefinite
Futwre. By Autumn 1924 it became plain that it Qés rnot the case.
The strong response the alliance received from Moscow reflected

its anager at what it perceived as a failing partnershin.
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with Fresident Clinton by threatening a “Cold FPeace" in Europs 1n
case MATO finzily decided to svoand esstward, tranmslated his
tezlings,. Once agzain the svndrome of "us against them” started to
assert itselfd in the Kremlin.

In this setting the Protocol signed between Russia and NATO
on June 2Z, 1974 as an addendum to the FFF agreement was
definitely not enouah to appneass Moscow's fears and suspicions.
The Pratocol which recoanissd Russia’'s special status of a great
power did not meet any enthusiacsm in Moscow. In %aﬁt, it was
dismissed by Hozvrev’'s critics as scmething'meaniﬂglesg, a mere
lip~service to Russia's worries.

In grder to keep the idea or cooperation with NATO alive and
to sell it domestically., Andrei kozvrev initiated talks on a
special agreement on enbhanced cooperation with NATHL. An agresment
on areas of broad and enhanced dialogue between Russia and NATO
was teached in October 1994. It supposed interaction in three
areas: wenange of information, poiitical consultations and
cooperation in the field of security-related areas.

| The agreement marked a succese for Russia which had been_
asking for a special treatment by NATD since the end of 1993, It
craated the posesibility of ite coocperation with the alliance
according to the formula "ié6 + 1”.-Eut by tihe end.pf i%94 the

general cooling of relations with the United States, the partial

‘resurgence of old suspicions and fTears towards the West

neutralized whatever posiive effect this agreement couwld have had

on Russia—NATO relations, The negative attitude towarde NATH
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PBrussels. Instead of admitting the tasts negotliated with NS
Russian h;raigﬁ- urexrectedly declined them under ths pretest that
NaTO intentions on enlargesment were not clear. Few‘days iater in
Budapest Eoric Yeltsin reiterated his strong-opposition to the

spansion and threateaneﬂ the West with Conld peace.

One can speak of three stages in the develaopment of Russia’'s
relationshipn with NATO, which corresnond to the domestic debates
‘over the alliance expansion.

The first Stagé 1as£ed +rom August 19935, when the issue
first caﬁe into the-DDeh during yveltsin's viéit to WarsSaw. uﬁtil
January 1994 when the PFF was adobted at the NATO summit i
EBrussels. ’

The second sfége‘cuvéred the period from JdJanuary 1994 until
December 1994. It was ﬁhéractériséd by intensified negntiatinns
betwesen Russia and NATO and‘the bui;ding un of a large cpposition
to NQTD eaztward expansion in Russia.

The third‘stage stai-ted ih Decemb E{ 154 w1tﬁ Fozvrev
refusal to put into 4§rce agreements on coaperation with NATD“and
Yelfsin’ﬁ Cold Peace snééch in Budapest. The main content of this

gtage is the grpwth of tension between Russia and NATO over -this

issue. Internally, it is characterised by & virtual consensus of

m

Fuscian political elites against NATD expancion.




dopmestic politics conditioned oy Thne wWar n Osschnya

Russian Federation reflected, at least cartlv, Yeltsin's
reaction to thz new distancing betwessn Russia and the WEsf, and
lost illusions about strateaic Dartnership with Western powers.
NATO recolve to expand reiterated on & number of occasions by
Western leaders contributed to the fesling in Moscow that thev

did not want itc take seripusly Riassia's obhis
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‘started te have doubts whether “dear friend Hill"® was his big
friend aftter 2ll. The feeling in the kremlin wase that Russia was
once ageain oni1ts own. Thus, the declared intenfians to eapand
NATD in a way nelped the decislion to use force in Chechnva. It
was reqarded by Russian leaders not only as a means to solve an
internal issue but also as a3 show—case of Russia’'s growing
assertivness and strength.

The war in Chechnva changed signi¥icant1yrthe Russian
domestic scenery. Firgt, it was "“the last-drop“ which ma?ked‘the
end of the shift from liberal democrats to statist bureaucrats as
the main moving force of the Yeltsin rule. In the conditions of
war the struggle for influence over the presideht was not anvmore
hetween democtratse and conservatives, but rather betﬁeen the
re?ormist.and traditionalist factions of buresaucracy.

Second, the war produced a serious break between Yeltsin
and all dempcratic parties. Sihce Decembzr 1994 Yeltsin is
facing both a strong communist—nationalist and democratic
oppositions., and enjovs almost'né supoort in the State-Duma.

Third, the war strengthensd conservative trends and




glensnts in the gover
government and the oresident from the democratic circlisz and
mass—madia,. the traditionalists advanced the ideoloay of a strong
state, patriotism and "derldjavnost” - Russian for strong powsr.
Those in the government and in the Yeltsin administration who
were assoclated with the democratic movemant had to change their
tormer positions, or to limit themsslves to relatively narrow
{iéld of economic reforms without interfering in political
matters.

The most vivid example was the Foreign Minister Andrei
Fozvrev who openly defected the Russia’'s Choice faction in the
Duma when its leader, Yegor BGaidar dared to oppose Yeltsin on the

o

war in Chechnva. Another exampie i=s the first vice Prims-Minister

[N

Anatoly Chubais wno, in spite on his democratic credentials,
preferred to keep guiet on the issue in order not to put himselsf
in deopardy.

The inevitably sharp, although mainly.rhetorical reaction of
the West to the military operation in Chechnva added to the
already existing irritatian.in Muscow with‘the West. Boris
Yeltein publicly voiced this irritation when speaking be%ore the

callegium of the Fareign.ﬂinistry on March 14, 1995,
YII.

When active debates over NATO expansion resumed in February
1992 the political scénefy was already significantly different
from Winter—-8pring 1994. The diversity of views on NATO expansion

$ound itself reduced to two main positions.

wr
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the fact that expansion was unavoidablie. Therefore. thev araued.
Russia has to acocept it and start to negotiate for the best
possible terms Trom the point of view of Russia’'s
security.

The second. repnresented by the mairstream of the Russian
political establishment, adopted amn attitude against the
expansion and against any preliminary telks on its terms and
conditions. Az Yeltsin’'s national secwity assistant Yuri EBaturin
put it, Yas to the conditioms or guarantess capable of
compensating the damage which NATD enlargement would inflict on
the interests of Russia’'s mational secwrity, such conditionz
simply do not exist".

Fozvrev’'s attempt to start the negotiations over the
congitions of the enlargesment with the US administration (talks
between his deputy Georgui Mamedov and Strobe Talbott in
Wasghington which took place at the end of February 1923} created
an uproar in the very narrow, but rather iﬁ%luential circle of
those who opposed NATO xpansinn'in the presidential
administration, the Staﬁe Duma, the Ministry of Defense, the
press and the academic comnunity.

The mere fact of such talks was regarded as backing off
urider NATO pressure and giving an "approval to the éxmansion. The
conditions formulated by kKozyrev — non-stationing of nuclear
armaments and NATO combat troops on the territory of the future

members of the alliance in Eastern Europe — were considered as

meaningless by his critics. If the West wants to keep a working



Thodgnt, 1T Woulc m@rraln Tiom stationing troons and nucisar

weanons in EKastern Eurobe anvwav., uniess there was a direct

fthreat to its sscurity +rom Russia,

Boris Yeltsin espoused the aporcach of kKozvrev's opponents.
In a spesch before the Foreign Ministry collegium in the Eremlin
Yeltsin criticised Kezvrev for his hasty actions in negotiating
the conditions of the expansion and stated that he did not
approve of such talks., He reiterated his strono opposition to the
enlargement and sugaested that Hozvrev reconsiders his stand and
withdraw whatever promises he had made to his Western
counterparts.

Yeltsin did his choice under the imnact‘of the general shift
in the Russian political establishment. This shift was
chiatracterised by a consoiidation of both traditiaonalists and
democrats around the idea of opposition to NATO enlargement. In
fact, starting from December 1974 a new coalition against NATO
expansion was born in Russia. The cnalitaﬁwregrcuﬂed four main
forces: the Yeltsin administration: the military and state
bureaucracy; the democratic opposition (with few exceptions): and
the communist-nationalist opposition.

The reasons for such a paradoxical consensus, however, were
different for each group. In the Yeltsin administration the

dominant feeling was that Russia which behaved verv friendlw

towards the wset did not deserve NATO expansion, and that havinhg -

taken the decision to expand the alliance the West has betraved

the idea ot partnership with Moscow.

4
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countermesasures in the military and political fields. They
stresses tHE fact that the balance of forces in Eurcoe is 1 to 4
in favor of NATO, and that with MATO enlargement it would change
Eevern more.

The democratic opposition underlined that N&TO enlargement
would strengthen the nationalists and communists and weaken the
democratic flank in Russian politics. As Vvacheslav Nikonov. a
member of the State Duma put it, "all those who would like Russia
to have good relations with the West. are against NATO expansion.
0n the contrary, all those who would like to see those relations
worsen, welcome NATO enlaraement”.

There is & lot of truth in this. While in their official
statemsnts the communist and nationalist leaders strongly attack
the West for preparing NATO sastward expansion. they also hoos
that.iﬁ will cast a deadly blow tD\YEltSin'EVDDIiCV of
partnership. with the West., provoke an upsurge of anti-Western
fteelings iﬁ'Russia and_ contribute to their eiectoral success. As
Vladimir Zhirinovsky.nnce étated, "the next day after they take
the decision on enlargement I will become president of Russia". @
number of Russia's top-ranking military think that the future
NATO expansion would help their reguests to enlarge the military
budget under the argument that the West remains antagonistic to

Russia.

-
—t
=l
-
"



AT

T T

Tarcomenmt 1mi 1

rot

3]

T = S vl )

U e
Russia and the kest. Russia is not in a pasition to engages into
anopther controntation with a wéstsrn coalition. AL lsast Five
fartors prevent it from engaging on this Dath:

~ its present sconomlc weaknesss

- its dependence on Western financial sources and-in?estménts;

- the necessity for Russia to integrate in the world sconomy and

to hecome part of internationz)l economic and finmancial

institutions:

~ the desire of i1ts leaders to be part of the globsl decision-—
making (G—-71)3
— the weaknes of ite military and thz sbssnds of bDeligsrent

attitudes in the societv.

Yet, it would be & bie mistalke to underestimate the

>

conserguences of MATD expansion for Russia civilisational
devel opment. national :mentality., foreiagn policy and strategic
posturg. Those conseguences fall into seven cafﬁggnries.

The first conseauence - and,histnricaily‘thE‘mDét impaftant
one - is the deepening of the civilisational gap betwsen Russia
and the West.

Aas NATO enlargement reflects a civilisational conselidation
of the Westarn { romano—germanic ¥} world, Russia’s reaction to it
will reflect the consolidation of the Russian civilisatiomnal
phenomena as distinct from the Western one. NATO exnansién which
will leave Ruscsia outside tﬂe alliance will cast i+ not a fatal
then & very severe blow to Russian westernisers and greatly

—
Oz T .
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penefit their opponents. It would also mean that the West
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Fussia civilisati
to solve the dest's historical task of making out of Russia an
ally rather than an rival or even adversary.

O+ courss, this civilisational gap will be partiv bridgad
with Russia’'s proaress on the road of economic reforms and
creation of & working market economy. But the decision to spread
NATU ovetr the whole of Euwrops will leave Russia little choice but
to aéSEFt itself as a force not necessarily antagonistic but
different from the Western community.

Second. There should be no doubt that MNATO expansion will
result in an inward rearientatiun of Russia. It means Ruscia will
conceive its international role and national interests with less,

1

not more respect +or the interests of Western countries. 1+ until

[\

recently Russia plaved by the rules established by the West and
tried to find its role inside the +ramewnrk created hy the best
after the end of the Cold Ngr, from now on it would look for a
role of & much more indegendent plaver, less constrained by a‘
real or illusionary partnership with the West. In the apsence of
strong strategic ties with'the Western alliance, Russia miaght
well become a lose-canon of world politics. The effect of such
renrientatidn on the fragile post—Cold war international system
remain vet to be seen.

THird. Geopolitical consequences will be impoartant, fnm. If
Russia considers itself cut off Europe and the euroatlantic
community, it will have no choice but tnistrengthen its
histuricél sphere of influence in the former Soviet Union. This

will certainly mean a closer economic and military coocdbesration

r
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million mative Russians aon Unkrainian
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gas, and a gressnce of 1
s0il (over 2& percent of the pooulation?.

One might even argue that NATO expansion will sericusly limit
Ukraine's fresdom of mansuver in foreign policy. Therzfore, NATO
enlargemnent will have an advéfsarv effect on the geopolitical
pluraliem on the territorv of the former USSR. “

Fowrth., Hhile NATO expansion is considered as a means of
strengthening the security of the Qest, and proavide etfective
security guarantees +or Central and Eastern Europe. it will cast
a severa blow to the European Se:urity as a whole. Eventually
NATO will have to consider the entry of the Baltic stetes énd
mavhe even W:raine into the alliaﬁce. Huséia‘s predictably
negative reaction, as well as attempts to exercise pressure on
Ukraine in order to prevent it frqm Joining NATO would certainiwv
create additional strains between Kiev and Moscow and create
conditions for new tensions between Russia and the West. anv
attempts to include Ukraine and the Baltic repﬁblics into NATO
will result in a major crisismbet@een Russia and the @est.

Fifth. NATO expansion will jeopardise the security structure
already establisﬁed atter tﬁe end of the Cold War. a4s VYiadimisr
Lukin, head of the State Duma Committes on Foréign ﬁffaifs
predicts, the decision to enlarge NATO eastward will kill the

nraspects for the rati%ication of START~2 treaty in the Russian

i+

parliament, as well as ocuestipn the trestv on conventional
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armamants in Europe an

d the convention on chemical sesnons.
NETO enlaraemerns 1s the wWorst 1cea of all trose That ars
comnected with swropean sequwrity Y. saves Lubkin,

Sixth. NATE expansion will atrdngly influsrce the balance of
forces 1nside Russia on the eve of the parliamentary eslections
dué tq'take clace in_December 195952 and presidential elections of
‘June 1994 in favar of anti-Western circles. If the decision to

“pand is adopted - and there are good reasons to believe it-will
be - this mave will be largely used in both electoral campaian by
antifwestern'and nationaligt forces in Russia. ( The West itself
will be put in an extremely cantroversial position. While it
deélares its support +mrrelactinns and the development of
dempcracy in Russia, it might find i1tself in a position when it
will have to back those in Russia who favor the postponment of
elec@inns and even the establishment of a dictatorial regime -
out of ftear that.electiqns might re;ults which would be highly
undesirable for the West.)

Saventh. NATO expansion will promote to kevy positions those
of the Russian military who favor a strong military posture for
Russia. New troops will be positioned on the Western Russian
horder, and possibly in Belarus and the Kaliningrad area. The so-—
called flank restrictions will be disregarded. Aloung NATO sastern
borders a new dividing line of distrust will emerge.

The streategy adopted by MATO which combines the expansion
with a parallel enhancem=nt of coooeration with Russia can ‘hardly
‘bring results. The main reason is that such cooperation coupied
-Qith NATO enlargement is viewed in Russia as an obvious

contradiction: either we trust sach other and in this cases we
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trugt smach othes, and in thie case cocogration will rEmain on
Daper. in thie words ot Yuri Baturin. “the hooes for combining

. =

HATD exosnsion witn the sstablishoment of special partner

T

relations with Russia are fairly weak., MNETO's enlargement will

sap the basic for such partnership because Russia can not see
“this step as anvthing but unfriendly“:

“The idea of a non-agreéssion or strategic cooperation treaty.
which in the besainning of 1994 enjoyed some support in Moscow, is
not considered today as & very Dromising nglther. Such-an treaty
would hiave to be ratified by all NATO member-states which makes
it extremely vulnerable. and if it is not acceﬁted by at least
one member-—-state, Russia will have to face an enlarged NATO
without any sort of strategic compensation. Finally, it mavy be
safely predicted that after the decision on edpansion is adopted
by NATD the negative domestic reaction to it in Russia will make
it a2lmost impossible for any government to conduct effective

talks on Russia—-NATO cooperation.

Conclusions

Todav ‘the common wisdom in the West is to accuse Russia of

trving to veto NATO exbpansinon without sugoesting anv alternative

in the tield of strengthening the surorean security. But Russia

is not in a position to veto the process of enlargement. It is
true that it does not have & clear-cut concept of relations with

NATO. and that its suagestion to put more stress on the DOSCE




iagks substancs, But 1t showlo De stressed that it is not Bussia

Until tozay NMNATO has failed to work cut & formula thet would
satiéfy Russia. Moscow has goond reasons to guestion Western
leaders sincerity when they try to aDDéase fussia’'s worries. When
in 1994 NATD offered the PFP to 211 interested countries,
Yeltgin's government presented it s an alternative to NATO
exnansion whick toolk into account Fussia‘s interests. At this
point the PFR adversaries in Moscow pointed out that-the FFE was
a2 hoax, a smoke—-scres for the preparations for NATO éxpansion at
Russia’s expenss. Less than a vear later it turned out that they
were right. NATO almost abandoned any talk about the BFP and
coﬁcentrated +uily on the future expansinn.

Russian leaders drew some lessons put of it.

-Todév Moscow is placed before a take-it-~or-leave-it offer:
either vou agree with a formal enlargement of NATOD, and in this
case we offer you vaague promises of coomé?atidn and enhanced
dialogus - or the enlargement will happen without vour approval.
This is hardly a means of conducting sffective neqgotiations. The
suggestions to conclude a non—agreésidn treaty between Russia and
NATO also sound hollow @ such a treaty will be a mere
constatation of the evident fact that both sides do not have
nlans to attack each other.

NATO expansion risks to noisdn for a long time the

relationshfm betwesn Russia and the West. It is in the interests

l
’}'l

th“ '-3
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of both sides to prevent such an outcomes. Howsvear, as o
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unavoidable, Fresident Yeltsin stressed that fis neqative

attitude towarcs it did mot change neithesr. IFf there is moe

"

raoporocnement between those pasitions on the May summit in Moscow
both aides should l1ook intq possibilities of minimising the
unavoidable evil. ;

NATO expansion represgnts a huae techtonical change in
European and Eurasian geopolitics. Therefore,. the country it
affecte most — Russia - should be given net merely & token
compensation but strong guarantess on five directions:

i. Time guarantees: NATO should make it plain that
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instance, the vear 28od.

2. Btrateagic gurarantees,:rthe new MATO will not move
directly to Russian borders, which means it will refraia from
accepting Ukrainé and_the Baltic republiceg inside the alliance
(offering them FFF as a compensatinn).

- E. Nuclear guarantees : the new NATO would not stat;mn
nuclear wsapons in Egst and.Central Europe. including East
Germany (a prémise which was given by kohl to Gorbachev in
respuﬁse to the withdrawa; ot Soviet troops from East Germany).

4. Military guarantées:_the new NQTD would refrain from the
strategy of forward deployment of its troops in Céntral'and |
Eastern Europe in times ot peace.

5. Finally,'NﬁTD‘shqgld consider to ofFEﬁ Hgssia to

conclude a strategic treéty which wauld stinulate cilearly the

argas of its interaction with NATO in the gecurity-related



‘expansion. The West hag to pay a certain price for enlarging NAT

unable those in Russia wno favor close relations wWwith the Wast tco
make the case for thase relzations and to withstand the pressure

of anti-Western forces which would gain a2 1ot pout of NATO

[ I

against Russia‘s objections. Dtherwise it risks to complicate its

relations with this temporarily wesakened BEuwrasian superpower with

)

its huge potential for a long time to comg, O — it the worst
case scenarioc — even tp lose Russia for good. And the costs of
Russia moving away from the West risk to be much bigger for it

than the pluses of NATO spreading over the rest of Europe.
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To follow adequately the development of Ukraine's approaéh towards the issue
of relations with NATO in generai and - of late - vis-a-vis the problem of possible

NATO expansion one should see the picture of Ukraine's thinking on broader national

security issues in the terms of new international environment.

The first main outlines of Ukraine's foreign and seéurity policy were laid down
in the document called the Declarati;:m on the State Sovereignity of Ukraine adopted
by the then Verkho-vnla Rada (Parliament) of Ukrainian SSR back in July 1990, under
the existence of the former USSR. The Declara_tionr claimed Ukraine's “intention to .
become in future a pérmanently neutral staté, whicﬁ does not participate in military

alliances and adheres to three non-nuclear pI_‘incipI'es...". It _w‘as also stated in the
Declaration that Ukraine would act “as an equal bartner in international relations,
actively support enhancing general peace and internationai security, directly
participate in all-European process and ‘European -structures”. Noteworthy, this

document appeared more than a year before the formal disintegration of the USSR
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and the disbandement of the Warsaw Pact, so for some period it was regarded mainly
as a declaration of intentions..Nevertheless, claims for the future néutrality and
nuclear-free status signified important political tendencies within the republics of the
former Soviet Union (FSU) and in the |ater course became the conceptual and legal

framework of Ukraine’s foreign policy after gaining independence. .

The clause of neutrality was one of the legal reasonings, along with the
Reservations of the Verkhovna Rada to the Agreement on Establishing Commonwelath
of Independent States, according to which Ukraine has abstained from entering into

| CIS Collective Security Treaty of 15 May 1992 signed in Tashkent. Another nationai
Iégislative provision requires the consent of the Parliament on every possible case of
sending Ukrainia;l Armed Forces abroad, which also influenced the governmental policy
vis-a-vis diffel;ent security-related issues within the framework the CIS, specifically

the issue of peace-keeping operations on the térritbry of the FSU.

On the other hand, Ukraine, along with other former Warsaw Pact members and
New independent states (NIS) of the FSU became in 1992 él member of a NATO-
designed North Atlantic Cooperation Council and showed much interest in promoting

the activities of this forum.

New trends and developments in the european politics and in the security

environment of Ukraine, namely her apperance as well as other Central and East
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European (CEE) coutries, in the so-calied "security vacuum", brought Ukraine's foreign
polic;es closer to the concept of common european security and stability and to the
concept of her future participation in all-european security system. |t was publicly
stated by President and the Foreign Minister of Ukraine during 1992-93 that the
ultimate goal of Ukraine remained to be in future fhe part of european structures. The
“neutrality clause” an.d sorting out of visible contradiction between the notion of
neutrality and cooperation with NATO in the NACC framework, as well as with other
international structures, had been developed conceptually to become a part of
Ukraine's Foreign Policy Concept approved by the Parliament on 2 July 1993. It was
noted in the Concept that Ukraine “stands for the creation of comprehensive
international system of universal and all-European security and considers the
participation in them as the fundamental component of her national security”. It was
also noted that “due to the elimination of bloc confrontation in Europe, the issue of
creating all-European security structure on the -basis of existing international
institutions ;uch as CSCE, NACC, NATO, WEU becomes the issue of prior signif icance;
Ukraine's direct and f-ull membership in such a structure will ensure the relevant
external assurances of her national security. With a view of the crucial transformations
which took place after the disintegration of the USSR and which shaped the modern
geopolitical situation of Ukraine, her before stated intention to become in future a
neutral and non-bloc state should Vbe adapted to new circumstances and can not be B

construed as an obstacle to her full-scaie participation in the all-European security

structure”. The main paramertes of this formula had been included, along with the
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claim of Ukraine's adherence to non-bloc country status, into the Military Doctrine of
~Ukraine, approved by the Parliament in the mid-October 1993. Thus the national legal
and political framework had been laid down on the main issues of Ukraine's

international security policies.

Ukraine became one of the most outspoken champions of developing closer
relationship between former Cold War adversaries both in political and military
spheres, paying great attention and interest to the activities within NACC. in fact, the
very idea by NATO of creating a Cooperation forum on security issues in a wider
european geographical framework was seen in Ukraine as the extremely important step
in enhancing all-european stability and security. Politically, extending security dialogue
‘to the partners "out of NATO area” meant a de-facto .expansion of the Alliance's
activities and contributed significantly to the development of the ‘“interlocking
institutions” concept designed to fill in the structural security vacuum in the new
Europe and to address the controversial issue of emerging ierarchy of existing
european security institutions. Ukraine's policy' during the first years of NACC
existence was directed at its consolidation and finding out practical elements and
mechanisms of the proper “division of powers and responsibilities” between ehropean
security institutions in the new historical circumstances without losing thei-r
effectiveness and newly emerged wider geographical framework. The essence of
Ukraine's approach should be found in one of the most important fundamentals of thel

countries Foreign Policy Concept, whicfh sets the principle of indivisibility of security
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as the upper priority in the international endeavours. That priorityzation did not and
does not Vrhean for Ukraine the ‘simple protocolar repetition of the “indivisibility of
security” concept, formalized in the well-known muitilateral political documents.'Beingl
strategically located in one of the mo§t gedpolitically vulnerable regions of Europe,
Ukraine rather regards this formula to be the p,rincipal-i_ssue in practical politics of

_ today. ' 7 ' :

Following this line Ukraine have pfoposed back in 1993 to seek all possible
solutions, including -on the regional and sub-regional level, of strengthening security
confidence in Europe and bfought out the idea of creating a stability and seCuri'gy zone

“in CEE, which could for the time being serve as a political and psychological fill-in of
the regional "security vacuum" and the natural linking devicer between wesfe_rn
structures and Russié. That idea had something in common with President Valesa's
concept of NATO-bis, and.was .mair_lly directed at avoidance of new dividing lines in
Europe and streng_theniﬁg Central and East European regional confidence and common
profile. The accent on the regional efforts in the CEE somewhat later became a part

of the French/EU's approach in proposing the idea of European stability Pact.

With the development of the mounting criticism amongst the CEE cooperation
partners on the "looseness" of the NACC framework and unclearness of its future the
issue of the Alliance's formal expansion came into being, focusing the european

security discussions on the problem of NATO's future as a collective defence and




6

collective security structure. Ukraine's view on these issues was concentrated on the

vital necessity for the future stable European security architecture of preserving the

political momentum of building up the United New Eurcpe according to the above

mentioned principle of indivisibilityrof security. In that particular respect Ukraine,
while addressihg the issue of possible NATO expansion, had persistently stressed
throughout 1993-1994 that her principal point was to adequately safeguard the nation's_
vital security interests vis-a-vis the realities of new security environment the country

appeared in after the collapse of the Warsaw Pact and dissolution of the FSU.

One of the related issues in this context was the issue of nuclear powers'
security guarantees for Ukraine in connection with the elimination of nuclear weapons
located on her territory. Throughout 1992-1994 Ukraine had been insistenf on receiving
such a guarantees as a prerequisite for; the fiﬁal decision on eliminating nuclear
weaponry and acceding to NPT. Although thart sort of secﬁrity guarantees had nothing
to do with NATO as it is, Ukraine used, in particular, the North Atlantic Cooperation
Council to express her concerns on the issue and succeded in putting together the
views of the NACC partners towards this problem. As a result, several Ministerial
NACC statements comprised formulae of support to Ukraine's seeking of security
guarantees in relation with acquiring non-nuclear-weapon state status. The role of the
US - the leading Alliance member - was important in this regard, as well as the views
of Central and East European NACC partnérs which openly expressed> their

understanding and support of Ukrainian concerns.
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Noteworthy that in the course of rather speculative debates on the issue of
NATO's future Ukraihe was holding during -1992-1994 with her immediate western
neighbours seeking Alliance membership, the views expressed by the sides on the role
of the Alliance and its perspectives as an effective european security structure were
mainly _simi|a|;. The differences in the approaches of Ukraine and CEE applicanfs for
NATO membership lied not in the overall political pohilosophy of modern european
security debate but rather in practicalities and formalities of West-East security
dialogﬁe and its geographical framework. Ukraine was and still-is criticél about the
geographically and politically restricted "6+3" 'forr.nula of WEU cooperation with post-
communist eastern:democracies, considering this formula to be of rather "exclusive""
character, contrary to the wider dimension of NACC and PFP cooperatiém framework.
Similar conceptual -approach was in fact taken towards the problem of formal NATO

expansion.

Pursuing the policy of "indivisibility of securify" in the course of greater
european security‘ debate,‘ Ukraine expressed open support to the principle of
“inclusiveness and not exclusiveness™ which had been taken as the foundation of the
US/NATO proposed Partnership for Peace. Ukraine became one of the first signatories
to the PFP Framework Document and remains to be the champion of furthering wide
cooperation in the PFP framework, viewing the Program as the very important
practical excercise of former adversaries’” cooperation "'01.1 the ground”. Extremety

significant in this context is the possibility of direct military-to-military collaboration,
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including joint NATO- allies' and former Warsaw Pact members' military units
participation in the field exercises, which helps a lot to eliminate the "image of enemy”
mentality. This particular point was among the principal ‘positive aspects of PFP
program accentuated in Ukraine's approach.

Other important aspects of Ukraine's stance towards PFP concern both internal
and external political parameters of herrnatio‘nal security doctrine and are directly |
connected with national views on the "enlargement” issue. It has to do with the above-
mentioned "neutrality clause" in the fundamental legislative documents, and its

‘ correspont.:lence to Ukraine's participation in the PFP. There were some comments-in the
public debate in Ukraine on whether this neutrality clause should prevent the country
from joining any multilateral forms of security cooperation, PFP as well. The'point of
“inclusiveness" and, moreover, the examples of traditional european "neutrals" (Sweden,
Finiand, Austria), who, while joining PFP, are remaining cautious on their perspectives
as for NATO membeship, are in fact the most important relevantly conceptual and
formal feed-backs of Ukrainian approach toward the issue. Suffice it to meﬁtion in this
particular respect that rather unpoliticized and "low profile" Ukraine's course in
establishing formal relations with NATO through NACC and PFP mechanisms did not
cause the strong political debate in the society, as .it. was the case in Russia. Both
"neutrality clause" and highly profiled "nuclear-stamped" issue of secuﬁty guarantees

in conection with acceding of the country to NPT overshadowed the public attention.
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Current Ukraine's of ficial approach towards the issue of NATO expansion within
the context of the already commenced official inter-Alliance debate on "how", may
be summarized in several major points, reflecting the general development of the

nation's security-related policies since independence.

First, it must be noted thét Ukraine had never renounced principally the very
i'dea of po.ssible NATO expansion as the variant of its future development. The logics
of this approach stems directly from the open understanding shared by Ukraine that
the issue of this or that structure's enlargement primarily lies within the scope of
responsibilities of the very structure and the applicant country. No one can excercise
a sort of a "veto pdwer" on the. deliberate decisions of nations of whether or not to
join any international organisation. This is a normal and recognised pr'inc_iple of

interstatebehaviodr and of international law.-

Second; the above-mentioned "no-vetoes" principle must not be transiated as the
_ one which can be éxersised'without taking into consideration the security concerns of
other interested parties whose stal')ili'ty and security may be affected. This goes
directly to the practical implementation of "'indivisibility of security” in a unitedl"
Europe principle, to which Ukraine pays close attentic-)n. Ukraine is firmly a promoter
of building up a comprehensive and "inclusive" all-European security structure with

adequate security assurances for every participant in such a Europe which won't be

divided into military-political blocs. Ukraine considers the situation under which the
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renovation of old security dividing lines in a new geographical framework may appear
to be the most unhappy and even detrimental development for the cause of building

up new undivided Europe.

. Third. The overall security situation in Europe today is mainly characterized
by the fact of the parallel existence of NATO and the Tashkent collective security
treaty created by number of CIS states. Modalities and scopes of co-existence of
these two structures, as well as perspectives of their possible co-opération and
supplementarity, are not very muc_h clear. Nonetheless, it is obv.ious, that the leading
power of Tashkent treaty - Russia - holds a very negative stance towards the. issue of
NATO expansion to the east. It is also dften being argued, that the Tashkent treaty
stfucture - due to several important formal and political reasons - can not be truly
regardet:l as -the the genuine collective security institution.

Under such circumstances, an important part of public opinion in some NIS shares
the view of parallels existing with the "cold war" period. Ukraine's coherent approach
is by every means to avoid the situation in which such parallels may be drawn up, even
in public opinion. Ukraine is also meeting with great concern the possibility of

" appearing in a position of a "buffer state" between the expanded NATO and unstable

Tashkent treaty structure.

Fourth. Ukraine considers that clear-cut and persistent interest, expressed by

~ the countries of the region of Central and Eastern Europe (the region, to which

"}
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Ukraine herself organicélly and historically belongs), to acquire quick membership in
NATO, must influence the Alliance itself to reconsider its role in modern Europe, to
widen the scope of its evolutionary develop.ment from the classic-type collective
defense system to the type of the collective security institution, being reievant and
efficient nucleus of future all-European security sj(stem. Ukraine, on her part, sees ’tHe
full-scale participation in such a system as the necessary and natural assurance of her

national security.

_Fifth. Ukraine, not rejecting the very idea of possible NATO enlargement, sees
this process not as a speedy and momentuous one. The realities of modern european
security development and natural security concerns of Ukraine demand a certain
unspecified period of time during which the question of NATO expansion should not
be practically focused on two main issues, which are "who" and "when". This period of
time is needed primarily for two reasons: a) not to politically overburden the unstable
political situation in NIS on their road of building up open democratic societies, and,
b) to save up time limit for the consensual evolution of new understanding by all
european states of new NATO's role as the efficient mechanism for creating all-
European security system in cooperation with other existing structures. Ukraine
considers also that during this period of time special attention should be given to
effective and deep implementation of the Partnership for Peace program, which in fact
creates substantial opportunities for all interested countries (both partners and non-

partners) to facilitate effective practical cooperation with the Alliance.
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The specific point in Ukraine's views on the expansion are the issues of Russia-
NATO and Ukraine-NATO relationships, which may seem to have many similarities in

their overall assesment but do vary on some very important aspects.

Ukraine is obviously and quite naturally interested in developing normal aﬁd
fruitful relations between NATO and Russia, including working out specific formal
modalities of such relationship. Ukraine is very much confident in the view that it is
impossible and even hazardous to consider that a sort of a new european security
structure can be created without Russia. The mentioned "indivisibility of security”
principle is crucial in this regard. There must not be any attempt at exercise in working
out future european security architecture which may - for any possible reasons -
create the feeling of "isolation" in this or that country, specifically in Russia, which
has a unique geopolificai and security posture. On the other hand, Ukraine is non the
less confident in_the necessity of excluding any possilbility of establishing a sort of
"zones of influence” while seeking for a durable solution of NATO/Russia formal

relationship.

Ukraine, which also posesses a specific geopolitical posture in today's Europe,
considers ii necessary to look more broadly at the ‘scope of her relations with the
Alliance. This approach is based on the presumtion that NATO/Ukraine relatiénship, as
well as NATO/Russia relationship, has an important role to play in the process of

evolutionary Alliance's expansion, since the matter directly concerns the basic security
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interests of a 52 million european nation which has one of the biggest military potential
throughout the continent. While not making the application for NATO membership at
the time, Ukraine deems it necessary to work out the modalities of a “special

relationship" with the Alliance, beyond the framework of PFP and NACC. Deveioping

. the framework of NATO/Ukraine "special relationship", which must be a double-track |

and quite an intensive process, should go in parailel to the NATO/Russia dialogue, but

the two processes should not be confused.

The problem here is that Ukraine, being a part of the NACC and a partner in’

PFF’ (as well as Russia is, and this is very important), does already have a form of
formalized relationship witﬁ NATO, including in military sphere, but does not have such
sort of formalized military ties with the CIS Tashkent collective security arrangement.
The other side of it is that part c-)f public opinion in NIS, especially in Russia, but to
some exteht_also in Ukraine still has an inertia of thinking about NATO as of a
rudimentary and "agressive" structure of the Cold war period. Under such
circumstances, it is important to create an adequate external and internal prerequisites
for and in Ukraine and Russia which would prevent possible political uneasiness vis-a-
vis future decisions on enlargement. The form of implementing of "'inclusiveness"
principle is nowadays one of the most pressing issues in the whole framework of the
expansion debate. Ukrainian point here is very much clear: the environment for taking
such important decisions, affecting the existing and future european security

architecture, must be ripe not only in the context of NATQO/ applicant countries

r—rm -
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relationship, but also in the regions and countrie§ directly interested and involved in
general european security dialogue.

Ukraine's position on this background is different from that of Russia. Russia,
as a big and in fact global power, has its own very specific security profile and
interests. Ukraine, being not a global power and trying not to claim some global
security interests for herself, is mainly preoccupied with the perspectives of creating
stable and friendly external environment for proceeding with a crucial task of
transforming the country into an open democratic european society with market
economy. In this context both developing closer and mutually beneficial ties with Russia
and the same ties with her immediate western neighbours, as well as gradual extension

of relations with the West, are the tasks of principal priority for Ukraine.

In the East Ukraine e*plofts the mechani'sms of deepening bilateral dialoque with
Russia and otﬁer NIS, as well as the possibilities of CIS structures, to achieve these
ends. In the immediate west the most efficient mechanisms of these activities of
Ukraine prove to be mainly bilateral. As for the relations with the West in general,
Ukraine combines both bitateral and multilateral schemes but feels a sufficient lack of
latters. In fact, the only West-designed structure for a security dialogue of which
Ukarine is a part now is the NACC - a NATO subsidiary - which provides for a very
limited scope of adressing basic security interests of the nation. The PFP scheme is a
very importan;c and quite logical extension of whole NACC design, which has an

immensely useful practical dimension, but it can not be regarded as a sort of
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international security structure. Having in mind the "neutrality clause" and specific
geopolitical location of Ukraine, which, according to recent Secretary Christopher's
statement, "is a linchpin of European security”, it is extremely important for the cause
of enhancing all-European stability and security that Ukraine keeps a proper and
efficient "linkeage" position between Central Europe and Russia. The adequate balance
of Ukraine's relationships with the West and East is glso non the less important. An
uncontroversial solution for safeguarding this specific role of Ukraine, which already
has obtained security quarantees of five nuclear countries both of the West and East,
is, as we see it, working out a closer formal relationship with NATO in the context of
the meﬁtioned "special relations” formula while pfeserving open and close special

relationship with Russia.

It is worth nothing that the average public a-nd political views on NATO in
Ukraine and Russia are not similar. Although the post-war communist ideological
~indoctrination of NATO's "agressiveness" and "enmity" still has traces of influence on
public and political minds, situation changes. If Russia witnessed a heated political
debate on the issue of "whether to join PFP" back in-the first half of 1994, that was
not the case for Ukraine. If Russia was put into situation to in fact canéel the planned
joint military exercise with US units on Russian territory due to strong political
opposition, Ukraine's military units have already twice took part in the military
exercises under PFP aegis in Poland and Netherlands, and the joint US-Ukrainiaﬁ

exercise is planned to take place on Ukrainian territory in May 1995. Part of the
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answer to this lies in the fact that, unlike Russia, Ukraine pursued rather "low profile”
policy on these issues, prefering to take more pragmatic course of practical
cooperation. These factors also influence the general scope of what may be acieved

in the course of NATO/Ukraine and NATO/Russia dialogues.

Ukraine does not in any way want to somehow link the possible outcome of
reaching a final result in a current NATO/Russia negotiations with the prospects of
Ukraine/NATO rel‘ationship, for these t§vo cases are different. On the other hand, one
can not rule out the obvious complexity of these issues, because of the very

significance of Ukraine - Russia relationship.

Formally, the prospects of reaching a closer Ukraine/NATO tie seem to be more
feasible at the time, since the two sides do not have outstanding issues at their agenda.‘
Russian approach for the expansion for the time being impedes the prospects of finding
quick mutually attainable solution. In the final end however, the outcome of
NATO/Russia negotiations, being an important part of the "openness and transparency"
formuta of "how" exercisé, cannot but influence not only the whole framework of
current process within the Alliance,but also the modalities of Ukraine/NATO future
relationship. The simple reasons here are the characteristics of existing Ukraine/Russia

relations and the factor of Ukraine/CIS and Russia/CIS stances.

The prospects of achieving a concensual view on the essence of possible
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Russia/NATO and Ukraine/NATO formal relationship are unclear for the time being.
Part of this unclearness can be traced to the issue of possible "compromise" in
NATO/Russia general dialogue. Too many impértant aspects of european security are
within the scope of this "exbansion-related" dialogue between the Allianc‘e and Russian
Federation, and they ére matters of high priority from the interested countries'

perspective. Ukraine is not an exclusion.

The public debate is now under way in Central nad East European countries,
Ukraine included, and some New Independent States on the parameters of the so called
Grand Compromise between the Alliance and Russia. Several options are being
discussed for purposed "package deal”. Some of these are not out of scope of

Ukraine's concerns.

© Ukraine for a l!ong time was and still is consistent in her view that any possible
"spheres of influence” balance deal is absolutely irrelevant in today's Europe. Either
the attempts at creating the image that dif ferent “zonesrof responsibility” may appear
in Europe are very dangerous. This particularly refers to the issue of the so called
"specific responsibility of Russia" on the territory of the former Soviet Union.
Although one may argue that the whole issue carries a significant ideological and
propagandistic load, it is important to note that these agruments do havé important
influence on the public opinion in the post-communist societies, which experienced

decades-long ruling of totalitarian "closed island" ideology. Ukraine, being the biggest
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and the closest neighbour of Russian Federation and having specific kind of historic
relationship, is the most exemplary case of the complexity of this problem. Disruption
- of ties between Russia and Ukraine is both unwise and unrealistic. Adding "outer”
security element in Ukraine-Russia complicated bilateral dialogue is by every means not
an easying of this dialogue, even if real policy is balanced and well-designed.
Avoiding, in the context of NATO expansion débate, the possibility of "greater Russi.an
influence” in the so called "near abroad" thus becomes a very important task and,‘ in
fact, one of the most challenging issues speéifically concerning Ukraine. On this
background; the need for adequate facilitating of non-confronting "parallelism” in
proceedings of Russia/NATO and Ukraine/NATO dialogues on the modalities of their
future formal relationships acquires additional importance. PFP farmework does
provide ‘sufficient and proper mechanism to achievé these ends, and it should be
exploited. Basic issue here is Russia's attitude towards PFP. Having become a part of
the Program since June 1994, Russia then took a specific stance vis-a-vis the prospects
of its ac‘iive participance. Ukraine, on her side, had been clear on supporting Russia's
active participation in the PFP, considering this element as one of the important new
linkages in the whole spectrum of emerging all-european ties in the field of security.
Still Ukraine speaks for broader cooperation of Russia within the PFP framework, and

is as well supportive to the idea of widening the list of participants.

The types of relationship between NATO and Ukraine/Russia in the final end

would inevitably reveal significant differences. They should not be approached in
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the terms of who of these two biggest NIS on the territory of the FSU will come
"clbser" to the Alliaﬁce ih-_deyelopihg formal ties. The essence of the two cases is
different not only due to understandable ggdpolitics. Russia is a part of the CIS
collective security afrangernent, -and Ukraine is not. Russia is a nuclear power, aﬁ_d
Ukraine i§ comple.ting implementation of START-], approaching the de-facfo status of
non-nuclear country. Ukraine and Russia are very special partners not only within CIS,
but also in pure bilateral historid dimension. At last, Russia and U‘kraine‘still hlave'not
finally sorted out some important bilateral ilssues which have both internal and extel;nal

security dimension (Black Sea Fleet).

All these realities lead to a pre-judgement that possible | outcome of
NATO/Ukraine and NATO/Russia dialogue on the form of relationship should be seen
from not conciding perspectives. Additional impdrtant aspectiin this context is the fact
that two countries have different views on the possibility' of proceeding with
concerted "CIS" approach tom-/ards PFP and the issue of NATO expansion. What may
be understood as seeking a consensual view on the security-related issue amongst the
members of a security structure (Tashkent Treaty), does not necessarily go in line with
the political framework and modalities of PFP-Program and the proposed individual
bharacter of "why and How", as well as future "who and when" discussion on
erﬂargement. Ukraine's point of view here is based ,on.the already ;nentioned -clear-cut

adherence to "indivisibility of security" principle, as well as to the principles of

" inclusiveness, openness and transparency in the terms of the evolutionary process.
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What may be seen as the final result of Ukréine/NATO dialogue on relationship,
is not very much clear for the time being, since the very processpf "how" study shows
immense complexity. Nevertheless, Ukraine would definitely be interested in such sort
of relationship to NATO, which will embrace both regular political and close practical
military ties, the specific format of NATO/Ukraine security consultations on the
constant basis, as well as :direct participapce in some Alliance's bodies dealing with
- specific activities in which Ukraine is definitely interested. This will not lead, for the
time being, to putting by' Ukraine the issue of application or seeking Article 5
guarantees. This will, at the same time, be undersicod as c;‘eating such sort of
. environment. in formal Ukraine/NATO relationship which embraces both "16+1" and
wider multilateral formulae, keeps the future options open and generally connected to
the development of the new european security architecture, and is not transiated by
any country as infringing upon its securrit)-( iﬁterests. The latter premise is defini;tely
the most controvermai and complex one, and may specif |cally be seen in the context

of Russia/ NATO dlaiogue

In the long-term prognosis, deliberations around NATO expansion issue should
lead, together with the OSCE discussion on the security model for the XXI céntury,
to a more clear and more wider and compréhensive idea of what should future
european security architecture look like. Ukraine, championing balanced, evolutionary
and step by step approach towards the issue of possiblé future NATO enlargement,

speaks consistently for concentrating united ef forts on the creation of a new security

B e du
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system for Greater Europe which will embrace all interested countries without any
exeptions in the Transatlantic region. Existing security ihstitutions, notably OSCE,
NATO and WEU should serve as nﬁciei of this future system. The problem now lies in
the essence and modalities of ".interiockage" between these institu.ttons without entering
. potentially dlangerousl issues of hierarchy, "chain of command" or whatsoever. The new

consensual security concept for Europe should arise. Time is pressing.

security\new-15m’
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The second part of 80s commenced deep changes in the world
policy. The post-war world order has undergone radical changes
before our very eyes. The system disease that had been for a long
time undermihing forces of the communist nations and regimes
finally led to their disappearance, break-up of their
military-political organisation - Warsaw Treaty, collapse of the
USSR - stronghold of the world communism.

The most impetuous processes accompanied by the outbursts of a
uncontrolled energy took place and .are still in progress in

Europe.

The transitional period from non-democratic authoritarian
super-centralised orders to democracy and market economy entails
such contradictory phenomena as a more or less partial lost of
controllability of social processes and a reinforcement of
military-political instability. The epoch defies new challenges
to Europe. . ‘

The former, actually distorted security system based on the
opposition of the blocks and the policy of nuclear deterrence and
"fear balance" is razed to the ground and will not be restored

anymore.

The outline of a new system has just began to take shape. The key
principle "you strive for peace - get ready for war" that used to



back up the post-war security system changed. Today, the system
of European security gets filled with mutual activity towards
prevention and handling conflict situations wherever on the
continent, instead of preparing for military conflicts with a
defined enemy.

Meanwhile, we can speak about that in terms of potential
possibility only. Instead of stability and predictability of the
former communist nations we have instability and unpredictability
of the post-communist period. The politicians of the moment that
hold power now lack the understanding of "game rules® and
conjuncture being often represented by militant nationalism.

These changes are especially vivid in some states newly formed on
the ruins of the USSR. And that seems to be a major threat to
Europe.

The uncontrolled, actually spontaneous break-up of the Soviet
Union led to spontaneous uncivilised division of -arms and
military equipment. Such a division was based on a formally
territorial principle, i. e. the location of arms and equipment
by the time of complete collapse of the USSR, what turned out to
be a conflict source itself.

The threat to security and stability in Europe was also burdened
by uncertainty upon the fate of nuclear arms located on the
territories of four independent states - Russia, Ukraine,
Kazakhstan and Belarus.

The dramatic opposition between Russia and Ukraine on the Black
Sea fleet issue as well as their notorious rivalry in nuclear
arms controls and attempts to ground their belongings on the
territorial principal - these are just echoes of the spontaneous
disintegration of the Soviet Union.

s
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Degeneracy of national liberation and democratic movements in
some republics of the former USSR into a wild nationalism has
totally nothing to do with democracy and is a serious instability
factor and a source of interethnical conflicts. Nationalism
always tries to find an excuse for its existence creating an
*enemy image". It 1s irrational and when combined with power and'
nuclear ambitions becomes an extremely flammable mixture. Russia
most often gets to appear in such an "enemy image" or is

considered as an "empire of evil®*.

>From my point of view, it is not only due to the distorted
consciousness of nationalism. It is also due to the inconseguent
Russian policy in the neighbouring states.

Reinforcement of anti-Russian attitudes in some of the
neighbouring countries is a reaction to the attempt of certain
officials in the Russian establishment to make policy in those
countries from the position of "economic egoism" -and to their
intention to stay apart from a deep energy and financial crisis
that enveloped the former republics. This crisis appears to be a
basic instability factor.

Under conditions of economic discord the efficiency of civil
controls over armed forces, that despite of its national
colouring in many newly states retain the psychology and
traditions of the Soviet Army, is reducing. The acute problems of
technical and welfare provision of national armed forces is no
doubt one more risks factor. The recent events on the Black Sea
fleet might serve as an illustration to the said above. Under
conditions of economic unsuitability the idea of national
belongings of nuclear arms cannot be justified.

The ghost of theocratic regimes strolling around the CIS southern
borders as well as reinforcement of religious fanatism in Central
Asian republics do undermine stability in this area.



Living standards being down and "neurotic reaction" of mass
consciousness to the burden of material existence - all this

makes stability even more relative.

Russia being called to serve as a stronghold of stability and
security all around the former USSR is objectively not able to
carry out this role, for Russia itself has been going through the
accutest internal disorder, the system crisis of power. And even
due to this Russia becomes a major hearth of unsuitability, a
challenge to European security.

The interests of survival must make the West adequately answer
the threats to stability. That is a condition of a great
importance to security and well-being of Europe. And successful
reforms in NIS creates market conditions for military-political
stability, what is axiomatic. Western countries which used to
spend from 3 up to 5 per cent out of their GNP on the arm-race
must understand that creating of efficient system of European
security through overcoming the crisis in eastern European
nations will also require considerable expenses. But they must do
that in the name of the armament costs cuts.

The shortest way to creating a secure and stable Europe lies
through the opening of the European perspective for NIS and their
including into the common Eurcopean economic space involving in
the process of "euroconstruction®. I speak not only about a
material technical and consulting assistance, an active
exploration of the eastern markets and opening of the western
ones free to the goods from CIS, but alsc about working out of a
new architecture of European security and its
institutionalisation.

The aim is to create a multi-level system of collective security
and to ensure efficient interaction of its elements.



The North-Atlantic Council for Co-operation and the Helsinki
Process must be given new development impulses. In the framework
of the Helsinki Process it might be advisable to consider as one
of the options establishing of European Security Council which
would reflect, in the first place, common European interests and
would ensure their organic tie-up with Atlantic links of the

western European countries.

In this case, creating of a military political organisation is
required for ensuring the European Security Council resolutions
be carried out. Egqual participation of the western central and.
eastern European nations seems to be an indispensable condition
for existence of such an organisation as a guarantor of security
and stability in Europe.

The same condition may be referred to NATO which at the moment
revalidates the vision of its role in the modern world. NATC
tends to step out beyond its traditional environment. But this
role can be realised only when the NATO structure and
organisation frames would be widened by brining Russia and other
independent states to its activity. That. is an dispenéable
condition. |

Otherwise, expansion of the NATO involvement in Europe might.
become a destructive and instability factor.

In the process of constructing of a new. system of European
security it is not acceptable to underestimate the role of the
mentioned above "Atlantic factor" and, of course, its main body -
USA. Récognising American right for its interest in Europe and
its specific responsibility for maintaining peace and stability
on the planet, it is necessary to define the admissible limits
and spheres of the American involvement into Eurcopean affairs.
First of all, to avoid political interventionism in the areas
that are traditionally beyond Amefican "spheres of influence".
That is absolutely relevant to the geopolitical area of the



former Soviet Union. Otherwise, collisions of national interests
and new tension sources would be inevitable. '

In these regions it seems to be more advisable to realise
American political initiatives through supranational mechanisms
and institutes, but not straightway. In this connection, I would
like to draw your attention to a recent statement of the US
Defence Minister Mr. Les Aspine regarding readiness of the USA to
act as a go-between in Ukrainian-Russian negotiations on nuclear
weapons and disarmament controls- issues. The same can be
referred to the attempts to hand over the main peace-making role

in Caucuses to USA.

Such limitations do not contain any anti-American attitudes. They
are just a reflection of geopolitical realities and specific
update international relations what means increasing the
coordinative role of sﬁpranational institutes as well as
strengthening of their integration function in the European
affairs. Simultaneously, the process of creating of new
supranational organisations and diversification of interstate
associations on the regional basis are taking place.

Inevitably simplifying the architecture of European security I
would mention what seems to be basic. That is going to be a
complex multi-level configuration which will have “vertical" and
"horizontal" dimensions. And herein lies its most principal
difference from the post-war system, which reflected bipolar
structure of Europe and the world.

The horizontal section of the new Buropean security system gives
a picture of the crossing spheres of influence and ‘interaction of
different regional organisations.

If we accept this theory then the idea of the complete neutrality
of Belarus proclaimed in the Declaration of Independence makes no



sense. It becomes synonym to voluntary self-isclation of Belarus
and leads to the injury of its national interests.

A complicated "holographic® perception of the future European
security gives us the opportunity to ground‘the perspective of
Belarus participation in creating such regional associations as
the Baltic and Black Sea Union, association of the states from
"Vyzegrad group" as well as "NATO-bis" or "Warsaw Pact" suggested
by the Polish president. According to Lekh Valensa this union of
the states aimed at co-operation and security would include
Poland Hungary Czech Republic Slovak Republic Moldova Ukraine
Romania Baltic states and Belarus. The idea of *"NATO-bis" has
emerged not on an empty spot. It reflects the traditional
economic and political attraction of ex—paftners on the Warsaw
Treaty united within common geopolitical space. And as the
observers have noted that is a reaction to unwilling of the West
to open up its markets and NATO doors to eastern European
countries. Even the superficial analysis of this idea confirms
its right for existence.

However, I cannot but caution the inspirers of this project
against any attempts to play out. the "threat from the East" card.
If the Warsaw Pact or the Baltic and Black Sea Union have the
anti-Russian grounding the Bickford fuse will stretch out from
them to explosives over the whole system of European security.

On the other hand, there are not. any serious reasons for anxiety
except some provocative statements. And it is quite unexplainable
that the reaction of the half-official Russian press to the
*Warsaw Pact" is rather rigid, what means a steady hostility of
Russia to the second idea of creating a belt of non-nuclear
states of the Baltic and Black Sea region. That is a natural
right of every sovereign state to get together for the sake of
national security.



>From the very beginning, Brussels Summit was doomed to commence
a new stage in NATO history and to finally reconsider the role
and the place of this military-political organisation in the
changed world. Out of the "cold war" and the bloc opposition NATO
came as a winner having buried its long-term enemy, Warsaw Treaty
Organisation, under the fragments of communism. But NATO itself
was not more able to live in the old way. Stability and world
order through mutual co-operation being on agenda for modern
policy have required a basically new architecture of European and
global security. The major problem here is to work out a proper
correlation between NATO and other key constructive elements (UN,
EC, .CSCE, WEU) and their relevant location on the different
levels of the global security system.

In the course of discussion held right before the Summit it was
clear that political realism was taking a victory in the NATO
circles. The eastern European countries step out with a proposal
to directly join NATO and the first violin in this company was
plaved by Poland. In the last days before Summit the eastern
European countries united in the c¢lub of NATO candidates came to
decisive actions and started a tough pressing towards the NATO
leadership and the head of states of its members. In late
December the Polish president Lekh Valesa gave an interview to
the "Washington Post" newspaper in which he stated that “the
Russian bear cannot be tamed® and "if the West does not listen up
to the Polish arguments, the devils will awake and something like
Yugoslavia may happen. The statements like that was also made by
the Czech and Hungarian leaders. On the very eve of the New Year
Lithuania being scared by the results of parliament elections in
Russia knocked the NATO doors too. "Zhirinovsky‘s factor" and the
increase of pro-empire and ultra-national attitudes in Russia
became a "trump card" in the statement made after the meeting of
the Defence Ministers from the eastern European countries that
was held last Friday in Warsaw.



The increase of pro-NATO’s attitudes in the eastern European
countries was also encouraged by the absence of clearness on this
issue in Russia itself. Boris Yeltsin actually approved their
endeavours to NATO during his visit to Warsaw. It is hard to say
whether it was one more "improvisation" of the Russian president.
But in fact, several weeks later the official Moscow expressed
its critical attitude to the plans of NATO expanding. Most rigid"
it was heard in the last statement of the press-secretary of the
Russian president in terms of Lithuania.

Today we can be quite confident that the West held out against
the pressure of the central and eastern Europe, and a simple -
vet deceptive decision about expanding of the NATO's
responsibility zone in the East through accepting new members did
not succeed. Does that mean that the West remained deaf to Lekh
Valesa's warnings about the war devils dozing in Russia and to
the arguments of other eastern European countries? Does that mean
that NATO effaced itself under the pressing from the Kremiin. Of
course, not. Choosing between bad and the worst, the leaders of
the North Atlantic Treaty stuck to a more cautious and considered
position. We should particularly note the efforts of the official
representatives of the USA and France contributed the most to
their success.

So, what factors and arguments made the NATO leaders come.to such
a decision?

First of all, their awareness that the conseguences of widening
of the NATO membership list would not work con promotion of the
European and global security but rather on its undermining.
Quantity in such a question not always turns into quality. At
this background, the idea of “"partnership for peace" put forward
by the White House seems to be more attractive. It gradually
spreads out the influence of NATO as a global militarypolitical
organisation on the whole space of the central and eastern Europe
and the former Soviet Union. This idea does not bring back to



life the ghosts of the block pelicy and the "sanitary cordon",
but it creates equal possibilities and qualification conditions
for all exmembers of the Warsaw Treaty. And what is the most
important - it has Russia involved on the partnership grounds.

Secondly, reinforcement of processes of the Eurcopean integration
being in progress at the background of an apparent unwilling of
the USA -the main Atlantic NATO support, to participate in ground
operations in the conflict regions of Europe (for example, in
Yugoslavia) premises prerequisites for redistribution of the
roles between NATO and WEU and for promotion of the last as an
organisation which will take the main responsibility for
continental security prevention and solution of conflict
situations in Europe. It seems logical in the common context of
Euroconstruction where WEU is an instrument of the Western Union.
That is why, as distinct from entering into NATO there is
basically no objections against the proposal to the eastern
European countries to join WEU as associated members, the more so
they are the full members of the Council of Europe.

Thirdly, we cannot but agree that even if to believe the NATO
leaders that they have not any intentions to create a "sanitary
cordon" in the central Europe, many things would happen apart or
even against some subjective intentions. Moreover, there is an
institutional security what means that military-political
organisations, NATO included live under their own rules. In this
case the reaction of Russia is quite natural. Getting close to
its borders is understood as a threat to the Russian security.

Fourthly, the West cannot but see that striving of Poland,
Hungary, Czech Republic and Romania and other central- and
eastern European states for the NATO membership was also
encouraged by economic reasons. In such a way, they were trying
to break through to the Western markets.



At last, since Russia remains a powerful military nation and
historically has interests in the eastern Europe and the Baltics,
it becomes one more important reason. We should also take into
account a forceful inertia of anti-NATO attitudes in the Russian
society. The acceptance of new members into NATO from the eastern
Eufopean states would definitely cause the wave of chauvinism and
empire ambitions what might lead to an uncontrolled collapse of
its political system and chaos with nuclear weapons. That is the
time when the war devils can wake up. It is more important to the
West to preserve the readiness of Russia for co-operation and
movement towards reforms than give away instant security
garanties to the central- and eastern European states. And this
position will be in effect until any direct threat to the
continent emerges from Moscow. But even in such a case the West
will know what to do, as explained clearly by the American
senator Sam Nann: if proempire forces in Russia take a victory,
formation of an anti-Russian coalition will be inevitable. In
that case, Russia will be to blame in having a new "sanitary
cordon" around.

If Poland was accepted into the Treaty, that would bring NATO
close to Belarus borders. That would put us before a tough choice
and would mean a tight closeness with Russia in the common
opposition to the West. Fortunately, the events took another way,
and Belarus got a chance to foster co-operation both with the
West and the East.

The independent Belarus is located right between two polars -
highly integrated western Europe and Russia. Due to such a
geopolitical position Belarus must create two vectors in its
foreign policy levelling gradually the disbalance legacy. This
process of deliverance from economic super dependence upon Russia
and from political monoorientation towards Russia will take many
years. Russia 1is to leave behind any jealousy and partial
attitude. I speak about a natural process of self-realisation of
Belarus that has realised its national interests. In fact,
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Eurasian Russia itself has the same active foreign policy course
at any directions supporting and cementing with its membership
different regional unions and associations. Besides, Russia will
remain a strategic ally and partner of Belarus at any case.

Proceeding from the up-date placing of the forces in Europe
indivisibility of European security and the highest integration
of the CIS states, the outlined paradigm of European security,
the place and the role of Belarus in this paradigm neutralise all
basic objections against the Collective Security Treaty. There is
no alternative to such a militarypolitical union on the Eurasian
direction. Another thing is that Belarus must define principals
terms of such a participation and limits of involvement due to
its own national interests. That is an inalienable right.

The main choice for Europe today lies between restoration of the
bloc post-war structure revival of the "Versailles system" and
creation of a new flexible multi-level system of security and
cooperation. It is a guintessence of the whole said above. Should
we make a choice?! The earlier political leaders realise that and
throw away the foolish illusions of prosperity in neutrality, the
best it will be for Belarus itself. The shortest its way to
Europe.

Over the whole period of NATO existence, since that very first
day when in April 1949 in Washington, D.C. was signed the North
Atlantic Treaty, there have not been a lot of any events
comparable by their dramatism and significance to what was taking
place on the eve of the last Surmit in Brussels. '
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‘Panel IV: IF NATO EXPANDS, HOW MUST NATO CHANGE?

The Political Dimension

Hans Jochen Peters, Head, Partnership and Cooperation Section,
'Political Affairs Division, NATO

The enlargement of NATO wiil be the‘ most significant decision ths
organization t:|as had to take since the dual track Qecislon of 1979. And Iike’the
decision of ‘!979, it may entail long-range consequencas, m‘ar‘w of which are as yet
unforeseeable. Enlafging NATO launches us all on a voyage of disgovery. Not only
will it change NATO, it will al§o deeply change the environmeﬁt in which NATO
operates. It is therefore not surprising that opinions on enlargement are divergent and

intense.

Enlérging NATO will be an act of major political significance -- not only
for thosé wh:o join, bL‘lt also‘ for those_left out and indeéd for those already Aliianr;e
members. That is why thé ;tudy launched b? NATO Foreign Ministers last December
on the “how" of enlargement i.s so important. We nged to prepare such a decisilon as

carefully as we can.

The‘NATO Summit of January 1994 accepted in principie that NATO
would enlarge, although it did not specify the steps to be followed. Some analysts
believed that NATO enjargement should follow in the waké of the Eu;'qpean Union's
own enlargement, sometime in the early years of the next céntur_y. Others thought.

that too close a fink between the two enlargement processes would not be advisable
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but that an extensive period of preparation through Partnership for Peace (PfP) should
precede NATO's enlargement. Still others hoped that an improving secdn'ty situation
and the development of good cooperative ties with Russia might obviate over time the
urgency and possibly the very need for Alliance enlargement.

The undertaking of a study -- which started immediately after the
‘Décember Ministeriat and has covered mucﬁ ground sincé then — shouid not be seen
as a delaying mechanlsrp. Ra_ther, it represents the ﬂfst essentlal step‘ in the brocess
of enlargement - namely, the bui!ding of ccinsens(;s amaong the exisﬁng 16 Allieé on
how new members will be brought into the Alliance. Unless all 16 Allies can
harmonize their ideas and agree on the "haw", there is no possibility of agfeeing én

the "who” and the "when".

There will be no difficulty in "selling” membership of NATO to countries
i-n Ce;ﬂrat and Eastern Europe. They havé beén clamouring for it since the Soviet
Union and the Warsaw Pact disintegrated sévaral years égo. But we may haﬁe more -
difﬁculties in persuading our own publics an'd parﬁamentarians to ratify enlargement,
especially if the costs are not known and the additional security benefits it will bring
not clearly presented. This task should not be underestimated. Here the éxperience
of the Maastricht Treaty ratification is salutary. It took almost three years for that
Treaty to be ratified, and in some countries the debate was so difficult ;nd divisive that
the EU's standing was severely démaged. We do not want té repeat that experience
with NATO entargement. It is, by the way, one of the big advantages of the internal
enlargérﬁent study that thé 16 govemrhents will have a comman, agreed "set of

-2~
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arguments” at their disposal in the forthcoming ratification debate.

The basic question to be addlressed is whether NATO will remain an
effective security actor after enlargement? In arguing that inclusion in NATO will give
a necessary stimuius to the new democracies in their reform processes, we should not
overlook what NATO has achieved during the Qears of the Cold War and now its
aftermath. It created the conditions for unprecedented“samrity cooperation in a
continent which for centuries preferred to achieve security through uncertain and
unstable balances of power. Nor couid the post-Cold War era of cooperation have

been realised without NATO.

it is important to understand that NATO does not have to "go East or
die”, it does not need to enlarge to remain relevant. Rather, the Alliance's relevance
comes from the major role it has assumed in shaping European security. We are,
along with other European institutions and countries, trying to construct a framework
for European security which at once reduces the possibility of major conflict and, just
as importantly, multiplies the opportunities for real security cooperation between
countries. To put it another way, we are e‘nlarging the benefits of the kind of close
-security cooperation which has deveioped over more than 4 decades between prasent
Alliance members. One way of extending this relevance is to enlarge NATO’s

membership - but only if it is consistent with the new framework of European security.

In developing this framework NATO itseif has undergone a profound and

rapid adaptation to the new post-Cold War environment. Afier the 1991 Rome
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Summit, the NATO Secretary, General Manfred Wérner, concluded that NATO had

become a new Alliance:

“The decisions taken*at the recent summit of the North Atlantic Alliance in
Rome signifies nothing less than the birth of a new Atlantic Alliance - an
Alliance with a broadened political role, a new strategic concept, ever closer
cooperative relations with the countries of Central and Eastern Europe, a
stronger European pillar within the Alliance and a new structure of forces which
are considerably reduced. The Alliance reacted thus to the changed sxtuatlon
and by doing so once again proved its vitality.”

" The Rome Summit set the stage for a number of subsequent decisions. One of these
was taken a scant month later in Decembelr 1991, when the North Atlantic Council
established the North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC) as a forum for discussion
and con;re_te cooperation in the area of security and security-ralated issueé. The
purpose of the NACC was the projection of ploIi_tic:al stability which was (and continues
to be) a fragile commodity in post Cold War Eastern Europe. With the NACC came
the beginning of NATO's outreach policy to its East. That was in late 1991. Two
years iater a substantial new addition was made in the form of the Alliance's

Partnership for Peace.

The Brussels Summit in January 1994 that.launched Partnership. for
Peace also declded that NATO would enlarge td admit new members. Itisimportant
| to examine the inter-relationship of these twe decisions. They both went far beyond
the mere process of adapting NATO to the new irntemational strategic environment.

Both. will be elements of the very foundations of the future European security

architecture.
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Some commentators have recéntly suggested that the Partnership had
been oversoid, that it lacked enough substance to provide the closer ties to NATO
sought by many Central and East European states. But PfP has yet to achieve its fuil
polential, and. this cannot o@r just overnight.  Consider the objectives of the

Partnership:

to bring the new democracies of Central and Eastern Europe, as well as other

OSCE member states, closer to NATO as a community of nations sharing the
values of democracy, liberty, piuralism and the rule of law;
- to provide all partners with a means to deveiop ever closer cooperative military

ra!ati'pns with ‘ther Alliance and other partners;

- to develop tranéparency in defence planning and budgetary processes and thus

enhance confidence among participating states;
- to sirengthen the democratic control of armed forces; and,
- to increase the capability and the readiness of states to contribute with NATO

and other partner countries in the areas of peaqekeeping. humanitarian aid,

.search and rescue and other agreed activities.

If anything, the Partnership has been undersoid. Its substance will

accrue as and when the individual programmes take root and depending on their
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nature. And that will be as usual a matter of initiative and resources which the
Partners themselves bring to their programmes.

Could eniargement damage PfP? By takking out pr_esu:ﬁably the most
active present PfP participants, by discouraging those who &o not join in the first
wave, by developing a relationship with Russia beyond PfP - there may be a few
countries tempted to reconsider the usefulness of their participation in the elaborate
framework we have put in place. Enlargement may mean that we will have to ﬁnd
new ideas of substance to invigorate PfP to ensure that those outside the expanded

NATO have an interest in further maintaining their cooperative ties with us.

This may particularly be the case with Russia. Rﬁssié remains the
strongest military power In EUrope, the oniy country thaf can change the politicai
configuration in Europe through miiitary méans_ This accounts for the enormous
interest NATO Allies have in helping the process of Russlan reform succeed. If
Russia develops along the lines of a market-oriented democracy, most of the pressing
security problems in and beyond Europe wolild appear to be manageable, be they .
nuclear proliferation, régional conflicts, or conventional arms sales. By contrast, if
Russia slides back into a confrontational pattern, crisis management in and beyond

Europe would become far more difficult, to say the least. Would we have to resurrect

a policy of containment as a result?

of course,' few people - either in the West or in Russia - believe that the

current phase of domestic turmoil in Russia will end anytime soon. But this does not
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change the need to engage Russia in a constructive, open-minded dialogue on

security matters on comman concem. We could easily become victims of a self-

fulfilling prophecy if we simply assumed that Russia was fundamentally un-reformabie.

This is why an enhanced relationship with Russia must be part and
parcel of NATO's eniargement procass, and why this process itself must remain highly
transparent. We are willing to take into account Russia's weight in European security
and its legitimate security interests. In addition to the invitation to Russia to join the
Partniership for Peace, we have offered Russia an enhanced dlalogue and cooperation |
in areas where Russia and the Alliance have important contributions to make. 1t is
unfortunate that Russia, after drafting the re!gvant documents together with us, then
decided not to sign them. More and more the message from Russia seems to be that
Russia wants to make the NATO-Russia relationship a hostage to the enlargement
issue; NATO's enlargement being interpreted in outdated terms as part of "2zero sum
game”, instead, as we do, as a step which will increase stability and security in the
whaole of Europe and thus be clearly also in Russia's interest. The question becomes
one of assessing the mood and prevailing political currents in Moscow, as next year's
presidential elections draw nearer. How far does Russia want to take its retationship
with NATO? Is it using the enlargement issue as a bargaining chip to obtain a more
substantive consultative relationship - perhaps in treaty form - with NATO on the
bigger political and security issues in Europe? | believe that the NATO Ministerial
meeting at the end of May will address these questions, in assessing how NATO's
cooperative relationship with Russia, both through PfP and beyond it, will impinge on

the enlargement process and vice-versa. in any event, the last word on this matter
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has not been spoken. NATO and Russia are simply too important for European

security to "artificially” ignore each other. Russia is too big to be isolated from Europé;

it can therefore only isolate itseff.

Let me now turn to some mare specific questions regarding NATO's

enlargement:

Since its inception, NATO has taken in new members on three
occasions: in 1952 Greece and Turkey joined; in 1955, the ‘Federal Republic of
Germany; and in 1982, Spain. No enlargement studies were deemed necessary on
these previous occasicns. This reflects; the fact that the enlargement being
conceptualised and prepared” today _ is categorically different from previous

enlargements in at least three important aspects.

Inthe past, only particular countries were invited to join. Today the
number of countries which might be invited amounts to no less than 10. On the
personé'l;;ut probably plausible, assumption that NATO would not consider including
CIS member countries, i.e., Belarus and Ukraine (leaving aside here the very special
case Sf Russia), options exist, at least theoretically, for the 4 so-called Visegrad

countries (Poland, Czech Republic, Slovakia and ‘Hungary), the 3 Baltic States

(Lithuania, L.atvia and Estonia) and the 3 Soufah-Central European countries (Romania;’

Bulgaria and Albania). This means that the whole region of Central Europe, ranging
from the Baltic to the Black Sea, is a possible subject for consideration. It is certainly

true that some of these countries may have better chances than others, and some

I
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may have no realistic chances at all to be included in the foreseeable future.

Experience advises however strongly against making any predictions.

Previous enlargements served primarily the purpose of extending
protection to the new members via the Article V guarantees of the Washington Treaty.
However, the second main purpose of inclusion in the Alliance - that of integrating new
democracies into the community of states sharing the same values - also played an
important role in each previous eniargement. This was especially true in the case of
Gemmany and Spain. It is reflective of the changed security equation in the Europe
of today that the main reason advanced by the Central and Eastern European
countries for their wish to join NATO is not of a military but of a political nature. They
want to beiong to the Western family of nations. NATd is considered ta be the main
organization to join in order to belong to that community. " This political rational is
certainly backed up and supported - in each-individual case to various degrees - by
perceivad security concerns. The relationship between political and security reiated
motives has, however, undoubtedly changed in favour of the political ones. This
corresponds to th-e principal position of NATO that NATO's forthcoming enlargement
must not draw new dividing lines in Europe, which means that it is not directed against
any state. The practical implementation of this principie, that is the concrete
modalities of the inclusion of new members in the politicat and particularly the military
structures of the Alliance will, in my view, be of crucial importance for our future

relations with Russia.
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Thirdly, a!l previous enlargements took place within the framework of a

rigorously defined European security structure and further cemented it.” The
forthcoming enlargement, regardiess of whoever will be invited and whenever the
invitation(s) will be issued, will be one pivatal element of an ongoing process of

building a new security structure. This structure would centre around an enlarged

NATO, linked with partners through PfP. It was from this perspective that

Richard Helbrooke characterised the present juncture as “the fourth architectural
moment” - i.e., following 1815, 1919 and the late 19405, which were also times when
Europe's basic security architecture was substantially reshaped into a relatively long-

lasting, stable and peaceful order.

Given the qualitatively different nature of the impending enlargement of
NATO, the question also becomes one of where NA'I_'O must not change and how to
ensure that it does not. If NATO's enlargement is to_strengthen the security of the
‘whoie of Europe, including, of course, of its pwn member states, it must not lead to
NATQ's dilution. There is not a single ldecisio'n which is not taken by consensus - the
only conceivabie rule for an organization charged with preserving the very security of
its member states. Reaching consensus among 16 sovereign states has never been
an easy task. As U. Nerlich has observed: "The typical state of the Alliance was
fone] of crisis over some kind of project that served as a vehicle for marginal
repasitioning within the Alliance, if not for domestic needs". Even 5o, the process of
consensus-building in the Alliance which has developed over more than 40 years of
common work is part and parcel of a unique political culture. Any new member state

will need some time to adapt to becoming a fully fledged member, just as the Alliance

itself wilt need time to absorb any new member. And, if anything, the cohesion and

~10-~
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solidarity in decision-making will be mare difficult than before, for the simple reason
that pressure from an outside threat is simply not there in the same way as during the

Cold War.

There is certainly no law of nature which determines that the process of
consensus building, which works at 18, is docomed to fail at 16 plus X. it is, however,
not unreascnable to assume that there Is a limit to the size of the organization,
beyond which the process of consensus-building would become just unmanageable.
This might seem to be a rather abstract and theoretical argument, and to a degree it
certainly is. It is, however, driven by an appreciation of the overall political situation
in Central and Eastern Europe, and the nétwork of inter-regional relations - and
tensions - that exist. [t is a region which is still - or again - fraught with unresoived
ethnic and border problems, many of which are rooted in the peace treaties of
Versailles, Trianon and Saint Germain. It is possible that bilateral issues still not
peacefully settled could come up anew, putting an additional burden on NATO's
internal cohesion should these same countries be accepted as full NATO membaers.
The export of stability by expansion will unavoidably mean a certain import of

instability.

This, of coursa, is not a totally new challenge to NATO. NATO was
never only about collective defence against an external aggressor, but always fulfilled '

at the same time "collective security tasks" , the most striking example being of course
the Greek-Turkish relationship. The fact that the fundamental security question - the
question of "Peace or War" - is no longer a serious question, even not a question at.

all, among NATO member states is an achievement of NATO. [t is only too obvious

=11~
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that some of the Central and Eastem European countries applying for membership
wish to join in order to reap the benefits of this "collective security" function of the
Alliance as a forum for peacefully settling bilateral probiems. This is a perfectly
legitimate motive and even welcome from NATO's point of view. But when
considering enlargement, the assets and liabilities that each state brings will have to
be weighed very carefully in every individual case. There are clear limits which exist,
beyond which NATO's structures, at ieast as: they are now, would be overburdened
and the consensus-building and subsaquent decision-making prfocesses seriously

impaired.

The same line of reasoning also applies not oniy to relations betwsen
new members themselves and new members and individual current member states,
but also to relations between the new members and those left outside. Last
Decembers' NAC communigqué stated that enlargement must strengthen security and
stability as a whole and should not draw new dividing lines. This means that new
members must be prepared to support NATO's policies, including the provision of aid
for those reamaining outside the Alliance; NATO's dialogue and cooperation with
Russia; and NATO's contribution to UN and OSCE peacekeeping missions. [t also
means that new members must actively reach out across their own borders to those
left outside. It will be vital to ensure that new members, who join the Alliance and
therefore assume all the obligations and rights which membership entails, do not block
the accession of further states on selfish grounds. For all these questions there is no
guarantee and no water-tight solution. One can only hope that the collective political

judgment and wisdom of the 16 or, at a later stage, possibly the 16+, will tum out to
be right.

-12-
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All this might sound somewhat patemalistic towards potential new
members. But these are important points and we have to get them right. NATO's
credibility and effectiveness, and to a certain degree its very essence, is at stake. |t
would be too high a price to pay if enlargement leads 1o the dilution of the Alliance as
a "hard" security agency - to its degradation into a "weak" collective security institution

with a large and disparate membership.

What political changes will be required after enlargement? And what will
be the impact of enlargement on NATO's agenda? It is certainiy fair to assume that
common positions of NATO encompassing 16+X countries will differ from those of the
current NATO at 16. As new members will be expected to accept the political "acquis
communautaire”, medium and long term issues on NATO's agenda - on which NATO's
position is still evolving - are of particular relevance in this regard. It is clear that
much will depend on the timing, the concrete modalities and the scope NATO's
enlargement process will take. What is possible at this stage is therefore no definite
answers but rather "educated guesses" and sometimes not even that. it might

therefore be better to just ask the questions without giving an answer.

The most fundamental task NATO is facing for the next years to come
is certainly that of forging a new transatiantic bargain - to put our transatlantic
relationship on a new foundation by fleshing out the twin pillar concept of NATO.
Since last year NATO has made some headway in this concept with the propasal for
Combined Joint Task Forces. The new NATO-WEU relationship which is evolving
must, in the longer run, be followed by an equally coherent reiationship between

NATO and the European Union with whom the Alliance shares common strate'gic
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interests. What wili be the contributions of new members to this debate, given that
they seek to join the European Union and the WEU as full members as soon as

possible and yet are very much dependent in defence terms on the transatlantic pillar? °

Another long term issue that cﬁomes to mind is the recent effort of NATO
to project stability to its South, the Mediterranean initiative. Although 5 Allies are
situated along the Mediterranean, the overwheiming focus on’ East-West relations
during the Cold War tempted the AIIiancé to overlook NATO's Mediterranean
dimension. The recent Mediterranean initiative tried to create a re-balancing between
the East-West and North-South dimension. Sbould one assume that enlargement will
more or less automaticaily re-direct NATO's focus on East-West issues at the'expense

of the Southern dimension?

Another issue will be put on NATO's agenda by the very process of
eniargement. How NATO will organize its relations with those Central and East
European countries (except Russia) which will for whatever reasons not be invited to

join the Alliance in the first wave?

Enlargement of NATO is not a political goai per se, but part and parcel ' ;
of the process of building a comprehensive European security architecture, including - ' o
the process of (re-)structuring the entire region of Central and Eastem Europe. 'If the
inclusion of some countries in the Alliance will be perceived by those not invited to join
as exclusion, leaving them in a "grey zoné". a "no-man's land" of security, the
consequences cauld be serious, leading to a decrease of stability instead of its

‘increase.  Any enlargément of NATO must therefore be compiemented. by most

14«
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determined efforts of the Alliance and bilateral efforts of its member states to draw
closer to the Alliance those countries left out. An enlarged Alliance will have to
produce - not only to seek, but to achieve in reality - a close cooperative relationship
with those countries. The instruments for doing so ara aiready availabie: the North
Atlantic Cooperation Council provides thosq countries with access to the poiitical
consultative and decision-making bodies of the Alliance. PfP provides them with a
flexible instrument for ever closer military cooperation and in addition offers them the
possibility of cansultations with NATO in case of a direct and imminent military threat
to their territorial integrity and independence. Our airm must be to make the difference
between "export of stability” via inclusion in the alliance and the "projection of stability"
via PfP and NACC as smail as possible. | me_ntioned already the possible need to re-
invigorate PP In order {0 keep it attractive for those countries which will not be
included in the first wave and may have no realistic prospects to be invited in the
foreseeable future. NACC, being basically confined to political consuitations, and
thus "weaker" than PfP which focuses on concrete military cooperation might be an

even more serious problem in this regard.

The last point concerns possible unwelcome political developments in
Central and Eastern Europe induced by the very process of eniargement itself.
Interlocutors from Central and Eastern European countries often make the point that
the inclusion of their neighbour(s) without inviting also their own country, or at least
giving it a concrete perspective to be also included at a later stage, woulid run the risk
of creating most serious intemat problems and even politicai instabilities. This should
not be dismissed too early as being only part of a game of repositioning among

potential new members. It makes it clear that it is necessary to "compensate" those

G/BA/NC/PACO/DARAFT/ John HJIP -15-

P.16



S

20—APR-1595 12:32 . NATO DIV POL AFFARIRS g2r2es228 P.17

-16=
countries left out in parailel to the process of integrating the new member states, The.
political and resource problems which NATO will face in order to successfully meet
this challenge -should not be underestimated. It Is clear that new member states will _
have a particular responsibility and vocation in this regard and will be expected to
make some considerable contriﬁutions to this long-term undertaking which one can

expect to put considerable additional strain an NATO's resources.

| hape that what | have said gives you an idea of the range of difficuit
politicai and internal problems the hard decision to enlarge will pose to NATO. Itis
in my view, paradoxically, this very fact which might indicate that the decision to

enlarge will, from an historical perspective, prove to have been the right one.
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‘1. INTRODUCTION

Although the task assigned to this paper is that of addressing the "Infrastructure Question"
deriving from NATO expansion, the challenge facing the alliance will go far beyond that of merely
creating an appropriate military infrastructure, as this term is commonly defined. When NATO analysts
speak of "infrastructure", they normally are referring to the nuts and bolts of what underlies a force
posture. This includes road and rail systems, reception facilities, ammo storage sites, POL pipelines,
ports, airbases, interoperable weapons, commop training, and the like. To be sure, a host of important
infrastructure issues will rise to the fore as expansion occurs. But military infrastructure will be only one
part of a much larger challenge facing the alliance. The larger challenge will be that of fashioning an
overall "defense program" so that appropriate security arrangements vis-a-vis new members can be
brought to life. In addition to infrastructure, this program will need to include initiatives for creating a
command structure, and for upgrading the forces of new members while making them operationally
compatible with NATO’s forces. [t also will require measures for ifnproving the capacify of current
NATO forces to work with the forces of new members, to help defend their territory, and to carry out
other security missions with them. Only when this larger defense program is decided wpon will it be

possible to determine infrastructure goals and the host of other measures to be pursued.

Accordingly, this paper focuses on the larger "Defense Program Question". It seeks to shed
some speculative insights on the looming issue of: "What kind of ooordinatéd defense program will
NATO and new membérs need to adopt as expansion occurs? How can this program best be carried out,
how much will it likely cost, and who should pay for it?" In grappling with these tough questions, this
paper’s purpose is not advocacy. . Nor does it pretend to offer definitive judgments about either programs
or costs. The analysis of this entire topic is only in its infancy: a great deal of planning and analysis must
be accomplished before anything concrete can be known. This paper merely endeavors to iliuminate the
issues and alternatives that may lie ahead, and to offer a general sense of the magnitude of the challenge

facing NATO. Its purpose is to help educate and inform, not to prescribe anything specific.

In order to focus the analysis, this paper assimes that the four Visegrad states--Poland, the Czech
Republic, Hungary, and Slovakia--will be joining NATO by the end of the 1990°’s. No claim is made
here that the future is destined to unfold precisely this way. NATO has not yet fashioned a schedule for
expansion. When it does so, NATO may choose to admit only one or two countries by the turn of the

century, and more than four in the aftermath. Consequently this assumption says nothing definitive about




how expansion will begin or end. What it provides is merely a convenient mechanism for crudely
gauging the programmatic agenda ahead. By allowing us to form an estimate of what may be needed to
incorporate the four Visegrad states, it provides a reasonable basis for making inferences about the
expansion process in general, regardless of who is admitted and when. All of the accompanying data,
especially budget costs and force levels, are illustrative and unofficial. Official data will be available
only after NATO, SHAPE, and the participating countries have had an opportunity to study these issues

in far more depth than can be provided bere.

II. THE NEED FOR A STRATEGIC PERSPECTIVE

The best place to begin this analysis is to put things in proper perspective, for before the trees
can be studied, the forest must be seen. The current debate on NATO expansion is largely cast in
political terms. Defense issues typically are deemed secondary or too hot to handle. Yet postponing the
inevitable is not nofmally a good idea--especially when important matters will soon be at stake. The act
of admitting new members is truly a strategic undertaking, one that must be gnided by a coberent sense
of alliance policy and strategy. During the Cold War, NATO was preoccupied with deterrence and
defense to the point where its activities took on a largely military character. Happily, those dark days
have passed into history. The primary purpose of NATO expansion into East Central Europe (ECE) is
not to erect a western military bloc there or to wage a new Cold War, but rather to help pursue larger
political and economic objectives. These goals include strengthening democracy, bringing the ECE states
into the western community, Keeping EU and NATO membership in rough tandem, and fostering peaceful
integration across Europe. At its heart, nonetheless, NATO remains a collective defense alliance.
Wherever it goes, a security ageﬁda of some sort will follow in its wake. This has always been the case

in the past, and it will remain true as NATO enters the ECE region in the coming years.

The idea of keeping new members at an arms-length distance from NATO’s defense mechanisms
may appeal to some. So may the parallel idea of creating a kind of neutral zone in East Central Europe
where alliance political commitments are made, but organized coalition defense activities do not take
place. The viability of both ideas falls apart when the alliance’s essence is considered. When they join,
new members will become permanent parts of the NATO family and household, not mere neighbors.

The act of expanding NATO will create two-way commitments and involvements that go far beyond those




fashioned by NACC or Partnership for Peace (PFP). NACC and PFP are important vehicles for
establishing a security dialogue with former Warsaw Pact adversaries, and for creating a climate of
growing cooperation. By contrast, formal entrance into NATO is a far more serious endeavor for
everybody. New members will be required to accept all of the duties and responsibilities that accompany
alliance membership. NATO, in turn, will accept a solemn treaty obligation under Article 5 to help give
these countries a sense of security and protect them from external aggression. The result will be a tight
bonding of these countries to the entire alliance. Today these countries are new friends with which the
alliance is becoming familiar, but to whom it has no deep commitments. Once they join, these countries
will become strategic blood brothers of NATO’s current members. The alliance will be obligated to help

protect them through thick and thin--in peace, crisis, and war.

The strategic importance of this Article 5 commitment is magnified because all of these new
members reside in a region that is legendary for its chronic volatility. Some years ago, the alliance
welcomed Spain into the fold. This step was troublesome enough, but it was eased because, owing to
its location, Spain was not directly threatened by anybody. The act of admitting new members from East
Central Europe will be a somewhat different proposition. Fortunately Europe no longer faces a
hegemonical threat akin to the Cold War. Indeed, there are reasonable grounds for hope that Russia will
emerge as a market democracy and a close partner of the West. Even so, nobody can be certain of what
the future holds. This is the case for reasons that go well beyond worry about Russia. The entire ECE
region, as well as the Balkans and Eurasia, are laced with many historical rivalries, simmering ethnic
feuds, uncertain borders, and other geopolitical faultlines. Perhaps these troubles will fade as market
democracy and western institutions spread across the region. Yet they remain realities today. The desire
to gain protection from them is a primary reason why the Visegrad Four want to join NATO. In
important ways, these countries will be entering NATO as "front line states™: as countries that, while not

exposed to a direct military threat, are situated on the frontier of the new era’s emerging geopolitics.

To cite th;a Article 5 commitment is not to deny that it will play a vastly different and less center-
stage role that was the case during the Cold War. Then, fear of major war was an ever-present reality.
Article 5 consequently was at the forefront of NATQ’s raison d’etre. In the coming years, the
atmosphere will be more peaceful across all of Europe. Article 5 will take on the status of a backup
reserve clause: a valued insurance policy, but one unlikely to be called upon. Moreover, the defense

contingencies to be worried about will be far less threatening than during the Cold War. Then, theater-



wide conventional war and even nuclear conflict animated defense planning. In the coming era, defense
planning will focus on a spectrum of less threatening contingencies, most of them at the low end of
violence. Even so, the underlying if easily overlooked r.eality needs to be kept firmly in mind when the
future defense agenda is contemplated. Expansion is more than just a political act. It is also a security
apnd military step. NATO and ECE forces will be drawing close tc; each other for strategic reasons that
go beyond learning how to operate together, or conducting purely peacetime missions, or promoting the
larger cause of political integration. They also will be 1earning how to wage war together, and how to

carry out collective defense commitments that will remain one important part of NATQ’s mission in life.

The security and defense requirements of these new members thus are something to be taken
seriously by NATO as a whole. These countries will enter the alliance as nations perceiving a need for
military protection from a host of contingencies: some big, others small; some imagined, and others real.
The alliance will be legally obliged to work with them to craft this protection even as it takes parallel
steps in diplomacy and economics to render the entire continent peaceful and democratic. Because the
future is so uncertain, the worst thing that could be done is to extend a hollow political commitment
whereby these countries are allowed to enter the alliance, but appropriate steps are not taken to fashion
the security guarantees needed to help meet their defense requirements. In this event, these countries will
have gained little by joining NATO. Equally important, NATO will have acquired entangling new
commitments in a potentiélly dapgerous region, but it may lack the capacity to carry them out at the
moment of truth. To avoid this disastrous outcome, expansion will need to be accompanied by
appropriate defense arrangements required to bring the Article 5 commitment and related security

missions to life. This is the beginning point for putting expansion into proper strategic perspective.

The solemnness of this Article 5 commitment does not mean that NATO faces the task of
fostering a level of military preparedness anywhere near to that of the Cold War. Indeed, the opposite
will be the case. The dangers, threats, and requirements of the coming era will be far less than during
the troubled past. For this reason, NATO’s defense preparations can be commensurately smaller. In
all likelihood, there will be no need for a major and outwardly provocative NATO military presence in
East Central Europe in peacetime. Barring the unexpected , hew members can be protected by improving
their own forces, and by configuring NATO’s forces so that modest numbers of them can move eastward
in the event of a crisis. Consequently, the defense agenda ahead likely will not be an imposing one. It

will not necessitate an earth-shaking upheaval in NATO’s defense plans, forces, strategy, and budgets.
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The alliance has undertaken far more demanding tasks many times in the past, and successfully carried
them out. NATO therefore can approach this agenda with a calm sense of confidence that its resources
will not be overwhelmed, and that the steps needed to defend new members will not themselves provoke

a new Cold War with Russia.

Nonetheless, the alliance should not underestimate the complexity and demanding nature of what
lies in store. Although this agenda will be rﬁanageable, it is not something that can be dismissed as
trivial, or as easily accomplished in absence of concéned effort. Defending new members will require
the performance of military missions that go well beyond PFP, which focuses mostly on peacekeeping
and similarly modest operations. More will be involved than merely making ECE forces "interoperable"
with NATO forces in a purely technical sense. Forces from new members and current NATO coun-tri,eS _

~will need to be welded together so that they can carry out true coalition operatidns of a fairly demanding
nature. Acting together, these forces will need to become capable of fulfilling new Article 5
comm_itménts and carrying out other NATO military missions, such as peace-enforcement and crisis
interventions outside the ECE region. At the moment, they are not fully capable of doing so. The
problem lies partly with ECE forces and partly with NATO’s own forces, both of which reflect their Cold
War heritages. The act of bringing these forces into the new e;’a and joining them together may be no
more formidable than what NATO has experienced in the past, but it will be demanding enough in its
own right. This agenda is not one that NATO can afford to ignore, or shrug off as too simple to worry

about. The alliance will have to pull up its socks and get to work.

Exactly what will NATO need to do? In a nutshell, it evidéntly will need 'to fashion a
comprehensive defense program of some sort to accompany expansion. The term "defense program”
means a coordinated set of measures aimed at creating the military capabilities needed to carry out
specific missions and attain well-defined security 6bjectives. It can be large or small, but it normally is
characterized by the blending together of numerous separate but interrelated activities over a period of
time, often several years. Regardless of its size and character, whaf marks it is the expenditure of
money, resources, and energy on behalf of a concrete purpose. It can involve the creation of something
entirely new out of wholecloth, but equally often, it necessitates merely a limited set of improvements
needed to bridge a partial gap between an eﬁsting military capability and a perceived requirement.

Happily, this latter state-of-affairs will be the case for NATO when expansion occurs.



The ECE and NATO combat forces needed for the new missions and objectives alreadf exist,
as do most of the support assets. Thus, an expensive enlargement of the alliance’s military posture will
not be necessary. What seemingly will be needed is a far less expensive set of progtMatic measures
aimed at reconfiguring existing forces so that they can operate effectively together, perform the new
coalition missions assigned them, deal with the contingencies of the futere, and thereby render NATO’s
new members as secure as the rest of the alliance. Even so, these measures are nothing to be sneezed
at. What is involved here is the combined defense of a new region well outside NATO’s current borders
and its old Cold War military perimeter, in interaction with national forces that, as of today, are not
designed to operate with NATO’s forces. The gap between existing capabilities and future- requirements
is not overwhelming, but when the thorny details are considered, it seems significant. This gap is
eminently bridgeable with a patient effort over a period of time. Yet bridging it will require NATO and
its new members to expend some energy on behalf of a common purpose. A remedial and constructive‘
defense program will be needed--not sometime in the distant and discountable future, but fairly soon, for

the future is arriving with a rush.

III. BlIDdE'I‘ COSTS AND FORCE GOALS

How much will the entire enterprise cost? This question is hard to answer with any single, fixed
estimate. The reason is that the cost will be a variable, not a constant. It will depend upon the force
goals and military horizons that NATO sets for itself, and upon the programmatic measures to be
pursued, which can be few or many. An organizing concept will be lneeded, and NATO can turn to its
own history for a variety of models. During the Cold War, military exigency compelled it to defend
AFCENT with a large, multinational joint posture deployed near the old intra-German border. Yet
NATO protected the flank countries through different models embodying alternative combinations of self-
defense, logistic support, air forces, and ground forces through power‘projection. All of these models,

and new models besides, will be available to NATO as it decides how new members are to be made

secure.

If the alliance’s goal is merely to configure ECE forces to defend themselves with NATO help
only in the areas of C3I and logistics support, then the cost will be relatively low. If the alliance decides

to supplement this commitment with sizable NATO combat forces through a purely power-projection
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strategy from Western Europe, the cost will rise. The cost will grow further if steps are taken to develop
a military infrastructure in East Central Europe so that NATO combat forces can deploy there quickly.
Depending upon the choices made in these areas, a reasonable estimate is that the alliance-wide, 10-year
"out of pocket” cost for a satisfactory program probably will fall in the range of $10-50 billion. Along
with these direct costs, there likely will be a need for a security assistance program to the ECE states in

the form of FMS loans and grants to help finance replacement of obsolescent weapons.

As will be discussed-below, this $10-50 billion is the expense deriving from NATO expansion
over-and-above the spending already programmed or otherwise required to maintain ECE and NATO
forces at currently planned preparedness. It is the additional amount needed to bring NATO security
guarantees and treaty commitments to life by upgrading ECE an& NATO forces in the required ways.
Up to $20 billion reflects the cost of preparing ECE forces and infrastructure for NATO membership and
missions. The remainder is the cost of configuring NATO forces for projection missions and equipping
them with a forward infrastructure so that they can deploy rapidly to the east. This estimate, it is
noteworthy, assumes that NATO refrains from stationing large forces in East Central Europe and that
improvements to the ECE infrastructure are relatively austere. I either of these assumptions are violated

in major ways, the cost could rise far higher--up to $100 billion or more.

If a cost of $10-50 billion is an accurate estimate; this is a plausibly affordable amount. By
comparison, the life-cycle cost of a U.S. Army division is about $60 billion, and the acquisition cost of
individual U.S. weapon systems often runs $20-30 billion or more. Yet in today’s climate of fiscal
stringency, it is not a trivial amount. Moreover, the difference between the low and high ends of this
estimate is large. The low end buys one kind of capability; the high end, something better but more
expensive. Where along this continunum does NATO want to fall? How much defense preparedness in

East Central Europe does the alliance want, and how much is it willing to pay?

; The program question boils down to the old hardy perennial that has confronted NATO since its
inception: "How much is enough?". Because no single theory of military requirements stands out as the
obvious choice, a strategic judgment will have to be made. NATO will need to make judgments about
the leve] of insurance to be sought, the degree of risk to Ee accepted, and the theoretical dangers to be
hedged against in an era of political ambiguity. The alliance will need to decide upon'the nature of the

security relationship to be crafted with the new ECE members, and upon the military strategy to be
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‘pursued. Once again, the alliance will be confronted by the necessity for.choice, and by the need to
balance impulses that pull in opposite directions. The manner in which NATO chooses to balance these
cc;untewailing impulses will determine the costs of expansion. The alliance will have a variety of options
at its disposal, with ascending levels of military commitment and capability. In the final analysis, policy

and strategy will be the key driver of the choice.

Powerful factors will argue in favor of a ﬁlodest program solely focused on making the ECE
states militarily self-sufficient, and therefore not undertaking any special steps to prepare NATO combat
forces to participate in their defense. These factors include the scarcity of defense funds across NATO,
competing modernization priorities, the belief among some that the ECE region will be stable in absence
of any weighty military shadow cast by NATO, and reluctance to do anything provocative that might
upset Russia. The drawbacks of this limited approach, however, are obvious. The ECE states that will
be joining NATO are all small or medium-sized powers. They will have military establishments capable
pf handling minor emergencies, but not fully capable of defending their borders and vital interests against
larger regional dangers. All of these countries will be looking to NATO to provide not only moral
support and logistics help, but also reassurance that sufficient alliance combat forces will be available to
help them in a dire emergency. As full-fledged members of NATO, these countries will have legal
rights to assurances of adequate protection: rights that are as powerful as those belonging to the alliance’s
oldest members. To the extent that these assurances are not provided, the vitality of NATO’s collective
defense pledge will be eroded. What good is an expanded but diluted alliance? If some members are

defended less effectively than others, is not the entire collective defense pledge eroded?

For its part, NATO will hﬁve powerful incentives to back up its collective defense guarantees with
combat forces of some magnitude. After all, the best way to exert inﬂuénce over a fluid strategic
situation in peace, crisis, and war is to provide combat forces, not merely logistics éuppoﬁ. But what
kind of combat forces, and in what quantities, will be enough? Will tactical air forces alone suffice? If
so, how many fighter wings will be needed? Will ground forces also be required? If a joint posture is
required, will a small force suffice: for example, three divisions and five fighter wings? Or will a much
larger force be needed: for example, ten divisions and ten fighter wings? And what should be the
internal mix of the posture selected? Should it be composed of air intercept forces and lightly configured

ground units, or should it involve multimission air units and heavily armored ground forces?




&

The answers to these questions are anything but obvious, and will be determined by the strategic,
political, and military goals that NATO sets for itself. What can be said is that the answers embraced
by NATO will have a major impact on determining the budget costs of expansion. Because NATO’s
force posture today is not well-configured for projection operations into the ECE region and major
missions there, each additional increment of combat power can be purchased only at a price. If NATO
is satisfied with the capacity to project rather small forces in a slow-paced fashion, the cost may be
minor. But if the goal is to project fairly large forces rapidly and effectively, the cost will rise. In all
Iikelihood, NATO will not be able to afford, much less need, the permanent stationing of large combat
forces in the ECE region in peacetime. Yet even a largely power-projection strategy from Western
Europe will not be a free lunch, for significant programmatic measures will be needed for this strategy
to be brought to life. Budgetary restraints may argue in favor of limited efforts, but military prudence

may pull in the opposite direction.

If the budget cost for the entire program proves to fall near the high end of the spectrum, its
relative importance and bearability needs to be kept in strategic perspective. The ECE states will be
required to carry their fair share of the load, but they will lack the resources needed to upgrade their own
postures and infrastructure to meet NATO standards, much less pay for a power-projection strategy from
Western Europe. NATO’s current members therefore will be required to carry a large share of the
financial burden. Claims that a sizable program is unaffordable are belied by the fact that it will amount
to only about 2-3% of what NATO already plans to spend in defense of current borders that are no longer
seriously threatened. Even recognizing that small changes in spending patterns can have an upsetting
effect, can room not be found for new programs to defend the part of Europe and NATO that genuinely
may be endangered? Again, the answer may not be easily arrived at, but as expansion unfolds, NATO

may find itself coming face-to-face with the question.

This expense, moreover, should not be seen exclusively through the prism of NATO expansion.
Many of the measures contained in a sufficiently robust program might well be needed even if NATO
does not expand. If expansion does not occur, after all, the goal of defending the ECE region will not
go away. Indeed, it might be harder and more expensive to accomplish if the ECE states are kept out
of the alliance, for the benefits of coalition planning will be lost. In addition, the act of configuring ECE
and NATO forces in these ways will provide strategic benefits that go beyond merely protecting East

Central Europe, for these forces will be better able to project power and operate together elsewhere.



Within the ECE region, the effect will be to make the prospect of expensive crises and wars far less

likely. These strategic considerations make the budget costs of NATO expansion more bearable.

Regardless of how the costs are appraised, the key point is that NATO has multiple options at
its disposal. It is not imprisoned by history, or by its present force posture, or by a menacing enemy,
or by overburdém'ng military requirements, or by inflexible budgetary realitiecs. The alliance can carry
.out the military dimensions of expansion in a variety of ways, with costs that range from truly small to
fairly large. Moreover, it can navigate the future with a step-by-step approach that surveys the situation
at each stage, and adjusts its defense efforts accoi‘dingly. Yet the alliance does need to begin planning
and deciding, for when strategic priorities are at stake, muddling through is almost always a bad idea.
Equally important, NATO must begin thinking about these matters fairly soon. NATO treaty
commitments will apply on the day new members join the alliance, not several years later. Because the
lead time between program inception and execution is fairly long, the alliance will need to know how it
plans to defend its new members at the time when they join the fold. Indeed, NATO would be best
advised to get a jump on the process by beginning now, for momentum will soon start building, and it

should be guided in the right direction.

What NATO needs to do is to bring its well-oiled force planning process to bear. Focusing on
the coming ECE defense agenda, it needs to craft a strategic concept, a military strategy, balanced force
goals, and appropriate programs that are adequately funded. A top-down approach of this sort is needed
to avoid the fallacy of acting on multiple different fronts without a guiding vision in ways that are almost
destined to produce a poorly construed outcome. Even with a sound approach, the act of preparing ECE
and NATO defense arrangemenis for the coming era is not one that can be accomplished overnight. What
likely will be needed is a 10-year plan, one that establishes coherent goals, coordinated programs, cost-

control standards, and fair burden-sharing practices.

A plan of this sort would amount to something conceptually similar to NATO initiatives of the
past: AD-70, the LTDP, and CDI. A ten-year plan would not accomplish everything. The full process
of integrating ECE forces and defense plans into NATO will take considerably longer. But the essential
foundations can be laid over the course of a decade. A carefully managed, slow but steady ramp upward
seems better than either perpetual delay or a mad rush to achieve everything at once. This gradualist but

visionary approach has worked for NATO before, and provided it begins fairly soon, it can work again.
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The key lies in NATO getting its strategic bearings straight from the onset.

IV. PREPARING ECE FORCES AND DEFENSES

Any effort to contemplate the manner in which the ECE defense establishments should change
in order to prepare for NATO membership must begin by recognizing the disadvantageous historical
legacy inberited by them. Until only a few years ago, eﬂl of these countries were decades-long members
of the Warsaw Pact. Their defense postures were designed to support a coalition military strategy,
crafted by the USSR, which aimed at posing an offensive threat to Western Europe and NATQ. Each
of their postures played a specialized role in this Warsaw Pact strategy. They were designed accordingly.
Their command structures, doctrine, tactics, and procedures reflected the Soviet model. Their ground
and air forces--both combat units and logistic support assets--mimicked the Soviet approach. Virtually

all of their weapon systems were either manufactured in the USSR, or at least designed there.

This historical legacy is important because the old Soviet/Warsaw Pact model is so vastly differeﬁt
from the NATO model in many critical respects. The most obvious difference lies in basic military
strategy. Whereas the Warsaw Pact strategy was offensive, NATO’s strategy is defensive. Underlying
this difference are major dissimilarities in the very fundamentals of military philosophy--differences that
reflect not only the distinction between totalitarian and democratic values, but also dissimilar geostrategic
situations, economic systems, and historical experiences at waging war. The Soviet/Warsaw Pact model
reflected an emphasis on ground operations, quaptity, combat formations, firepower, simple technology,
and regimentation. By contrast, the NATO model emphasizes the opposite: joint air-ground operations,
quality, a mix of combat forces and logistic support, maneuver, high technology, and individual initiative.
These major differences penetrated to the depths of the force postures on both sides. Warsaw Pact C3I
structures, combat forces, and logistics units were arrayed very differently from those of NATO. Their
training patterns, readiness standards, weapon systems, maintenance practices, and support systems were
equally dissimilar. Everything taken into account, it is hard to imagine two military alliances so radically

different in their approaches to coalition operations and warfare.

Owing to this historical legacy, the magnitude of the challenge facing the ECE states is very

great. For the past five years, these countries have been pursuing the goal of building downsized national
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defense establishments aimed at protecting their individual borders. They have made considerable
progress at casting off the past, but they still have a long distance to go. As they enter NATO, they will
face an entirely new requirement: that of adopting the ways of a new alliance, with a very different
approach to military affairs. In essence, the ECE defense establishments will face the formidable task
of embarking upon a second revolutionary upheaval at a time when the first upheaval is not yet complete.
The extent of the transformation facing them upon joining NATO is great, and it will be complicated by
the act of entering an alliance system as integrated and pervasive as that of NATO. This transformation
will not be completed in the course of only a few years. Yet over the course. of the coming decade, it

can be initiated in important ways.

As the ECE states enter NATO, they will be primarily responsible for maintaining the size,
readiness, and .modemization of their own forces.. Although all are downsizing their forces from old Cold
War levels, their national economic problems and dwindled defense budgets limit the financial resources
available for military spending on the roughly 20 mobilizable divisions, 1000 combat aircraft, and other
forces that will remain. As of ‘todéy, most apparently are spending about 3-4% of GNP on defense, and
their GNP’s are not large. If their economies recover under the stimulus of market capitalism and
western investments, additional resources may become available for defense. Barring an economic

miracle, however, the likelihood is for a slow but steady increase--not a major upsurge.

From the amount of money available, the ECE defense ministries will face the brob]ems not only
of maintaining fairly large postures at adequate readiness, but also of modernizing forces whose weapons
~ will become increasingly obsolescent in the coming years. The inventories of the ECE states reflect
varying age profiles, but on whole, their weapons are mostly based on technology from the 1970’s or
ea_rlier. Most weapons can be kept in service for many years with adequate maintenance and periodic
upgrades, but at some juncture all have to be replaced. Even if a normal rate of turnover occurs, roughly
25-50% of their major weapon systems will face replacement over the next decade. Although the ECE
states produce some weapons and support vehicles on their home soil, they will need to acquire a fair
amount of equipment from abroad. This especially is the case for modern combat aircraft, which will

dominate the cost of their modemization programs.

Because the ECE states now operate Soviet-style equipment, continuity would argue in favor of

buying replacement models from Russia, which is now launching an effort to rebuild its international
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weapon sales program. The need to build ECE force postures along NATO lines, however, argues in
favor of buying western models from the United States, Germany, Britain, France, and other
manufacturers. The drawback is that western equipment tends to be expensive owing to its sophisticated
technology, modern munitions, and demanding maintenance and training requirements. The financial
squeeze can be lessened by buying at the low end of the technology scale, and where possible, procuring
rebuilt models-rather than new weapons hot off the production line. For example, a used but rebuilt F-16

can cost well less than a newly minted, advanced version.

Even so, the ECE states likely will require western security assistance in the form of loans and
grants in order to modernize at a sufficient pace. The amount of assistance needed is uncertain and will
depend upon a variety of factors, but a reasonable estimate is roughly $1-2 billion annually. This
security assistance will have less of an impact on western defense spending than new acquisition programs
that must be funded directly out-of-pocket. Yet, it will have a major impact in influencing the degree
to which ECE defense establishments are able to draw élose to the NATO model. If these countries are
compelied to keep old Soviet-style weapons or to buy new Russian-built models, they will remain
somewhat outside NATO’s military orbit irrespective of steps to promote commonality elsewhere. But

if they steadily acquire western aircraft, tanks, and infantry ﬁghfing vehicles, they will come to look and
act like NATO for this reason alone. Moreover, the .transition will be rendered far easier in many other

areas, including interoperability, training practices, and common military doctrine.

Along with this normal modernization will come a need for a host of other, less visii)le
programmatic measures that are required to interlock ECE forces with those of NATO, to enhance their
self-defense capabilities, to build a better military infrastructure, and to help meet treaty commitments
once membership is granted. All of these meagures will need to be funded out-of-pocket, and most are
over-and-above current defense plans. Many will have to be funded by the ECE states. But a number
can qualify for NATO security investment (infrastructure) funds. Still oihers may be partly fundable by
individual NATO countries that see advantages flowing to their own growing defense commitments in
the ECE region. As discussed earlier, the ten-year cost of a relatively austere set of measures is likely

to be $10-20 billion taking into account acquisition and operations costs. . If the investment faucets are
| opened more fully, the cost could rise higher, but the need to control expenses seems likely to beget a

modest approach.
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One of the important issues affecting not only the new members but NATO as a whole will be
that of creating a command structure to supervise defense activities in the ECE region. The complexities
of .this subject go far beyond this paper’s scope. Suffice to say‘that NATO civilian and military
authorities doubtless will study the issues and alternatives thoroughly. The Basics deserve mention,
however, because they will influence the costs of the defense program and the way that the entire
enterprise is carried out.  The idea that the ECE states might remain outside NATO’s iﬁtegrated
command--like France--appeals to some for political reasons. But powerful military incentives may arise
for new members to join in order to gain the full strategic benefits of NATO membership and to help
empower the alliance to carry out its commitments to them. The real issue, therefore, may be not be
whether they join the integrated command, but the extent to which they become integrated within NATO

and with each other.

A variety of models are available, ranging from deep integration to a relatively mild outcome.
The deepest model is that of AFCENT during the Cold War. The severe threat to Central Europe
compelled NATO to form a highly integrated multinational command composed of two Army Groups and
two numbered Air Forces, which commanded the forces of eight nations. These forces operated quite
closely together, and had a war broken out, they would have fought side-by-side in a layer cake array.
The post-Cold War era has seen the old forward defense scheme go away, but integration has deepened
in AFCENT owing to creation of multinational corp-s. In the northern and southern regions, by contrast,
a looser form prevails. This owes to geographic realities, political factors, and a lesser threat during the

Cold War. Although NATO multinational reinforcements were planned for each country during the Cold

War, defense planning was conducted mostly on a national basis, but under supervision of regional -

NATO commands: AFNORTH (now AFNW) and AFSOUTH. Although the tradeoffs will need to be
weighed closely, the strategic situation in the ECE region may lead to adoption of some version of this
second model. That is, the forces of the ECE states may draw close to NATO, but air defense aside,

they will not necessarily be joined with each other to form a single, unified defense posture.

Even so, some type of regional command structure may be needed, as continues to be the case

in the northern and southern regions. Recently, NATO adopted the idea of Combined Joint Task Forces

' (CITF’s), and plausibly this solution could be applied. Task forces, however, are best-suited for single

operations, not guiding complex defense preparations over a period of years. This argues for something

similar to AFSOUTH. Perhaps AFCENT might be extended eastward, or an AFEAST created, or a
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subsidiary body established. Regardless, some command facilities probably will need to be built. The
program requirement could include a central structure, principal subordinate posts, an intelligence center,
and communication linkages to national defense ministries and assigned forces. This structure could be

mildly expensive if existing facilities are deemed inadequate.

Far more expensive could be the task of configuring ECE forces to become at least minimally
compatible with NATO forces and standards. In particular, ECE air defenses seemingly will require a
major and potentially expensive face-lift. Apparently a new medium-to-high altitude SAM system should
be installed, along with improved radars and communications nets. Fighter intercepfors will need to be
tewired for NATO munitions and safety standards. For both combat aircraft and ground weapons,
technical compatibility will need to be fashioned through a host of measures: common fuels, munitions,
nozzles, radio frequencies, and the like. The readiness of several air and ground units may need to be
enhanced. NATO training practices and safety standards will have to be adopted. An intensified exercise
program with NATO could be needed to help promote common doctrine and procedures. ECE military
personnel will need to attend NATO schools in large numbers. All of these changes cannot be achieved

overnight, but even a step-by-step program could prove fairly démanding of resources.:

Measures to improve the ECE military infrastructure also could prove fairly widespread and
therefore expensive. Owing to the Cold War and their membership in the Warsaw Pact, all of the ECE
states have rather elaborate military infrastructures. But in some places, these infrastructures evidently
are eroded, or poorly configured for the new era, or inadequate for NATO’s fequirements. Steps to
improve them might include upgrades to the road and rail systems, Polish ports, the POL production and
distribution system, the telecommunications system, airbases, ground installations, and exercise facilities.
Also important, measures might have to be pursued to reconfigure and enhance ECE war reserve
munitions and stocks. This could produce expensive acquisitions of ammunition, spare parts, replacement
end items, better maintenance equipment, and storage facilities. The total volume could be high. Some
of these changes will take place owing to the natural evolution of ECE economies and defense prbgrams,

but as these countries join NATO, pressures likely will arise to accelerate the improvements.

The exact cost of all the programmatic improvements to ECE defense establishments will be
known only when comprehensive plans are formed. What stands out from this cursory review is the

sheer number of separate endeavors to the launched, and the magnitude of the potential requirements
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owing to the admission of fully four new members. Measures in Poland likely will be the most
demanding, but requirernents in the other three countries could add up to a sizable whole. An improved
air defense system alone is likely to cost several billion dollars. A new NATO command structure, other
upgrades to ECE f_orces, infrastructure enbancements, and acquisition of war reserves could further
increase the total by a significant amount. For these reasons, a total cost of $10-20 billion seems
plausible even if the fiscal faucets are not turned wide-open. Yet this expense is hardly staggering when
seen in relation to the costs of maintaining NATO as a whole. Even today, after 45 years of building
hthe alliance, NATO’s annual infrastructure budget alone is about $875 million--or nearly $10 billion for

ten years.

"The need to fashion a program fo align the ECE defense establishments with NATO is apparent.
Yet, the challenge should be kept in perspective lest it become a basis for paralysis. The dominant factor
in the equation is that the new members already possess well-armed military postures, and are capable
of carrying their fair share of the load. Thus, NATO does not face the task of protecting the unprepared
or unwilling. The ECE poétures will need to be reshaped to reflect the NATO model, but there is no
pressing urgency for them to adopt all of NATO’s multitudinous practices and procedures immediately.
What the situation requires is sufficient military compatibility to carry out common defense missions, not
carbon-copy postures. This raw-bones compatibility is achievable in fairly short order. Once it is
attained, the task of refining the details can be pursued in a step-by-step fashion over a period of vears.
Picture-perfect standardization and g]eaming infrastructures are desirable goals, but in the final analysis,
they are means to a strategic end: not ends in themselves. If they had been criteria for launching the

alliance enterprise, NATO never would have been formed in the first place.

V. PREPARING NATO FORCES FOR NEW TREATY COMMITMENTS

NATO will have little difficulty providing C3I and logistics support to new members, but to the
extent fhat it must back up its {reaty commitments with combat forces, it will have a constraining
historical legacy of its own to overcome. The Cold War left NATO with a powerful posture for
defending alliance borders, but not well-designed for power projection outward. The United States has
long thought in projection terms, and it has become fairly good at the enterprise. But apart from

maintaining a capability for projecting small forces for minor incidents, most West European countries
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still have military establishments mostly designed for border defense. If new treaty commitments are
to be carried out in the ECE region but Iarge forward deployments there are ruled out, this legacy will

need to be overcome, for NATO will have to become skilled at a projection strategy

To be sure, the act of defending East Central Europé will be far easier than protecting the distant
Persian Gulf. Yet, the distances in Europe afe not inconsequential. The eastern borders of Poland and
Hungary are located fully 1000 km. from NATO’s baseé and logistic facilities in western Germany. This
distance lies at the outer limits of airpowér’s reach, and is beyond the reach of ground forces without a
major redeployment. Europe’s impressive rail system will ease the tlask of eastward deployment in a
crisis. But a major constraining factor enters the equation here. The Persian Gulf deployment was
possible because the U.S. military came equipped with a large theater logistics structure capable of
supporting West European units. The defense of East Central Europe will be conducted more heavily
by the West Europeans, with U.S. forces playing a less central tole. As of tqday, most West European
forces—including German forces--do not possess the deployment, mobile logistics, transportation, and
service support assets to fully carry out this mission. As a result, they too will need to change. Some
of the changes already are underway, but the process‘. has only just begun. It will need to be accelerated

as NATO expansion draws near.

The act of choosing the source of NATO forces to help protect new members will be an important
one. Surface appearances might suggest that NATO’s Rapid Reaction Force is the obvious candidate.
But it will be needed for other missions (e.g., defense of Turkey), it is designed for corps-sized missions
at most, and it is heavily populated by lightly equipped ground units and forces from Southern Region
nations. A better candidate may bé AFCENT’s Main Defense Force. Yet, it is eépecially wedded fo its
Cold War logistics base, it lacks large mobile support assets at echelons above corps, and its multinational
formatlons may further complicate the act of rapid projection. If it 1s to help defend the ECE region,
it may have to undergo important changes to its composition by acqumng a far better capacity for
outward deployment eastward. This especially will be the case if reqmrements turn out to be fairly
large, not small. In any évent, s_trategic realities diétate that commitments primarily should cq'n:le from
NATO’s major powers: the United States, Germany, énd Britain. Modest forces -from the Low
Countries, through multinational corps, would broaden the political base. Participation by France would

be a good idea too.
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The cheapest and easiest solution would be for NATO to provide only tactical air forces. The
rationale for this approach presumably would be a "division of labor" philosophy whereby the ECE states
would handle ground missions for which they have large forces, and NATO would provide help in areas
in which it enjoys a relative advantage. As discussed earlier, however, powerful strategic and military
incentives may lead to the commitment of NATO ground forces in one quantity ot another. To the extent
this is the case, the cost will rise, for the act of configuring a single West European division for
projection can cost over a billion dollars. If the required joint posture turns out to be small (e.g., three
divisions and three fighter wings), the cost will be fairly small. - But if the requirement becomes large

(e.g., ten divisions and ten wings), the cost could rise well higher.

Amnother important factor will be the extent to which a military infrastructure is developed in East
Central Europe to enhance the prompt deployability and effectiveness of NATO combat forces. For
example., NATO might decide to deploy POMCUS sets and WRM stocks onto the soil of new members.
It might also establish COBs airbases, ground reception facilities, and training sites there. It might
fuﬁher decide to base sﬁﬂl combat forces there (e.g., 2-3 brigades and air wings) to provide a signal
of reassurance and better combined training opportunities. Depending upon its size, a military
infrastructure of this sort could be fairly expensive. =~ What could truly drive the cost sky-high is a
decision to permanently station large combat forces in the ECE region: for example, corps-sized forces
or more. This step would entail the creation of a quite large support infrastructure: command staffs,
large service support units, and facilities for civilian dependents. Hoﬁever, budgetary constraints, to

say nothing of strategic impediments, make this step improbable as long as East Central Europe remains

a tranquil place.

Short of this unlikely step, a modest military infrastructure aimed at supporting a power-
projection strategy would be less expensive, but not inconsequential. The cost of this infrastructure would-
be added atop the expense of configuring NATO combat forces for projection missions. The overall
expense would be determined by the ambitiousness of NATO’s force goals in both areas. It could range
from a few billion dollars to upwards of $30 billion for a ten-division, ten-wing posture with a fairly
substantial forward infrastructure. When combined with the cost of preparing ECE forces and
infrastructure, the total bill could rise from $10-20 billion to about $§50 billion. This amount, however,
is an outer limit. The cost could be less if NATO’s force goals and programs turn out to be more

modest. A reasonable best guess is a ten-year cost of about $35 billion for a controlled upgrading of
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ECE defenses and a modestly sized NATO military commitment.

Once ﬁgain‘, this cost needs to be kept in strategic perspective. The cost is no larger than that
of acquiring a single, active duty ground combat division, and not much larger than that of buying a
single modern weapon system in large quantities. The strategic gains are quite large, for a program of
this magnitude will transform a potentially hollow commitment into something credible. Regardless of
how the tradeoffs are appraised, the key point is that the cost will be driven by policy and strategy--not -
by u'nayoidable fixed expenses over which NATO has no control. NATO can spend as much, or as little,
as it wants to spend. Everything depends hpon the goals that NATO sets for itself, but the nature of these
goals matters if the strategic purposes of expansion are to be achieved. The key lies in studying the

issues thoroughly and then making a sound choice.

VI. BURDEN-SHARING AND INVESTMENT STRATEGY

Assuming the program cost is $35 billion, this amount may be small in the overall scheme of
things, but when account is takem of competing priorities and tight limits on defense spending
everywhere, it is not something to be taken lightly. All the more so since this program would require
a major increase in NATOQ infrastructure funds, and either modest budget increases or program sacrifices
elsewhere by participating nations. This amount of money will become available only if approval is
granted by national leaders and parliaments. But the presence of politics means that the enterprise will
be scrutinized carefully before it is launched. Who then pays? How are the financial burdens to be

distributed?

Based on financial realities and traditional NATO practices, the ECE states probably can be
expected to pay for about 20-30% of the total: the amount needed to fund national programs and their
fair share of common infrastructure spending. The remainder presumably must come from NATO’s
current members. Two models are available for. allocating the responsibility. The first model is one in
which the countries participating most heavily with force commitments, and with the greatest interests
at stake, provide the financing. In this case, a core group composed of the United States, Germany, and
Britain (perhaps also France) would be obligated to providé not only most of the forces, but also 70-80% '

* of the money. To the éxtent NATO’s other powers enjoy the strategic benefits, they would get a free
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ride. The second model is one in which the costs are shared by the -entire alliance even as a smaller
subset handles the key force commitments. In this event, the financial burden carried by the core group
might decline, for example, from $27 billion to $16 billion. Of the two models, the second would do
the best job of preserving coalition planning and fair burden-sharing. - Yet history suggests that, in cases

like this, something approximating the first model is the one often adopted.

. Regardless of how the burdens are shared, the prospect of a ten-year plan means that an
investment strategy should be forged for guiding the enterprise from start to finish. A variety of
alternative strategies are available, and they should be weighed carefully. The traditional approabh is to
initiate all of the program sub-elements at the onset, and to fund them in parallel fashion as the enterprise
unfolds. The advantage is that consensus is forged behind the entire program at the onset. The
disadvantage is that, if funding falls short or the program is halted mid-stream for political reasons, an
incoherent outcome may be the result because none of the sub-elements are completed. An alternative
strategy is a building-block approach whereby the key subcomponents are funded sequentially, in order
of opportunity or greatest strategic leverage. For example, NATO might use the years preceding
expan’sion to upgrade its own forces for projection missions. New members thereby would enjoy a
greater level of NATO protection on the day they join the alliance. In the immediate aftermath,
investments could focus on improving the self-defense capabilities of new members. At the end,
emphasis could switch toward developing a forward infrastructure for NATO’s forces. The advantage
of this approach is that NATO c;ould test the waters as it goes, gradually ascending from one strategic
plateau to another, while postponing the most controversial decisions until the political situation in Europe

is clarified. The disadvantage is that consensual support for the entire program might not exist from the

onset, and this absence could impede execution when difficult items are encountered.  The alliance might

end up with half a loaf.

Most likely, a mixed strategy will prove best. Historical experience suggests that coalition
planning works best when consensus is formed behind a complete plan from the onset. Yet a
' comprehensivé plan can be executed in flexible ways. The years prior to admission may provide an
opportunity--one that should not be lost—for improving NATO’s posture and starting to work with new
members through security assistance. To the extent key goals are achieved, relative emphasis can then
switch to improving the ECE postures and slowly building a NATO forward infrastructure to the extent
_ that the political traffic will permit or demand. Regardless, the key point is that, while NATO enjoys
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flexibility in choosing how to proceed, it will need a coherent investment strategy to avoid the dangers

of incoherently muddling along. The gréatest dé.nger lies in adopting no investment strategy at all.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

Although today’s debate over NATO expansion is cast largely in political terms, a defense agenda

‘seems destined to rise to the fore soomer or later. The simple but powerful reason is that Article 5
commitments are involved, and the alliance’s military posture will need to be arrayed to carry them out.
“This paper suggests that the coming defense agenda is ﬁlanageable, but that NATO will soon need to
begin thinking in terms of a long-range program. NATO’s own experience shows that establishing a
sensible destination and a strategic plan to get there is the best way to shape the future, and thereby avoid
being victimized by it. If this analysis is broadly correct, the budget costs of preparing NATO’s defenses
for exi:an'sion are mot trivial, but they are affordable. To be sure, the act of pursuing the necessary
militarfr measures will not be a free lunch. But it will bring major strategic benefits in its wake, not only
in East Central Europe but for NATO military missions elsewhere. Above all, it is the only way to avoid
" the worst of all worlds: a hollow NATO expansion that leaves everybody no better off than before, and - .

maybe worse for the wear.
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TURKISH DELEGATION

TO NATO
20}4.1995‘
TALKING POINTS
by Ambasgador Tugay OZCERI
- The Heads of State and .Governmant of the Alliance

confirmed at the January 1994 Brussels Summit that the Alliance
is open for enlargement.

- At the December 1994 Ministerial, an internal study has
been initiated to discuss during the first phase the “"why~™ and
"how"” of enlargement, leaving more difficult questions of
"when” and "with whom"” to a later stage. The countries of the
Southern ¥lank fully subscribe te these decisions.

- In fact the North Atlantic Alliance hag always been open
for enlargement. Article 10 of ‘the Washington Treaty
stipulates and . I quote, “"The Parties may, -by nanimous
agreement invite any other Eurcopean State in a position to
further the principles of this Treaty and contribute to the.
security of the North Atlantic area to accede to th1s Treaty”
end of guote. L

- The Alliance in the past has enlarged on three occasions.
In 1852 my country Turkey and Greece joined the Alliance in its
first enlargement. This was followed in 1955 by Germany and in
1981 by Spain. .’ - ) '

- Turkey, who joined the A111ance in the firat batch, 1is
committed to on1argement. .

- I would 1ike to dwell first of all on what enlargement
enta11s as stipulated in the Washington Treaty.

- The Treaty has brought two conditiong to enlargement.
One being geographical and the othaer political.

- Accordiﬁg' ‘to the Treaty the geographic l1imitation is
confined to "European States”. Therefore, any European State
is theoretically eligible to be invited to Jjoin the Alliance.
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Turkey supports the view that new members shouid join
NATO s Integrated Military Structure right from the bBbeginning.
In our view, this would serve best both the security 1interests

of the prospective members and the Alliance as a whole. So
fgr, Albania, Buigaria and Romania have declarad that they are
willing to assume all the responsibilities, including

appropriate military roles, that NATO membership would entail,

- Another <important consideration for the countries in the
Southern flank is the impact of enlargement on those cgcountries
which are not early or at all prospective members of NATO. One
should not lose sight of the fact that a great number of these
countries are situated in our close vicinity. Here I am not
thinking oniy of Russia, Russia with its size and capabilities
i not a realistic candidate. Nonetheless, the Alliance is
taking the necessary steps to engage Russia in a more close and
constructive dialogue, and it is for Russia to respond in a
positive fashion.

- My concern is rather for other successor states of the
former Soviet Union. We should not let Russia impose its
hegemony once again over its former empire, using NATO’s
enTargement as a pretext. We alrgady soe signs of this Russian
designs in its efforts to turn the CIS inte a supranational
body, encompassing also a security and miiitary dimension. A
hasty enlargament process might give the Russians the excussa
they have been hoping for, We should not inadvertently draw
new 1ines of division and create zones of exclusive influence.
We should not let history repsat itself in the form of a new
Yaita.

- Russia’s objections to NATO's enlargement reaching to her
borders are well known. However, it ig not clear what Russia
means when it speaks about borders. None of the prospective
NATO members in the Southern Fiank share common bordars with
the Russian Federation. Still, NATO membership of these ex—
warsaw Pact countries will probabiy generate some frictions
with Russia. Russia’s main fnterest might be to preserve its
armaments market in the countrjes concarned, whose armed forces
are equipped totally with Russian weapons, and given their
aconomic situation, could not repiace their inventories with
western armaments in the near or even long term. This s of
course not an exclusively Southern Flank question., The key to
a solution satisfactory to a7l sides could be found 1in a
balanced and coopergtive approach that would ajilow Russia to
pursue 1its legitimate economic interests 1in the armaments
markets concerned, while not compromising NATO's
" interoparability cbjectives. In passing, I should also point
out <that Turkay, a NATO Ally, has a good degree of armamants
trade with Russia, working to the benefit of both sides.
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- A cooperative NATO-Russia relationship cannot but be
based on the assumption that while NATQ refrains Trom hasty
moves on enlargement, Russia will also adeopt a more abjective
attitude towards NATO and come to terms with the Tact that
NATO’s enlargement poses no threat to her security. IT,
however, Russia chooses to turn down the hand of partnership
and coopaeration the West continues to extend to her i{n good
faith, despite certain developments which argue for acting
otherwise, the enlargement process might gain spead to the
detriment of Russia’s ownh interests.

- OFf course this would be the worst-case scenario which
none of us would like to see materialize. But history has
proven that mistakes are sometimes repeated, If there is a
return to Cold War conditions, not only the new members of
NATO who would be forced to devote more resources to common
defense, but Russia itself who might bid farewell to alil hopes
of becoming a democratic, prosperous Weastern country, will
suffer. We earnestly hope that the future will not confront us
with such a challenge.

- If a number of countries were to join the Alliance in a
short time span, this could inevitably affect the efficiency of
the Alliance adversely, especially its decision making ability,
and will be a drain on resources, at a time of diminishing
defence budgets. This is valid for any group of ceountries,
including those in the Baikans. This said, at the expense of
repeating myself, I have to underiine once again . that we should
have an open mind on all prospective members, including Balkan
countries, and take our politijcal decisions on a.case by case
basis, taking into account each country’s ability to contribute
to security and the internal dynamics of the Alliance.

- 1 do not balieve that a detailed 1ist of criteria wil)
help us solve the critical issue of enlargement. A check-list
of eriteria is not the most suitable answer for & process which
is essentially political.in nature, Nonethelass, the founding
fathers of the Alliance have given us the necessary criterija
through the Washington Treaty. It has proved to be flexible
enough in the former three enlargemants of NATO.

- The Allfance is on the right track as far as the criteria
issue s concerned. The internal study i1nitiated at the
Decambeér 1994 Ministerial ahtai1s a2 phased approach to
enlargement., It embarks upon tackling questions of how and why
in & general and practical manner without going into detailed
eriteria, which proves in any case difficult to determine at
168,

- The Partnarship for Peace (PfP) program has a unique and
indispensable role both 1in the preparation of prospective
members to NATO rights and obligations that membership will
entail and in integrating other partner countries which will
not join NATO in the wider European security structure.
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- The PfP program has made a good start and gained momentum
in the course of the past year. Several partnership exercises
and many specific activities are planned also for this year. 1
would not wish to take your time by elaborating on the success
of PFP, which you know very well., One problem remains,
however, to be dealt with more satisfactorily, namely the
fund1qg question. Recently, some key contributors to NATO's
Security Investment Program (SIP) (former Infrastructure
program) including the United States, proposed the use of SIP
in the framework of PFfP. Although we are a net beneficiary of
the SIP, we are not against this jidea. To the contrary, we
believe that such an approach would be extremely useful in
maintaining strong 1inks between NATO and especially those
partner countries which lack the appropriate resources needed
for a genuine interaction with this Alliance. This is
especially 1important in the context of our efforts aimed at
preventing new divisions and spheres of influance. I have in
mind first and foremost the Caucasus and Central Asian
Republiecs, as one could sasily understand.

- The PFP has to continue to exist and develop unaffected
by the discussions on the “when and who" aspects of
aenlargement. It would be a pity 1if, partners with an
aspiration for early mambership lose their interest in the PfP.
However, it would ba most regrettabie 1f partners who have no
intentions to Jjoin NATO in the foreseeable future remained
outside of this cooperative structure.

- Wwe believe that it is important to expleit the PfP’s
potential in the context of efforts aimed at bringing peace to
Balkans also. From the successor states of Former Yugaslavia,
only STovenia was found eligible to join PfP, although Croatia
and Bosnia-Herzegovina also made formal applications Jlast year
which were never considered seriocusly. It was our view then
that Bosnia Herzegovina's application could be employed as a
leverage against the Serb side in support of the efforts of the
Contact Group. Obviously one could not expect Bosnia
Herzegovina to be in a position to contribute to the goals of
the PfP by taking part in joint exercises and peacekeeping or
humanitarian missions, unless one is not making a point of
shear sarcasm. Neverthelegss, it should not be forgotten that
Bosnia Herzegovina’s Jegitimata struggle for 1its territorial
integrity 1is fully in line with the principies of the PfP as
enshrined in the Framawork Document lTaunched at the NATO Summit
held 1in Brussals in January 1884, After all, trying to repel
aggression and defend 1its own territories is no less a
contribution to peace and order than sending peaceksepers to
conflict regions only to remain powerliess in the ¥faca of
bilatant aggression.

- wWe continue to believe that, whenever the time 1is ripe,
NATO should take a fresh jook into the questicn of whether the
PP could not be instrumental in contributing to peace efforts
in that region, which is a part of Europe in every sense of the
word.
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- Before conciuding 1et me briefly address the issue of the
possible spililover of the war in former Yugoslavia.

- First of all the international community, be it UN, EU or

NATO, has failed 1in Yugoeslavia. The cradibility of
international institutions has greatly diminished. Containment
of the war in Bosnia Herzegovina has become the main goal. And

even for this, concessions are offered one after the other to
the aggressor. Mr. Milosevic, who, we tend to forget, has
initiated the whole tragedy, is being rehabilitated as a
*statesman”. However, one should not lose sight of the fact
that containment is not and should not be the main goal. The
international community should make sincere efforts to preserve
the sovereignty and territorial integrity of an independent
state, whom we all have recognized.

- NATO has not been allowed to function effectively in
Yugoslavia. The so-called "dual key" approach subjected the
most mighty Alliance to the whims and priorities of the UN, its

Secretary General, or even the UNPROFOR Commanders in Bosnia.

The result is that our credibility has been tarnished, I  have
to remind in passing that some Allies who are also permanent
members of the UN Security Council must shoulder most of the
responsibility for this outcome.

- Any NATO action should therefore be under the command and
control of NATO both politically and militarily. Unity of
command is the first step towards determined action.

- Furthermore, if NATO is going to carry. out 1its new
missions as set out in our Strategic Concept it must be gl11owed
to act independently.

- If a spillover does not cremte an Article V situation but
still Teads to a deterioration of overail} security and
stability, (which 1is the more probable case), NATO should
continue to act in unity and solidarity. A more principled
approach will be callaed for. Security consultations with PfP
Partners, in the spirit of the PfP Framework Document, might be
necessary.

~ And finally, NATO is an organization of common defenca.
If any spillover of the war in Yugoslavia leads to an Article V
situation all Allies must be ready to stand up to their
commitments and rasponsibilities.
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For over a year, since the Brussels summit of January 1994,
the prospect of expanding the alliance by admission of new
‘members, particularly Poland the Czech Republic, and Hungary, has
been a major concern of the Atléntic allies. Under the label of
"Partnership for Peace™ NATO pressed by the United States has
been preoccupied with the consequences of a new relationship,
whether as "partner" or full member. Such questions as thé scope
of expansion, the impact on Russia, and the terms of admission
are not yet resolved. Nor has the larger question of the meaning
of NATC in light of proﬁected expansioh been settled. - What can
be answered in this periocd of gestation is what happened in
NATO's first two generations as a result of enlargement of the
alliance in 1949 when the "stepping stone" nationé were accepted;
in 1952 when Greece and Turkey Jjoined the alliance; iﬁ 1955 when
the Federal Republic of Germany entered NATO; and in 1982 when
Sp&in became the sixteenth member.

From the time of ifs conception in 1948 to the present the
composition of its membership was a problem for the Atlantic
alliance. If NATO waé an instrument of American imperial power,
as political scientist David Calleo proclaimed a generation ago,
it was also an "empire by invitation," as Norwegian historian
Geir Lundestad suégests. ‘The inspiratioh fof the alliance was
European not American. Worried about the rising tide of Soviet-
led communism anxious Western Europeans insistéd upon an American
guarantee of their security, threatenéd as it appeared to be by

internal Communist subversion and by external Soviet



intimidation. While the United States had recognized the
fragility of European economies through the Marshall Plan of
1947, economic aid was not sufficient of itself. Economic
recovery would be unlikely if it were not accompanied by a sense
of security which only an entangling tie with the United States
would confer.

America's response initiélly was hesitant, despite
bipartisan concern for the containment of Communism and the
revival of Europe. An entangling alliance would repudiate a
tradition of non-entanglement beginning with the termination of
the Franco-American alliance in the eighteenth century.
Additionally, it might also give Europe a license to raid the
American treasury as it turned over its own defense preparations
to the United States. To obviate this criticism Britain's

Iforeign minister, Ernest Bevin in association with France's

2
foreign minister Georges Bedault, along with the Benelux

\countries, signed the Brussels Pact in March 1948, establishing
\the Western Union, as an earnest of their intentions to meet
\American demands of self-help and mutual cobperation.

\ Ideally, the Western Union countries would have preferred
#he United States to become a member of their association. But
ﬁecpgnizing the continuing pull oflﬁmerican isolationism, they
ﬁere able, with the help of American supporters in the Congress
and administration, to remove the stigma of entanglement by the

s?mantic device of an "Atlantic label" and by bringing Canada

into the alliance. In the lengthy negotiations in Washington in




the summér of 1948 the European allies were required to make
concessions to win the American "pledge® under‘Afticle 5 of the
North Aﬁlantic Treaty, wherein "an armed attack against one or °
more of them in Europe or North America shall be considered an
attack against them all."

To achieve this objective the European partners in the
Western Union had to agree to expan& the alliance in accordance
with American concerns. This was not in the plans of the
Brussels pact nations which negotiated the terms of the Treaty‘of
Washington. They wished to confine European membership to their
own ranks. American demands to include Norway, Iceland, and
Portugal were initially resisted on the grounds that Norway's
interests differed from Belgium's or Holland's, while Iceland and
Portuéal were hardly part of Europe at all, even though they
. fitted into an Atlantic context. And Italy and Denmark were
6bjectionab1e, if only because of their distance from the
Atlantic. What the Europeans did not say directly was their
unwillingness to share American military and economic support,
which would be by-products of political éomﬁitment, with outlying
nations: Eelco van Kleffens of the Netherlands had a solution,
offering a second-class membership to non-Western Union allies.
The alliance, he recommended would resemble "a peach, the
Brussels Pact would be the hard kernel in the center and a North
Atlantic Pact the somewhat less hard mass around it."

The core members only grudgingly accepted what they called

"peripheral” members to perform specific tasks but not to share



decision-making authority. None of these reservations was
acceptable to the senior partner, although in practice some of
the peripheral members in fact limited their own contributions to
the alliance for their own reasont Iceland had no standing army,
and had no intentions of creating one. Portugal was wary of any
European integration that would complicate its relations with
Spain.

Norway and Denmark‘accepted membership with some
hesitations, Denmark more than Norway, but also with the
understanding that, a "footnote," as it came to be identified,
assured that neither atomic weapons nor allied military forces
would be stationed on their territory. Fear of repercussions
from the Soviet Union and not doubts about American pledges
accounted for this footnote. But neither doubts on the part of
the periphéral members nor antagonism on the part of the Brussels
partners deterred the United States from pressing its case for
bringing Norway, Denmark and Portugal into the alliance. The
explanation lay in Norway's Spitzbergen, Denmark's Greenland and
Portugal's Azores as vital strategic locations for American
participation in the defense of Europe. The islands guarded
Atlantic sea lanes and would serve along with Iceland as bases
for American aircraft enroute to Europe.

Italy, however, was another matter. The Western Union
bowers had no more interest in bringing Italy into NATO initially
|

than they had the Scandinavian countries. Moreover, Italy

suffered more disabilities as a potential member than the Nordic
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nations. Its geographic location was far from the Atlantic, and
the terms of the 1947 peace treaty with Italy would restrict its
military development. A strong éommunist presence was another
obstacle in the way of membership. If Italy was éble to surmount
them it was in part through the role of John Hickerson, director
of the State Department's Office of European Affairs. From the
beginnings of negotiation he served as a "grey eminence” quietly
impressing diplomats with the importance of preventing Italy from
loss to future Communist control. He first overcame objections
from the Joint Chiefs of Staff to overextending commitments in
the Mediterranean, and then from senior American diplomats. As
for the Europeans, France's early hesitations evaporated as it
insisted on Italy in the alliance to balance Norway's inclusion.
The French ambassador in London informed Bevin it was unlikely
that France would ratify the treaty "if Norway was a member of it
and Italy not." France was determined to see to it that the
northern Europeans would not dominate the European side of the
Atlantic. Such were the complicatéd nine-month negotiations over
the North Atlantic Treaty.

Italy's accession to NATO inevitably raised Greek and
Turkish hopes of joining the alliance. If Italy, a former Axis
partner geographically removed from the Atlantic, could become a
member of NATCO, why should not Sther anti-Communist nations
bordering the Mediterrean be excluded? Greece and Turkey had
other claims as well. They had been the initial potential

victims of Soviet expansionism, from their own perspective, and



initial beneficiaries of the Truman Doctrine in 1947. It made
|
\ sense that membership in the Western alliance would anchor the

security which both nations were seeking in 1949. 1If Italy was
|

acceptable to the allies, then the important strategic position
\

of Turkey along with its considerable military potential should
\ have been welcomed by the NATO partners. |

‘ While Greece lacked the military potential to assist the

| alliance, it held a special place in American foreign policy.

[

The Greek civil war had become a symbol in the United States of
| .
| resistance to Communism.

The initial Greek-~Turkish aid program

of 1947 had been extended by an appropriation of $25 million for
| .

| the fiscal year 1949. The American investment psychologically

|

and economically was heavy, as the American mission in Athens
l
|

under General James Van Fleet was the effective bulwark against
|
the Communist opponents. Greece and Turkey in the American mind

stood in the way of Soviet expansion in southeastern Europe.
\

For
the Joint Chiefs of Staff Turkey in particular could be a valued
\

ally, with its strong national spirit and gecgraphic situation.
IAt the Pentagon conversations in March 1948 the United States and
\
| Great Britain did not include either country in a projected
|

Atlantic security arrangement but planned to issue a joint

declaration pledging to uphold the independence and territorial

%integrity of Greece, Turkey and Iran. Given the special
%isibility of the plight of Greece through the efforts of Greek-
|

Americans Greece if not Turkey should have been as reascnable a
t

%andidate for membership as Italy.




No invitation was forthcoming. Inevitably, there was
opposition on the part of all the European allies to extending
even further the scope of the alliance, even as they recognized
~that both Greece and Turkey would share such military aid as the
United States would grant in the future. But even empathetic
Americans recoénized the problem of overextension of commitment
and the importance of concentrating on Western Europe. Greece
and Turkey were rebuffed in 1949.

The Korean conflict changed American, if not Eurcpean,
perceptions of a potential role of Greece and Turkey in NATO.
The unusual comity between the two usually hostile nations was a
factor in making them more éttractive partners; the defection of
Yugoslavia from the Soviet bloc produced a Balkan Pact among the
three neighbors which lasted ﬁhrough the Korean war. But the
major attraction was a consequence of the reorganization of NATO.
The invasion of South Korea was a reminder to the United States
and its allies that the pledge of military assistance,
particularly at the modest levels of 1949 and 1950 were
insufficient deterrents to Communist-inspired aggression. NATO
required a military presence on the ground to inhibit the Soviets
from testing Allied resolve in a divided:Germany as they
presumably were doing in divided Korea. the result was a
transformation of the treaty into a military'orgaﬁization which
would be capable of defending Europe agaihst attack from the
east. If the Russians could act through North Koreans or

Communist Chinese, they could also employ East Germans as their
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\ surrogates. To prevent such an outcome NATO under the leadership
|

of General Eisenhower as Supreme Allied Commander, Europe,
| planned in the fall of 1950 to organize Europe into defensible
|

\ regions. In this context Greece and Turkey on the southeastern

flank of NATO became strategic assets rather than embarrassing
‘ .
\ applicants for membership.

When Greece and Turkey made their first formal applications

for membership, they received initially only the firm support of
\
\ Italy. The northern members were concerned about assuming

responsibility for defending a region distant geographically and

| culturally from the West. Britain had its own reasons for

rejecting Greece and Turkey; it preferred the establishment of a
| :

\ separate Middle East command in which a British commander would

group the Balkans with friendly Arab states. These
|

considerations dissolved under the heat of the Korean conflict,
\ and the fears it inspired among Western Europeans in the summer
\ £

\ of 1950. At the September meeting of the North Atlantic Council

in New York, the members decided to accord Greece and Turkey
\

associate membership, allowing them to participate in defense
|

\planning relating to the Mediterranean. When the SHAPE command
| was established in December the United States cast its
|

influential vote behind their joint entry in order to secure the

southern flank of the SHAPE Command and to establish American air
| ) ‘
bases in Turkey. In May 1951 the United States proposed full
membership, and as the Iranian crisis mounted in the summer of

\
1951 the British agreed. Although the approval was reluctant on



the part of the Scandinavian allies, the North Atlantic Council
uhanimously recommended the accession of Greece and Turkey at its
September 1951 meeting in Ottawa, and formal entry at the Lisbon
meeting in February 1952.

- For the moment the deep divisions between Greece and Turkey
were sﬁbsumed under fear of a common enemy. Whatever doubts the
other allies had about the stability of the new members were
swept away by the consideration of 25 divisions which Turkey
would be able to supply to NATO's southern flank. Visions of thé
_Soviet Union pressing the Turks in eastern Turkey or reigniting
the Greek Civil War preparatory to moving against the Dardanelles
thrust aside doubts about admitting two nations with a history of
hostility to each other and with concerns over the unresolved.
differences over Cyprus. The Korean war remained the probable
opening gambit in the Soviet Union's long-term plans for Europe.
NATO's evolution ornice again was shaped by the perceived defehse .
needs of the alliance. | -

If controversy attended the entry of the 13th and 14th
members of NATO the accession of the 15th, the Federal Republic
of Germany was by far the most difficult as well as the most
necessary in the view of the senior partner. The contest between
the Upited States and the Soviet Union over Germany had been
central to the Cold War from its inception. It was no
coincidence that the Federal Republic grew out of Bizonia and
Trizonia, the monetarized Anglo-American-French zones of occupied

Germany. Nor#'s it a coincidence that the Federal Republic
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itself came into being a month after the North Atlantic Treafy
was signed. While it may be an exaggeration to assert that
American postwar policy centered on the reconstruction of
Germany, it was obvious that the reconstruction of Europe itself,
economically as well as militarily, required the incorporation of
German resources. Germany was the unstated major issue in every
meeting of the allies and in most planning sessions within the
United States, even as it was excluded from membership in the
alliance.

The linkage of Germany and NATO was made clear in Acheson's
conviction as early as April 1949 that the success of |
negotiations for a German state as well as the termination of the
Berlin blockade had been facilitated by the conclusion of the
North Atlantic Treaty. The attraction of German membership was
self-evident, both in terms of the resources Germans could bring
to the alliance and the restraints an Atlantic community might
impose on a rehabilitated Germany. Congress was willing. On the
crassest level Senator Arthur Watkins noted at the hearings on
the ratification of the treaty that German membership would force
Germans to contribute their fair share of the .cost to the ¢ommon
effort. After all, Germans would be the beneficiary of Western
defense under any circumstance. As the senator put it, "We
certainly are not going to fight all their battles for them." 1In
the course of these hearings John Foster Dulles, the leading
Republican foreign policy spokesman, offered another reason for

considering German membership: namely, it would inhibit German
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temptation to use its geographic position as a bargaining chip
between East and West inhibiting a Rapallo-like rapprochement
with the Soviet Union in the manner of the Weimar Republic. In
executive session Arthur Vandenberg suggested to fellow senators
that German membership would dissolve French fears of Germany.

There were limits to how far public discourse could extend
when the issue of German membership arose. The memories of Nazi
bestiality were too recent and too stréng'to expect that the )
European partners would accept a German national presence in
their midst no matter how rational the arguments might be. This
barrier ﬁas well understood by the Truman administration and by
the Senate as well. Despite a recognition of advantages
inclusion of Germany into NATO might afford, there was no call to

action by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. The language
‘on the German issue had been carefully modulated at the Sénate
hearings on the Atlantic alliance. 1Its spokesmen were cautious.
Former Under Secretary of State Robert Lovett noted that while
Germany was discussed in the negotiations over the treaty,‘“We
found that its circumsténces at the present time make it
impossible to be considered as a participant." As the most .
influential administration spokesman testifying, Secretary of
State Acheson begged the question. When asked if the inclusion
of western Germany would improve the strategic position of the
Atlantic powers, he claimed he was no military expert but that
"quite clearly at the present time a discussion of including

‘western Germany in the pact is not possible."

[l o
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The most that the administration could say in public was

. that Germany's relations with NATO could be reevaluated after the

dismantling of German industry had been ¢omp1eted and the
elimination of vestiges of Nazism had been eradicated. Even as
the Allies recognized the importance of German manpower in coping
with superior Soviet groun@ forces the language of deniai
remained in place. As the House Foreign Affairs Committee
deliberated on extending military aid to Europe mbre'than a year
after the signing of the pact,‘Secretary Acheson claimed that
demilitarizétion of West Germany remained é keystohe of American
pelicy: "There is. no discussion of anything else," he reportédf
in Jﬁne 1950, "That is our‘policy and we have not raised or
revalued it."

WhilelAcheson was technically accurate in his statement of
policy, there was fullArecognition among the allies that the
twelve divisions at NATO's disposal in Europe required a Gérman
contribution to make a credible defense posture.  Position papers
in the State Department reflected this:concern. As early as
November 1949, one paber cbserved that "the German problem must
bé viewed and dealt with in the total context of genéral
deveiopments.‘ It cannot be isolated. What‘we do in Germany must
not be dictated by considefaﬁions of what ﬁhe'Germans demand; ?r
even of our respective national- interests, but by a-fairr
appraisal of the indispensable fequirements of. the Western
community of free peoples.™. |

The outbreak of the Korean war permitted these'confidentia1,
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communications to be made public, and to generate pressures to
counteract the general allied revulsion against the
remilitarization of Gérmany. The leitmotifs of de Nazification,
democratization, and demilitarization were subsumed in the summer
of 1950 under a generalized fear that Stalin was planning the
same action in a divided Germany as he had done in a divided
Korea. The specter of 60,000 East German paramilitary troops,
backed by 27 Soviet divisions in the eastern zone, galvanized
American planners. Instead of a progressive buildup of Western
forces, as projected in the May meeting of the North Atlantic
cOﬁncil the United States prepared for a massive armament
throughout the alliance. Military aid would be increased
fourfold, and U.S. forces in Europe would be reinforced. The
United States. intended to keep its pledge to Europeans.

"But such satisfaction as Eurdpeans felt over American
activity had to be weighed against the price they would have to
pay for Amefica's help. It would be high, particularly if in
reciprocation, the European partners would have to concur in the
rearmament of Germany. It seemed illogical to Congressmen to
exclude German resources from the common defense. Germany afﬁer
all would be protected with Allied manpower and equipment, and so
Germans should share the burdens. This line of reasoning was-so

obvious to Americans that Secretary Acheson had difficulty

‘defending allied defense plans that did not include a German

component. But once the immediate threat of a .Soviet attack in

‘Germany receded, Europeans, and particularly the French, made

ta

=
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clear their reluctance to countenance a revival of their
neighbor. The psychic cost of a German arﬁy in being only five
years after the end of World War II inspired massive French
resistance. Yet Eﬁropeans had no choice. American pressure was
ultimately irresistible, particularly in light of the manifest
inability of the West to mount a credible defense without German
assistance.

The immediate solution in the difficult fall of 1950 was a
compromise. Europe would receive American arms, troops and even
a military leader, none other than General Dwight D. Eisenhower,

in a néw NATO military command.. SHAPE under Supreme Allied
Commander Eisenhower, who was at the same time chief of the
United States European Command, was a major confidence-~builder.
| In return the anxious French who could nﬁt accept an independent
German force agreed to lead a European army, in which German
rnits would be placed under French leadership. The Pleven Plan
of October 1950 would have Germans enter at the battalion level.
This was raised to regimental level, as long as Germany would
never exceed 20 percent of the total force. The result in the
following year was the creation of a European Defense Community
finally signed in May 1952, and ultimately collapsed in August
1954.

American leaders were suspicious from the beginning that
Fr?nce had put forth the idea of European army and community as a
wa§ of putting off American pressure while receiving the benefits

of |four U.S. divisions and continued military aid. The American
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commitment was firm; the French response was filled with caveats.
While most European allies agreed with Frénce's suspicions of
German reliability, the other partners in the European Defense
Community recognized the absence of a credible alternative to a

German contribution to NATO. Only France was not satisfied, and

proceeded to demand protocols binding as qiosely as possible the

United States and Britain to the community. And still France
fajled to accept its own creation. The result was an American
backlash against the French as the Senate . by a vote of 88 to 0 on
31 July 1954 urged the president to give the Federal Republic
full sovereign, and perhaps even make a bilateral military
alliance with West Germany if the French did not ratify the EDC
treaty.

The result of France's action initially was.disarfay in the
alliance. But it was quickly followed by imaginative proposals
from Britain to bring Germany into NATO through an expanded
Western Union, the progenitor of NATO. 1In the London and Paris
agreements of September and October 1954 the Europeén allies

hammered out a.plan whereby the West Germans would enter the

~alliance thrbugh membership in the Western Union, enlarged to

inc;ude Italy as well, under the new name of Weste:n European
Union. France accepted Germany as a NATO :ally when it would not
be a partner in the defense community. The answer lay in part on
French concern with loss of national identity in a-"European"

army, but mostly in the special terms whereby the WEU would

restrict German manufacture of nuclear, biological, and chemical
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weaponry, as well as of warships and strategic bombers. While
there would be German rearmament, which indeed was a key factor
in the admission of the Federal Republic, its army, unlike the
other partner's, would be wholly dedicated tolthe SHAPE command.

Although most of the restraints on German membership wére |
quietly shelved over the next generation the terms of West
Germany's membership in 1955 disclose a unique way of enlarging
the-alliance. Spain's entry into NATO in 1982 as the sixteenth
member offers still another model.

Spain had been an unofficial associate of NATO long before
it joined the alliance. 1Its geographic position on the western .
approach to the Mediterranean was a logical complement to
Tﬁrkgyﬁs position on the eastern flank of the Mediterranean, and
the strong anti-Communist posture_of its leader, Generalissimo
Francisco Franco, gave support to the major objective of the _
alliance in the Cold War. The fact of dictatorship itself did
not bar Spain beforé 1982; Salazér's Portugél was no more
democratic than its Iberian neighbor, and Greedé under the
calonels in the 1970s was hardly a model of democratic
‘governance;-1But,Franco's fascism in support of Hitler's Germany
was a burden that képt the nation out of the alliance for a
generation. - Only. Portugal lobbied for its inclusion in 1949.

'But once SHAPE came into being the need for éir and naval
bases in Spain outweighed the obloquy of its fascist histﬁry, at
least in the United States.- From 1953 to his death in 1976 the

United States enjoyed base rights in return for economic and
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political support of the Franco regime. While Spain's .
concessions were not enough to permit entry into NATO, their
service to the defense of Europe was sufficient to allow NATO
partners to accept Spain in the United Nations in 1956? .But the
price of the informal Franco-NATO ties and the close military
connections with the United States was popular opposition to both
the United States and NATO which erupted openly after Franco's
death. The link between the dictator Franco and NATO reinforced
an isolationism from the rest of Europe which had been an
important part of Spain's history. The continuing British
control of Gibraltar was another barrier to post-France Spain's
interest in joining the alliance. |

Spain's centrist government, however;.pressed for membership
with strong American backing. By the end of the 1970s Western
European governments were ready to accept democratic Spain into
' the alliance. The main opposition came from the powerful
Socialist party which assumed power in October 1982,‘four months
after Spain joined the alliance. Surprisingly, the youthful
Socialist Premier, Felipe Gonzalez, whose platform promised a
referendum which presumably would remove Spain from NATO, changed
his mind about the connection, and carried tﬁe country with him.
Fears of the security of Spanish enclaves in North Africa
combined with a recognition that the Socialist governments of
France and Italy would help Spain contain potential anti-
democratic coups d'etat won support for NATO in the 1986

referendum.
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The referendum also underscored Spain's refusal to integrate
its forces into the military structure of NATO; it would be a
member of the alliance, but not of the organization, in a manner
similar to France, although for dissimilar reasons. Spain's
interest in NATO in the 1980s was not stimulated by the Soviet
threat but by the strength adherence would give to Spanish
democracy and by the opportunity it might open for entry into the
European Economic Community.

If the Partnership for Peace program should bring new
nations into the alliancé, it could éite a variety 6f precedents
~for admission to an “Atlantic" alliance which in 1995 was still
-dedicated to the security and stability of Europe. Spain
provides a case study of an informal relationship in its pre-NATO
experience as well as an example of membership‘in-the ailiance
but‘not‘in the organization. While France may be-returning'to
the SHAPE fold in the future, it is unlikely that Iceland,
another member outside the organization, would change its status.
If concernlabout antagonizing and undermining the fragile Russian
democracy becomes a paramount factor in preventing membership of
foreign Warsaw Pact nations, possibilities of allaying Russian
concerns inhere in the protection of Article 5Aof‘the North
Atlantic Treaty without a SHAPE presence beyond the Gerﬁan'
border. It may be worth notihg-that in thé negotiations over the
unification of Germany the Soviet acéeptaﬁce df”EdSt Germany iﬁfo
NATO was matched by West Germany's agreement to hoid back a NATO

military presence in the former German Democratic Republic until
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Russian troops had evacuated the territory in 1994.

NATO's 46-year history not only shows no barriers to its
expansion but also makes clear the pragmatic bases for
membership. From the alliance's inception in 1949 the criteria
had been the contributions the applicant would make to the
security. of the West in the broadest sense. Specific service to
the containment of the cOmmunist bloc was evident in such cases
as Turkey and Germany. Protection of sea and air routes for
 American military assistance explains the presence of Iceland and
Scandinavia in 1949. Prevention of Communist control by means of
force as Norway feared, or by election as seemed possible in
Italylin 1948, were major considerations. They carried more
weight than the democratic credentials of a potential member.

Yet the democratization as well as the security of Europe was
always an objective, and membership in NATO fostered the growth
of democracy in the Iberia’peninsula after the passing of the
dictators. The naming of the "North Atlantic Treaty" was
designed to assure the allegiance of the North American partners .

in 1949, and from the beginning was open to loose construction.
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