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fter the collapse of the USSR, it was

widely accepted that Russia no longer con-

stituted a serious threat to international sta-

bility and Western interests. Russia: A

Return to Imperialism? presents the first

major challenge to that assumption. Uri

Ra'anan and Kate Martin have assembled a

group of experts to look closely at Russia's

present and future role in world politics.

The authors cover a wide range of issues,

including Russia's relations with Ukraine

and Belarus'; East European Security and

Russia's relationship with NATO; and

President Bill Clinton's foreign policy with

Russia. The book portrays Russia as a coun-

try showing increasing imperialist tenden-

cies; and the West as ignoring those tenden-

cies. The contributors express alarm over

the apparent lack of Western attention and

urge further scrutiny of Russia's policies.

Informative and fascinating, Russia: A

Return to Imperialism? is essential reading

for anyone interested in foreign affairs and

the political balance of our world.
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Introduction

Considering Russia's and Eastern Europe's dizzying changes—first in-

stitutional and personal, subsequently systemic—the Institute for the Study

of Conflict, Ideology and Policy (ISCIP) in 1988 decided that its first

priority was the establishment of a database to facilitate research which
would bring analytical clarity to an increasingly chaotic picture of the

region. For this purpose, the Institute assembled an unusual team of gifted

young analysts to constitute the database infrastructure, so to speak, and

to enhance the Institute's research as well as its educational mission. A
publication series was launched, including the journal Perspective, which

draws heavily upon contributions by eminent Russians, from both offi-

cial circles and the democratic sector.

In the initial stages, the Institute's emphasis was almost entirely

on the Soviet and, subsequently, the Russian domestic scene, the assump-

tion being that international policy would be dormant until and unless it

was decided whether a potentially pluralistic (conceivably democratic)

society, as opposed to authoritarianism at either end of the political spec-

trum, could be achieved. In other words, while the Institute was not in-

clined to accept The End ofHistory as a fact, or even as a prognosis, it

was prepared to consider it a legitimate question, at least during the eu-

phoric weeks that followed the aborted coup of August 1991.

It became evident very quickly, however, that Russia's domestic

developments and its attitude toward the other newly independent re-

publics were simply two sides of the same coin. Despite Yel'tsin's, and,

in his wake, the international community's, initial recognition of the in-

dependence and sovereignty of all the post-Soviet states, the "patriotic

camp" in Moscow was not alone in its refusal to accept the shrinkage of

empire as a fait accompli. Moreover, by the fall of 1993, there were indi-

cations that Russia had not come to terms with the full sovereignty of the

East European ex-Warsaw Pact members, for example, their right to

choose affiliation with another alliance. With the general direction of

Russian policy thus indicated, Chechnya, in a sense, was the last straw,

since it revealed the means that Russia's leadership was prepared to em-

ploy in the implementation of its aims.



Introduction vii

At the same time, while some degree of pluralism had evolved in

Russia, democracy and a law-based state seemed farther away than at

any time since early 1992. Moscow's performance in the international

arena vibrated in unison with regression at home. Yet the rest of the

world, and particularly the West, seemed curiously unaware of or indif-

ferent to these ominous developments. Analysts, decision makers, and

the media alike had become habituated to chanting mantras, usually be-

ginning with the words "since the end of the Cold War. . .
." From this

premise, all kinds of assumptions followed, the most important being

that only one superpower was left on the globe and, although many seri-

ous problems remained, the issue of Russia's attitude toward the rest of

the world was no longer one of them.

Almost everyone seemed to forget how many times the "end of

the Cold War" and the arrival ofthe "era of detente" had been proclaimed

since Khrushchev met with Western leaders in 1955, during the "Geneva

Spring of Nations." While 1991 marked a momentous, systemic, and

qualitative change, it is questionable whether ideology really was the

major issue at any time since the death of Stalin. Certainly, during the

Brezhnev era the Soviet leadership's blatant cynicism concerning com-
munist—not to speak of revolutionary—ideals was matched only by the

Soviet population's utter indifference to and disbelief of ideological in-

doctrination. Some might say that the contentious schoolteacher Nina

Andreyeva was the last true believer, at least within the boundaries of the

former USSR.
Consequently, the real contest may not have been between the

concepts ofcommunism and capitalism; it may have stemmed rather from

the fact that the USSR and, eventually, its Russian successor continued

to act as the last truly imperial power at the very time when all the tradi-

tional empires had faded away, having experienced the penalties of impe-

rialism in terms ofblood, resources, and spillover onto the domestic scene.

The reason so many Russians, alas including would-be democrats,

still are so responsive to imperial slogans and desires, the Afghan experi-

ence notwithstanding, may have to do with the difference between trans-

continental and overseas empires. The latter experience far less of a

wrench in separating from their possessions, with the ocean constituting,

as it were, a clear "natural" demarcation between the metropolitan area

and the colonies. An overland empire, Soviet or Russian, confronts no

such geographic or demographic bounds, so that expansion of the domi-

nant ethnic group and of the political entity can proceed unimpeded.

Be that as it may, in its research efforts the Institute confronted un-

deniable evidence of Russian doctrines and operations that could only be

termed "imperial," or perhaps "neo-imperial." The signs ofthis development
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proliferated particularly in 1993 and 1994. The Institute's leadership de-

cided that its immediate task was to establish whether its findings enjoyed
peer support. In this endeavor, prominent scholars and other experts were
approached. These included leading analysts of Russian affairs in three

major research institutions, a former member of the CPSU Central Com-
mittee International Department, a distinguished former Moscow corre-

spondent, an eminent expert on international law aspects of Russian

operations, and the president of an institute surveying the progress of
democratic policies and organizations, in addition, of course, to the ap-

propriate academicians. All contributed to this volume.

Despite differences of emphasis and nuance, all of the authors

evince deep concern that a distinctly imperial trend in Russian acts and
statements is now unmistakable and that it holds ominous implications

for the future of the Russian people itself, for non-Russians within the

Russian Federation, for the 14 other former Soviet republics, for the

independence and sovereignty of the other former Warsaw Pact mem-
bers, and thus, ultimately, for the West as well. All are troubled by the

failure of Western leaders to acknowledge these disturbing trends and to

adjust their policies accordingly.

These analyses are presented here for readers to draw their own con-

clusions. The contributions are grouped in three sections: (1) The Neo-Im-

perial Theme: History and Motivations; Doctrines and Operations; Claims

and International Law; (2) The Targets: The "Nearest Abroad"; the "Near

Abroad"; the "Far Abroad"; (3) The Western Response: NATO; the United

States (Descriptive); the United States (Prescriptive).

I wish to express my deep appreciation to all who made this work

possible: Above all my colleague and co-editor, Kate Martin, whose un-

relenting drive, dedication, and meticulous accuracy brought this enter-

prise to fruition; the distinguished contributors for their unique insights;

the leadership of Boston University for its unfailing understanding and

support; the Sarah Scaife Foundation for its generous and ongoing assis-

tance and encouragement; the Earhart Foundation for its kind help to

our graduate researchers; the ISCIP Database Research Team itself, and

especially Peter Lorenz and Susan Cavan for their contributions to this

work; the Institute's program manager, Tatiana Maneva; and the Institute's

staff, Wendi Kern, David Percey, Kaara Peterson, and Karen Sim, for

their unstinting labors in preparing the manuscript.

Uri Ra 'anan

Boston, MA
1995
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Neo-Imperialism:

The Underlying Factors

Sergei Grigoriev

In the wake ofthe events ofAugust and December of 1 991 , hardly anyone

would have expected that the theme of the former Soviet Union's reinte-

gration would be heard as loudly as it is in Russia today. The question ofthe

reintegration of the former Union republics is becoming a focal issue for

most of the political parties and movements; "What was the USSR?" and

"Who lost the USSR?" may become the key questions during the 1 996 presi-

dential elections—if held.

Nostalgia for the USSR exists and—barring any positive changes in

Russian political and economic life—its effects will be felt both in the post-

Soviet space and all over the world. Today in Russia almost everyone is

talking about reintegration. Some persons, like Vladimir Zhirinovsky, are

speaking about the need for military preparation to conquer the territory of

the former Russian Empire with sword and fire. The communists, who in

principle are not against Zhirinovsky's methods, continue to talk about the

possibility of reintegrating the former Soviet Union on the basis of popular

referenda. Former Vice President Aleksandr Rutskoi announced the creation

of the new political movement, Derzhava (Great Power), designed to re-

build the former USSR.
The "new centrists," like Presidential Council member Andranik

Migranyan, are working urgently on a new "Russian Monroe Doctrine" de-

signed to "reflect the place and the role of Russia in the post-Soviet space in
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the thinking of all the leading Russian politicians, beginning with the Presi-

dent and ending with the Foreign Minister Kozyrev. The key issue here is

that all the geopolitical space of the former USSR constitutes the sphere of
vital interests of Russia." 1

Earlier, another politician from the same camp, Viktor Gushchin, had
started the debate with his article "Russia Will Be An Imperial State!" in

which he claimed that "life itself will soon give us a signal: it is time to act

and in the direction that in reality leads towards the rebirth of Russia as a

strong imperial power."2 In a follow-up article summarizing the debates

around the issue, Gushchin claimed that "those who advocated the disinte-

gration of the Soviet Union . . . will have to recognize pretty soon that after

the disintegration of the USSR, Russia, instead ofbeing their older brother,

will become now their imperial suzerain with all the corresponding implica-

tions for them."3

At the same time, others like Grigori Yavlinsky speak in favor of accel-

erating economic integration,
4 while groups of liberal orientation, like Yegor

Gaidar's Russia's Democratic Choice, hold their conventions under huge

portraits of Peter the Great.

What's Wrong with This?

While such debates were taking place in Russia and internationally, thou-

sands ofpeople were being killed in Tajikistan. Under the guns ofthe police

ofthe self-proclaimed "Dniestr Soviet Socialist Republic," Moldovan women
protested because their children were not allowed to study their native lan-

guage. Refugees from Abkhazia who were forced into the Georgian moun-

tains during the cold winter of 1 993-94 still cannot return home. For a long

time, in places like Armenia and Azerbaijan, children became too old too

soon, simply trying to survive. The wars in these areas have something in

common—Russian involvement—and in many ways these conflicts can be

explained by Russian politics.

The war in Tajikistan reached such a large scale because Russia de-

cided to support the most reactionary communist-Islamic fundamentalist

regime there, obstructing the growth of democracy in that country. Russia

and the Russian military, particularly the Fourteenth Army, continue to sup-

port the Dniestr Republic, which uses the old Soviet Union coat ofarms and

the red flag. This republic controls the local population, 67 percent ofwhom
are ethnic Moldovans.

In Georgia the truce between the Abkhaz and Georgians was violated

on the eve ofBoris Yel'tsin's proclamation ofDecree 1400 ofSeptember 21,

1993, dissolving the Russian legislature. What a coincidence! When the at-

tention of the rest of the world was focused on Moscow, Georgian troops
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had to defend the city of Sukhumi against what were purported to be

Abkhazian tanks and an Abkhazian air force (a concept as absurd as the

notion of a Mongolian navy). Eduard Shevardnadze was trying to protect

Sukhumi and claimed that he would die defending the city; instead he was

forced to beg Russia to bring in its troops. He had to apply to the Russian

government to allow Georgia to become a member ofthe Commonwealth of

Independent States (CIS).

In the midst of these developments, Russian Foreign Minister Andrei

Kozyrev traveled to New York and on national television claimed that Zviad

Gamsakhurdia, not Shevardnadze, was the popularly elected president of

Georgia. 5 Kozyrev' s deputy, Boris Pastukhov, openly told the Georgian side

at that time: "We will not let you win the war with Abkhazia!"6 However,

Russia then dealt with Shevardnadze once he prepared the agreement that

grants Russia the right to keep five military bases on Georgian territory.

Before Shevardnadze signed this appeal, he had to accept a situation that in

the Caucasus is viewed as destroying any man who is a warrior or a politi-

cian. Tanks (this time described as the tanks of the Gamsakhurdia support-

ers) seized Shevardnadze's hometown for two days—long enough to make

any politician lose face. No wonder that, according to INTERFAX wire

service reports, Shevardnadze has now appealed to other CIS countries to

stop playing games with independence and to admit that all such attempts

are in vain. His ambassador in Moscow, Valerian Advadze, issued a state-

ment on his behalf saying that "Georgia's independence depended to a great

extent on the position of Russia" and that "Georgia would be independent

only ifRussia wanted it."
7

Russian interference in the continuing conflict between Armenia and

Azerbaijan cannot be ignored. Both sides are using Russian weapons in this

conflict, and each side seeks Russia's aid every time the balance tips to the

opposition. "The conflict between Armenia and Azerbaijan has many inter-

nal reasons," writes well-known Russian historian Yuri Afanasyev, "but it is

also clear that Russia is not interested in making peace between them. The

war between these states allows Russia to manipulate their interests, to keep

both states in the sphere of its influence, and together with them—the whole

of the Transcaucasus."8

Examples of Russian involvement in the affairs of other countries are

too numerous to detail.
9 Amazingly, the major player in these intrigues is a

country run by a reportedly democratic government, and the problem does

not rest solely with the army, or with the power ministries. The decision that

the Fourteenth Army should open fire on Moldovans was signed by the act-

ing Prime Minister, Yegor Gaidar, in July 1992. It was the strong involve-

ment ofRussia's foreign minister, Andrei Kozyrev, that led to Russian armed

interference in Tajikistan. In addition, under the instructions of Russia's de-
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fense minister, Pavel Grachev, Russian troops were "suddenly" withdrawn
from the corridor separating the Georgian and the Abkhaz positions in

Abkhazia on the night of September 15, 1993, allowing for a successful

Abkhazian counteroffensive.

With the involvement of the Russian intelligence service (Sluzhba
Vneshney Russkoy Razvedki, or SVRR), the armed forces helped to bring

Geidar Aliev to power by supporting the coup that deposed Azerbaijan's

popularly elected president, Abulfaz Elchibey. Russian taxpayers' money then

was used to support the anti-Aliev forces once Aliev signed a contract with

Western oil companies. It is clear today that Russia is preparing to put in

power the puppet regime ofAyaz Mutalibov, who is now living outside Mos-
cow in a safe house under FSK (Federal'naya Sluzhba Kontrarazvedki, or

counterintelligence agency) protection.

Other Russian actions could be described as worrisome. When the parlia-

ment building in Moscow was still on fire in October 1 993, two important deci-

sions were adopted by the Russian government. One of them involved the

extradition from Moscow ofmany persons from the Caucasus. Traders, busi-

nessmen, and many others were arrested in the streets, put into railroad cars,

and sent home. Among those arrested and beaten up by the Russian police

was the ambassador of sovereign Armenia.

Also in October 1993, under Yel'tsin's chairmanship, a meeting ofthe

collegium of the Ministry of Defense and National Security Council mem-
bers adopted the "Main Guidelines of the Military Doctrine of the Russian

Federation" allowing for the utilization ofRussian armed forces on the terri-

tory of the so-called Near Abroad, the newly freed non-Russian states, and

also threatening all the other republics with a nuclear strike. The new mili-

tary doctrine expanded Russia's security interests throughout the territory

ofthe former USSR and rescinded the "no-first-use" nuclear weapons pledge

of the Gorbachev era.
10

In November 1993 the Russian government pushed Central Asia away

from the so-called "ruble space," an action that placed the reformist regimes

in Kyrgyzstan and Kazakhstan on the verge of bankruptcy. Kazakh Vice

President Daulet Sembayev claimed openly that his country was "pushed

out of the ruble zone" because of its attempts to seek economic cooperation

with neighboring Turkey, Pakistan, Iran and other countries.
11 Facing the

protests of the Kyrgyz and Kazakh governments, Russian Foreign Minister

Kozyrev declared that "Russia is prepared to defend its citizens living in

Kazakhstan ... and in this purpose will use all its power, including economic

sanctions and credit and financial policy." 12

Following sporadic international criticism of its interference in the af-

fairs of other republics, Russia has softened the sharpness of some of its

verbal attacks; however, its meddlesome patterns remain the same. Is this an
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expression ofpostimperialism? France suffered from the postimperial syn-

drome when it had to leave Algeria, Vietnam, and Guinea. Yet, immedi-

ately thereafter, France was eager to be involved in international

conferences to discuss the future of those newly independent states.

Moreover, those conferences included representatives not only of other

countries, but also of different political camps. Russia claims that the

former Soviet Union constitutes its own sphere of influence, and exter-

nal input is not welcomed. One senior US official told The Washington

Post that "Russia is undermining internationally sponsored negotiating

efforts by launching its own initiatives."
13

Another popular opinion in Russia today is that reintegration is neces-

sary because, within its present borders, Russia lacks sufficient resources to

become economically independent and prosperous. This theory does not

withstand any kind of scrutiny. Hitler had argued that Germany needed new
resources and access to new territories; however, after his defeat West Ger-

many became a prosperous economic state with about one-half the amount

of territory Hitler had deemed insufficient.

One explanation for this negative outlook is that the country is un-

dergoing a very difficult period of transition. While it is clear whence

Russia is coming, its ultimate destination is unknown. Attempts to build

a different country, for example, a democratic state, are accompanied by

uncertainty, which worries many Russians. All the problems of the tran-

sition period, including obvious mistakes by the governments that have

come to power since 1991, cause much of the population to feel nostal-

gia for the "good old days." Following the disintegration of the USSR in

which Russians still played a leading role and where the ideology of Great

Russian chauvinism had been maintained, the overwhelming majority of

the population suddenly reached the painful realization that they were

citizens of a Third World country. The lack of any alternate ideology in

what had been a highly ideological state inevitably allowed for a senti-

ment such as nationalism to grow and consolidate.

Still, other factors connect Russia with the former republics, the econo-

mies ofwhich continue to depend heavily upon Russia. There are (or were)

25 million ethnic Russians living in the former Soviet republics, and Russia

continues to view the military installations there as its own. There are still

very few border and customs posts and, in many cases, no demarcation lines

between the newly independent countries. There are no professional Rus-

sian diplomats trained to operate in the former Soviet republics, and those

who have been sent to these countries consider themselves exiled by the

Ministry ofForeign Affairs.

Interrepublican ties and contacts between the representatives ofthe old

Soviet nomenklatura and elites remain very strong. As a result, there have
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been successful attempts by nomenklatura representatives in the former re-

publics to return to power, often with Russian assistance; Russia considers

them more reliable and more predictable than their independence- and de-

mocracy-minded compatriots.

Who Runs Russia Today?

Light may be shed upon these Russian actions by examining who precisely

came to power in Russia in 1991, namely, a broad anticommunist and anti-

Gorbachev coalition representing many different groups and movements,

from anarchists to monarchists. In addition to separate democratic groups,

the second and third echelons of the nomenklatura also played a prominent

role in that coalition. No wonder the breakdown ofthe old regime in Russia

is often described as the "revolution of the second secretaries."

Leading the first government were those young nomenklatura repre-

sentatives who had been promoted during the Gorbachev years, such as

Pravda editorial board member Yegor Gaidar, senior executive of the Eco-

nomic Department of the Central Committee Boris Fyodorov, and many
others. By the summer of 1992, Russia was ruled by a coalition government.

The old nomenklatura brought into this government its own members, the

so-called industrialists, such as Georgi Khizha, Viktor Chernomyrdin, and Vladimir

Shumeiko, while real democrats, representatives of the Interregional Group of

Deputies and ofsuch movements as Democratic Russia, were forced to resign.

Following the departure of Gennadi Burbulis, the Yel'tsin administration was

abandoned by Arkadi Murashev, and Yegor Yakovlev; finally, the last persons

representing the democratic movements to be fired were Galina Starovoitova, in

November 1 992, and Yuri Boldyrev, in February 1 993 . In December 1 992, Yegor

Gaidar had been forced to leave the government; although he was brought back

to power in 1993, this move was intended to convince democratic forces in

Russia and the West that Yel'tsin's attempts to dissolve parliament were legiti-

mate. Once this goal had been achieved, Gaidar's power evaporated.

Many government measures against the former Soviet republics were un-

dertaken while Gaidar, for all his democratic posturing, was still in power. At the

time, however, it was believed that the government was not responsible for these

actions, which were blamed instead on the power ministries and the army in

regions where it was trying to establish its own control.
14 This assumption did

not turn out to be completely accurate. During the summer of 1992, Sergei

Stankevich, a prime representative of the democratic camp in Russia, did not

miss a single photo opportunity with Vice President Aleksandr Rutskoi posing

together in front ofcannons in Sevastopol and in the Dniestr Republic.
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Once Chernomyrdin came to power, the process of reform was stalled,

allegedly due to the need for stabilization. As a result, the structure of

the economy largely remains unchanged and the military-industrial complex

retains a key position in that economy.

Since October 1993 Yel'tsin has become a hostage of the army. Dur-

ing the events of "Black October" both realized that Yel'tsin could de-

pend only upon the army for support. Moreover, both for the nomenklatura

and for Yeltsin himself, the disintegration of the USSR was a necessary

element in the struggle to remove Gorbachev and to legitimize their rise

to power. These goals were of higher priority than the aspirations of the

former Soviet republics to freedom and independence and the recogni-

tion of legitimate anti-Russian sentiments in those republics. At the same

time, those politicians were sincere about their desire to have good rela-

tions with the West, primarily because they hoped to use Western assis-

tance to modernize the country and to strengthen their power.

In many ways, the representatives of the old nomenklatura still view

the former USSR as their own country. They have disposed of the com-

munist ideology and the limitations the old rigid system had imposed

upon the growth of their personal wealth. The new leaders came to power

with the skills and experiences they had gained in their previous posi-

tions. Without a deep understanding of Russian history, they felt very

comfortable when Russia was proclaimed the legal successor of the USSR.
The well-known Russian historian Dmitri Furman explains:

Today's elite is the old elite wearing new costumes. Former regional party

secretaries may cause admiration among the US Senators proclaiming the

end of the world communism. And they are sincere about it, they really

think so, since in the back of their minds they always have been hating this

communism, and they are happy that it is over, and that today they are

given a chance to speak in front of the US Senators. But in the depth of

their hearts they still remain regional party secretaries with all the

correspondent habits and the way of thinking. They are happy today since

they are being invited "to decent homes," and when they go out they put on

their tuxedos. . . . But in the former USSR they still feel like they are at

home. Here they put on their "field dress." Here they display their old

instincts—chauvinistic, class, and so on. 15

The Russian sociologist and writer Yuri Burtin describes this new Rus-

sian political elite as "nomenklatura democracy," where "democracy ex-

ists only for the members of the nomenklatura," and believes that

Russia's new political and economic system should be described as

"nomenklatura capitalism." 16
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Russia and the Republics: A New Stage

If, in 1992, Russia's interference in the affairs of other republics could
have been explained as the instincts of the old imperial state, by the end
of 1993 new reasons were evident. One concerned the development of
what can be described as bureaucratic capitalism, namely, the system
that transforms former ministries and departments into entities such as

"holding companies'' and industrial consortia that still depend upon the

government. In 1991-92 they needed the help of the West, just to stand

on their feet. By 1993, they were more stable but did not want to lose

markets, especially in the former republics. One factor that has helped to

maintain dependence on the state has been the use of the ruble at the time

when other republics are using hard currency and preferring to purchase

higher quality Western goods. Today Russia is looking for ways to avoid

this development and to dump Russian goods in the other republics.

The growing appetites of Russian industrialists contributed substan-

tially to a new orientation of Russian policy in the Near Abroad, with

special attention to providing Russia access to natural resources in the

former Soviet republics. As a result, Russian policy toward the CIS coun-

tries—and by January 1994 all the former republics, excluding the Baltic

States, were persuaded by Russia in one way or another to join the CIS

—

has entered a new stage. Four months after the publication of his "Mon-
roe Doctrine" for Russia, Migranyan was no longer concerned about the

popularity of his concept among leading Russian politicians. He believed,

correctly, that a consensus had already been reached. The key focus for

him remained whether the "Russian political elite [would] build a con-

sensus regarding such problems as the pace of integration and its prin-

ciples." He even allowed that "for the sake of unification (radi

ob 'yedineniyaj we might have to sacrifice our reform."
~

The emergence of this "consensus" regarding the issue of "reintegra-

tion" was accompanied by negative predictions about the future of Russian

democracy by a number of leading experts. Peter Reddaway. a well-known

American expert on Russian affairs, warned in February 1 994 that "behind

the assurances about continuing the reforms, which the US has trustingly

accepted at face value, a new course towards authoritarianism is being qui-

etly prepared." 18 The Russian professor Yuri Davydov of the Institute for the

Study ofthe USA and Canada warned that this "new authoritarianism would

inevitably gain imperial features."
19

Russian policy toward the CIS countries indeed has acquired some new

features. Today it is being guided by certain pragmatic considerations. On
the one hand, Russia does not want to accept any responsibility for what

is happening in these republics. By applying all sorts of pressure, it gains
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access to their natural resources, attempts to control their economies,

and tries to ensure that "friendly political forces" come to power there. On
the other hand, Moscow is trying to minimize the expense and is unwilling to

sustain losses, as in Belarus' when, despite earlier promises, Russia reneged

on its pledge to merge the financial systems of both countries. Moscow de-

cided that it was not in its interest to bail out the flagging Belarusian economy,

and that an economically dependent Belarus' would be easier to pressure

into accepting Russian demands. As Yuri Afanasyev pointed out, "this new
tendency means politico-military and economic control ofMoscow over the

former republics of the Soviet Union, but not its responsibility for mainte-

nance of parity with Russia in terms of living conditions and no responsibil-

ity for, let's say, living conditions in Uzbekistan, infant mortality in Azerbaijan,

living standards in Tajikistan."
20 This has been accompanied by endless dec-

larations that Russia is a great power and is entitled to have special rights

regarding its neighbors.

To be able to utilize the post-Soviet space for its own interests, Russia

has been trying to revive the institutions that had been established before, for

example the CIS and its economic mechanism. Clearly, no one has asked the

general public in the CIS countries, where there are strong anti-Russian feel-

ings, whether a Russian-led CIS is acceptable. For elites trying to improve

the economic situation in their republics and thereby legitimize their stay in

power, however, the acceptance of the CIS structures might be a case of

compromise to retain Moscow's support. Russia's efforts to turn the CIS

into a Russian-led organization, instead of an association of equal partners,

found its reflection during the seventeenth summit of the CIS leaders. In

keeping with an earlier agreement, Azerbaijan's President Geidar Aliev was

supposed to replace Yel'tsin as chairman of the Council of the

Commonwealth's Heads of States, but during the summit it was decided to

extend Yel'tsin's mandate. 21

At the same time, Russian taxpayers have not been polled about their

willingness and ability to carry the burden ofRussian expansionism, despite

an abundance of propaganda on the need for such structures and policies.

Some analysts, however, have expressed their concern about the cost of

revising imperial policies. "[NJeither the president and government, nor the

parliamentary opposition dare to announce honestly the cost of this new
status: Russia will have to pay for it with oil and gas, with inflation, with

deterioration of living standards, and maybe even with lives of Russian sol-

diers," writes Andrei Grachev, although, he adds "perhaps the Russian soci-

ety is prepared to pay this price for the restoration ofbroken internal ties and

the global role of their state."
22

Yet it is clear that the matter of special concern for Russia in 1 993-94

was guaranteed access to raw materials—the natural resources of the former
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republics. Russian industrialists believe that the costs of political, military,

and economic involvement in the former republics will be offset by the costs

of remonopolization of Moscow's control over the natural wealth in those

republics. In Georgia, it is manganese and copper; in Armenia, molybdenum;
in Kazakhstan, manganese, molybdenum, iron ore, copper, lead, and zinc; in

Kyrgyzstan, stibium; in Uzbekistan, cotton and gold. Of special interest for

Russia are the rich energy resources in Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, and
Turkmenistan: oil and natural gas.

Attempts by various Western companies, as well as by the governments

of Turkey and Iran, to get access to those resources in the process of bilat-

eral and multilateral cooperation have been assailed by Russia as efforts to

build influence in the countries within its sphere of vital interests. The oil

contracts between Azerbaijan and a number of major Western companies

have been a major reason for tension in the relations between Russia and that

country. The same could be said about Russia's relations with Kazakhstan.

Many analysts argue that oil played the key role in the decision of the Rus-

sian government to start its brutal war in Chechnya. "Russian claims to Caspian

oil make sense only when Moscow is in a position to control the oil pipe-

lines," write Stephan Kiselev and Azer Mursaliyev. 23 Moscow has been in-

sisting on transit of oil via Chechnya to the terminals in the port of

Novorossiisk, but, as a result, it had to prove to its potential partners and

opponents that "its territory and the route for the pipeline, part of which

goes via Chechnya, is really safe and completely under control."
24

At the same time, continuation of the conflict between Armenia and

Azerbaijan allows Russia to block all attempts to design and build a pipeline

from Azerbaijan to the Turkish port of Dzheikhan on the Mediterranean,

since "one of the key sections of the projected pipeline—30 kilometers

of the so-called 'Megrin corridor,' a small piece of land controlled by

Armenia between Nakhichevan, which has the status of Azerbaijan's au-

tonomous republic, and the rest of the territory of Azerbaijan—is within

the zone of intense fighting."25

A number of different interest groups exist among Russian industrial-

ists. Some are oriented to exports, such as the gas industry, which had been

gradually privatized while preserving its organizational integrity and mo-

nopolistic position in the former USSR. This group does not mind borders

between republics, since its members have learned how to make more money

every time they have to pay custom fees and each time their products cross

any border. However, the huge Russian manufacturing industries, which are

first and foremost connected with the military-industrial complex, are suf-

fering from the existence ofborders. For example, in his October 1 994 speech

at Harvard University, Marshal Yevgeni Shaposhnikov, the former com-

mander-in-chief of the Joint Armed Forces of the CIS, explained that to
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make a modern Sukhoi plane one has to utilize 45 enterprises; 39 of them

are in Russia, the rest are dispersed over the territory of the former Soviet

Union. Many enterprises would prefer to avoid paying custom fees and to

cut off ties with their former branch enterprises, since in their attempts to

survive those branch enterprises are beginning to look for new partners and

new markets. The oil industry of the former USSR was not preserved as a

monopolistic structure and, as a result, has fallen into a number of privatized

and government-controlled companies competing for markets and profits.

In addition, oil remains one of the main sources of hard currency revenues

for the federal and local budgets.

A businessman from Yekaterinburg who travels to Boston quite often

explained his point ofview: "You know how long it takes for Russian goods

to be shipped out of the port in St. Petersburg? At least ten months. The

merchant marine facilities in St. Petersburg are overloaded; everything is

stuck, and we have to look for something else. If the army will not help us

bring back the ports in Odessa and Tallinn, we will do it ourselves. Don't ask

me how, but we will have them at our disposal."

Aside from such attitudes in industry, there are throwbacks in the "tested

and tempered fighters ofthe Cold War," that is, the power ministries. This is

demonstrated by two reports from the Russian Foreign Intelligence Service

headed by Yevgeni Primakov—one from November 1993,26 and the other

from September 1 994. The first deals with Russia's reaction to the proposed

inclusion of the former Soviet republics in the NATO Partnership for Peace

(PfP) program, while the second focuses on Western attitudes toward the

prospect of reintegration. Both are unprecedented cases of interference by

the intelligence services in the affairs ofthe government. It is known that the

Yel'tsin administration received the September 1994 report only two days

before Primakov discussed it at a press conference and had it disseminated

to the media. In a recent interview, Deputy Director of the Russian Foreign

Intelligence Service Grigori Rapota stressed that his organization intends to

prepare and publicize similar reports in the future.
27 Chauvinism also contin-

ues to be very strong in the Russian army.

The brutal character ofthe Russian military action in Chechnya and the

fact that the decision to start this war reflected the attempts of the Yel'tsin

administration to change the social base of its support in favor of a closer

alliance with chauvinistic and nationalistic forces may serve as an illustration

that the "party ofwar" in the Kremlin is gaining strength. This, in turn, may
lead to the conviction that the interests of reform will be sacrificed in favor

of"unification." So far, only the desire to obtain Western aid, in my view, is

preventing Russia from taking stronger steps in this direction. As a result,

because of possible reactions from the West, the so-called initiative about

reintegration most likely will be funneled via republics other than Russia.
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Due in no small part to Russian pressure, a number of the former Soviet

republics will probably suggest reintegration, while Russia, as Stalin had

done before, simply will sit back and "accept" those republics into the

fold.

Quite symptomatic in this respect was a program broadcast on Russia's

Ostankino Television early in 1 995. Two days before the program aired, the

anchorwoman, Marina Nekrasova, had been appointed head ofthe presiden-

tial administration's information department. During the program, the presi-

dent of the Russian Sociological Academy, Dr. Gennadi Osipov, was
introduced as a person with no less solid democratic credentials than Sergei

Kovalev, the famous dissident and human rights activist. Dr. Osipov pro-

claimed that "although for a while it was good to let the republics have some
degree of independence, so that they could feel themselves in isolation and

their 'pro-independence elites' could lose their popularity . . . today it is time

to correct the mistakes of the past and to begin the process of full reintegra-

tion."
28 In an obvious attempt to shift the blame for the disintegration of the

USSR onto Russia's democratic forces, Dr. Osipov said, "Boris Nikolayevich

Yel'tsin fully supports the decision. ... All those guilty . . . will have to be

punished."29 Obviously, no one in the Russian political elite bothered to ask

the opinion of the population in the former Soviet republics. Perhaps it is

assumed that the population will support this move, or will have to support

it as a result of a perceived lack of preferable alternatives, just as had been

assumed in the case of Chechnya.

What's Wrong with That?

Historically, Russia's tremendous territorial space seemed to demand an au-

thoritarian form of government. In Russia, the development of a modern

culture, including political culture, traditionally took place only in the cen-

ter, and then was dispersed to the periphery as part of powerful external

expansion. The colonization and co-optation by Russia of other nations at

different stages of economic, cultural, and political development played a

very significant role in obstructing the process of democratization and the

path of economic development.

Yel'tsin claims that Peter the Great is his favorite historical hero. Peter

the Great is viewed often as a Westernizer, which is regarded as synonymous

with being a reformer or modernizer. However, most of Peter's reforms

were, in fact, dedicated to the modernization of the Russian army and the

creation of the Russian military-industrial complex. The remainder repre-

sented a rather mechanical attempt to imitate Western institutions, although

those imitations continued to play their traditional Russian roles under dif-

ferent names and remained important tools in the hands of a despotic ruler.
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The nature of the Russian Empire set out by Peter, the built-in features of

which were the hypertrophy of the power structures and messianic claims

about the special role of Russia, became part of the genetic code of the

Soviet communist state, which continued to colonize other nations under

different banners, but with the same methods of exploitation. In that sense,

the events of August and December of 1 99 1 represented not only the crash

of the Soviet communist model, but also "the crash of a certain model of

Russian civilizational development set up by Peter."
30

Peter's model for Rus-

sia had allowed the country to compete with other more developed nations

at the expense of any advance toward Western democratic values based on

respect for freedom, individual rights, law, and order.

Under Peter, cruel treatment was the fate not only of the peasants, but

also of the nobility, the educated class, and the entrepreneurs. The state,

under a despotic ruler, imposed production quotas and also established the

priority of the bureaucracy. This kept the population in constant tension,

eased from time to time by the state renovating itself through perestroikas

from above, such as the reforms of 1 86 1 , or those initiated more recently by

Gorbachev. Still, under the rule of the most liberal tsar, Aleksandr II, the

budget for defense and the military-industrial complex comprised 35 percent

of state expenses while education accounted for only 1 percent. 31 In that

sense, the experience of the Soviet state was a complete repetition of life as

it existed under the tsars.

What Russia needs today is not the recreation of the same old empire

under a new banner, but rather a development of the cultural and historical

paradigm away from the imperial model. As the Russian scholar Yakov

Shemyakin has stressed:

in the minds of many, the collapse of this paradigm equals the collapse of

Russia, its statehood and civilization. However, the necessary precondition for

the preservation of any civilization is the law of integrity. While statehood

plays a role, equally important factors include the system of values (i.e., its

spiritual or moral culture) and economic activities (namely production and

distribution). The best results are achieved only when all these factors work

together A number of researchers studying various Latin American countries

. . . reached the conclusion that the hypertrophy ofone factor tends to undermine

the role of others. . . ,

32

Similarly, earlier attempts at Russian modernization failed not due to a lack

of consensus between the educated class and the people, but because of the

hypertrophy of imperial thinking. The introduction of the principle of free-

dom of choice contributed in the most significant way to the collapse of the

Soviet Empire. All attempts to return to the old paradigm of the imperial state

will inevitably lead toward the deterioration offreedom ofchoice, human rights,

and democratic values, even by the new regime and its supporters.
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What kind of Russia can one expect in the near future—a gradually

reviving empire slowly collecting its lost territory or a new peaceful Rus-
sian state involved in construction? Current attempts to substitute impe-
rialism for national consensus will not allow Russia to become a

democratic and market-oriented country and will only facilitate the re-

surgence of the military-industrial complex looking for a strong leader to

practice its hegemonic aspirations. So far, it seems that some ofthe gloomy
predictions may come true.

Russia, Newly Independent States and the West

A number of external reasons appear to be encouraging the return to impe-

rial thinking in Russia. First of all, Russia understands that the West is very

much concerned with the problem of nuclear weapons proliferation. In that

sense, Russia will always be the focus ofthe West's attention. In addition, as

the largest ofthe former Soviet republics, Russia will always receive most of

the aid meant for the region. The disproportionate distribution of such aid

supports Russia's belief in the inevitability of its special role in the region.

Other Western concerns, of a geopolitical character, such as the pos-

sible spread of Islam and the competition for the post-Soviet space of the

USSR's various successors, could be viewed by Russia as justification for

this special status. Such concerns might cause some in the West to believe

that ifany country were to move into that space, Russia would be preferable

to a more volatile country. The lack of solid protected borders also evokes

concerns ofweapons and drug trafficking. These problems exist, and many
Westerners sincerely believe that Russia will be able to stop such mischiefby

bringing in its own troops.

Danger lies in the possibility that the world will forget that other coun-

tries still exist in the post-Soviet space. With their own views, their own
ideas, their own attitudes, and their own aspirations, they cannot be ignored.
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Imperial Elements in

Russia's Doctrines and

Operations

UriRa'anan 1

Post-Soviet imperialism is manifested (1) by an assertion of domination

over countries that the successor to the former imperial power and the

international community have recognized as independent and sovereign; and

(2) by the imposition of that domination by force or threat of force—the

very attributes of aggression outlawed by Article 2, Paragraph 4 of the UN
Charter. The unimpeded pursuit ofan aggressive path, particularly by a ma-

jor power, is, of course, entirely incompatible with the "New World Order"

proclaimed triumphantly by President Bush and viewed in the West as the

reason for downsizing defense. Euphoria swept the West with the defeat in

Moscow ofthe aborted August 1991 coup; its aftermath—the dissolution of

the USSR and the recognition by Russia's leader Boris Yel'tsin of the inde-

pendence and sovereignty of the other former Soviet republics—seemed

appropriate as a portent of the posture and policies of a new democratic

Russian state. At the time, I was not immune to such euphoria.

Predictably, Western decision makers and their bureaucracies swiftly

embraced the comforting assumptions of a supposed "new order," and be-

came reluctant to consider data and analyses that questioned their supposi-

tions. The interpreters of such data were written off as "the bearers of bad

news," with all the usual consequences.
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Even those who admitted that an ominous trend could be discerned

in both Russian statements and actions assumed erroneously that this

development was a recent result of the October 1993 bloody clash be-

tween President Yel'tsin and the "Red-Brown" opposition, or of the

December 1993 elections, which boosted Vladimir Zhirinovsky's
ultrachauvinistic forces and the revived communist party—both equally

nostalgic for the "good old days," when the USSR dominated the space

between the Pacific and the Elbe.

In fact, the doctrines and operations subsumed under the "neo-imperial"

heading date back to May 1992 and March 1993. They emanated not from the

"Brown" or "Red" opposition, but from the central apparatus of govern-

ment itself, including President Yel'tsin' s staff, his Security Council, the for-

eign ministry, part of the armed forces, and Yevgeni Primakov's Foreign

Intelligence Service.

The doctrines in question passed through several stages that will be

discussed in roughly chronological order, although, in fact, there may have

been considerable overlap in time between them. The initial emphasis re-

garding the extension of Russian power into other former Soviet republics

was markedly ethnic. Immediately after his victory over the aborted August

1991 coup, President Yel'tsin, even as he recognized the independence of

the 14 other republics, indicated that at least some (presumably Ukraine and

Kazakhstan) might have to purchase their freedom by agreeing to "revise

borders," in other words, to allow Russian annexation of portions of their

sovereign territory inhabited by sizable ethnic Russian populations. 2 How-
ever, since this assertion was received with evident concern by the interna-

tional community, whose support Yel'tsin needed particularly at the time, he

reversed his position within hours and specifically recognized all the former So-

viet republics within their existing constitutional boundaries.

Early in 1 992, Russian official circles began referring increasingly to

the 25 million ethnic Russians now living in the Near Abroad. In May ofthat

year the draft was published of a new Russian military doctrine (which was

incorporated with some changes in the final version ofthe doctrine promul-

gated in the fall of 1993).

Under the subheading of "Possible Causes of War and Its Sources"

[emphasis added], it listed the "violation of the rights of . . . persons who
identify themselves ethnically and culturally with [Russia]." Under the sub-

heading of "The Mission ... of the Russian Armed Forces," the doctrine

spoke of "the defense ofthe rights and interests of . . . persons abroad linked

to Russia ethnically and culturally."
3

By June 1992, Yevgeni Ambartsumov (then a Supreme Soviet critic of

a supposedly "too liberal" Russian foreign ministry, subsequently an am-

bassador representing that same ministry—now much more to his taste)
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demanded that, in all treaties with former Soviet republics, Russia make

"special provisions" for its "right to defend the lives and dignity ofRussians"

in the Near Abroad. 4 This message was spelled out even more clearly in the

Russian foreign policy doctrine promulgated in the spring of 1 993. It stated

that the "rights of minorities"—described elsewhere in the document ex-

pansively as "persons of Russian origin" and "Russians and the Russian-

speaking population"—in the Near Abroad would have to be secured

"through persuasion, and in extreme cases also through the use offorce.
" 5

As pointed out earlier, not only the use but even the threat of force is out-

lawed under the UN Charter.

The assertion of a right to intervene militarily on behalf of ethnically

related populations is uncannily reminiscent ofthe practice ofthe late 1 930s

—

the Sudeten Germans come to mind. Since World War II, such claims have

become generally inadmissible. Even military intervention on behalf of fel-

low citizens abroad has been viewed as acceptable only in the abeyance of

law, order, and a functioning government in their country of residence, and

then only if there is a palpable threat to their very lives. (The 1965 US inter-

vention in the Dominican Republic may be a case in point.)

The Russian doctrines in question, however, did not speak of threats

to life and limb but merely of a purported "violation of the rights" of the

Russian diaspora, which some Western diplomats have confused with

human rights. Actually the most that could be claimed in some instances

was a dispute over political status, for example, the conditions and the

period of time required for a Russian to become a citizen of a particular

Baltic republic, and the kind of political participation and social services

for which Russian residents would be eligible in the meantime. These are

matters predominantly within the purview of the country of residence,

and the claim that a neighboring state could use military force to impose

its own views over such issues would turn international order into a

Hobbesian jungle.

The theme of military pressure on behalf of the Russian diaspora was

used extensively as an excuse for refusing to withdraw Russian forces from

the Baltic States by the dates negotiated between the parties. Yel'tsin re-

lented on this point in August 1 994, only after President Clinton's Riga speech

indicated American concern over this issue. However, at the same time, the

Russian government issued an edict that comprised extensive demands re-

garding the privileges to be granted by the host countries to the ethnic Rus-

sian diaspora. The document spelled out Russia's economic sanctions ifthese

requirements were not met, stressing, ominously, that these were "immedi-

ate measures" as far as the Baltic States were concerned. 6

With Moscow's eventual realization that the "purely ethnic" argument

evoked disagreeable associations, a new wrinkle was added, namely that
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ethnic Russians, having been Soviet citizens, should now be given Russian
citizenship while simultaneously obtaining citizenship ofthe newly indepen-

dent country in which they happened to be living. Thus, the doctrine of mili-
tary intervention on behalf of Russian minorities was to be made more
palatable. Consequently, the November 1993 version of Russia's military

doctrine described "suppression of rights, freedoms, or the legitimate inter-

ests ofRussian citizens" as one of the "main . . . sources of external military

danger to [Russia]."7

Shortly thereafter, Foreign Minister Andrei Kozyrev claimed that, since

Russia's constitution allowed dual citizenship, he could now demand the same
of other republics in the Near Abroad: "If a Russian, an ethnic Russian, or a

Russian-speaker, someone who feels close to Russia—there are Uzbeks and
Kazakhs and Kyrgyz who consider themselves in essence Russian-speakers

. .
.—ifall ofthese people, or some ofthem, wish to have Russian citizenship as

well as Kyrgyz, Kazakh, or Uzbek citizenship, ofcourse they will be under the

protection ofthe Russian state. . .

."8 Subsequently, he added that the question of

dual citizenship hadnow become akey element in relations with the Near Abroad,

and that "We should not leave regions that for centuries have been spheres of

Russian interest."
9

Ofcourse, Mr. Kozyrev omitted mentioning that Russia's new approach

meant compelling other countries to accept dual citizenship, which—as a

matter under domestic jurisdiction—no state has the right to impose upon

another. (In the second halfof 1994, Russia attempted to compel Ukraine to

accept dual citizenship as part of a bilateral treaty.
10 Earlier in 1994

Turkmenistan was compelled to accept such a clause.
11
) Most countries, in

fact, do not accept dual citizenship; until recently, Americans could lose US
citizenship for performing an act that implied citizenship ofanother country,

such as voting in that country's elections or serving in its armed forces.

The issue of the Russian ethnic diaspora eventually yielded first place

to two other demands on Moscow's agenda for the Near Abroad. One had

to do with the location of the Russian Border Troops (a separate arm of

Russia's military forces) and the other asserted Russia's monopoly over what

were called euphemistically "peacekeeping activities."

Starting in 1993, Yel'tsin's apparatus and sections ofthe armed forces

asserted that it was both too expensive and impractical to relocate the Bor-

der Troops along Russia's new frontiers with the post-Soviet republics and

that they should simply be left in the existing (old Soviet) border installa-

tions.
12 By the fall of that year, Defense Minister Pavel Grachev reportedly

informed an internal briefing that "a decision [had] been made not to pull

back to Russia's borders but to maintain old Soviet borders, especially in

Central Asia and the . . . Caucasus." 13 As a consequence, the three

Transcaucasian republics and the five Central Asian republics could now be
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severed from the outside world by Russian troops along their southern fron-

tiers, being enveloped at the same time by Russian military elements to their

north, in the Russian Federation.

Colonel General Andrei Nikolayev, commander of the Border Troops,

stated candidly, "the defense of the external borders of the [former Soviet

republics] is being carried out, first and foremost, for us Russians, in the

interest of Russia itself. Second, this involve[s] the guarantee of [our] na-

tional interests in the most important geo-political regions, where Russia's

strategic interests exist, existed, and, hopefully, will continue to exist."
14

Additionally, in the spring of 1993, President Yel'tsin requested that

the United Nations "grant Russia special powers as guarantor of peace and

stability in this region," but backpedalled in the face of unfavorable reac-

tions.
15 Since then the demand for a Russian "peacekeeping" monopoly in

the Near Abroad has been reasserted, not without some success. The con-

cept is particularly bizarre because, in at least two instances, the actions of

the Russian military and security sectors themselves have been responsible

for the escalation of conflicts that, as a result, require "peacekeeping." One
case concerned some 90,000 Muslim Abkhaz mountaineers living in a cor-

ner of the Georgian republic that happens to dominate a lengthy stretch of

Black Sea coastline desired by the Russian navy.

As former Soviet KGB chief and Minister of Internal Affairs, Vadim
Bakatin, has revealed, even before the dissolution of the USSR the KGB
created '"fronts' in [those] Union Republics which showed obstinacy in

their relations with the Center, [telling these Republics] ifyou don't want

to obey then you may have [to deal with] ... a 'front' which . . . will raise

the question of the borders of the Republic and the legitimacy of the

organs of power elected there. . .
." Consequently, another report dis-

closed, "the South Ossetian . . . and the Abkhazian [organizations] were

formed ... to counteract the . . . movements of the Georgian people

aimed at liberation from communist dictatorship and the secession of

Georgia from the USSR." The KGB's aim was "consolidation of the

[mountain] people of the Caucasus . . . against Georgia." The eventual

outcome was that an Abkhazian leader, Vladislav Ardzinba, declared

secession from Georgia, supported by a "bloc of the revenge-seekers of

pro-communist, pro-imperial, and national socialist orientation." 16

As a result, in August 1 992 armed conflict with Georgia erupted. By
February and March of 1 993, in the greatest miracle since the loaves and the

fishes, backward Abkhaz mountaineers suddenly acquired a high-tech air

force, including Russian (current generation) Sukhoi-25 and -27 planes, that

bombed Sukhumi, a major city, and defeated the poorly armed Georgian

forces. In the aftermath, most ethnic Georgians were expelled from

Abkhazia. The Russian army then interposed itself between Abkhazia
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and the rest of Georgia, effectively preventing the return of the Georgian
refugees. Moreover, the Russian navy blockaded Georgia's remaining port

and Moscow demanded that Georgia accept Russian garrisons. Frantic pleas,

by Georgia's leader Eduard Shevardnadze, for international help were ig-

nored, despite this former Soviet foreign minister's once warm relationship

with Western leaders. Abandoned, he was forced to surrender, whereupon,

with his "consent," Georgia's major cities acquired Russian garrisons, and
Georgia was sundered from the outside world to the south by Russian Bor-

der Troops. Apparently, that is Russia's now-classic definition of "peace-

keeping." 17

In Moldova, the Russian Fourteenth Army effectively bisected the

republic by establishing itself along the Dniestr River, enabling ethnic

Russians to the east of that waterway to proclaim a secessionist "Dniestr

Republic." Now the excuse for keeping this army on Moldovan soil for

at least another three years is that it constitutes the only available "peace-

keeping" force.

Moscow utilized the dispute between Armenia and Azerbaijan over

the Nagorno-Karabakh enclave to offer military support, first to one side

then to the other, in the end demanding "compensation" in the form of

Russian military bases in these republics, a request to which at least Ar-

menia has acceded. A somewhat more complicated, but essentially also

self-serving "mission" has established substantial Russian military forces

in Tajikistan.

The topic of "peacekeeping" has become inextricably linked to the estab-

lishment ofRussian "bases" and "garrisons" in former Soviet republics. Indeed,

already in the fall of 1 993 Foreign Minister Kozyrev stated openly that it would

be unacceptable for Russia "to pull out completely from the zones oftraditional

influence which . . . were won over centuries." 18

Eventually, a more sophisticated wrinkle was added to this endeavor,

using the Russian-dominated Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS)

as a "front." Russian military elements were to operate under the thin dis-

guise of"CIS peacekeeping forces," although non-Russian contingents were

practically nonexistent, and a UN mandate was to be sought ex post facto to

legitimize these activities.

In response, the United States stipulated that (1) such activities re-

quired the freely given "agreement" of the countries on whose soil they

were to take place; (2) the "peacekeepers" had to be "impartial" and

"respect [the] territorial integrity" of the country in which they operated;

and (3) they had to comport themselves "in accordance with the UN Charter

and the principles ofthe Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe

(CSCE)." Moreover, a UN Security Council resolution permitting the op-

eration was required prior to the introduction of such forces, if a genuine
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international mandate was to legitimate their actions. Additionally, the UN
Secretary General stipulated that Russian troops could "account for no more

than 20-30 percent" of a "peacekeeping" contingent on the territory of a

former Soviet republic.
19

In fact, none of these conditions has been met. We have seen how
Georgia's "agreement" was obtained, how "impartial" the Russians have

been between Georgia and Abkhazia and what this has meant for Georgia's

"territorial integrity." Moreover, UN acquiescence was sought after the op-

eration was completed, and Russians constitute the overwhelming major-

ity—in Georgia's case the only contingent—of the force in question.

Nevertheless, the Russian army was prepared to offer the international

community and/or the occupied republics one "privilege," namely to pay for

the cost of these "peacekeeping" operations (a demand voiced by Defense

Minister Grachev as long ago as the fall of 1993).
20 Russia has demanded

that the CIS be viewed as a "regional agency" under Chapter VIII ofthe UN
Charter, although that chapter emphasizes "pacific settlement of local dis-

putes," an aim incompatible with Russian operations in Georgia.

Another bizarre aspect consists of Russia's demand that members of

any CIS "peacekeeping" force be made to swear allegiance to their own
republic and to Russia. 21

If enforced, Kazakh members of such a unit would

swear allegiance not to Kazakhstan and the CIS, but to Kazakhstan and

Russia, a foreign country.

Recently, yet another item has floated to the top ofthe Russian agenda,

namely the "integration" ofthe CIS, originally defined in primarily economic

and functional terms, but subsequently extended to comprise complete mili-

tary integration, treating the CIS as a single military space, comprised of

four "regional subsystems."22 The term "integration" clearly is intended to

evoke the image of associations of freely consenting states ofroughly equal

power, such as the European Union. However, some republics, at least, were

coerced into CIS membership and that "commonwealth" is completely domi-

nated by one overwhelmingly powerful state that does not hesitate to use

force against fellow members.

President Yel'tsin's speech to the General Assembly in September 1 994

included many of Russia's neo-imperial concepts in one package and, of

late, the Russian media have taken to describing it as the "Yel'tsin Doc-

trine." He stated, "Russia's . . . priority is . . . the countries of the former

union. Russia's link with them is . . . blood kinship" (what, between Russians

and Tajiks?). He claimed that there was "a growing desire for . . . real . . .

integration" in CIS countries. He warned that "attempts to play on the con-

tradictions between countries of the Commonwealth [were] shortsighted"

and that "the burden of peacemaking on the space of the former union [lay]

... on the shoulders of . . . [Russia]." He then claimed that the Russian-
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imposed "Treaty on Collective Security . . . ofthe former union" constituted

a "regional security system."23

The same concept of "integration," but with a notably more threatening

tone, has been published in what must be a unique instance in intelligence

history. In September 1994, while President Yel'tsin was in the United States,

the head of Russia's Foreign Intelligence Service, Yevgeni Primakov, gave

the press what was purported to be his agency's intelligence estimate. Pre-

sented as "intelligence options," the paper left little doubt as to Primakov's

real message. It castigated "criticism ofRussia's 'special role' in peacekeep-

ing actions on the territory ofthe Commonwealth" and stressed that "it [was]

necessary for Russia to stabilize the situation in the Near Abroad . . . and to

restore order on the Commonwealth's external borders"—meaning the old

Soviet frontiers—emphasizing that "with 'transparent' internal borders there

is no doubt about the need to protect external borders." Primakov's paper

called for "integration in the military sphere and a defense area with a unified

command and unified subunits designed to protect external borders [and]

undertake peacekeeping missions." It concluded by stressing "the objective

nature ofthe reintegration processes on CIS territory," as opposed to a much
more limited role for Russia, and stated flatly that "the second approach is

unacceptable to Russia and ... it will reject it."
24

When President Yel'tsin was asked whether he had read the contents of

this document, he gave an evasive answer to the effect that, just prior to his

departure for the United States, he had been "advised" by Primakov of the

planned presentation and was in general agreement. The whole episode raised

the question ofwho precisely was making policy in Moscow. 25

As indicated, Yel'tsin himself, at one time or another, has shown dis-

tinct traces of Great Russian national instincts but has displayed a slightly

less bullying attitude than many other members ofthe old-new nomenklatura.

This applies to the "Far Abroad"—the former Warsaw Pact members—even

more than to the Near Abroad. Thus, in August 1 993, Yel'tsin visited Prague,

Bratislava, and Warsaw. In the Polish capital, he signed a joint declaration

with his hosts that stated, "The presidents touched on the matter ofPoland's

intention to join NATO. President Walesa set forth Poland's well-known

position on this issue, which met with understanding from President B. N.

Yel'tsin. In the long term, such a design taken by a sovereign Poland in the

interests of overall European integration does not go against the interests of

other states, including the interests of Russia."26

At the same time, moreover, Yel'tsin was reported to have assured the

Slovak president, Vladimir Meciar, that "it [was] up to Slovakia to decide

whether to join NATO or not."
27 In response to a question on the same issue

in Prague, Yel'tsin gave an implicitly positive, but convoluted, answer, say-

ing, "It is a question of integration between states and certain European
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organizations. We are not able to enumerate them. Each country selects its

own."28 Shortly thereafter, the head of Yel'tsin's press service stated that

"the sovereignty of the NATO members and the former Warsaw Pact mem-
bers has now become complete. Russia can no longer react the same way as

the totalitarian Soviet Union might have reacted to the approach to, or co-

operation with, NATO by certain countries."29

However, two weeks after Yel'tsin's visit, Russia's ambassador to

Poland, Yuri Kashlev, claimed that the president's statements in Warsaw
had been "oversimplified and misunderstood," 30 while Foreign Minister

Kozyrev was at great pains to stress that the issue was not to increase the

number ofNATO members but to change NATO itself.
31 Within another

two weeks, Yel'tsin himself was to dispatch a letter to NATO members

in which he warned "against expanding NATO by accepting the former

socialist countries of East Europe into that organization."32 Which was

the real Yel'tsin?

Perhaps Yel'tsin personally, despite his own proclivities, might have

proven amenable to Western leverage and curbed the excesses of Russia's

current neo-imperial phase. However, given almost complete international

silence concerning the resuscitation ofRussian domination over most former

"Soviet space," and of veto power over ex-Warsaw Pact members, Yel'tsin

has no incentive to assert himself against those in his own entourage, not to

speak of the "patriotic opposition," who insist on pushing Russian power

rapidly outward. In this context, the economic exigencies under which Rus-

sian armed forces labor offer little solace. The military infrastructure of the

non-Russian republics is so weak that the Russian operations listed—in the

Transcaucasus, Central Asia, and Moldova—have required altogether con-

siderably fewer than 100,000 soldiers.

The performance ofRussian forces in Chechnya, it may be argued, weak-

ens the contention that relatively small Russian military contingents suffice

to overcome the weak opposition which can be mounted by the victims of

Moscow's neo-imperialism. The fact is, however, that the Russian units ini-

tially poured into Chechnya were composed mainly of raw recruits or

inferior echelons, untrained for the complexities of fighting under the

conditions and on the terrain of the Caucasus. 33 Moreover, the mishaps

of that clumsy operation should not mislead analysts into drawing far-

reaching conclusions with regard to the capabilities of Russia's elite units

and strategic forces. Observers should recall that fewer than 20 months

intervened between the Red Army's abysmal performance in the Finnish

Winter War and its successful repulsion of Germany's hitherto invincible

armor at the outskirts of Moscow.
Disheartening as was Western—especially American—silence during

weeks in which Chechens (and ethnic Russians) in and around Grozny were
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slaughtered indiscriminately, it is just as incomprehensible that Western
spokespersons did not question the legitimation ofthis massacre as "Russia's

domestic affairs." That claim might have been consistent at least had the

West denounced Russia's military intervention in Georgia, a supposedly sov-

ereign country recognized by Yel'tsin himself—an act of aggression that

could not be characterized, by any stretch of the imagination, as "Russia's

internal concerns." What is more, in that instance Russia acted in support of
an avowedly secessionist element, the Abkhaz ethnic minority in Georgia's

Abkhazian province.

Thus, implicit Westernjustification ofthe Chechen venture as a mere crack-

down on secessionist "rebels" (a term repeated ad nauseam in our media) is a

grimjoke, considering that Russian planes had aided precisely such secessionist

rebels in Abkhazia. Chechnya demonstrates that, after largely successful efforts

to extend Russia's de facto borders by reabsorbing sovereign countries that were

former Soviet republics, Moscow apparently recognizes no limits on the means

that may be used to consolidate its empire, whether within the Russian Federa-

tion or beyond.

The trends described here are noted with sadness and regret. The historic

opportunity offered by August 1991 is being frittered away at the expense not

only ofthe briefly independent non-Russian republics and ofinternational peace

and order, but, ultimately, ofthe lawful socioeconomic hopes and aspirations of

the Russian people. Chechnya has already led to truly chilling efforts by the

Russian security services to intimidate the media and individual Russians who
may have contact with the rest of the world, in however innocent a fashion.

On January 10, 1995, a "document" was leaked to the media by the

Federal Counterintelligence Service. It referred to 500 Western academic

and philanthropic institutions (including, surprisingly, some with a consis-

tently pro-Russian past) as actual or potential "participants in subversive

operations." Clearly, this slur was intended to make Russians shy away from

any form ofassociation with foreign organizations ofwhatever political hue.

"Analysis ofthe Russian media" was mentioned specifically as one of West-

ern intelligence's "ways of obtaining information."34 In effect, this meant

that anything printed in Russian publications might be analyzed by the West-

ern institutions listed and, thus, ipso facto, could be viewed as a source for

foreign intelligence. It is a document that could have been published at the

very nadir ofthe grim mid- 1930s. Similarly reminiscent ofthe "bad old days"

are the transparent lies about the war in Chechnya that Russian leaders have

told with a straight face (despite visual evidence to the contrary available to

most Russians).

In this context, one has to view with particular concern the deafening

silence of most of Russia's democratic movement in the face of the neo-

imperial process, at least prior to Chechnya. The courageous voices that
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have refused to be silenced—particularly that of Sakharov's heir, Sergei

Kovalev—provide heartening evidence that the Russian intelligentsia, as under

the bolsheviks and tsars, still produces some truly brave individuals. Much
less encouraging is the fact that those who have joined in protest have been

pitifully few in number, and demonstrations against Yel'tsin's actions have

been very sparsely attended. While the Russian imperialist chorus grows

ever louder and is joined increasingly by former and even current "demo-

crats," the paralysis of the democratic movement undermines any hope for

genuine democratization.
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Peacekeeping:

Russia's Emerging Practice

Harry H. Almond, Jr.

Peacekeeping is an instrument of policy that can be wielded by states or

by the United Nations. It affords the means to invoke coercive as well as

persuasive strategies.
1 Under current practice, states may attempt to en-

gage in peacekeeping missions and activities to achieve exclusive inter-

ests of their own: One ofthe primary themes ofthis inquiry is an assessment

of Russian practices and the extent to which national interests are the

primary concern of that state when it turns to peacekeeping efforts out-

side its borders.

The current framework of peacekeeping regulation mainly addresses

states and their uses of force. 2
It separates theyas ad bellum—or action in

defense against aggression—from action by way ofattaining United Nations

objectives under the UN Charter. 3 Theyws in bello, regulating the conduct of

hostilities among states, is only now commencing to expand as a regulatory

framework for other uses of force.
4

Under current practice, states have claimed the legitimacy oftheir peace-

keeping efforts, but such legitimacy can be sustained only by showing that

the states in question are acting to attain the objectives of the UN Charter.

They must operate pursuant to that charter and to customary international

law and, where possible, under mandates established or monitored by the

Security Council of the United Nations. 5

The fundamental issue faced by the United States and other Western
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governments is the global regulation of peacekeeping. The difficulty of this

task is exacerbated by the underlying need to couple the legitimation ofpeace-
keeping activities with the rules of engagement that the peacekeeping mis-

sion may require. 6 Peacekeeping activities afford a convenient means for

resorting to force under the mask of legitimacy, and to establish legitimacy

under the claim ofpromoting "stability."
7

Any legal appraisal of Russian practices must be interdisciplinary.

Law is policy-oriented toward future behavior, and therefore embraces
numerous themes—strategy, defense, security, global-order goals, and

policy in general. 8 The assessment comes at a time when the practices

still may be changed; although malleable, the guidelines and criteria of

the UN Charter afford a sufficient and firm framework of future conduct.

The key element is the will of the West, and especially the United States,

to maintain, through leadership and forcible example, the promotion of

the Charter. The core principles of United States policy must be formu-

lated to oppose Russian policies wherever the concept of peacekeeping

is invoked to achieve Russian national goals. Failure to do so would

undermine the mission of the United Nations and international law. Of
particular concern is Russia's apparent commitment to expansionism, to

hegemony over the former Soviet republics, and to a general policy of

"gradual reintegration."

Default in leadership to ensure that peacekeeping furthers the objec-

tives of the Charter has serious repercussions: It promises a gradual weak-

ening ofthe United Nations structure, primarily because peacekeeping is an

institution that is authorized to use (and is the source of authority for using)

coercion or force to achieve peacekeeping goals. A breakdown in this insti-

tution is tantamount to a weakening of our grasp upon the regulation of the

use of force. This in turn may compel the United States to refrain from

leadership roles because of a lack of resources to confront unregulated pro-

liferating conflict.
9 Thus the United States would lose the initiative in shap-

ing the future of global order.

This inquiry includes an assessment of relevant United States peace-

keeping perspectives that can be considered in juxtaposition with those of

Russia. The perspectives here share one common theme: They focus on poli-

cies and decisions that can impose control over conflicts, disputes, or the

impermissible outbursts of force that have aroused the concern ofthe global

community. There are three relevant categories:

1 . Those perspectives associated with United States' claims to be rec-

ognized as a major power, but presupposing an arena in which it finds

itselfcompeting for power with other states, such as a newly empow-

ered Russia. In these perspectives the competitive arena and com-

petitive process continue to prevail in state relations.
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2. The differing perspectives from which the United States is per-

ceived as a peacekeeping leader, both in the political and military

sense, and hence as an actor in peacekeeping missions operating

in its own right as a member of the loosely organized global com-

munity. The need to maintain dominance in power and influence

prevails, but it demands the continuous and scrupulous exercise

of will on a timely basis when peacekeeping is required. 10

3. The perspectives of the United States that encourage the strength-

ening and shifting of peacekeeping powers, authority, or compe-

tence to global order entities, or, in the more immediate sense, to

direct United Nations control. In this context the purpose is to

build upon global order and to strengthen the presently loosely

organized institutions and organs of the global community to op-

erate in the power process.

The Clinton administration policy stresses the determination of na-

tional interest in deciding when to participate in peacekeeping opera-

tions. It also emphasizes the need to achieve leadership in peacekeeping

activities, the avoidance of military hostilities, and outcomes that are

consistent with the objectives of the UN Charter. According to the first

operational policy element expressed in the Presidential Memorandum
titled, "The Role of Peace Operations in US Foreign Policy":

When our interests dictate, the US must be willing and able to fight and win

wars, unilaterally whenever necessary. . . . UN peace operations cannot

substitute for this requirement Since it is in our interest at times to support

UN peace operations, it is also in our interest to seek to strengthen UN
peacekeeping capabilities and to make operations less expensive and

peacekeeping management more accountable. . . . UN and other multilateral

peace operations will at times offer the best way to prevent, contain or resolve

conflicts that could otherwise be more costly and deadly. In such cases, the

US benefits from having to bear only a share ofthe burden. We also benefit by

being able to invoke the voice of the community of nations on behalf of a

cause we support. Thus, establishment of a capability to conduct multilateral

peace operations is part ofour National Security Strategy and National Military

Strategy. . . . The US does not support a standing UN army, nor will we
earmark specific US military units for participation in UN operations It is

not US policy to seek to expand either the number ofUN peace operations or

US involvement in such operations. Instead, this policy . . . aims to ensure that

our use of peacekeeping is selective and more effective M

The term and the concept of peacekeeping are ambiguous; they en-

tail differing, opposing, and combative policies. This ambiguity permits

creative actions that can be self-serving for the states involved. It also

can create confusion about ifand when action is required, and how much. 12

Peacekeeping is largely appraised in terms ofthe changing functions associ-
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ated not only with its traditional meaning, but also with notions ofpeace-

keeping pursued through "peace support." 13 Much of this is abstract, but

peacekeeping is significant in one sense that we share; it is a problem relating to

the public order, both as it applies within states and among them.

The starting points can be stated by reference to the UN Charter. The
objectives in a global order, or in processes aimed at the distant attainment of

global order, are to maintain international peace and security, and to promote

human rights and human dignity.
14 These are broadly stated, but they have one

element that gives them precision: The reasonably precise operative provisions

ofthe Charter add up to a global claim to achieve these objectives.
15

According to the conclusions of the Basic Report:

Peacekeepingwas originally intended to be a service to the international community

as a means ofmaintaining peace. Since the end ofthe Cold War, peacekeeping has

increasingly become applied to the traditional military and political policies of

nation states. Peacekeeping itself is becoming as much a source of instability as it

is an attractive new label ofold-style intervention. Even more paradoxically, the

new peacekeeping order seems to be leading to a growing unwillingness to intervene

effectively, in instances where an impartial military presence could make a difference

to the fate ofcountless innocent civilians.
16

Yale University Professor W. Michael Reisman suggests that the problem

today may consist of trying to rally states around common interests, espe-

cially among the Permanent Five UN members that control the veto in the

Security Council. While Reisman calls attention to the uncertainties ofUN
control, and to the necessity ofcommon interests, it is evident that the appli-

cable law relating to peacekeeping is to be found in UN practices and in

customary international law. He states the need to establish common inter-

ests as a problem that requires overcoming the competitive attitudes among

states:

There is as yet no broad and enduring identity of interests between the Permanent

Five. Ifthe Permanent Five can establish a specific common interest with regard

to a particular candidate for peacemaking, they can now use the United Nations

and possibly use it effectively, as they did in Namibia. In the absence of that

specific common interest, either the organization cannot be used for peacemaking

at all or peacemaking will be ineffective or cosmetic.
17

Russian Claims Concerning Ideological and Diplomatic

Support for Russian Peacekeeping Initiatives and Actions

Russia cannot claim that it is authorized under the Charter or international law to

invoke peacekeeping efforts for members ofthe Commonwealth ofIndependent

States (CIS) (on the grounds, for example, that it has a responsibility to stabilize

order in the area) ifthat claim is inconsistent with the Charter or law. Such a

claim would replace the assertion and recognition of sovereignty of these
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states. Russia cannot legitimately claim to be a special power, and thereby

authorized to regain great power status.

Valuable insights into what Russia is claiming and demanding from the

West can be gathered from recent articles by Russian Foreign Minister Andrei

Kozyrev. These insights are of great importance in appraising attitudes of

the Russian elite concerning the future shape of international law and of the

global legal order. They echo some of the notions heard earlier from

communists in the Soviet Union relating to peaceful coexistence and to

the special law for the "socialist commonwealth of states."
18

Kozyrev has suggested that the re-establishment of a greater Russia

is essential for security and global public order. He offers for these pur-

poses a pragmatic perspective:

At first, after the disintegration ofthe Soviet Union, the West openly recognized

the role of Russia as the stabilizing factor and engine of economic reform in

the former Soviet Union. We never refused that role, even though it costs us

billions of dollars. What is wrong with Russia announcing as its goal the

gradual reintegration—primarily economic reintegration—ofthepost-Soviet

space on a voluntary and equal basis? The situation is similar to that of the

European Union, where the economic leadership ofthe larger states like France

and Germany is recognized.
19

A policy of this nature is far-reaching in projecting freedom of action and

policy for Russia, outside the current framework that depends upon the UN
Charter. The CIS states have little choice: Kozyrev asks, "Is there an alter-

native?" He wonders whether the West is prepared to pay the billions of

dollars owed by Ukraine, Georgia, and the other CIS states for oil and gas

delivered by the former Soviet Union, repayment ofwhich is demanded now
by Russia. 20

He likens the objectives of the Russian program that he is describing to

the voluntary efforts of the European states in forming the European Union.

This approach bypasses the problem raised under the notion of "voluntary"

because, he quickly adds, the former Soviet republics have no alternative.
21

Kozyrev does not propose, for example, that these states will be assisted

through peacekeeping in strengthening their territorial integrity or political

independence, factors familiar from the UN Charter. 22

In claiming objectives that call for a departure from the precepts of the

UN Charter, Russia apparently is seeking a new foundation of authority to

govern its actions. From the juridical point ofview these objectives indicate

that the legal authority for Russian activities in this sphere, and the legal

order supportive of those activities, will be "special." Having made the re-

marks just cited, Kozyrev declares, "That is why Russia's special role and
responsibility within theformer Soviet Union must be borne in mind by its

Western partners and given support."23 To cement this legal foundation,
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Kozyrev proposes a partnership linking countries that "now share common
democratic values." A premise ofthis Russian-formulated notion ofpartnership

is evidenced in the perspectives about human rights. Russians, according to

Kozyrev, now have an increased-and awakened "respect [for] human rights."

However, the concept ofhuman rights has switched from the communist doc-

trine that linked human rights to economic progress—under communism and

"socialism"—to the notion that human rights in general are meaningless with-

out recognition of the rights of individual Russians, to wit, "relatives and

friends who are suffering from one form or another of discrimination or

who have become refugees."24 This, in turn, has led to the pronounce-

ments that Russia would resort to force if necessary to protect those

individual "human" rights.

These matters are given wide publicity, but the inherent nature of such

publicity leads to the tolerances associated with both the making and the

enforcement of law—domestic and international. Law, whether customary

international law or the law that develops from treaties and international

agreements, evolves from a pattern of shared expectations. 25 Kozyrev' s per-

spectives are deliberately designed to manipulate thinking in neighboring

countries and in the West. They focus on matters that can be promoted readily

under the blanket of a strengthened CSCE,26 and are designed to encourage

among other states and their citizens tolerance regarding Russian behavior

in enforcing such claims.

The "human rights" problems are, of course, what Kozyrev would

resolve by gaining special recognition of the Russians in the Near

Abroad—the CIS states and the Baltic States—with demands for such

countries to adopt domestic policies giving Russians special status. Some
sources even indicate that Moscow's policies would extend to Russian-

speaking peoples, or to those with cultural ties and other affiliations to

the Russian Federation. Russian doctrines stress that such rights must be

backed by military force if necessary. The legal framework that emerges

from these proposals affords a basis for restoring Russia to the position

of a great power and, concurrently, establishes its authority, self-inter-

preted, to take the necessary actions (including force or threat of force)

to achieve this goal. Democratic Russians would be faced with a major

task to change this shift once it had become firmly entrenched. Such

actions are not merely contrary to the Charter, but could lead only to

weakening the Charter and international law.

Accordingly, to achieve his goals, Kozyrev proposes a partnership, still

"lagging" at the time of publication of his article in 1994, that would co-opt

all states as active, supportive members in the restoration of Russian

economic and political strength—and in the restoration of Russia with its

reintegrated CIS states as a great power among states in the global order.
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The reach of his strategy, in paraphrase, would be "pragmatic"—a "full-

scale scheme."

Kozyrev proposes that his strategy of control for the global order is

best achieved through a partnership which would include "mutual recogni-

tion" of states committed to "democracy, human rights and responsible in-

ternational behavior." It would close the "institutional gaps between Russia

and the West," by transforming the G-7 states to a G-8, restructuring

NATO to fit the post-Cold War world, but by implication looking to NATO's
dismantling.

This strategy affords an opening for a "unified non-bloc Europe" that

best can be pursued by restructuring and giving greater authority to the

CSCE. 27 For decision-making purposes the partnership would not operate

under rules, but instead rest upon "mutual trust." The last factor would lead

ultimately to a decision process in which Russia would participate as a strong

and active partner.
28

This would presumably overcome the potential ofthe UN Security Coun-

cil to falter as the intended guardian of global security and shield against threats

of aggression. There are romantic elements in the Kozyrev vision. It presup-

poses that states will shift from the competition that now shapes their behavior

to cooperative and joint enterprise; it presupposes that trust among nations is

compatible with their competition for resources, wealth, and power; and it pre-

sumes that the cultural differences, especially varying and deep-rooted perspec-

tives about social order and how it is governed, will be overcome. 29

Kozyrev's strategy must also be read against the realities of current

Russian behavior. Most importantly, it must be measured under the recipro-

cal principle that is key to the evolution of both international relations and

international law. Thus, the United States action in Haiti is perceived by

Russia to be a factor supporting Russian intervention in the states of the

Near Abroad. Such interventions are contrary to the rights of states to self-

determination, and, to the extent that Russian interventions are intended as

permanent, they are contrary to the rights of independent states under the

Charter.

Boris Yel'tsin, for example, reportedly proclaimed a policy in which

Russia would have "the prime responsibility for ensuring peace and stability

among those neighboring states." Thus, based upon the intervention by the

United States in Haiti, Yel'tsin is arguing in substance that Russia "has a

similar right to intervene in the smaller and weaker countries of its neighbor-

hood." However, there is a major distinction. The United States seeks

peacekeeping in which it restores or initiates democratic processes and then

leaves as quickly as possible. Russian elites intend to move in and, through

"gradual reintegration," stay there. Asserting a position some consider to be a

renewal ofthe "spheres-of-influence" concept, Yel'tsin declared that his country's
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"economic and foreign policy priorities lie in the countries of the Common-
wealth of Independent States Russia's ties with them are closer than tradi-

tional neighborhood relations; rather, this is a blood relationship."30

The same report indicates the full scale of the Russian position, reach-

ing beyond the usual foundations of spheres of influence to claims linked to

"blood." Yel'tsin insisted that the desire for economic integration ofthe former

Soviet republics is shared by those states and has "a foundation of goodwill

and mutual benefit." Russia's historic claim to police activities, imposed

through peacekeeping, is supported. The report observes that Yel'tsin "left

no doubt that Russia considers conflicts in the region 'a threat to the security

ofour state The main peacekeeping burden in the territory ofthe former

Soviet Union lies upon the Russian Federation.'"31 Hence the gradual tight-

ening of the Russian claims, and the accumulation of authority and control

through incremental but almost irreversible stages, can be launched under

the cloak of legitimacy. Yel'tsin has insisted that these efforts have led to

peace: "A solid truce has been established in Moldova. The peace process in

Georgia is developing; the hope ofstopping bloodshed in Nagorno-Karabakh

is emerging; the first agreements on Tajikistan have been reached."32 The

action taken to "protect" Russian or Russia-affiliated minorities from the

CIS countries and the Baltic States has been established as part of the need

to promote human rights; the security of the area has been proclaimed as a

matter of the foremost priority.
33

Yet this vision too is important in assessing Russian perspectives—at

least at the highest level in Moscow. A legal order derived from Kozyrev's

proposed partnership would be based, in fact, on states whose weight in

decisions is ultimately linked to the power they possess and have the will to

invoke. The partnership does not replace the existing arenas in which states

carry out their affairs. It simply imposes a vision to reduce some of what

Kozyrev views as undesirable conduct of relations among states. It does not

reflect the emerging social and legal order among states.
34

The laws relating to what peacekeeping activities are permissible, what

objectives are legitimate under community perspectives, what special privi-

leges are permitted and under what conditions they are permitted are still

evolving. However, they are laws that depend upon the coalescence of per-

spectives of states in the global community, not the laws claimed or de-

manded from the community.

Russia cannot demand special privileges for its own interpretation of the

applicable law. It cannot claim the right to replace the sovereignty ofthe newly

created independent states on the basis ofestablishing itselfas a great power, or

upon ambiguous notions about stability in the region. It cannot demand that a

part of the resources or wealth of the Near Abroad rightfully belongs to Russia

so as to achieve its goals, and to do so by establishing a stronger economy.



Peacekeeping 41

To consider the permissibility of Russian claims for its peacekeeping

practices, and the legitimacy of its missions and objectives, one must put

these claims into focus. For this purpose, it is appropriate to look at states

that make demands upon each other and, when the demands reflect oppos-

ing policies and points of view, claim legitimacy for the demands they are

making. As this process progresses, the resulting pattern of expectations is

tolerated among states. They are engaged in making laws to regulate their

future activities.

Claims are made as to meeting the standards of Chapters VI and VII of

the UN Charter. Claims are also made as to the permissibility of using force

based upon a theory of consent: Force is presumptively required where the

peacekeeping mission is legitimate, sanctioned under the United Nations,

and faced by mutually hostile states that refuse to provide their consent. 35

Charles Dobbie, author of the British manual on peacekeeping, observes

that consent in this context entails the impact of a number of elements: to

wit, impartiality is strengthened, legitimacy is more readily established, mu-

tual respect is supported, minimum force is applied, credibility of the action

and its effectiveness is promoted, and transparency in the sense of publiciz-

ing the missions and their objectives is maintained. 36 He cites an example of

when force would lead only to greater involvement by the peacemakers,

jeopardizing the humanitarian and peace-oriented goals, or perhaps even

opening opportunities to shape the outcomes of the crisis:

There is unanimity at battalion level that without a substantial level of local

support, UN efforts to restore security will be fruitless and more seriously, the

day-to-day security of military bases and humanitarian reliefpersonnel could

not be guaranteed. For example, as long as the Pakistan Brigade in South

Mogadishu concentrated its urban security operations against individuals,

criminals, and small gangs ofbandits it enjoyed the support ofthe local people.

However, when UN policy, and consequently battalion operations, began to

act against the interests ofthe local warlord, he mobilized his resources against

them and the Pakistanis' security of movement and the modus vivendi of the

district were seriously jeopardized.
37

Put into the situation that Russia faces, it is evident that consent elicited

by force or the threat of force will shift the peacekeeping mission from a

humanitarian and peace-directed effort to a differing goal: The only likely

aim will be that which serves Russian interests. These have been outlined by

the leading public officials and are inconsistent both with the UN Charter

and with the UN practices that are traditionally expected to mature into

customary international law.

The claims described below deal primarily with issues concerning a

peacekeeping mission's legitimacy following its authorization by a globally

recognized authority (such as by law or by the decision ofthe United Nations),
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issues concerning the permissibility ofthe activities involved (especially the

resort to force), and questions relating to facts.

Russia's Claim Relating to Peacekeeping Missions

Claim that a particularpeacekeeping mission, including its objectives, is a
legitimate activity aimed at legitimate goals and objectives under commu-
nity standards and international law.

Many ofthe violations of international law and the UN Charter arising

from Russian actions involve missions or activities that are impermissible.

The test is whether the Russian practices violate the self-determination of
the people in the republic to which the mission is sent, and whether the

disputes they have raised justify the actual or threatened deployment of
military forces.

If the CIS states were presupposed to waive their claims to indepen-

dence and sovereignty by adhering to the treaty documents, this would be

inconsistent with international law. The documents would imply duress, or

threats of coercion, contrary to the Vienna Convention on the Law of Trea-

ties and the assumption ofmembership in the United Nations.

Specific activities violate international law, such as establishing claims

based upon "dual nationality," and Russia's alleged right to protect individu-

als who, it decides, are Russian—regardless of their official citizenship sta-

tus. These claims have extended to persons with Russian bloodlines or ethnic

backgrounds and to a variety of protectorate arrangements with regard to

citizenry.
38 Other claims violating the sovereignty ofsuch states or imposed

through duress relate to the deployment of Russian military forces in the

territories of the CIS states, compelling such countries to provide funding

for the deployed forces, and pressuring them to become members of the

CIS, as well as applying other pressures associated with the "gradual reinte-

gration"—into the economy, and ultimately military and political union—of

the CIS states with Russia itself.

Actions such as these are expressed under the guise ofpeacekeeping. 39

The tendency is to invoke ambiguities, or to impose arbitrary elements of

legitimacy on those who claim authority under the notion of "peace," by-

passing the primary objectives and practices of the United Nations and its

peacekeeping efforts. IfRussian peacekeeping activities are not among those

authorized by the Security Council, then such missions and activities cannot

claim legitimacy under the authority ofthe United Nations.

Claims of peacekeeping are interwoven with specific demands for the

transfer of sovereign powers or competence, with calls on third-party states

to recognize the legitimacy of these claims, and with assertions of special

circumstances to avoid the allegation that Russian "peacekeeping activities"

are in effect circumventions of the Charter aimed at Russian objectives
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of hegemony and great power status. Such claims extend far beyond those

authorized by the Charter, and most importantly, extend beyond the

requirement of consent, freely given and freely protected, of the CIS

states involved.

Russian Claims Regarding the Resort to the Use of Force

Claims that, in a given incident or by way ofthe general competence ofthe

peacekeeping mission, the resort to the use offorce is permissible under

international law and the applicable provisions ofthe UN Charter.

Claims Relating to Military Capabilities. Secondary claim that the deploy-

ment and mobilization of military capabilities are permissible as long as

they do not constitute threats ofaggression against third parties.

Claims that the use of force or threats to use force are permissible must

offset the provisions in the UN Charter, especially those which relate to

refraining from aggression. The former Soviet republics are subordinate in

power and dominance to Russia, so their claims would be judged by the

global community, rather than exclusively by the proclamations oftheir offi-

cials who have no choice but to defer to Russian demands.

The UN Charter regulates this matter as a treaty operating on long-

standing developments in customary international law. Roberts indicates that

major uses of force have led to situations in which the actions of the peace-

keepers may be faulted, or impermissible and illegal. He mentions the use of

excessive force or threats in Namibia in April 1 989, in Bosnia-Herzegovina,

and Somalia, introduced for the purposes of legitimacy as part of preventive

diplomacy. In terms of Russian actions in the Near Abroad, the intim;xy of

the states has become an excuse to strengthen that intimacy through the

overall policy of"gradual reintegration."
40

Russian Claims Relating to the Scope of Authorized Activities to

Be Associated with Peacekeeping

Claims thatfor given states or given situations the peacekeeping institution

and its activities when "necessary andproper" are legally permissible in

view ofspecial conditions relating to that institution or mission.

Claims Invoking Necessity. Secondary claim that states can act on their

own discretion when compelled by vital interests or self-preservation.

The claim to a special and protected right to provide peacekeeping for

the former republics ofthe Soviet Union made by Yel'tsin in February 1 993

exceeds the expectations of the evolving practice of the global community.

However, Yel'tsin' s demand has apparently been unopposed by the Western

community. He stated, "I believe the time has come for distinguished inter-

national organizations, including the UN, to grant Russia specialpowers as

a guarantor ofpeace and stability in the former regions of the USSR.
"41
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This stability, according to Russian elites, includes ensuring the attainment

of Russian military and political policy objectives. Peacekeeping is then an
instrument to achieve these goals. To do so, however, the Russians must
skirt the need for consensus and cooperation envisaged in the peacekeeping

operations. The failure of Western countries to oppose this implies a toler-

ance of such action, which would allow demands in the future to be consid-

ered "legal."

The danger here is to the overall legal framework. Even ifRussia gained

this authority by agreement among states, in authorizing Russia to act as

guarantor they would, in effect, be creating a sphere of influence and acting

inconsistently with the fundamental goals and objectives ofthe Charter. The
demand for special treatment is tantamount to ignoring the UN Charter and

the customary international law that provides the constitutive framework of

global order. It allows a given state to defend conduct that is not permissible

in the global community by a claim of"necessity."

Russia claims special responsibility and authority to provide military

force in order to control former Soviet republics and to serve as a peace-

keeper deployed for long periods oftime in those states—as well as to inter-

vene in "all armed conflicts" and to work toward the full integration ofthose

states into a Russian-dominated "federal" system. All these are objectives

inconsistent with the sovereignty, independence, and equality under law and

under the Charter asserted by the former republics and recognized by Russia

itself in 1991. Numerous Russian statements put forward naked claims to

special Russian rights and responsibilities, without citing the authority for

those claims. 42

Claim Relating to the Use of Force

Counterclaim by the global community that peacekeeping invoked as a

reason for imposingforce or coercion is regulated under the UN Char-

ter and customary international law and is not entitled to exceptional

treatmentfor the special circumstances ofstates that have asserted that

they are peacekeepers.

This claim by the global community opposes practices by Russian leaders

in which their peacekeeping missions are established and guided by their own

mandates. The Charter provides a framework in which the permissible use of

force is limited primarily to self-defense and to more circumscribed applications

associated with humanitarian or other forms of intervention. Mandates formu-

lated by Russia without the participation and approval ofthe UN Security Coun-

cil establish authority which conflicts with and overrides that ofthe United Nations.

Much ofthe debate about peacekeeping activities relates to whether the mission

for peacekeeping is entitled to use force, whether the use offorce must be autho-

rized by the United Nations (especially the Security Council), or whether the use
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of force, though not fully expressed, is "necessary and proper" to achieve what

is conceded to be a legitimate mission.

We must look to the Security Council's mandate43
to determine whether a

"peaceful measure" peacekeeping action or an enforcement action affording the

use offeree to achieve given objectives has been authorized (Chapter VI).
44 This

would require a survey of Russian actions in the CIS to determine whether they

comport with the understanding of the members of the CIS or are inconsistent

with the fundamental claims and rights ofthe newly independent states under the

Charter and under international law.

Citing the case of the Certain Expenses ofthe United Nations, Professor

Eugene Rostow declares that these were matters to be appraised under the UN
Charter and international law, and not under objectives selected by states for

their own purposes:

The Charter makes no express provision for UN peacekeeping activities [of

the kind that are implicitly endowed with the authority to use force]. But the

International Court of Justice has decided that the General Assembly or the

Security Council have broad implied authority to organize and use such forces

as they may deem "necessary and proper" in order to carry out diplomatic

efforts to promote the peaceful settlement ofdisputes.45

Content of Peacekeeping and Peacemaking

Claims that peacekeeping constitutes the intervention ofmilitaryforces or

political entities intended to achieve one or more ofthe following: preven-

tive diplomacy (bilateral or multilateral, or by way ofcoalitions), preconflict
peacemaking (where distinguishedfrom preventive diplomacy), peaceKeep-

ing, peacemaking, peace enforcement, andpostconflict peacemaking.

In practice, the operational roles of peacekeeping have not been fro-

zen. They may extend to sanctioning goals long associated with deterrence,

prevention, restoration, rehabilitation, and reconstruction discussed in great

depth by McDougal and his associates.
46 The peacekeeping entities may be

those authorized by the United Nations, or more ambiguous entities—a ref-

erence to the peacekeeping function that resides in the regional organiza-

tions and arrangements. Nonetheless, the secretary general of the United

Nations would seek to promote the Charter objectives by ensuring that these

regional entities aim at, and are monitored to achieve, the objectives listed

above. The normative standards for states involved through regional group-

ings in peacekeeping must be established—largely through customary inter-

national law—with authority based upon an amendment or supplement to

the UN Charter.

At present, customary international law would link a state's authority to

the practices and current authority of the United Nations. Here consultation,

deliberations, and the formulation of peacekeeping entities before they are
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introduced—to ensure that they have met Charter standards—would be needed.

As in other situations, these call for particular emphasis upon the sovereignty

and equality of the states involved. The failure to comply with these principles

constitutes Russia's major violation of the newly created independent states

—

the incremental takeover oftheir sovereignty. As stated inAnAgendafor Peace:

In the past regional arrangements often were created because ofthe absence of
a universal system for collective security; thus their activities could on occasion

work at cross-purposes with the sense of solidarity required for the effectiveness

of the world Organization. But in this new era of opportunity, regional

arrangements or agencies can render great service if their activities are

undertaken in a manner consistent with the Purposes and Principles of the

Charter, and iftheir relationship with the United Nations, and particularly the

Security Council is governed by Chapter VIII.
47

Military Doctrine and Rules of Engagement

Russia 's claim that its own policy instruments such as military doctrine,

rules ofengagement, etc., relating to the (international) legal andpolitical
authority ofpeacekeeping validate these Russian policy instruments under

international law.

The question of military doctrine leads to controversial claims. Ac-

cording to Professor Uri Ra'anan, the Russian view of military doctrine is

both military and political in nature: The doctrine spells out what is asserted

as permissible and legitimate in Russian interests, and establishes itself as a

source for that legitimacy as interpreted by high domestic Russian authority.

Ra'anan cites the doctrine as one which declares that Russia's interests in-

clude "violations of the rights of Russian citizens and persons who identify

themselves ethnically and culturally with [Russia] in the former republics of

the USSR," and has additional provisions declaring that "a particular

task of the armed forces, may consist of . . . the defense of the rights and

interests of Russian citizens and of persons abroad linked to Russia eth-

nically and culturally."48

Such actions may, in fact, cross the line from a legitimate claim of self-

defense under the Charter and customary international law to one that amounts

to aggression, especially when the state involved in peacemaking has as-

sumed the exclusive competence to judge its military doctrine and then to

project that doctrine to cover its use of military forces for political or other

goals.
49

Ambiguities expressed in a military doctrine are far-reaching in them-

selves, but are given greater range when coupled with political doctrine. The

communist parties of Europe and the Soviet Union offer ample illustration

of this. Ambiguities as to what constitutes legitimate policy goals can be

exploited in such matters as these because Russia can claim that it is,
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after all, pursuing peace or stability in relations with its neighbors, or is

attempting to quiet the outbursts of conflict that will draw in the larger com-

munity of states, as well as Russia.

This approach, however, would run counter to the carefully designed

procedures for decision making and policy making expressed and implied in

the UN Charter. Hence even the formulation of policies that contradict or

operate inconsistently with the Charter must be assessed for their legitimacy. 50

Ambiguities in doctrine and practice have led the Russians to give pre-

cision to their own procedures and practice without consulting others in the

United Nations, and without close adherence to the UN Charter. The overall

policy is reintegration, and tactical measures must be avoided that would

interfere with achieving that policy.
51 Peacekeeping is then channeled through

political objectives and tactics that operate hand in glove with the military

instrument—at least ever since Clausewitz—as the public use of force to act

as a political instrument of the state.
52

The problem may not necessarily concern the legitimacy ofthe mission

as such but rather the establishment of the authority to pursue the mission,

and the expectation that the authority will limit the role of the peacekeeper

to what is reasonable in the context of the global community as envisioned

under the Charter. To act otherwise entails the risk that a country will act as

a rogue state, unilaterally exempting itself from the authority of the Char-

ter.
53 Hence one element ofthe problem is the expectation that states will act

in good faith to strengthen the shared and common public order, and that the

principles for doing this consist of deliberation, consultation, and consen-

sus—proposed by Foreign Minister Kozyrev in another context, when Rus-

sia sought support from the West.

Conclusion

The general conclusion of this inquiry is that Russia has adopted a peace-

keeping practice that operates as a strategic and policy instrument to pro-

mote or to probe the promotion of national interests—particularly the

restoration offormer Soviet borders and full power, jurisdiction, and control

over the territories thus embraced—as well as to promote expansion beyond

the purpose of protecting Russian national interests. An analysis of claims

and counterclaims regarding the permissibility of these activities and goals

indicates an array ofRussian practices inconsistent with the UN Charter and

customary international law. Briefly stated, the problems and the violations

that emanate from such practices are

• the breakdown ofprinciples favoring the self-determination ofpeoples

in a given newly independent state;

• the weakening of the claims of independe it states to their sover-
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eignty and equal treatment under international law, and denial ofthe
expectations of former Soviet republics that those joining the Com-
monwealth of Independent States would be establishing a confed-

eration of equal, sovereign, and independent states;

• Russian tendencies in deploying and resorting to force that involve

aggression under the Charter and under customary international law;

• Russia's drive toward hegemony, inconsistent with self-determination,

through the exertion of practices premised upon the false claims of

"spheres of influence";

• the adoption of self-serving military doctrine formulated unilaterally

by Russia as its authority for future action;

• the formulation and adoption ofpeacekeeping mandates designed to

legitimate Russian peacekeeping actions used to achieve national in-

terests; and

• the claims generally of the overriding impact of Russia's national

interests including its claim to be restored as (and to be given the

respect owed to) a "great power:"

Some of these practices, to be sure, are not violations of interna-

tional law or impermissible as such under international law. Taken as a

whole, however, they amount to a demand that the framework of the UN
Charter and international law be reshaped to enable Russia "peaceably"

to achieve goals inconsistent with the understandings, expectations,

and commitments that states have adopted by ratifying the Charter.

Such actions as imposing and establishing the notion of dual nation-

ality to expand Russian interests outside its territory and deploying

military forces in the newly independent states form examples of im-

permissible behavior.

The Basic Report's conclusions may be summarized as follows:

• Russian thinking about peace operations increasingly reflects Rus-

sian national interest.

• Russian peace operations obviously seek international mandates, but

with limited international influence on the conduct of operations.

• Russian peace-operations thinking includes limited contributions to

US or CSCE operations (for example, in former Yugoslavia), but

favors CIS collective defense arrangements within the former USSR
or in ad hoc coalitions where vital interests are at stake. Unilateral

action, ifnecessary without a mandate, is seen as a Russian policy

option.

• Wherever Russia considers multilateral action, command-and-control

is seen as crucial, as is legitimation via international mandate and

sharing of the financial burden.
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• Russia's geographical area of vital interests is currently more limited

than the US/NATO area (within a manageable compass for immedi-

ate territorial or hegemony goals).

• Russia's peace operations are likely to be conducted by dominating

(that is, unreasonable) force if combat operations are probable.

Hence, according to the Basic Report, there is an apparent conflict

between Russia perceiving itself as a great power, or within reach of

achieving such status, and the West perceiving Russia's actions as ex-

pansionism needing to be checked. The West, according to the Basic

Report, assumes it will succeed in checking Russia on the basis of its

"superior political, economic and military power." 54 But the more

appropriate basis forjudging the evolution of peacekeeping as an instru-

ment of peace is in terms of control. Our concern is with actions that a^e

within the control of the community at large and that are under the

control of its rule of law, operating under the authority provided by the

community and under the "consent" of the community. Control that op-

erates outside this framework is almost inevitably aimed at the exclusive

policies of a particular state, and this is what now appears to be

Russia's policy. We are engaged in a struggle for a world legal order

as well as for a global strategy and public order. In such a struggle we
must ensure controls over violence in general and over uncontrolled

violence in particular.

Notes

1. See NATO, Peacekeeping and the United Nations, Report 94.1 (Lon-

don and Washington: British American Security Information Council, prepared

with the cooperation of the Berlin Information Centre for Transatlantic Secu-

rity, September 1994), hereinafter Basic Report. In its findings, the Report

declares: "The peacekeeping debate is no longer about how the major military

powers can best serve international peace. Now the debate is about competing

national interests and how these are played out in inter-institutional insights

over legitimation and resource allocation" (p.ii). Other findings refer to the

"militarization of peacekeeping policies," to pressure for restructuring the col-

lective defense organizations, especiallyNATO (North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-

tion), WEU (Western European Union) and the CSCE (Conference on Security and

Cooperation in Europe), to the possibilities of a takeover of the CSCE by NATO,
and to related developments. A recent survey also appears in Robert D. Blackwill

and Sergei A. Karaganov, eds., Damage Limitation or Crisis: Russia and the

Outside World, CSIA Studies in International Security No. 5, Center for Science

and International Affairs, John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard Uni-

versity (London: Brassey's, 1994). The editors conclude: "So with 'partnership' an

empty slogan, Russia and the West should instead energetically pursue policies of

damage limitation designed for narrow cooperation when possible, and seek to
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forestall crisis in Russia's relations with the outside world. This will not be
easy. Ukraine is the key. The outlook is bleak" (p. 1 7).

2. See, generally, W. Michael Reisman, "Peacemaking," Yale Journal ofIn-
ternational Law 18:1, Winter 1995, pp. 415-23. Clearly, as Reisman points out, a

major goal is to restore order, overcome instability, terminate conflicts, and impose
the rule of law. "Peacemaking is quintessential^ a political operation," aimed at

achieving order, drawing upon military means if necessary. The realities are there-

fore political, and ifthese oppose the imposition ofa normative framework such as

law, then there is little to be said about the application of that law. The realities draw
us to the elites who make the effective and enforceable decisions—in the context of

the United Nations, this involves the playing out of differences at least among the

Permanent Five members (United States, Russia, China, France, and the United

Kingdom—each with the veto). Reisman argues that to establish effective peace-

making it is necessary to recognize and clarify the realities ofthe political contest,

and then exercise leadership domestically as well as globally toward the goals asso-

ciated with those in the UN Charter. This of course may come to a head in those

situations where the destabilized community is large, and where large military forces

and substantial resources are required.

The legal regulation of the use of force appears as a normative standard, and

as a commitment, among members of the United Nations. Article 2(4) of the UN
Charter is the key operative article establishing the normative standard for "defin-

ing" aggression. The obligation to refrain from using force as declared in Article

2(4) is not absolute, but balanced by its complementary opposite, to wit, the rights

and authority of states singly or collectively to respond in self-defense. Hence Ar-

ticles 2(4) and 5 1 regulate the use of force under the perspectives of aggression, but

such regulation operates through states acting individually as well as collectively,

through their own practices as well as the practices under the United Nations. Ar-

ticle 2(4) declares: "All Members shall refrain in their international relations from

the threat or use offorce against the territorial integrity or political independence of

any State, or in any other manner inconsistent with the Purposes of the United

Nations" (emphasis added).

The commitment to refrain from using force does not apply exclusively to

members of the United Nations, but to all states: the legal responsibility for non-

members is established under customary international law. Article 2(4) is supple-

mented in scope and weight by Article 2(3), to wit: "All Members shall settle their

international disputes by peaceful means in such a manner that international peace

and security, and justice, are not endangered." For a discussion of the implications

of regulating peacekeeping as an instrument or vehicle for projecting force (usually

military force when wielded by states), see Eugene Rostow, "Is UN Peacekeeping a

Growth Industry?" Joint Force Quarterly, Spring 1994, pp. 101-105, hereinafter

referred to as "Rostow."

3. Secretary General Boutros Boutros-Ghali has put forth his views on peace-

keeping under the United Nations in An Agendafor Peace (Preventive Diplomacy,

Peacemaking and Peacekeeping) (New York: United Nations; UN SCOR,
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47th Sess., UN Doc 5/24 1 1 1 , 1 992). Although this document is not the definitive

statement of the legal authority under the United Nations or the UN Charter regard-

ing peacekeeping, it comes from a high authority and constitutes a guideline to

future policy. Accordingly, it sets the stage for further refinements, traditionally

coming from the claims and counterclaims of states. The recommendations in this

document are of interest for the same reasons. For example, the secretary general

suggests the creation of a UN Peace Endowment Fund with an initial goal of one

billion dollars. He wants autonomy for this entity, that is, control over the decisions

regarding the use of the funds. In the general sense, the proceeds "would be used to

finance the initial costs of authorized peacekeeping operations, other conflict reso-

lution measures and related activities." He also seeks access to additional funds

from the members of the United Nations to be applicable to peacekeeping support

and recommends that these funds once provided be placed under the control ofthe

United Nations. See pp. 41-44.

4. The conceptual and legal framework for peacekeeping is not explored

in detail here. The present inquiry, however, indicates the complexity and diffi-

culty in formulating such notions as "force," "peace," and so on. For an ap-

proach to a comprehensive map of regulation, see, generally, Scott Thompson
et al., eds., Approaches to Peace (Washington, D.C.: United States Institute of

Peace, 1 993), especially "Law and Peace," by Myres McDougal. For the major

work on this subject, see Myres S. McDougal and Florentino Feliciano, Inter-

national Law of War (Transnational Coercion and World Public Order), for-

merly referred to as Law and Minimum World Public Order (Dordrecht, the

Netherlands and Boston: New Haven Press, 1994).

5. An interesting analysis of the peacekeeping institution under the United

Nations appears in Antonio Cassese, United Nations Peacekeeping (The Hague:

Sijthoff, 1978). See especially the articles by von Gruenigen, "Neutrality and

Peacekeeping"; Rosalyn Higgins, "A General Assessment of United Nations

Peacekeeping"; and Dan Ciobanu, "The Power of the Security Council to Or-

ganize Peacekeeping Operations." An introduction to the related problem of

self-determination appears in K. Shehadi, "Self Determination,"^^//?/*/ Pa-
per 283 (London: Brassey's, 1993). This study provides the historical back-

ground commencing with the 1 648 Peace and Treaty of Westphalia, observing

that the first cases of self-determination arose with the United Provinces, Saxony
(Poland), North America, and Spain between 1581 and 1814. It continues

with state practice under the Concert of Europe following the Congress of

Vienna of 1815, the practice of the League of Nations, and finally of the

United Nations.

6. Because peacekeeping involves coercion or the use of force, and because

so much of such actions are left to the interpretations ofthe individual states (or to

collective entities such as the coalitions established for the Desert War), and as to

when they are to be initiated, how much force is to be used, and so on, it is evident

that a full treatment of this subject calls for a comprehensive inquiry into the global

order security process expected from the United Nations. According to a recent

commentary published by the US Army War College, the collective notion of
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going to war can be traced from early history of human tribes, that is, from the

beginnings of the urbanization of peoples, and their shift from the nomadic exist-

ence that depended upon hunting to an agricultural society. This in turn has led

gradually—over millennia in fact—to growing demands of the peoples to partici-

pate in major decisions regarding the making of war. See, generally, Richard A.

Gabriel and Karen S. Metz, A Short History ofWar (Carlisle, PA: Strategic Studies

Institute, US Army War College, 1 992). The pressure to participate in both declar-

ing and making war commenced with the notions of the "just war"—appearing as

early as St. Ambrose and St. Augustine—refined over the subsequent centuries,

and finally reaching the criteria proposed by former Secretary of Defense Caspar

Weinberger in 1 983 . For an in-depth study ofthis trend, see Alan Ned Sabrosky and

Robert L. Sloane, The Recourse to War: An Appraisal of the "Weinberger Doc-

trine" (Carlisle, PA: Strategic Studies Institute, US Army War College, 1988).

Weinberger, notably, calls for commitment of United States forces abroad only if

"vital interests" are identified justifying armed combat and further calls for support

ofthe American people and their representatives in the Congress. Former Secretary

of State George Shultz concurrently called for the use of force by the president

acting on his own judgment in major crises and proposed a doctrine that did not

depend upon public support for specific situations. See, ibid., pp. 19-26. Shultz

argued: "American must never be timid. . . . We will use our power and our diplo-

macy in the service of peace and our ideals."

7. W. M. Reisman, in "Criteria for the Lawful use of Force in International

Law," Yale Journal of International Law 10:2, Spring 1985, p. 279, observes:

"Law includes a system of authorized coercion in which force is used to maintain

and enhance public order objectives and in which unauthorized coercions are pro-

hibited Law is made when there is disagreement; the more effective members of

the group concerned impose their vision ofcommon interest through the instrument

of law with its program of sanctions. Law acknowledges the utility and the

inescapability of the use of coercion in social processes, but seeks to organize,

monopolize, and economize it."

8. See Robert J. Art, Strategy and Management in the Post-Cold Pentagon

(Carlisle, PA: Strategic Studies Institute, US Army War College, 1 992), indicating

the major change that is separately occurring in inducing the military services to

adopt the strategy ofjoint military operations. This shift to jointness has been re-

ferred to as a "major cultural change.'' But strategy is a complex matter according

to David Jablonsky, Why Is Strategy Difficult? (Carlisle, PA: Strategic Studies

Institute, US Army War College, 1992), p. 65. He points out: "In the future, as US
military means decline, the interaction of national military strategy will grow more

complex. In particular the reduction of military forces will mean less margin for

error in the application of military power along with other national means." See

also Edward Mead Earle, ed., Makers ofModern Strategy: Military Thoughtfrom

Machiavelli to Hitler (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1945) and the

revised edition, Peter Paret, ed. See also the analysis in the framework of decision

analysis, in Admiral J. C. Wylie, Military Strategy: A General Theory ofPower

Control (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1 980). The difficulty, according to these
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authors, arises in strategy operating as an art rather than as a science, averting

the attempts to create order and discipline, or an organization approach. The

problem of strategy must await a follow-on paper. Perceiving strategy as an

art. it is apparent that the attempts to establish peacekeeping and peacemaking

in a scientific framework is at best a means to establish a given perspective, not

an operational perspective. John Mackinlay in "Improving Multifunctional

Forces," Survival 36:3, Autumn 1994, indicates the attempts made to reduce

peacekeeping to a list of required standards. He cites Goulding to the effect

that the related peace-support activities should "be organized and authorized

by the UN; be deployed with the consent of the parties involved; act impar-

tially; be provided with sufficient military assets and finances by member states;

only use force in self-defense" (p. 150). These are neither strategic nor legal

criteria. The Russian practice of peacekeeping, for example, must be judged

upon how it is affected and whether it violates the UN Charter and interna-

tional law. It can also be judged upon United Nations practice to determine how
it affects the emerging trends among states in the peacekeeping activities. One
approach is implied by Charles Dobbie, "A Concept for Post-Cold War Peace-

keeping," ibid., pp. 1 24-48: The functions include conflict prevention, humani-

tarian relief, military assistance, demobilization operations, and duration and

denial of movement.

9. See, generally, Donald M. Snow, Peacekeeping, Peacemaking and
Peace-Enforcement: The U.S. Role in the New International Order (Carlisle,

PA: Strategic Studies Institute, US Army War College, 1 993). Snow cites former

General Colin Powell on decisions, policies, and costs of engaging in military

actions, in the form of the most pertinent questions and issues: "Is the political

objective we seek to achieve important, clearly defined and understood? Have
all other nonviolent policy means failed? Will military force achieve the objec-

tive? At what cost? Have the gains and risks been analyzed? How might the situa-

tion that we seek to alter, once it is altered by force, develop further, and what

might be the consequences?" (p. 27). As Snow points out, the use of force has led

to demands for greater participation in the decisions relating to declaring and mak-

ing war often buried under the expression of engaging military force: "Vietnam

spawned the Weinberger "doctrine" as a set of criteria that should guide American

response to crises and the engagement of military force. The criteria were very

conservative and cautionary, which was and is appropriate. At the very base ofthe

criteria was the caution that American force requires the Clausewitzian trinity of

unity among the people, the government and the military" (p. 36).

10. The challenge to the United States is to establish its leadership in peace-

keeping and to do so in the larger political context and in terms of the preferred

outcomes ofthe United States, especially with regard to the application of law and

shaping the practice of states and the United Nations to ensure their consistency

with the applicable law and the objectives ofthe Charter. The key elements of the

Presidential Decision Directive, PDD 25, are presently contained in the White

House Press Release, May 1994 draft, "The Clinton Administration's Policy on

Reforming Multilateral Peace Operations." These call for the following US policy:
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When our interests dictate, the US must be willing and able to fight and win wars,

unilaterally whenever necessary. ... UN peace operations cannot substitute for

this requirement— UN and other multilateral peace operations will at times offer

the best way to prevent, contain or resolve conflicts that could otherwise be more
costly and deadly. In such cases, the US benefits from having to bear only a share

of the burden. . . . While the President never relinquishes command of the US
forces, the participation ofUS military personnel in UN operations can, in particu-

lar circumstances, serve US interests The US does not support a standing UN
army, nor will we earmark specific US military units for participation in UN op-

erations It is not US policy to seek to expand either the number ofUN peace

operations or US involvement in such operations. Instead, this policy . . . aims to

ensure that our use of peacekeeping is selective and more effective. . .

." {Peace-

keeping Monitor, May/June 1994, p. 14).

The list of policy elements indicates that United States policy is expected
to make "disciplined and coherent choices about which peace operations to

support" (facing the problem of the national interests and the scarcity of

available resources for these operations and missions); reduce the costs;

define the command and control of the US military forces; reform and im-

prove the United Nation's capability to manage peace operations; improve

the way the US government manages and funds its peace operations; and

create better forms of cooperation within the US government and including

the American public regarding peace operations. (See also the summary in

Basic Report, p. 34).

1 1. Presidential Decision Directive, PDD 25, from the White House re-

lease, May 5, 1994 entitled "The Clinton Administration's Policy on Reform-

ing Multilateral Peace Operations." The US position on peacekeeping should

be distinguished from that presently adopted by Russia. The preferred out-

comes of the United States with regard to peacekeeping missions appear to be

aimed at global objectives and at the application of community standards,

especially those embodied in the UN Charter, whereas the Russian pre-

ferred objectives are those associated with its vital interests, to wit, those

that will support Russian expansionism, hegemony, control over the former

Soviet republics, and so on, coupled with a program for "gradual reintegra-

tion," and a demand of "hands-off ' Russian policies in using peacekeeping for

achieving these goals.

12. See the Basic Report, op. cit., p. 35, showing the ambiguity be-

tween the US Department of Army and NATO regarding the concept and

meaning of the term "peace enforcement." NATO declares that "peace en-

forcement missions . . . generally employ conventional combat operations

to achieve their objectives." The army uses the term "to describe the pro-

tection of humanitarian assistance, guarantee and denial of movement, en-

forcement of sanctions, establishment of, and supervision of protected zones

and the forcible separation of belligerents as peace enforcement activi-

ties." According to the Report:
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[Charles Dobbie, the author of the British manual on peacekeeping, states]: "We
regard as intellectually flaccid the idea that peacekeeping and peace enforcement

are differentiated only by the degree of force being used." He expresses a concern

that considerations such as popular support, negotiations, mediation and concilia-

tion will matter less and that traditional peacekeeping would fade in favor of "a

doctrine more orientated towards warfighting." Turning to NATO's draft curricu-

lum for peace support training, one is forced to agree.

13. The concept of "peace support" seems to have been adopted by the

policy councils ofNATO. According to the British American Security Infor-

mation Council's, NATO, Peacekeeping, and the United Nations, 94.1, US
policy is linked to invoking NATO and the military forces that it would pro-

vide. As expressed in PDD 25, May 1994: "The policy stresses that the US
wants to maintain the leadership role in peace operations, no matter if it is

involved solely with its own forces or not. For the US to have the most control

over peacekeeping operations, the preferred multilateral institution to act in

peace operations is NATO" (p. 33).

14. Reference is made to the preambles, and to Articles 1, 2 and others in

the Charter. The objectives of the Charter form the context for Western and

democratic thinking about the future of global order, and institutions such as

peacekeeping are judged against their consistency with these objectives, espe-

cially where more precise rules are missing.

15. For a brief survey of the UN objectives, see N. D. White, The United

Nations and the Maintenance ofInternational Peace and Security (Manches-

ter, UK: Manchester University Press, 1990). Other books and materials on

this subject are very numerous. The compendium referred to as the Peacekeeper 's

Handbook (New York: International Peace Academy-Pergamon Press, 1984) is

a helpful source. See also Henry Wiseman, ed., Peacekeeping: Appraisals &
Proposals (New York: Pergamon Press, 1983), and for representative docu-

mentation about peacekeeping in the past, see Robert C. R. Siekmann, Basic

Documents on United Nations and Related Peacekeeping Forces (second edi-

tion) (Dordrecht, the Netherlands: M. Nijhoff, 1989).

1 6. See Basic Report, op. cit., p. i. The report concludes that the competi-

tion is over which of the institutions is to be dominant, to maintain control over

peacekeeping in a showdown situation, and so on. The report also declares that

if the role of the UN and CSCE operating together is reduced, their acts will be

exclusively to legitimatize peacekeeping—that is, presumably through the Se-

curity Council acting without imposing its veto. Competition arises for this

reason: "There is no consensus between the major and powerful players in

the West on the issues of peacekeeping. In fact, there are major contradic-

tions, which reflect different military practices and culture, as well as deep

divisions regarding the political expediency of peacekeeping" (p. ii). On
this matter, see William J. Durch, The United Nations and Collective Se-

curity in the 21st Century (Carlisle, PA: Strategic Studies Institute, US
Army War College, 1993). Durch points out:



56 Harry H. Almond, Jr.

Impatience with peacekeeping has led to calls for greater UN involvement in

peace enforcement. UN blessing for a military operation does give it the great-

est legitimacy international law can currently convey, and the backing of a

General Assembly resolution gives it the broadest possible international po-

litical support. But all proposals that suggest that the UN should go further

and either develop its own military forces or actively command forces sec-

onded to it from member states will sooner or later run up against the basic

resistance of national sovereignty, even eroded as it has been over past de-

cades, (p. 33)

17. Reisman, op. cit., pp. 415, 418.

1 8. These notions appeared ultimately in the last constitution of the Soviet

Union. They presupposed the devolution of foreign affairs power upon the Com-
munist Party of the Soviet Union and led, ultimately, to a complete deferential

or subordinate power position to be assumed by all of the Soviet satellites

—

that is, by the "socialist" or communist states to Soviet conceptions of interna-

tional law and its application. Such law became under this practice an instrument

for promoting or projecting the policy and the power of the Soviet Union. The
Soviet Union and its ruling communist party knew or discovered that control of

a society is achieved through control, and the legitimation afforded by control,

of the law. The values of the society, the behavior expected and punished, and

so on are all clearly within the reach of the controlling lawmaker.

19. Andrei Kozyrev, "The Lagging Partnership," Foreign Affairs 73, May/

June 1 994, pp. 59, 69 (emphasis added). See also A.V. Kozyrev, "Russia and NATO:
A Partnership for a United and Peaceful Europe," NATO Review 42:4, August

1994, pp. 3-6. Speaking in general terms, Kozyrev welcomes cooperation, the

processes of rapprochement, the clearing away of differences in the new relations

between Russia and the West, and so on. The controlling and operable element is

that ofthe "gradual integration" ofthe former Soviet republics and, unless checked,

their territories, and ultimately, theirjurisdiction and control. But he proposes that

the partnership would be best served by

transforming the NACC (the North Atlantic Cooperation Council) into an inde-

pendent body which would be closely linked to the CSCE and which would pro-

mote military-political cooperation in the Euro-Atlantic area. Generally speaking,

the CSCE should aim at coordinating the activities ofNATO, the European Union,

the Council of Europe, the WEU and the CIS in the sphere of enhancing stability

and security, promoting peacekeeping and protecting human and national minority

rights. Of course, this does not mean establishing the CSCE as a hierarchical

leader or "commander." (p, 4)

This geopolitical vision of course would indeed strengthen the CSCE and en-

able it to consolidate its strength, weaken the primacy ofNATO as a regional and

collective security organization, while taking on new functions under the CSCE
aimed at using the peacekeeping institution as an instrument for asserting national

policy and invoking Russian perspectives about human rights—that is, the forcible
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protection of Russian minorities including those who are Russian-speaking. He

subsequently refers to peacekeeping in general terms, but observes that for

Russian-controlled peacekeeping in the former Soviet republics, "Our Western

partners could cover a part of expenses for logistical back-up and training of

our peacekeeping units." These remarks might be compared with the objectives in

PDD 25, cited previously.

20. Ibid.

2 1

.

A member of the Russian Duma, Grigori A. Yavlinsky, in "What Does

Russia Want?" The New York Times, Sec. 4, p. 15, argues in favor of an eco-

nomic union among CIS states, but only if Russia bases its policies

on explicitly formulated, intelligible principles, that reflect moral absolutes If

Russia truly wants to remain democratic, these should be the principles: the states

that appeared after the collapse of the Soviet Union must remain politically inde-

pendent; integration must be voluntary, without any pressure from Russia; eco-

nomic union should be the basic form of integration—and in Ukraine, Belarus and

Moldova the only form.

Yavlinsky would, symbolically at least, guarantee the states in the economic

union their standing as states; there is, of course, the possibility that they may
devolve their foreign affairs powers upon Russia. He continues:

Is economic reintegration without political integration possible? Yes. But Russia

must understand that it must refrain from any political union with Ukraine, Belarus

and Moldova whatsoever—even if these states invite it—because there would be

only two possible outcomes: failure or neo-imperialism.

22. The UN Charter refers, for example in Article 2(4), to a fundamental

objective of states in general, to wit, promoting the territorial integrity and

political independence against aggression. "Gradual reintegration" necessarily

entails strong pressures, without alternatives, that would lead the CIS states

toward accepting reintegration. This would lead to the assimilation of the CIS
states by peaceful—that is nonmilitary—pressures, but with coercion implicit

with regard to those that might reject the program. However, it is unlikely that

this would stop at some form of economic union. The experience of European

states in such matters as the attempt to create a customs union between Austria

and Germany after World War I with the natural leaning toward political inte-

gration following economic integration is a familiar example. See Earle, op.

cit., pp. 138-142. See also Sun Tzu, Art of War (New York: Oxford University

Press, 1 963): the matter of "supreme importance in war is to attack the enemy's

strategy" (p. 77). The tendency of the European Union to move toward politi-

cal integration is obvious. Notwithstanding Kozyrev's remarks in "The Lag-

ging Partnership," the European actions in tightening their European Union are

voluntary among equal states and states traditionally treated as equal, and the

policy he proposes has no alternatives, hence the potential for coercion and

duress, and for legitimatizing action involving coercion and duress as inevi-
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table in the authority afforded Russia by the wide support it presumably seeks
to achieve in making these claims. Even with the European Union, it is unlikely

that the economic union and the economic gains expected by the European states is

achievable without moving toward a political union, in large measure because con-

trol over the budget and funding is political in nature. This subject has been exhaus-

tively reviewed in the literature about the European union and prospects for its

success.

23. "The Lagging Partnership," op. cit., p. 69 (emphasis added).

24. Ibid., pp. 69-70. Kozyrev insists that Russians are not seeking for

their citizens in other states the same privileges Hitler had sought for the

Sudeten Germans. They want something different. The Russian minorities

and Russia itself seek "not privileges, but normal citizenship and equality

for Russians in those states." It is noteworthy that the facts relating to

these matters need to be held in focus: In some Estonian cities, for ex-

ample, what once was a dominant and majority Estonian population has

been replaced by a near exclusion of all Estonians by the alien Russian

population. This form of territorial conquest is clearly insidious in its im-

plications: It would support by precedent takeovers along the Russian bor-

ders in general. Kozyrev also insists that this is a matter already under the

authority and pronouncements of the High Commissioner for Ethnic Mi-
norities, established in the CSCE through "a lot of effort" by Russia. But ac-

cording to Kozyrev the commissioner's "recommendations to the Latvian and

Estonia authorities are not being implemented, while the West stands idle. Here

we also have the right to expect understanding and support" (p. 70).

25

.

For an in-depth inquiry into international law appraised in the terms used in

the text, see Myres S. McDougal and Associates, Studies in World Public Order

(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1960); see also Myres S. McDougal and

Florentino P. Feliciano, Law andMinimum WorldPublic Order (New Haven: Yale

University Press, 1961).

26. In December 1994, the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe

(CSCE) was renamed the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe

(OSCE). For this book, the earlier name is used.

27. See M. Sapiro, "Dispute Resolution: General Methods and CSCE
Mechanisms," ASIL1 Insight Sept.-Oct. 1994, p. 1. Ms. Sapiro points out that

the CSCE expectations are broad-ranging, but they are binding politically and

not legally. However, it is evident that the step, though gradual, toward a take-

over of policy by the CSCE and the reduction of the United States leadership in

Europe may be the beginning of this process. It presumably will be expedited

by tendencies evolving around the use of the CSCE and its institutions such as

the dispute resolution system mentioned here, and by the reach of the CSCE
into numerous areas not covered by NATO. It is also encouraged by Russian

participation, not occurring in NATO.

28. Ibid., pp. 65-66.
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29. Journalist Roger Cohen reports upon the disagreements between NATO and

the United Nations as to when force should be used (and presumably how much

force, what kinds of force, and the duration of imposing force); this debate raises

the unresolved problem ofhow to handle conflicts in authority, in this case, between

the United Nations and a regional organization, each authorized to operate in the

amorphous and overlapping realm of peacekeeping. See Roger Cohen, "At Odds

Over Bosnia," The New York Times, October 2, 1994, p. 14. Should force be used

in this specific matter for deterring the Serbs or to protect, by way of self-defense,

the UN's peacekeeping force?

30. John M. Goshko, "Yeltsin Claims Russian Sphere of Influence," Washing-

ton Post, Sept. 27, 1994, p. 10. For the perspectives of a noted anthropologist on

the insecurities arising with the destruction of large political or tribal entities, see

Harold R. Isaacs, Idols ofthe Tribe (New York: Harper & Bros., 1975), pp. 1-25.

For an extended assessment see the present author's "The Struggle for a World

Legal Order: An Overview of an Adversary Process," Marquette Law Review 61

,

1977, pp. 1-21.

3 1

.

Goshko, op. cit. As also noted, the claims even include the "linkage" of

Russian-speaking peoples to Russia, operating upon the precedent found in the

historic claims of the tsars to be the protectors of Slavic peoples but adding to the

reach of those claims.

32. Ibid.

33. Russian director of the Secret Service, Yevgeni Primakov, is cited in

the same report as stating that efforts by the West to stand in the way of reinte-

gration of the former republics are "dangerous and should be reconsidered."

Primakov does not bother to cite the linkages cited by other Russian spokesper-

sons. Yel'tsin stated that interventions by others in this process of reintegration

would be "extremely short-sighted." And his view about human rights was re-

ported by Goshko as follows: "Russia's interest in its neighbors is not limited

to trying to sort out the tensions between different ethnic factions that have

plunged some of these states into bloody civil war. He also asserted a right

to protect the interests of 'millions of Russians in the newly independent

states who looked on these places as home and who now live there as

guests—and not always welcome guests'" (Ibid., p. 10). Ideological lan-

guage supported these assertions—a mixture of demands, threats, and

claims. W. Michael Reisman of Yale University, in "Criteria for the Law-
ful Use of Force in International Law," Yale Journal ofInternational Law
10, Spring 1985, points out:

Coercion should not be glorified. The promulgation ofa norm such as Article 2(4),

for all of its ineffectiveness, is a major achievement. But it is naive and indeed

subversive of public order to insist that coercion never be used, for coercion is a

ubiquitous feature of all social life and a characteristic and indispensable compo-

nent of law. In a contest with an adversary that does not accept the prohibition, to

forswear force is to disarm unilaterally. . .

.
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The critical question, in a decentralized international security system such as ours,

is not whether coercion has been applied but whether it has been applied in support

ofor against community order and basic policies, and whether it has been applied

in ways whose net consequences include increased congruence with community
goals and minimum order, (p. -284)

The issue here also involves the use offorce in relations among states in a sanction-

ing system—that is, a system aimed at supporting global order and which operates

consistent with the standards imposed by the global community, presently under the

United Nations. See Reisman's papers, "Sanctions and Enforcement" and "Private

Armies in a Global War System: Prologue to Decision," pp. 381 and 142 respec-

tively, in Myres McDougal and W. Michael Reisman, eds., International Law Es-

says (Mineola,NY: Foundation Press, 1981).

34. Kozyrev gets down to details:

Ifa partnership is built on mutual trust, then it is natural to recognize other rules as

well; the need not only to inform one another of decisions made, but also to agree

on approaches beforehand. It would be hard to accept an interpretation of partner-

ship in which one side demands that the other coordinate its every step with it

while the former retains complete freedom for itself. Partners must have mutual

respect for each other's interests and concerns. (Ibid., p. 66)

Clearly these remarks are designed to relax views on customary international

law, at least those perceptions of law as a community's shared expectations

about future behavior and as standards applicable to a community with excep-

tions applied in terms of law, not of power. The "Partnership for Peace" is a

broad vision for moving toward global order, but under the control and policy

enunciated by NATO. Much of the content of this partnership must be provided

through future NATO practice. See for summary Box P of the Basic Report, p.

26. Most importantly, NATO assumes control of its own peacekeeping activi-

ties; it does not devolve that control upon the Security Council or the United

Nations in general.

35. Adam Roberts, Survival 36: 3, Autumn 1994, p. 100, argues that Boutros-

Ghali's statement in An Agenda for Peace, para. 20, p. 11, is controversial. He
observed that peacekeeping "is the deployment of a United Nations presence in the

field, hitherto with the consent of all the parties concerned. . .
." The concern

related to the arbitrary shift of the accepted meaning of peacekeeping, suggesting

that at least some elements ofa common framework had been adopted. Also ofconcern

was the possibility ofexpanding the claims and legitimacy ofclaims for interventionist

peacekeeping. Roberts's discussion indicates that Russian claims on the above grounds

would meet with determined opposition—that is, consent is the critical element, and the

controversy that remains concerns only whether consent is needed for all activities in

which force is or may be used. Roberts notes in particular:

The "hitherto" in this definition became the subject ofmuch comment by individu-

als and states. There were two main grounds for concern. First, tried-and-tested
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principles of UN peacekeeping were being changed and, perhaps, fatally weak-

ened without a full discussion of all the implications. Second, many individuals

and states (mainly small states and/or developing) feared a new interventionist

peacekeeping.

36. See Dobbie, op. cit.
( p. 132 et seq. Dobbie considers in detail how force

should be used and regulated. Although his formulation has not been adopted here,

it comprises a standard of reasonableness, especially with regard to the legitimate

use of force and the permitted intensity and duration offorce applied. Force, Dobbie

points out, may work in situations of low-intensity violence, but major force may
lead to the peacemakers becoming a participating belligerent. The impact of this

upon accepted notions and policies of the neutrality of states, of the notions of co-

belligerency, let alone the application of the laws of war, require far deeper treat-

ment than has been attempted so far.

37. See Dobbie, op. cit., p. 128. Dobbie presses consent in this situation to

relate to the interests of the parties, and consent given to support, rather than op-

pose, those interests.

38. See, generally, the findings ofUri Ra'anan in his paper "The U.S., the New
World Order, and NATO" (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University/CFIA, 1993).

Ra'anan cites Yel'tsin as including under Russian protection "the rights of ethnic

Russians and the Russian-speaking population," a claim that would include many
who would have no desire to be involuntarily assimilated under Russian authority.

39. For background, see Ra'anan, ibid. The report cites the current reactions to

Czechoslovakia's experience of Soviet (subsequently Russian) threats ofdomina-

tion by incremental measures that impinge upon Czech claims and projection of

sovereignty. See, for example, remarks of Vaclav Havel, president of the Czech

Republic, cited in the Basic Report, p. 6.

40. See Roberts, op. cit., pp. 1 1 - 1 1 7. For a US view see Presidential Decision

Directive 25 ofMay 5, 1994, cited and discussed by Roberts, pp. 108-109.

41

.

See Fiona Hill and Pamela Jewett, Back in the USSR (Cambridge, MA:
John F. Kennedy School ofGovernment, Harvard University, January 1994) (herein

referred to as the Harvard Report) (emphasis added). Russia's current goals are

largely the historic geostrategic objectives, according to the Harvard Report:

maintaining access to ports in the Black and Baltic seas and a buffer zone

between Russia and rivals around its borders; preserving Russian hegemony;
retaining control over resources in the former republics; retaining control over

the defense-industrial complex, including nuclear power plants and nuclear hard-

ware; and guaranteeing markets for its products.

42. See, for citations, Harvard Report, pp. 4-6. The statements of Yel'tsin

and Kozyrev, for example, are replete with mention ofthe "legitimate rights" of

Russian-speaking minorities in former Soviet republics, with claims for volun-

tary reintegration, and with the continuation of peacekeeping missions in vari-

ous conflict zones on their territory.
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43. Note in particular that the Security Council is the organ primarily autho-
rized to determine the maintenance of peace, breaches of the peace, and threats to

the peace. This wording ofthe Charter raises questions whether the Security Coun-
cil is actually the organ exclusively in authority once seized with a given situation

involving peace. See especially Chapter VII of the UN Charter.

44. These terms are ambiguous and even controversial. The United Nations
presumably takes the view expressed in Boutros-Ghali's, An Agenda for Peace
(New York: United Nations, 1992). See p. 1 1 for definitions of preventive diplo-

macy, peacemaking, and peacekeeping; p. 32 et seq. for postconflict peace building;

pp. 26-27 for peace enforcement; and p. 35 et seq. for the amorphous problem of
cooperation with regional arrangements and organizations.

45. See Rostow, op. cit, p. 104. See also the case in the International Court of
Justice, The Certain Expenses Case, 1962 International Court of Justice (ICJ), p.

151 ff. But this case provides an advisory opinion, that is, a legal opinion rather

than decision upon a legal question submitted pursuant to the UN Charter proce-

dures (see pp. 165-166). The only cases in which force was authorized for actions

by states were those relating to Korea in the Korean War and to Iraq in the Desert

War. These were enforcement actions authorized under Chapter VII ofthe Charter.

The problem must therefore be faced as an issue for amending the Charter to ex-

press authorization. For a general discussion, see Boutros-Ghali, op. cit.

46. See Myres McDougal, Harold Lasswell, and Lung-Chu Chen, Human Rights

and World Public Order: Basic Policies ofan International Law ofHuman Dig-

nity (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1 980), ch. 5

.

47. See Boutros-Ghali, op. cit., p. 36.

48. Ra'anan, op. cit. Ra'anan cites subsequently Russian observations that the

neighboring states or those ofthe Near Abroad may lead to local conflicts and local

wars, and because these "impinge upon the vitally important interests of the Rus-

sian Federation then Russia would be entitled to take defensive measures of . . .

even military nature commensurate to the threat posed" (p. 2).

49. See the observations ofEugene Rostow, op. cit. See also John W. R. Lepingwell,

"The Russian Military and Security Policy in the 'Near Abroad,'" Survival 36:3, Au-

tumn 1994. Lepingwell concludes that the authority claimed by Russia under its own
legal and political authority—expanded to conform with its military doctrine—amounts

to authority formulated and interpreted entirely by Russia; the purpose is to enable

Russia to extend or reach out its authority as needed, and to claim that in doing so it is

acting consistent with law and the Charter. Hence, even ifthe terms of reference em-

braced in the self-serving instrument referred to as "military doctrine" are already oper-

ating on the margins ofcommunity standards, the actions taken under the terms tend to

provide interpretations and actualization ofpolicy that go even further. "The new doc-

trine [i.e., military doctrine] while important in presenting a framework for Russian

military and security planning, is not by any means a comprehensive or rigid guide to

Russian military interests or behavior. More revealing have been both the comments by

key military actors and the actions of the troops on the ground" (p. 74). Lepingwell
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and others refer additionally to the impact of the military doctrine upon political

doctrine—hence upon perspectives about law or what, generally, is permissible in

resorting to the use of force through peacekeeping or otherwise.

50. This problem may spill over into the formulation of rules of engagement.

See, for example, J. A. Roach, "Rules of Engagement," Naval War College Review

36, January-February 1983, pp. 49-60; J. Devorkan, "Rules of Engagement, So-

malia," Military Review 74, Sept. 1994, p. 26. The United States has had consider-

able experience in formulating its rules of engagement; however, such rules differ

from "military doctrine" as apparently formulated by Russian authorities. The rules

ofengagement apply to the conduct of hostilities themselves. They superimpose the

requirements of international law thereby linking the actions of the military com-

manders and armed forces with the overall perspective of international law and the

law of war. In other words, they are designed to restrain as far as possible—consis-

tent with the necessities and humanitarian principles—the use of force during com-

bat that may lead to attacks on, or harm, or damage to, the noncombatants. Military

doctrine with its justification of military force and military objectives reveals a

political component in the Russian practice. If the rules ofengagement are formu-

lated to establish exclusive national objectives and are inconsistent therefore

with the objectives of the Charter or of international law, they would be incon-

sistent with US practice and probably the practice of a majority of states in the

global community. They would then shift away from their primary objective of

linking military actions to humanitarian outcomes and toward ensuring that

military practice does not become practice entirely justified by a given state's

claim of necessity—a rewriting of the old German maxim ofKriegsraison. See

Dobbie, op. cit., note 8, and his discussion about strategic direction and mili-

tary doctrine, pp. 141-145. The Russian approach is likely to lead to belligerents

or others using more than the minimum force expected in peacekeeping or peace-

making, ibid., p. 145. Dobbie specifically points out the need for the doctrine

and related instruments and concepts to meet objective standards such as im-

partiality, minimum force, and credibility; failure to do so leads to the emer-

gence of a destabilizing influence, and a mandate outside the expectations of

the United Nations and its Charter, ibid., p. 145.

51. Maxim Shashenkov, "Russian Peacekeeping in the 'Near Abroad,'" Sur-

vival 36, Autumn 1994, pp. 46, 56, describes the current Russian standards, though

subject to modification and withdrawal at the option ofRussia as the formulator of

these standards, as evincing a readiness to use peacekeeping while fighting occurs;

involvement in the operations oftheir military contingents and those involved in the

conflict; a determination to maintain Russian pre-eminence gaining control in the

operations, yet drawing in other CIS members; determination to use high levels of

force and the appropriate weaponry to conduct the operations; reliance on specially

trained professional soldiers, presumably including the spetsnaz forces, or spe-

cial military-political forces specifically trained for such missions and in par-

ticular for achieving the goals of such missions; close coordination between the

peacekeepers and local authorities; and a desire to maintain an appearance of

neutral third-party intervention. Formulations of this kind obviously are in the
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control of the peacekeepers, their formulations and doctrine, and not subject or

subjected to the authority and control ofthe overriding principles or provisions of
the UN Charter.

52. Lepingwell, op. cit., pp. 70-92, observes that Russia is gradually

achieving through the diplomatic channels associated with new agreements
and accords, with bargaining and economic pressures, and so on, the "ability

to influence strongly the outcome of such negotiations" as apply to mili-

tary facilities. He suggests that, while doctrine is important to consider,

"more revealing have been both the comments by key military actors and
the actions of the troops on the ground." He provides examples also shown
in the Harvard Report, op. cit., concerning the Caucasus, Central Asia,

Ukraine and Moldova, and the Baltic States, and considers the retention of

the Russian armed forces but restructuring and redeploying them to achieve

goals commensurate with Russian policy. Part of the problem in assessing

peacekeeping activities arises from the indeterminate nature of the institu-

tion. It is no longer clear, for example, that consent is required for

nonforcible peacekeeping activities. The Russian practice is putting the

element of the peacekeepers' neutrality from the conflict or crisis in doubt,

and along with it, the elements of impartiality and consent. Russian prac-

tice tends, at least, toward exclusive controls and authority over its peace-

keepers whenever they are operating within the territory formerly under

the jurisdiction of the Soviet Union. Lepingwell observes:

The narrowing of Russia's interests from those "ethnically and culturally identify-

ing themselves with Russia" to Russian citizens did little to alleviate fears in the

near abroad. Instead, by making citizenship the operative element of the clause,

the doctrine has focused more attention on Russia's calls for dual citizenship agree-

ments with its neighbors. Indeed, Russian has been increasing its diplomatic ef-

forts to gain dual citizenship agreements since late 1993. A Russian proposal on

minority rights, first presented at the Ashgabat CIS summit meeting in December

1 993, met with a cool reception, however, and so far only Turkmenistan has signed

a treaty on dual citizenship So far, only about 1 50,000 people residing outside

Russia have taken up Russian citizenship, a minute fraction ofthose who might be

eligible if dual citizenship were extended throughout the former republics, [cita-

tions not included] (p. 74)

53. See Roberts, op. cit., p. 97, indicating the new types of tasks for UN
peacekeeping. Many of these are tasks requiring actions such as demilitariza-

tion of a specified area, or providing specific humanitarian relief, or reporting

violations of the laws of armed conflict by belligerents. However, Roberts

stresses the linkage to the United Nations in pursuing the peacekeeping mis-

sions. He believes that to shift from this is to shift peacekeeping to a quasi-

sovereign activity, free of claims that it might be contrary to law.

54. Basic Report, op. cit., pp. 41, 60. Pursuit of these themes must be set

aside for a subsequent paper. The possibilities are seen in Shashenkov, op. cit.,

p. 46, and in the separately authored chapters in Blackwell and Karaganov, ed.,
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op. cit. The key element in Russian thinking is that of "gradual reintegration"

—

as long as this prevails and guides policy it will lead to the gradual return of

Russia to the status of a great power that may not be committed to the demo-
cratic values we had sought. Assimilation of "reintegration" with the notions

of"sovereignty" and "legitimization" is a likely prospect in view of past trends.
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The "Nearest Abroad":
Russia's Relations with Ukraine

and Belarus'

Adrian Karatnycky

Relations with Ukraine and Belarus' stand at the center of the new Rus-

sian state's self-definition. It could not be otherwise since, for centu-

ries, Russia, Ukraine and Belarus' existed as part ofa seamless imperial unit.

As a consequence of this long history of shared statehood, the relationship

ofRussians to their Ukrainian and Belarusian neighbors today reflects deep-

seated ambiguities. While the political elite in Ukraine and (to a lesser ex-

tent) Belarus' emphasize their own distinct ethnic identities as the basis for

post-Soviet sovereignty, Russia's political elite and most Russians, as well

as many other citizens in the three now-independent states, are ambivalent

about the several-years-old status quo of independence and statehood. This

state of affairs influences policy and has created a perilously tentative set of

relationships among the three Slavic states. It also means that relations be-

tween these states—especially between Russia and Ukraine—exist in a per-

petual state of dangerous tension.

It is unquestionable that the three Slavic nations of the former USSR
share traditions and cultural influences. The Kievan state that emerged on

the territory ofwhat is now independent Ukraine brought to the three peoples

Christian faith and a Cyrillic alphabet. Still, linguistic differentiation into sepa-

rate ethnic groups began as early as the eleventh century. By the fourteenth
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century there were clear reordered and idiomatic differences. And, certainly

by the seventeenth century, Russians, Ukrainians, and Belarusians had evolved

into distinct national groups. 1

Yet despite such differentiation, the Russian imperial elite did not counte-

nance the separate identities of their brethren. In 1 864, the architect of Russian

imperial education policy, Mikhail Katkov, wrote these patronizing words: "We
love the Ukraine in all her peculiarities in which we see the token offuture riches

and variety in the common development of the life of our people." Katkov,

whose ideas influenced tsarist efforts to ban literary Ukrainian, went further:

"We love the Ukraine, we love her as part ofour Fatherland, as a living beloved

part of our people, as a part ofourselves, and this is why any effort to introduce

a feeling ofmine and thine into the relationship ofthe Ukraine towards Russia is

so odious to us."
2

Such ideas, redolent of the patronizing sentiments of imperialism, re-

flect the views ofmost of Russia's contemporary political and cultural elite

to this day. Such proprietary attitudes also suggest that relations between

Russia and her Ukrainian and Belarusian neighbors are likely to remain com-

plex and dangerous for years to come.

As 1995 began, after three years of independence, Russia's identity

crisis was growing more acute. Russia's leaders continued to seek ways to

restore some form of unitary state or federal superstructure over the inde-

pendent states that had emerged as a result of the collapse of the USSR.
Many of Russia's political parties and their leaders reflected extremely ag-

gressive views, ranging from the rantings ofVladimir Zhirinovsky's Liberal

Democratic Party to the anti-Western conspiracy theories of Gennadi

Zyuganov's Communist Party of the Russian Federation. Russia's foreign

policy could be described as—at best—unpredictable and inconsistent and

as—at worst—imperialist and aggressive. The Russian assault on Chechnya

late in 1 994, complete with its immense brutality and severe force, raised in

stark reliefworrying trends that had been developing in the country's exter-

nal policies vis-a-vis its most proximate neighbors, and further afield, in places

such as Iran, Iraq, and Cuba. 3

Although there are ample reasons to be troubled by Russia's foreign

policy and by its conduct in much ofthe Near Abroad, Russia's relationship

with the "Nearest Abroad"—Ukraine and Belarus'—will determine whether

Russia re-emerges as a global superpower or whether it evolves into a nor-

mal state and regional power. In the first three years ofindependence, Russia's

policies vis-a-vis Belarus' and Ukraine were not characterized by the brazen

military interference that was observed in its engagement in the Caucasus,

in Moldova, and in Tajikistan. Such military interventions—some sanc-

tioned by the Russian authorities, others rogue operations backed by seg-

ments of the military and security structures of the evolving Russian



The "Nearest Abroad'' 71

state—helped destabilize and even topple the official authorities of sover-

eign states in the former Soviet space.

In the case of Belarus', interference by Russian military or security

was not an issue because of the absence of a will to statehood on the part

of the vast majority of its citizens and on the part of its political elite,

most particularly President Alyaksandr Lukashenka, who was elected on

June 13,1 994. While President Lukashenka's election by a second-round

margin of 80 to 19 percent signaled the victory of an avowedly pro-

Russian leader, the first three years of the country's independence had

also been characterized by a tacit acceptance of Russia's dominance. The

inclination to bend to Russia's will was shared by the country's ruling

nomenklatura, by the majority of its parliament, and by the government

headed until mid- 1994 by Prime Minister Vyacheslau Kebich. Indeed,

this pro-Russian trend had been only partly resisted by the country's

moderate parliamentary speaker Stanislau Shushkevich, who held his post

from 1990 until his removal in January 1994. The only resolute opponent

of close cooperation and outright merger with Russia was the Belarusian

Popular Front, headed by Zyanon Paznyak.

While Belarus' s relatively small population of 10 million made it diffi-

cult for the country to resist the pressure of its powerful neighbor, Ukraine's

size and population of52 million, coupled with its substantial military poten-

tial, made it risky for Russia to resort to aggressive efforts at reasserting

dominance. As the Ukrainian experiment with independence proceeded amid

mounting economic crisis, the country maintained a degree of political sta-

bility as a result of a growing consensus within the republic's ruling elite to

preserve independence. This consensus made Ukraine a dangerous target

for Russia's hegemonic inclinations.

While many of Russia's leaders believed Ukraine's status as a sov-

ereign state was a reversible accident of history, they also understood

that efforts to absorb or destabilize Ukraine could be dangerous for

Russia's economic interests. Nevertheless, in the first years of Ukrainian

independence, Russia pursued policies to maximize its influence in that

country, and sought to keep open the prospect of an eventual economic,

political, and military integration.

As 1 994 drew to a close, it was clear that Russia's ambitions no longer

matched its capabilities. Its "great power" ambitions and search for gran-

deur remained part of the country's rhetoric, but the longer the experiment

with independence persisted in Ukraine, the more difficult it became for Russia

to reintegrate its southern neighbor into a confederation or a military struc-

ture, much less a unitary state.

In a sense, the underlying theme of contemporary Ukraine's relations

with Russia is "buying time." For Ukrainian foreign and domestic policy
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makers, the main issues are how to secure statehood and stability amid an
acute economic crisis and how to create a set of circumstances that discour-

ages aggressive Russian behavior. 4 This task is partly in the hands of the

leaders ofUkraine and other newly independent non-Russian states, but it is

also partly dependent on Western statecraft and United States leadership.

Ukraine and Belarus' are unquestionably Russia's Nearest Abroad

—

geopolitically, economically, and culturally. Geographically, Ukraine
shares a border of over 650 miles with Russia and there are particularly

close economic links between the Ukrainian east and Russia. Ukraine's

trade with Russia during the Soviet period reflected the high levels of
mutual interdependence that were part of a planned strategy of mutual

dependence. The disruptions occasioned by the emergence of two dis-

tinct and separately evolving economies are regarded by the public as a

major reason for economic decline in both countries. Belarus' s largest

border, too, is with Russia. And both countries are heavily dependent on
Russia as the major provider of their.energy needs.

Both countries also represent the Nearest Abroad from the geopo-

litical perspective. They are central to Russia's capacity to project its

power in Central and Eastern Europe. Without them, Russia has only a

small external border (Kaliningrad) with Poland. With Belarus' and

Ukraine as part of a unified state or in a Russian-dominated federation,

Russia would have access to a lengthy external border with Romania,

Slovakia, Poland, and Hungary.

Equally important, from a strategic viewpoint, were Ukraine's and

Russia's involvement in highly interrelated defense production as part ofthe

Soviet military-industrial complex. Ukraine was the site of twenty-two

Soviet central weapons manufacturing complexes. The Yuzhmash—the

Southern Machine Building factory in Dnipropetrovsk, once headed by

Ukraine's current President Leonid Kuchma—produced the intercontinen-

tal ballistic missiles of the Soviet nuclear arsenal and was one of four major

missile plants on Ukrainian soil.

This region also represents the Nearest Abroad in the cultural sphere,

containing populations that speak East Slavic languages with significant

linguistic similarities. Many prominent exemplars of Russian cultures

—

writer Nikolai Gogol, poet Anna Akhmatova, novelist Mikhail Bulgakov,

and filmmaker Oleksander Dovzhenko—were either ethnic Ukrainians

or had roots in Ukraine. In addition, because Russia, Ukraine, and Belarus'

trace their origins to a common Kievan-Rus state, and because their

peoples spent centuries as integral parts of the tsarist empire and the

USSR, Russians, many Belarusians, and a significant portion of Ukraini-

ans regard the division of the three states as unnatural. Moreover, many
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Ukrainians and Belarusians are deeply influenced by Russian culture, as dem-

onstrated by the dominance ofRussian books, television, the press, and films

in Ukraine's and Belarus's markets.

Centuries of tsarist and Soviet policies aimed at the forced Russification

ofUkrainians and Belarusians also have led to the dominance ofthe Russian

language in both countries. In Ukraine, less than half the population uses

Ukrainian as the language of daily discourse, and a significant segment of

those who do speak Ukrainian daily live in rural areas, and are thus far re-

moved from the urban centers in which political and cultural life is shaped.

In Belarus', the percentage of ethnic Belarusians speaking their native

language is even smaller. Moreover, only 70 percent of ethnic Belarusians

regarded Belarusian as their native tongue. 5

Among Russians, attitudes toward Belarus' and Ukraine coincide. A
nationwide poll taken in September 1993, by the Moscow-based ROMIR
research firm found that 72 percent ofRussians either completely agreed (37

percent) or somewhat agreed (35 percent) that Ukraine must be reunited

with Russia. 6 Only 4 percent of those polled completely disagreed with the

statement. Only one-fifth of Russians agreed with the assertion that it is

"natural for Ukraine to be independent." And only 1 percent of Russians

agreed that Crimea, an internationally recognized part of Ukraine, should

remain part of that country. Moreover, nearly three-quarters of those polled

completely (47 percent) or somewhat (27 percent) agreed with the view that

"it is a great misfortune that the Soviet Union no longer exists."
7 Ukrainians,

particularly in the Russian-speaking eastern regions, also reveal sentiments

in favor of close integration or reintegration of the two states. A poll con-

ducted in Ukraine's southern and eastern regions found that 47 percent would

vote against independence while only 24 percent would vote for it.
8

Polls have shown similar attitudes in Belarus'. Such sentiments should

hardly be surprising. After all, both Ukraine's and Belarus's independence

did not occur as the result of protracted struggle, but because of the rapid

collapse ofthe old Soviet state. In Ukraine, the entrenched Communist Party

nomenklatura, under intense pressure from nationalist anti-communists or-

ganized around the Rukh popular front, quickly adopted the nation-building

agenda of their political opponents in a successful bid to hold onto power

after the collapse ofthe August 1 99 1 putsch. Although these local Ukrainian

communist leaders had not resisted the coup, they rapidly agreed to ban the

Communist Party and proclaim independence, subject to a nationwide refer-

endum, in the hours after the coup was defeated.

The declaration of independence was ratified in a December 1, 1991,

referendum that was backed by over 90 percent ofthe population. In Belarus'

,

independence was less a matter of volition or an attempt to avert a clash
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with a powerful nationalist opposition—as in Ukraine—than an inevi-

table consequence of decisions made by the Baltic States, Moldova, the

states in the Caucasus and in Ukraine.

Because of this awkward genesis, several years after the agreements

between the leaders of the three countries at the Belovezhskaya Pushcha to

dissolve the USSR, Russia's citizens, including the majority of its political

elite, are not reconciled to the permanent independence of Ukraine and

Belarus'. They are likely to find encouragement in polling that shows grow-

ing discontent with the statehood experiment in Belarus' and Ukraine.

Today, Russian political life is filled with lively discussion about the

restoration of a larger state through the ingathering of the now dispersed

former Soviet republics. These views range from outright restoration of the

Soviet Union to schemes aimed at creating a Eurasian commonwealth—an

idea proposed by Kazakhstan's President Nursultan Nazarbayev.

Pan-Slavic ideas also have been advanced in Russia. The prominent

Russian writer Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn has called for the reconfiguration of

a new Slavic state consisting ofRussia, most ofUkraine, Belarus', and north-

ern (ethnically Russian) Kazakhstan. That Solzhenitsyn advanced these ideas

in the official setting of an address to the Russian State Duma in December

1 994 has been a source of some unease within the Ukrainian political and

state establishment.

While many Russian leaders openly question the continued existence of

Ukraine as a state, others question the current configuration of Ukraine's

borders. For example, they wish to contain Crimea and parts of eastern

Ukraine within Russia's borders. The Russian military leadership, in particu-

lar, is eager to restore a unified military made up of the armed forces of the

countries ofthe CIS. As part of this effort, the chiefof staff for CIS military

coordination, General Viktor Samsonov, has devised a plan that calls for

"the strategic nuclear forces ofRussia to fulfill the function ofrestraint against

all CIS participant states."
9 Minutes of an October 9, 1993, session of the

Russian Security Council underscore the desire of Russia's leaders to reas-

sert hegemony within the borders of the former USSR.

This pattern of acquisitive Russian attitudes has created unease among

many Ukrainian political leaders. In this uncertain setting, it is important for

the political elites of Russia to behave with restraint and to have an accurate

understanding ofinternal political processes within the Ukrainian state. There

also needs to be a realistic understanding of Russia's capability to restore

Russian domination of Ukraine, which currently has a standing army of

nearly half a million, and whose military forces possess no less than 40

percent of the tanks, artillery, and armored personnel carriers that Russia

has on European territory, west of the Ural Mountains.

Absent the military assets of Ukraine, Russia lacks the hardware
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and manpower to re-emerge as a military superpower on European soil.

The reintegration of Ukraine into Russia's military, political, and eco-

nomic sphere, therefore, has become a pre-eminent objective of Russia's

foreign policy. This has meant devising non-military means of exert-

ing greater influence within Ukraine.

Part of this effort is an attempt to maintain a Russian military presence

on Ukraine's soil through the Russian component of the Black Sea Fleet.

The Russian foreign and defense establishments have sought also to keep

unresolved a dangerous range of issues, including open acknowledgement

of Ukraine's territorial integrity and its current borders.

Ofthe entire complex ofpost-Soviet issues, the question of Ukrainian-

Russian relations is central to the nature of the post-Soviet order in Central

and Eastern Europe. A glance at recent history shows that the relationship

between the newly independent Ukrainian state and Russia has been filled

with recrimination since its inception. Just days after the Ukrainian parlia-

ment voted to support Ukraine's statehood, Russian President Yel'tsin's press

spokesman Pavel Voshchanov questioned the integrity of an independent

Ukraine's borders.
10

Initially, as Ukraine's leaders pressed for independence,

President Yel'tsin did not seek a similar status for Russia. Rather than aim

for the dissolution of the USSR, the Russian president hoped to reorganize

the USSR as a confederation. It was the December 1, 1991, independence

referendum in Ukraine which forced President Yel'tsin to accept the inevita-

bility of Ukraine's statehood and led him and his advisers to conclude that

the USSR must be dissolved and not transformed. Such a course was of

tactical advantage to Yel'tsin in his power struggle with Soviet President

Mikhail Gorbachev.

Ukraine's uncompromising path toward statehood led Yel'tsin, Ukrai-

nian President Leonid Kravchuk, and Belarus' s parliamentary chairman

Shushkevich to the Belarusian forest and to the Belovezhskaya Pushcha agree-

ment to form the CIS and put an end to the USSR. While Yel'tsin accepted

the arguments ofsome ofhis aides—most notably Yegor Gaidar and Gennadi

Burbulis—that it would be impossible to achieve fundamental economic re-

forms on a USSR-wide scale, he had an ambivalent view of what should

succeed the USSR. The CIS structure was a highly malleable idea that sought

to satisfy the fundamentally different views of the leaders of Russia and

Ukraine. In the Russian view, the CIS was intended to preserve a unified

strategic and economic space. For Ukraine, the Commonwealth was seen as

an instrument for a "civilized divorce."

Moreover, Russian relations with Ukraine were haunted by diametri-

cally opposed concepts almost from the beginning. In the first days after the

dissolution ofthe USSR, Russian officials, in particular the Russian defense

ministry and its counterpart in the CIS command, were surprised by Ukraine's
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efforts to create its own military and to compel loyalty oaths from all troops

serving on its soil. Within days of the December 1991 referendum that rati-

fied Ukrainian independence, Ukraine proceeded to build its own armed forces

through a process ofnew loyalty oaths."

Ukraine's efforts provoked a Russian response. On January 9, 1992,

President Yel'tsin declared that the Black Sea Fleet—which Ukraine as-

serted as its own—was, is, and always will be Russia's, and the Russian

parliament began to examine Moscow's claim to ownership of Crimea

and the port city of Sevastopol. Soon after, Vladimir Lukin, at the time

chairman of the parliament's foreign affairs commission, circulated a

memorandum that suggested Russia encourage separatist sentiments in

the Crimea as part of a campaign aimed at making encroachments on

Ukraine's sovereignty. 12 Lukin argued that Moscow should stir up chal-

lenges to Ukraine in an effort to strengthen its hand vis-a-vis Kiev.

Lukin' s memo, however, did not win universal support. Sergei

Filatov, then deputy chairman of the Russian Supreme Soviet and later

President Yel'tsin' s chief of staff, criticized the memo as inappropriate,

bullying, and unacceptable. The foreign ministry, which was pursuing a

conciliatory policy toward Ukraine at the time, also distanced itself from

Lukin' s tough line. At the same time, President Yel'tsin's apparat leaked

word of a draft decree that would have placed all former Soviet troops

under Russia's jurisdiction. Although the decree was never introduced in

1992, relations between the two states began to reveal other strains and

points ofdisagreement including comments by Russian officials that Russia

would respect Ukraine's current borders, but only within the context of

Ukraine's membership in the CIS.

Such pronouncements strained relations and led to the dispatch of a

high-level delegation to Kiev, headed by then Vice President Aleksandr

Rutskoi. The mission appeared to allay Ukraine's fears of Russian inten-

tions. Yet the absence of a firm policy and an emerging political struggle

between President Yel'tsin and his opponents in the Russian parliament rap-

idly undermined these understandings.

A mid- 1 992 Russian draft of a friendship treaty between Ukraine and

Russia revealed the gap between the two sides by completely contradicting

Kiev's views. The treaty envisioned a unified defense policy, Russian mili-

tary installations in Crimea and throughout Ukraine, as well as economic

integration. The Russian Congress of Peoples Deputies further contributed

to Ukraine's unease when in July 1992 it passed a resolution calling for the

re-examination of the status of Sevastopol and an investigation into the le-

gality of the 1954 transfer by Khrushchev of Crimea from the Russian Fed-

eration to Ukraine. 13

Throughout 1993, with no bilateral treaty in sight, relations between
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Russia and Ukraine continued on a downward spiral. This coincided with

the development of a more tough-minded Russian external policy and the

emergence of the concept of the Near Abroad. As part of this tougher Rus-

sian line, on February 28, 1993, at a congress of Arkady Volsky's Civic

Union, President Yel'tsin called on the United Nations to grant special pow-

ers to Russia as a guarantor of peace and stability on the territory of the

former Soviet Union. 14
In April 1993, Russian diplomats began a campaign

to discourage Western countries from establishing large embassies in Kiev,

because Ukraine's days were numbered. While some of these statements

were disavowed by the Russian foreign ministry, they continued to emanate

from Russian diplomats.

In June 1993, Russian foreign minister Andrei Kozyrev, while on a visit

to Sevastopol, proclaimed support for Ukrainian-Russian reunification. In

July 1 993, Russia began to restrict gas and energy supplies to Ukraine and to

charge near-world market prices. As a result, Ukraine began to accumulate

debts it could not service, in part because of the weakness of Ukraine's own
currency. For a one-month period Russia even shut off gas and oil deliveries

to Ukraine for non-payment.

In September 1 993, Russia followed with a diplomatic demarche, sign-

ing an agreement with Poland to construct a gas pipeline that would travel

through Belarus' and Poland, bypassing Ukraine. Such a pipeline would re-

duce Ukraine's ability to exert pressure on Russia. It also reflected a mea-

sure of Russian distrust of Ukraine. As a result, President Leonid Kuchma,

who was then prime minister, labeled the move an anti-Ukrainian action.

Ukrainian-Russian relations reached a nadir at the summit between Presi-

dent Kravchuk and President Yel'tsin in the Crimean resort of Massandra. 15

At issue in Massandra was the disposition of the Black Sea Fleet. The fleet

had been a bone of contention since the emergence of the Ukrainian armed

forces after independence. Ukraine had claimed the right to the entire fleet.

In turn, Russia had argued initially that the fleet was part of the strategic

forces ofthe former USSR, and later simply that these vessels were Russian

property.

A few months before the Massandra summit, Ukraine and Russia

had agreed to divide the fleet equally. At Massandra, the Russian posi-

tion appeared to shift. It was there that President Yel'tsin took an ag-

gressively hard line. Much to the surprise of Ukrainian officials, Russia

demanded that Ukraine transfer its part of the fleet to Russia in partial

settlement of Ukraine's accumulating energy debts. If it did not, Presi-

dent Yel'tsin threatened to cut off fuel supplies to Ukraine.

The Ukrainian side was taken aback by the Russian position, which

had not been suggested in the preparatory meetings leading up to the

summit. At a press conference at the end of the summit, President Yel'tsin
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explained that Ukraine had accepted the Russian proposal to sell the bal-

ance ofthe fleet to Russia and to allow its long-term stationing in Ukrainian

waters. President Kravchuk said nothing to contradict President Yel'tsin's

unexpected remarks.

In the days that followed, Ukraine's political life was thrown into

tumult. Nationalist parliamentary deputies denounced Kravchuk' s capitu-

lation. The events at Massandra clearly rattled the Ukrainian foreign policy

and defense establishments. Defense Minister Kostyantyn Morozov, an

ethnic Russian who became an ardent Ukrainian patriot, voiced his op-

position to the arrangement. The pressure from Ukraine's political lead-

ers worked. President Kravchuk denied he had ever agreed to transfer the

entire fleet to Russia.

Back in Russia President Yel'tsin and Defense Minister Pavel Grachev

boasted of the summit's success—the recapture of the Ukrainian debt and

the establishment of a permanent military beachhead in Ukraine. The entire

episode created a great deal of animosity between the foreign ministries and

defense establishments ofthe two countries. Ukraine's leaders became more

protective of their country and more suspicious of Russia's conduct. Dis-

trust of Russian intentions grew after Russia's December 1993 parliamen-

tary elections, in which ultra-nationalists and neo-communists won the

greatest electoral support. In a sense, this climate of suspicion contributed

to the process ofUkrainian nation building.

In 1993, Russia had sought also to exploit international concern about

Ukraine's tactical and strategic nuclear weapons by skillfully portraying the

new Ukrainian state as an unreliable member ofthe international community,

led by a president who was a neo-communist turned nationalist. While Ukraine

sought security guarantees in return for surrendering the nuclear arsenal it was

bequeathed after the collapse of the USSR, Russian officials sought to muster

Western pressure against Kiev's allegedly dangerous nuclear policies. Inter-

national pressure on Ukraine to accede to the Nuclear Non-proliferation

Treaty (NPT) helped to isolate the new Ukrainian state by denying it desper-

ately needed early economic assistance, and to weaken its hand vis-a-vis

Moscow. Ironically, such Western pressure was exerted according to Russian

—

not Western—strategic priorities. For Ukraine was pressed first to rid itself

of its tactical nuclear weapons—which could be deployed as a deterrent

against Russia—and not the strategic nuclear arsenal, which was targeted

originally at the United States.

On January 14, 1994, President Kravchuk agreed to abide by the NPT
and to adhere to the START (Strategic Arms Reduction Talks) Agreement. 16

By the fall of 1 994, the Ukrainian parliament ratified START and the NPT in

return for vague security assurances from the nuclear powers.

In 1994, Ukraine was on the eve of a new political season with March
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elections for parliament and June-July elections for the presidency. Russia,

which in 1993 had drastically reduced the supplies of energy to Ukraine,

exerted no similar pressure on Ukraine when its delinquencies on payments

climbed in the winter of 1993-94. This constructive Russian position was

based on a calculation; any effort to heighten tension between the two states

might strengthen the hand of anti-Russian forces and weaken the hand of the

candidate Moscow felt was clearly preferable—the challenger Leonid

Kuchma.

While Kuchma was a Ukrainian patriot, who as prime minister had

done nothing to undermine Ukraine's sovereignty, he ran a campaign

against Kravchuk that was clearly calculated to maximize Kuchma's sup-

port in Ukraine's pro-Russian east and south. Kuchma had denounced

Kravchuk' s stridency and accused him of undermining Ukraine's histori-

cally good relations with Russia. Emphasizing close relations with Rus-

sian industrialists, Kuchma, who served as head of the Ukrainian

Association of Industrialists and Entrepreneurs, promised he would work

to repair economic links between the two countries. He further spoke of

a strategic partnership with Russia. The effect of the campaign was to

create an image of Kuchma as the pro-Russian candidate. Kuchma's an-

ticipated defeat of Kravchuk was an important reason behind Russia's

restraint in handling a growing crisis in Crimea, where local officials sought

to establish their sovereignty from Ukraine.

Although the defeat ofPresident Kravchuk in July 1 994 appeared to set the

stage for a warming of relations between the two countries, matters quickly

reverted to past patterns. It turned out that the new President Kuchma ma) well

have been inclined to cooperate, but he was unwilling to bend to Russian pres-

sure and proved an able defender ofUkraine's national interests against Russian

encroachments. Russian officials believed that the election results signalled the

growing desire of Ukraine's citizens to reunite with Russia, but such Russian

expectations were predestined for disappointment. In discussion with this au-

thor Kuchma prided himselfon being a tough-minded negotiator and promised

to inject an element of pragmatism into inter-state relations.
17 He asserted that

President Kravchuk had resorted to needless political posturing. Russia, by

Kuchma's reckoning, was Ukraine's natural trading partner and the major mar-

ket for Ukrainian goods. However, Kuchma indicated Ukraine should not be

part of a political-military alliance with Russia, and said he opposed the es-

tablishment ofa unified currency between the two states, because a currency

was an essential attribute of sovereignty.

Indeed, while Kuchma's election opened a door for better Ukrainian-

Russian relations, it also demonstrated that three years ofindependence had

created a powerful Ukrainian elite which identified its interests with the per-

petuation of statehood. Moreover, even the pragmatic positions taken by



80 Adrian Karatnycky

President Kuchma were not enough to accommodate a more assertive and

aggressive Russian foreign policy or to overcome tensions that issued from

Ukraine's inability to pay Russia for oil and gas imports.

The interregnum in Ukrainian-Russian relations appeared to be over

when President Kuchma visited Moscow on January 25, 1 995. There he was
publicly upbraided by President Yel'tsin for not accommodating Russia's

wishes in negotiations concerning the issue of dual citizenship. In the days

that followed Kuchma's visit to Moscow, Ukraine and Russia initialed the

outlines of a major bilateral treaty in which Russia appeared to accept most

of Ukraine's demands. The terms of the agreement appeared to be compat-

ible with the Ukrainian position on citizenship, rejecting Russia's insistence

that residents ofUkraine be permitted to take Russian citizenship. The agree-

ment included language that unequivocally recognized Ukraine's territorial

integrity. The draft agreement also provided for the final division ofthe Black

Sea Fleet into a Russian and Ukrainian fleet, for basing of the Russian por-

tion of the fleet in Sevastopol, and for the placement of the main Ukrainian

naval contingent in Balaklava. 18

Why did Russia appear to accede to Ukraine's positions? The most

compelling answers were two: Chechnya and a looming CIS summit. The

Russian adventure in Chechnya had isolated Russian diplomacy and frozen

or put into question some Western aid programs. At the same time, CIS

member states were alarmed by Russia's behavior in Chechnya. As tensions

between Russia and the international community grew with the prospect

of a much more hostile environment for Russia within the new, Republi-

can-dominated US Congress, and with Central European states angry at

Russia's efforts to block NATO expansion eastward, Russia was aware

that it needed to shore up support and cooperation with its most proxi-

mate neighbors.

Thus, ironically, Russia is more—not less—likely to seek cooperation with

Ukraine whenever it feels isolated or under pressure from the international com-

munity. At the same time, Russia saw the February 1 995 CIS summit as an

opportunity to advance the process of reintegration of the post-Soviet states.

Russian officials believed that, for the first time, the sentiment for closer eco-

nomic and strategic integration within the CIS was growing. Russia's calcula-

tion, however, was in error, for Ukraine—joined by Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan,

Georgia, and Moldova—rejected Moscow s effort to take joint responsibility

for policing CIS external borders and for moving toward the creation of a uni-

fied military-political space. This failure of Russian diplomacy underscored an

important point in Russian-Ukrainian or Russian-Belarusian relations: Russia's

behavior is not simply a matter ofRussian intentions and declarations; its policy

in the Nearest Abroad is also shaped by Ukraine's and Belarus's responses and

by the overall international climate.
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Moreover, official and semi-official Russian declarations and strata-

gems are not unequivocal or immutable. As is the case with much ofRussian

thinking, the situation is in a constant state of flux. In fact, Russia does not

speak in one coherent foreign policy voice. Not only are there natural differ-

ences between the legislative and executive branches, or even differences

between ministries and services or between the Russian government and the

presidential administration, but frequently they are internal, within a ministry

or in the president's inner circle. Clearly, there is no unity or uniformity in

conception and execution of Russia's policies with regard to Ukraine and

Belarus'. As is the case with much Russian policy in the Near Abroad, the

Russian military and the Russian defense ministry appear to pursue one set

of policies, the security services another, the finance ministry its own, and

the prime minister his own.

The lack ofclarity in Russia's relations with Ukraine and—secondarily

—

Belarus' is to some degree a hopeful sign. For it reminds us that an unequivocal

and clear-cut Russian position has yet to be formed and, thus, can be influenced.

Finality is unlikely, for Russia remains deeply uncertain of its place in the post-

Soviet world. While such a situation offers reasons for hope that Russia will

eventually accept Ukraine's independence, it suggests also that the Russian pub-

lic and elite will support efforts aimed at eroding Ukraine's sovereignty.

For the moment, Moscow appears to be interested in pressing for the

economic and political reintegration of its Slavic rim. Clearly, Russia is ac-

tively seeking economic and political means to establish itself as ahegemon

in the region; however, there is no clear signal that Russia is capable of

reintegrating its Slavic neighbors into a single state. Still, Russia has signifi-

cant resources to assert some degree ofdominion over Ukraine and Belarus'

.

Security Services

Yevhen Marchuk, who in March 1995 was named Ukraine's acting prime min-

ister, had revealed in May 1992, when he headed Ukraine's National Security

Service, that influential Russian industrial interests were actively transferring

considerable funds to support separatist and pro-Russianmovements in the Crimea

and the Donbass. While Marchuk did not charge Russia's security services with

similar activities, in private background discussions Ukrainian officials worried

about the activities ofRussia's security services on their terrain.

A high-ranking foreign ministry official put it this way: "We know they are

doing this business; but skillfully, so that the official roots are hidden Offi-

cially and in public we do not raise this issue."
1

;

Ethnic Russian Minorities

Russia's consistent assertion of its right to defend ethnic Russians and Rus-

sian-speaking populations is problematic from the perspective of Belarus'
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and Ukraine. In Belarus' the Russian-speaking population is about 80 per-

cent and in Ukraine there are 1 1 million ethnic Russians and around 16 mil-

lion Russian-speaking Ukrainians, representing together a majority of the

population. And while Ukraine has only one region with an ethnic Russian

majority—Crimea—Russia's ability to try to play the Russian ethnic card

represents a constant source of tension. An association of Russian commu-
nities has emerged as a powerful voice in Russia's internal political life. The
group has worked in alliance with ultranationalist Russian political group-

ings and has sought the support ofRussia's communist and agrarian parties.

Its support of Russia's insistence on dual citizenship is part of this strategy

of organizing a base of support within—and legitimating Russia's direct en-

gagement in the domestic politics of—Belarus' and Ukraine. As part of its

efforts to exert a greater influence on events in Ukraine, Russia is to open

new consulates in Lviv and Odessa.

Russian Diplomacy

Ukrainian foreign ministry officials confirm that Russian diplomacy con-

tinues to be the "legal successor to that of the USSR" in style, if not in

content. Russian diplomacy has inherited some of the traits of Soviet

—

and, before it, tsarist—diplomacy. It is characterized by extreme toughness

in negotiations and by the capacity to mobilize global pressure in pursuit

of bilateral goals. This approach has characterized Russian efforts to press

Ukraine on denuclearization.

Media

Russia dominates television in Ukraine and Belarus' . Some 70 percent ofthe

Ukrainian population watches Russia's Ostankino Television, which trans-

mits the strongest national signal inside Ukraine. Ostankino broadcasts al-

low Russia's government and political leaders to influence debate inside

Ukraine and Belarus'. Russian newspapers, including Argumenty i Fakty,

Izvestiya, and Trudare among the most popular periodicals in Ukraine. The

strength of Russia's currency also means that Russian media are able to pur-

chase popular Western films, subscribe to Western wire services, and main-

tain bureaus around the world, unlike their Ukrainian and Belarusian

counterparts.

Economic Pressure

Russia is the major trading partner of Ukraine and Belarus'. Both countries

are highly dependent on Russia for oil and natural gas. Russia's current

technocratically oriented crop of economic pragmatists, including Deputy

Prime Minister Anatoli Chubais, is unlikely to support economically harmful

policies in pursuit of geopolitical advantage. However, the same cannot be
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said with assurance about the Russian leaders who may emerge after the

December 1995 parliamentary and June 1996 presidential elections.

Despite Russia's broad array of resources, Ukraine possesses enough

important resources of its own to resist Russian encroachments. As the Ukrai-

nian condition of statehood persists, it reinforces a bureaucracy that associ-

ates its power and influence with the preservation of national sovereignty.

Even the Ukrainian Communist Party, many ofwhose leaders favor the res-

toration of the USSR, has seen the emergence of a powerful pro-statehood

faction associated with the writer Boris Oliynik, the head of the Ukrainian

parliament's foreign affairs committee.

Local Ukrainian business interests, too, are increasingly eager propo-

nents of statehood. While they seek greater access to Russian markets and,

so, support closer economic integration between Russia and Ukraine, they

are also fearful of losing their share of the domestic Ukrainian market to

more powerful Russian commercial interests. Ukraine's emerging genera-

tion of private entrepreneurs is fearful that Russian business, with its more

powerful currency, might sweep in and buy up Ukrainian enterprises and

property on the cheap.

Such Ukrainian resistance to Russian encroachments means that there

is a reasonable prospect that Ukraine's sovereignty can contribute to trans-

forming Russia into a normal state that respects the sovereignty of its neigh-

bors. For if Russia is rid of its age-old imperial impulse, it can at last join the

ranks of its European neighbors.

Russia's foreign policy for the years ahead will be settled in the 1995

and 1996 elections, if held. Whatever choices voters make, Russia's rela-

tions with Ukraine will continue to be the single most important objective of

Russian foreign policy. Without Ukraine, Russians understand that they re-

main a regional power. However, Russia's behavior toward Ukraine is likely

to be all the more aggressive if Ukraine appears a weak and inviting target,

internally divided between its nationalist west and Russian-oriented east.

What role can Western and, particularly, US policy play in terms of

Russia's relations with the Nearest Abroad? With regard to Belarus', West-

ern policy should recognize that there is little possibility for mobilizing the

Belarusian public to resist Russia's siren song of "reintegration." Belarus'

s

public and its political elite favor close integration, and such a preference

cannot be reversed from the outside. Nevertheless, Western policy should

urge Belarus' to preserve its constitutionally defined status as a neutral state

and should make it clear to Belarus' s leaders that its long-term interests

—

including access to Western aid—rest in preserving sovereignty. The West

also should be open to the possibility that Belarus's political elite and public

may alter their views on reintegration with Russia, should ultra-nationalists

or militarists gain the upper hand in Russian political life.
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With regard to Ukraine, the West should strengthen and reinforce

the country's already substantial sentiments of sovereignty. Western di-

plomacy should make it clear that the preservation of a sovereign Ukraine

is crucial to a peaceful order-in Eastern Europe. The best way to strengthen

Ukraine's independence is through promotion of the country's economic

stability. This means that the United States and other advanced industrial

nations should make Ukraine's economic recovery a major focus of aid

and technical assistance.

In the longer term, it is clearly in the West's interests to promote the

diversification of Ukraine's trade. This means that Europe and the United

States should be prepared to open their markets to Ukrainian business and

products. Ukraine will also need assistance to purchase oil and natural gas

and to increase the more efficient use of its energy resources.

At the same time, even as NATO plans to expand eastward, it must

look to a formula that does not isolate Ukraine from the West. Part of this

effort must include active Western diplomatic pressure on Russia to recog-

nize unequivocally Ukraine's territorial integrity, to renounce claims on

Crimea, and to move rapidly to implement agreements on the final division

of the Black Sea Fleet.

Constructive pressure by the West will rein in the more confronta-

tional and expansionist sentiments within parts of Russia's political elite

and will enhance Ukraine's sense of security. Such pressure is, therefore,

essential to preserving regional peace and stability. For, although several

years have passed since the collapse of the USSR and the emergence of

independent states, the Russian public—and, in even greater proportions,

the Russian cultural and political elite—has not reconciled itself to the

permanence of Ukraine's and Belarus' s independence.

Such potentially dangerous sentiments need not be decisive in de-

fining Ukraine's—and to a lesser extent, Belarus' s—future. For while

Ukraine is fated to remain within Russia's area of influence, it can resist

efforts to make it part of Russia's sphere of dominance, and should be

assisted in its resistance.
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Revisiting Russia's

Turbulent Rim:
Caucasus, Central Asia,

and Moldova

Ariel Cohen

For a millennium the southern rim of Russia was highly unstable. After

the Turkic invasions of the ninth to fifteenth centuries came Moscow's

expansion into the steppes and mountains of southeastern Europe, the

Caucasus and Central Asia, which lasted until late in the nineteenth century.

After World War I, Bessarabia reverted to Romania, while its appendix east

of the Dniestr was declared an autonomous republic in the Ukrainian SSR.

The Transcaucasian republics experienced a brief period of independence

(1918-20), but were reconquered by the Red Army with Western acquies-

cence. The bolsheviks subjugated Central Asia's lands with great brutality

and crushed the remnants of independence enjoyed by the khanates of

Khorezm and Bukhara. 1

The USSR made major efforts to assimilate fully the non-Russian territo-

ries of the former Romanov empire, but despite heavy-handed interference in

their affairs by Stalin and his heirs, the idea of national independence

remained alive. Georgia, Armenia, and Azerbaijan received union repub-

lic status after the dissolution ofthe short-lived Transcaucasus SSR. Four of

the five Central Asian republics (Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Turkmenistan,
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and Uzbekistan) were created by Stalin primarily to forestall the emergence

of a unified Turkic nation in Central Asia. However, the education and cul-

tural policies of the CPSU allowed for the growth of national awareness

among the republican elites. With central controls growing feeble under

Gorbachev, nationalist movements emerged that pushed for sovereignty, in

other words, a greater degree of autonomy from Moscow. 2

With the collapse of the Soviet Union following the August 1991

coup, the non-Russian republics (as well as Russia itself) declared inde-

pendence. While this development served the interests of the local re-

publican elites, the central bureaucracy in the imperial capital remained

rigidly opposed. Bureaucrats and officers would be denied posts, pro-

motions, and control over the vital resources of raw materials and man-
power. At the same time, the union elites were paralyzed at critical

moments by the power struggle between the Russian (RSFSR) faction

led by Boris Yel'tsin, which was nominally opposed to continuation of

the Soviet imperial arrangement, and the USSR/CPSU faction led by

Mikhail Gorbachev, which advocated a rejuvenated federation.

The collapse of the August 1991 putsch and the dissolution of the So-

viet Union in December 1 99 1 left many in the political class—first and fore-

most in the military and the security services, as well as in the former Gosplan

and branch ministries—extremely dissatisfied and still hoping for the resto-

ration of past might. The struggle for the re-establishment of the empire

started early in 1992, almost immediately after the declaration of Russian

independence. Preceding a putative full-scale military involvement, this

struggle has come to employ a broad spectrum of military, covert action,

diplomatic, and economic measures. Geographically, all of the former So-

viet periphery is involved. The whole southern tier of the former USSR is a

zone of feverish Russian activity aimed at tightening Moscow's grip in the

aftermath of the Soviet collapse. In addition, the Baltic States, Ukraine and

Belarus' have come increasingly under Russian pressure.

Setting the Stage

In order to analyze adequately attempts to re-establish the postimperial state, the

interests and ideologies ofthe metropolitan (Moscow) and peripheral elites must

be closely examined. Also to be considered are economic concerns, the position

ofthe military hierarchy, and the location of large individual units and bases, as

well as the attitudes ofmajorpowers and international organizations. Transnational

factors such as religion and technology have to be scrutinized, as well. In addi-

tion, the model of a "turbulent frontier," a highly unstable and fluid envi-

ronment in which local players and mid-level metropolitan bureaucrats

drive the process of imperial acquisition, cannot be ignored. As the de-

velopment and decline of other empires demonstrates, this is a complex
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scenario, with socioeconomic and politico-military components that must be

addressed as a whole. 3

Bemoaning the collapse of the Soviet Union, the USSR's last Chairman

of the Council of Ministers, Nikolai Ryzhkov, called for the restoration of

the federation with Russia in a "leading role."
4 From the other side of the

spectrum, Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn has advocated the Anschlufi of Ukraine,

Belarus' and "South Siberia" (that is, Northern Kazakhstan). 5

However, not only unrepentant communists and Russian nationalists

use imperialist language. Dr. Sergei Blagovolin, Andrei Kozyrev's foreign

policy adviser and a senior official ofthe Russia's Democratic Choice party

(headed by former Acting Prime Minister Yegor Gaidar), told a gathering of

American academicians that "Kazakhstan and Armenia are crawling on their

hands and knees to be accepted into the federation with Russia."6

Kozyrev, once an ardent advocate of Russia's de-imperialization, has

stated on many occasions the alleged right ofRussia to defend its "sphere of

historic interests." Moreover, on November 19, 1994, he called for a trans-

formation ofthe CIS military-security system into "a politico-military union

ofrepublics united by common history and the common CIS border, for they

simply do not need another border."
7 Kozyrev argued that a Russian-led CIS

would end "existing conflicts" and "stabilize this entire space, contributing

to European and world security." The Russian foreign minister dismissed

Western concerns:

Let the West react as it pleases, we will do our work as we need. We have

nothing to explain to anyone, we won't have to justify ourselves There are

of course, those who see any strengthening of Russia or the CIS as harmful

because they prefer a weak partner to a strong one. Well, let them think that

way while we strengthen both Russia and the CIS. 8

Vladimir Shumeiko, Yel'tsin's ally and chairman ofthe Council ofthe

Federation (the upper house of the Russian legislature), has called for an

"increase of the role of the CIS," and the creation of a supranational legisla-

tive body to which deputies would be elected by direct vote. 9 Shumeiko

complained that the West reserved for Russia merely the role of a regional

power and a raw material supplier. He also claimed to possess a map of the

USSR on which Western corporations had allegedly staked out and divided

among themselves the resources of the ex-Soviet republics. To prevent this

alleged scenario from developing, Shumeiko stated that Russia must keep

its armed forces, intelligence and the military-industrial complex. 10 These

pronouncements are similar to those statements constantly issued by his pre-

decessor, Ruslan Khasbulatov, from whom he inherited thejob ofCIS Inter-

parliamentary Commission chairman.

Upon dismembering the Soviet Union, President Yel'tsin called for a

re-examination of Russia's borders to the detriment of her neighbors, espe-
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cially Ukraine and Kazakhstan. After returning from a state visit to the United

States in September 1994, he reiterated the right of Russia to conduct

"peacemaking" in the Near Abroad, to protect Russian speakers, and to

exercise freedom of action in its purported sphere of influence."

Economics and Geopolitics

Perceived economic interests play a role in Russia's desire to re-establish the

union, the empire, or the federation. However, this agenda is hardly rational.

No one in Moscow knows the costs or the revenues that could be generated

by such a reintegration, either on a case-by-case basis or in toto. Uzbek
cotton and natural gas, Tajik uranium, Baku oil, Ukrainian sugar, and the

ports of the Black and Baltic seas are all mentioned by Moscow
decisionmakers as national patrimony that needs to be repossessed. 12

The production of components for the military-industrial complex is

often cited as another rationale for "reintegration," as if such components

cannot be purchased through normal market channels. However, the high

costs involved in reintegration hamper*he official enthusiasm to assume the

burdens of empire. The aborted economic merger with Belarus' in Decem-

ber 1 993-January 1 994 and the expense of maintaining the failing mining

industry ofthe Donbass are two cases that have forced at least some Russian

officials to resist expansionistic policies.
13

In October 1994 the creation of the CIS Interstate Economic Commit-

tee (MEK), was announced. The committee, based on the model of the old

Soviet industrial branch ministries, has been the option advocated by sup-

porters of reintegration in Moscow. According to its designers, this supra-

national bureaucracy will be involved not only in regulation and economic

planning, but also in direct investment and management ofenterprises. Many
Moscow officials toiling in this "new and improved" CIS-wide Gosplan are

inimical toward the new market, and will do their best to regulate it out of

existence. 14 At the October 1994 CIS summit, Russia imposed its own Min-

istry of Economics upon the CIS to act as the committee's coordinating

staff.

The Russian military and the security services constitute by far the most

resolute driving force behind the restoration of some form of Russian-led

entity. The end of the Cold War and the collapse of the Berlin Wall termi-

nated, at least temporarily, confrontation with the West, leaving the Red

Army and especially its general staff, the GRU (military intelligence), and

the ex-KGB desperately seeking new missions. Current Russian military

doctrine calls for intervention in the former Soviet states in instances that are

in clear violation of international law. 15 Adopted after the bloody events of

October 1993, this doctrine was authored by the same military specialists
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who published it for the first time in Zhrinovsky's Liberal. I6 Furthermore, it

was none other than Vladimir Zhirinovsky who in 1991 came up with a

proposal to incorporate the then-Soviet military into the international peace-

keeping process and thus earn hard currency through UN funding. At the

time, the liberal Russian media rejected the idea as too cynical, but by 1 993,

Yel'tsin and Kozyrev were promoting it wholeheartedly. 17

Russia evacuated its troops from the Baltic States only after the exer-

tion of strong international pressure, but refused to withdraw troops from

Moldova, which was ravaged by the Russian-supported separatist Dniestr

Republic forces. There, the Russian Fourteenth Army has been acting as a

purported peacemaker between Moldova and a force created by the Russian

military. Meanwhile, at Ukraine's expense, Moscow has used its political

and economic muscle to secure practically exclusive use ofthe Crimean pen-

insula and the Sevastopol port and naval base for the Black Sea Fleet. The

former Soviet military played a key role in supporting the Georgian opposi-

tion to President Zviad Gamsakhurdia, who was replaced by Eduard

Shevardnadze in May 1992. Later, the military also engineered the removal

of Abkhazia from the independent state of Georgia. While Russian military

leaders sold modern weapons to both sides in the Nagorno-Karabakh con-

flict, Russia was also behind the insurrection that deposed the democrati-

cally elected president ofAzerbaijan, Abulfaz Elchibey. 18

The successor to the KGB's First Chief Directorate, now known as the

Foreign Intelligence Service ofRussia (SVRR) and led by KGB general and

Middle East expert Yevgeni Primakov, recently published a significant docu-

ment on Russia's policies in the Near Abroad. The analysis Russia—CIS:

Does the Western Position Require Correction? appeared in Moscow on the

eve ofYel'tsin's visit to the United States.
19

It stresses that Russia is increas-

ingly pursuing its national interests, including those encompassing its pe-

riphery. The document also claims to discover "objective" centripetal forces

working to reintegrate the former Soviet Union. 20

While declaring the sovereignty of the new independent states "irre-

versible," the SVRR document proceeds to drain that sovereignty of any

meaning. The frontiers of the CIS states will remain "transparent," as were

the borders ofthe USSR's union republics, while the external frontiers ofthe

CIS will be protected by Russian border guards, currently led by the charis-

matic General Andrei Nikolayev. Supranational political bodies (dominated

by Russia) will be created, and sovereign powers will be delegated to them.

General Primakov's analysts-turned-economists argue that any integration

of the CIS states into the global economy that is not carried out via

Moscow is doomed to fail—as demonstrated by the failure, because of

Russian pressure, of Kazakh and Azerbaijani joint ventures to export
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their oil without Russian participation. Moreover, any resistance to the pos-

tulated "centripetal tendencies," as well as any attempt to develop economic

cooperation outside the CIS is ominously declared hopeless and "lacking

perspective."21

The states of the CIS southern tier came under pressure from Russia

even before they declared their independence from the USSR. Moscow in-

cited local pro-Russian factions—be they ethnic Russians in eastern

Moldova, Abkhazians in Georgia, or hard-line communist, pro-Russian

clans in Tajikistan—to challenge the independence of the nascent states.

The results were devastating, leaving hundreds of thousands dead,

wounded, or homeless.

Moldova

Populated by Romanian-speaking Moldovans (65 percent), Ukrainians (14

percent), and Russians (13 percent), Moldova was torn apart by a local war

fought during 1991-92 in the Transdniestr (Pridniestrovye) region on the

left bank ofthe Dniestr River. Only a third ofMoldova's Russians live in the

"Dniestr Soviet Socialist Republic." This Soviet-style, Russian-speaking re-

public on the left bank of the Dniestr yearns to be part of a future Greater

Russia (although Ukraine separates it from the Russian Federation). 22 Most

ofthese Russians are recent immigrants into the region, attracted by its warm
climate and abundant food supply. As in the Baltic States, large numbers of

the resettled Russians are retirees from the Soviet Army along with their

families. The Russians comprise a minority among the population of the

Transdniestr (25 percent). Few of them support the hard-line communist

regime of the "exclave." A plurality in the Transdniestr consists of Roma-

nian-speaking Moldovans, and the rest are Ukrainians.

In March 1992, and for many months thereafter, a small minority of

Russian separatists supported by the Russian Federation, together with the

former Soviet Fourteenth Army stationed in the area, engaged the weak

Moldovan military in battles on the left bank ofthe Dniestr. In addition, the

town ofBendery on the right bank was captured by the Dniestr forces. Lacking

the Russians' heavy artillery and tanks, the Moldovans were routed.

The Dniestr Republic is important for Russian imperialists as it consti-

tutes a Russian "bridgehead" in the rear of Ukraine and at the doorstep of

the Balkans. The Dniestr Republic has the dubious distinction ofbeing called

the last socialist country in Eastern Europe.

The exclave has attracted some of the most sinister characters among

Russian imperialists and nationalists. The commanders ofthe (formerly So-

viet) special militia units, the OMON, from Riga, Latvia—Vladimir

Antufeyev and Oleg Goncharneko—are operating in the Transdniestr un-

der the assumed names ofVadim Shevtsov and Nikolai Matveev. Shevtsov
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is the Minister of State Security and Matveev is Deputy Minister of Internal

Affairs of the Dniestr Republic. They were jointly responsible for the cre-

ation of the Dniestr Battalion, an elite special operations force that was sent

to Moscow to defend the rebellious leaders of the former legislature in their

October 1993 confrontation with President Yel'tsin. Many of its men fought

with the Serbs against Croatia, and in Abkhazia against Georgia. 23

Extreme Russian nationalists such as Vladimir Zhirinovsky, Aleksandr

Rutskoi, Vladimir Barkashov, and Aleksandr Prokhanov have made pilgrim-

ages to the area. The political support in Moscow for the Dniestr Republic,

however, can be found beyond the nationalist camp. "Centrists" like Sergei

Stankevich, Oleg Rumiantsev, and Yevgeni Ambartsumov were openly sup-

portive of the region's right to join the Russian Federation. Andrei Kozyrev

and Boris Yel'tsin, as well as the Russian liberal media (Ostankino Televi-

sion Network, Izvestiya, and Komsomol 'skayapravda), supported these eth-

nic brethren even after their key role in the October 1 993 attempt to overthrow

the Yel'tsin administration. 24

General Aleksandr Lebed', until recently commanding officer of the

Fourteenth Army, was brought to Moldova to "install peace." His past as a

fierce paratroop commander in Afghanistan and his dubious fame as the

Butcher of Baku hardly prepared him for the job. Lebed' repeatedly has

called for restoration of the Soviet Union and has attacked both President

Yel'tsin and Defense Minister Pavel Grachev. Yet Lebed' apparently enjoys

the support of both men despite the fact that his ideology is close to the

rebellious leaders ofthe former legislature ofthe Russian Federation. He has

declared that it would take him seven hours to take Bucharest and three days

to reach the Adriatic Sea. He surpassed both Yel'tsin and Grachev in an

October 1994 poll of Russian officers as the most popular leader of the

armed forces.
25

In its drive to overthrow Russian reformers, the Dniestr Republic has

twice played a crucial and grim role as a hard-line stronghold. It provided

support to the putschists in August 1991. Hundreds of fighters from the

region converged on Moscow in the beginning of October 1993, participat-

ing in bloody attacks on the Moscow mayor's office and the television sta-

tion, and providing guards and cannon fodder for the hard-liners. If not

disbanded, the exclave not only violates Moldovan sovereignty and territo-

rial integrity, but once again may play the role of a reactionary bridgehead.

The Tragedy in Abkhazia

After the collapse of the Soviet Union, post-communist Russia, in a move
reminiscent of its bolshevik predecessor in 1920, decided to recapture the

Transcaucasus and deny its peoples independence. For centuries this fron-

tier area between Europe and Asia, and between Islam and Christianity, has
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been a hotbed of ethnic warfare. A large-scale war between the Armenians
and Azeri Turks over the enclave of Nagorno-Karabakh has raged since

1 988. The Soviet central regime and later the Russian leadership were either

unwilling or unable to stop this conflict. The wars between the Georgians

and the Abkhaz, as well as the civil war in Georgia between supporters of

democratically elected nationalist president Zviad Gamsakhurdia and his

opponents, had a much higher degree of Russian overt and covert involve-

ment than did the Karabakh conflict.

Before the war, the population of the Abkhaz Autonomous Repub-
lic (legally a part of Georgia) numbered some 537,500 persons, with the

ethnic Abkhaz comprising only 17.8 percent of the inhabitants of "their"

autonomy. The plurality of the population was Georgian (45.7 percent),

with Russians and Armenians numbering 16 and 15 percent, respectively.

Abkhazia was under the rule of the Ottoman Empire from the sixteenth

century, and was annexed to the Russian Empire in the nineteenth cen-

tury. It was part of independent Georgia in 1918-21, and a union repub-

lic (but also part of the Georgian SSR)*until 1931. 26 Abkhazia contains

desirable stretches of Black Sea coast, monopolized by dachas of former

Soviet leaders and military rest homes.

In 1978, the Abkhaz began an unsuccessful campaign to secede from

Georgia and join the Russian Federation. On July 23, 1992, the Abkhaz
Supreme Soviet suspended the autonomous republic's 1978 constitution and

voted that the Abkhaz constitution of 1 925, which declared Abkhazia a sov-

ereign state, was in force.
27 On numerous occasions, the irredentist leaders

of Abkhazia, led by the chairman of the Abkhaz Supreme Soviet, historian

Vladislav Ardzinba, declared their intent to join Russia. Promises of prize

real estate, including former Soviet Army rest homes and sanitaria, were

generously doled out to the Russian generals in exchange for military sup-

port. Ardzinba was successful in securing assistance from hard-line leaders

in Moscow such as Ruslan Khasbulatov and Aleksandr Rutskoi, as well as

the generals of the defense ministry and senior Yel'tsin administration offi-

cials. Boris Pastukhov, the Russian Deputy Foreign Minister and Moscow's

envoy, told the Georgian government in Tbilisi, "We will not let you win the

war in Abkhazia."28

Ardzinba skillfully put together a coalition against Georgia's President

Eduard Shevardnadze, including the Caucasus Mountain Moslem Confed-

eration, the Russian military, "zviadist" Georgians, Cossacks, and the

Pridniestrovye government. This diverse support is seen as stemming from

hatred of former Soviet Foreign Minister Shevardnadze, who is viewed by

Russian nationalists as one of the main "culprits" in the collapse of the So-

viet Empire in Eastern Europe and within the USSR.

The bitter year-long war in Abkhazia, which claimed over 35,000 lives,
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was precipitated by Russian military involvement authorized by Defense

Minister Grachev. The few Abkhaz separatists (numbering a mere 90,000

out of Abkhazia's population of more than 500,000) could never have cre-

ated a modern fighting force of their own. The poorly trained and inad-

equately equipped Georgians were faced with Russian-supplied tanks, artillery,

and modern communications equipment.

Russian pilots from bases in the North Caucasus military district flew

sorties for the Abkhaz, and some were shot down by the Georgian troops.

The Black Sea Navy shelled Georgian units in Abkhazia. 29 Cossacks from

the Don region, well-paid "volunteers" from the hard-line Dniestr Republic,

and bands ofChechen fighters allegedly connected to then Russian Supreme

Soviet chairman Ruslan Khasbulatov fought against Shevardnadze's forces.

In addition, Gamsakhurdia's personal friendship with the leader ofChechnya,

General Dzhokhar Dudayev, secured the participation of a large (Moslem)

Chechen force in the attack upon (Christian) Georgia. (Late in 1 994, Dudayev

received Russia's thanks for helping to subdue Georgia—in the form ofRus-

sian bombs on his capital, Grozny.) Conducting such a complex military

operation required logistical and communications sophistication that only

the Russian army possessed.

The cease-fire brokered by Pavel Grachev in August 1993 and guaran-

teed by Russia was immediately breached by the Abkhaz separatists and

their Russian military supporters. The Georgians were duped. Russian "peace-

makers" evacuated the Georgian force, including heavy equipment, to the

port of Poti, south of Sukhumi, rendering the latter city defenseless. Imme-
diately thereafter, the Russians returned to the Abkhaz rebels heavy artillery,

which was being guarded by the Russians as part of their "peacekeeping

duty." A parachute brigade, stationed in Abkhazia as a part of a "peacemak-

ing" agreement, refused to intervene to stop the Abkhaz assault. After

Shevardnadze called Grachev in desperation and asked him to stop the war,

Grachev offered to introduce three Russian divisions numbering 30,000

troops, but Shevardnadze refused. As a result, Sukhumi, known as one of

pearls of the Black Sea, fell into rebel hands, and 240,000 ethnic Georgian

(and some Abkhaz) refugees were forced from their dwellings and left wander-

ing in the snowy Caucasus Mountains, threatened by starvation.

From 1991 through the end of 1993 Georgia was in the midst of a

bloody civil war that pitted supporters of President Shevardnadze and fol-

lowers of ousted President Gamsakhurdia against each other. Political vio-

lence became chronic. Even after his victory over Gamsakhurdia,
Shevardnadze's authority was challenged by politicians, warlords and mili-

tias, despite his victory in the October 1992 parliamentary elections. After

Georgia's rout in Abkhazia in September 1 993, Gamsakhurdia returned from

exile in the neighboring republic of Chechnya to his political stronghold in
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western Georgia, and captured the key Black Sea port of Poti.

Moscow had orchestrated a media campaign against the autocratic

Gamsakhurdia soon after his election in 1991 . After Russia had engineered

the fall of Sukhumi, it suddenly threw its support behind Shevardnadze, pro-

viding the crucial four T-72 tanks that defeated Gamsakhurdia' s ragtag mi-

litia. In exchange, Shevardnadze was finally forced to join the CIS, a step he

had previously bitterly opposed. When he attempted to read his press release

announcing this step, Russian diplomats took it out of Shevardnadze's hands

and gave him a Moscow-authored text to read. A defeated Gamsakhurdia

died under mysterious circumstances at the end of 1993.

Ossetia, Ingushetia, Chechnya

Another conflict—between Georgia and Ossetian separatists—has been on

ice since a cease-fire in the spring of 1992. The residents of South Ossetia,

which is part of Georgia, want to unite with their ethnic kin in the North

Ossetian autonomous republic, which is part ofthe Russian Federation. The

South Ossetians were supported by local Russian military commanders, who
bear a grudge against the Georgians.

In the Russian Federation proper, the Ingush people, exiled by Stalin in

1944 and returned to the Northern Caucasus in 1956, claim a tract of land

called Prigorodny Rayon, which was transferred to North Ossetia. Russian

Deputy Premier Viktor Polyanichko and a Russian general were murdered in

the area in late July 1993.

Recent events in the neighboring republic ofChechnya are too well-known

to require much elaboration. Moscow sought over many months to subvert

Chechnya's separatist government and to control the oil fields around Grozny.

Russia created and supported diffuse centers ofpower in Chechnya to compete

with President Dzhokhar Dudayev.30 Russian weapons, including tanks, artillery

and helicopters, were supplied to anti-Dudayev clan militias. Russian pilots flew

sorties for the "opposition," and Russian "volunteers" were captured by the

government troops.

The desperate Dudayev administration in Grozny, fighting for its physical

survival, attempted to woo radical Islamic elements throughout the Middle East

and Central Asia. In December 1 994, when covert efforts to overthrow Dudayev

failed, Yel'tsin suddenly resorted to a full-scale military assault upon Chechnya,

with results that were dismal for the reputation ofRussia's armed forces, for the

lives ofmany thousands ofChechen civilians, and for Yel'tsin's own authority

and popularity. It is too soon to assess the long-term effects.

The Karabakh Conflict

Populated by Armenians, Nagorno-Karabakh was put under Azerbaijan'sjuris-

diction in 1921, after Stalin negotiated a treaty in the Transcaucasus between
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communist Russia and Turkey. The strife between Armenians and (Turkic) Azeris

escalated in 1988, and full-scale war broke out in 1992. Today, Karabakh is a

self-proclaimed republic. Its battles are fought primarily by independent Karabakh

forces, rather than by the Armenian army. Thus far, Azerbaijani political and

military leadership has been poor. Baku has seen three changes of regime and

had six defense ministers, losing one-fifth of its territory since the collapse ofthe

Soviet Union.

Moscow has intermittently supported the Armenians, yet there are also

reports oflarge-scale Russian weapons supplies to Azerbaijan. Russia suggested

that it become a guarantor ofpeace in the region, but the idea ofa "Pax Russica"

was resisted by the other CSCE powers. 31 Under Russian pressure, oil-rich

Azerbaijan joined the CIS. Moscow, until recently, was adamantly against al-

lowing the CSCE to send peacekeepers to the region, attempting to secure an

exclusive "peacemaking" role for itselfin the conflict. However, under Western

pressure it agreed to a multilateral force for Karabakh.

In 1 993 Russia threatened to engage the Turkish army if it attacked Arme-

nia, and Turkish and Russian troops exchanged fire on the Turkish-Armenian

border. Russia and Iran are increasingly cooperating to keep Turkey and the

West out ofthe region. However, the intransigence on the part ofthe Karabakh

Armenians, the Azerbaijani government, and Russia frustrates a coordinated

attempt by the CSCE to end the war.

Azerbaijan

Turkey supported Azerbaijan's democratically elected president Abulfaz

Elchibey until he was overthrown in June 1 993 by former KGB general and

Brezhnev Politburo member Geidar Aliev, who later became president with

98.5 percent of the popular vote. Suret Huseinov, a warlord who enjoys

good relations with the Russian military, and especially with Russian De-

fense Minister Pavel Grachev, was a key player in ousting Elchibey and engi-

neering Aliev's return.
32 In September 1994, President Aliev and Huseinov

(then prime minister) parted ways. A failed putsch attempt by Huseinov led

to his ouster and arrest, and to a massive purge of his supporters. Two vice

prime ministers, as well as the ministers of agriculture and security (relatives

of the prime minister), were fired. Huseinov fled the country and currently

resides in Russia.

The turmoil in oil-rich Azerbaijan is occurring against the backdrop of

Azerbaijani defeat on the battlefields of Karabakh. Also at issue is the sign-

ing ofa $6 billion Caspian Sea shelfpetroleum deal between Azerbaijan and

a consortium of large international oil companies. This deal was facilitated

first by Elchibey and later by Geidar Aliev. Initially, it was planned that a

pipeline from the Caspian Sea would extend to the Turkish port ofYumurtalik

in the eastern Mediterranean.
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According to Azerbaijani sources, Suret Huseinov was supported

by the Russian military and oil interests opposing the deal. 33 While the

Russian oil company Lukoil was part ofthe international consortium, other Rus-

sian oil interests felt excluded. Both the Russian foreign ministry and the

Russian defense ministry came out squarely against the deal. Moreover, Russia

attempted to reclassify the Caspian Sea as a lake, so that Moscow could

extend its jurisdiction beyond the 12-mile economic zone to which it is en-

titled according to international law.

Russia considered Aliev's policies too independent and supported

Huseinov in order to destabilize the country and torpedo the oil contract. As
in Chechnya, Georgia, and Tajikistan, an alternative power center was cre-

ated with Russian support to challenge the central government. Azerbaijan

was supposed to recognize Russia's role as the chiefpeacekeeper and agree

to the posting of Russian border guards on the Azerbaijani-Iranian and

Azerbaijani-Turkish borders. It was planned that Huseinov eventually would
facilitate the return ofthe pro-Russian former first secretary ofthe Azerbaijani

Communist Party, Ayaz Mutalibov, as Azeri president. 34

Central Asia

The conflict in Tajikistan began brewing in November 1 99 1 , when hard-line

communists, led by the first secretary of the Brezhnevite Tajik Communist
Party, Rakhmon Nabiev, declared him winner in the Tajik presidential elec-

tions. A full-scale civil war in the mountainous republic broke out in June

1992. Neighboring Uzbekistan and former Soviet troops supported the pro-

Russian communist hard-liners who controlled the government in Dushanbe.

The pro-Moscow politicians came from the clans traditionally associated

with the Soviet regime. Their main group was based in Khodzhent (Leninabad)

in the north, and led by Nabiev. A southern clan from the city of Kulyab

supplied most of the country's military leaders, many of whom were con-

victed criminals. The current leader ofDushanbe's pro-Russian government,

a Kulyabi named Imomali Rakhmonov (former chairman of the Tajik Su-

preme Soviet), was declared winner ofthe presidential election held on No-

vember 6, 1994. He was supported by the Russian military against a

Khodzhenti, Abdumalik Abdullodzhanov, a former prime minister and can-

didate endorsed by the Russian foreign ministry.

In 1 992, the opposition consisted ofthe intellectuals in Dushanbe, the capi-

tal, led by a famous filmmaker, Davlat Khudonazarov, Sunni Moslem clergy led

by Hodzhi Akbar Turandzhonzoda, Ismaili tribes of the Pamir mountains, the

Garm clans from the center of the republic, and the southern clans of Kurgan-

Tyube. Major atrocities were committed by both sides. Close to half a million

refugees fled across the former Soviet border into Afghanistan.35

Moscow supplied a Russian officer, Colonel Aleksandr Shishlyannikov,
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to serve as Dushanbe's minister of defense (but he is outranked by the Rus-

sian commander ofthe CIS troops in Tajikistan and is often not consulted on

key issues). While the greatly expanded 201st Russian motorized division

has supported the Tajik authorities, the opposition was at first reluctant to

request assistance from the fundamentalist groups in neighboring Afghani-

stan. However, relentless pursuit and atrocities by the Dushanbe govern-

ment forced the Tajik opposition to solicit help from Islamic fundamentalists

in Afghanistan, Iran, and Pakistan. These links were facilitated by the fact

that large numbers of ethnic Tajiks live in Afghanistan, and that the Iranians

and Tajiks speak essentially the same language.

Russia, while militarily supporting the Dushanbe government, is cur-

rently advocating a political solution to this war. Russia, Afghanistan,

Uzbekistan, the Islamic guerrillas, and Pakistan have expressed willingness

to participate in peace talks. But the Tajik hard-liners in Dushanbe, led by

president Rakhmonov, refuse to negotiate.

The "Lebanonization" of the CIS southern frontiers dates back to July

13, 1993, when 25 Russian guards on the Tajik-Afghan border were killed.

The attack was launched by Tajik Moslem guerrillas (mujaheddiri) operat-

ing from Afghanistan. In July 1993, Yel'tsin announced that the Tajik border

with Afghanistan was effectively Russian, increasing Russia's military force

there from 15,000 to almost 20,000. Raids into the Afghan territory were

undertaken, but could not resolve the situation militarily. As with Afghani-

stan, the Russians are risking a costly long-term involvement. 36

Tajikistan is falling apart. Military hostilities continue in the Pamir moun-

tains. The Gorno-Badakhshan, Leninabad, and Gissar regions are distancing

themselves from the government in Dushanbe. As mentioned earlier, different

official institutions in Russia and Uzbekistan supported two rival presidential

candidates, neither ofwhom was acceptable to the opposition. To date, the mili-

tary pressure of Russian and opposition forces, as well as a slow diplomatic

process, are part of the scene.
37

The war in Tajikistan is the central conflict in the area. However, sev-

eral potential confrontations in this region lie relatively dormant, waiting to be

exploited when the time is deemed opportune. There are irredentist claims on

the part ofRussian minorities in northern Kazakhstan, clan tensions in Kyrgyzstan,

and the Tajik territorial claims against the Uzbeks, especially regarding the his-

toric cities ofBukhara and Samarkand.

Peacekeeping

Currently, "peacemaking" and "peacekeeping" in the southern tier are domi-

nated by Russia. Moscow played a key role in exacerbating the conflicts by

identifying the pro-Russian party and supporting it, while later marching in with

the peacemaking contingent. The West, especially the CSCE countries, which,
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since 1 992, have failed to supply ample peacekeeping troops for the conflict

zones, cannot be absolved entirely from blame. Western countries have argued,

sometimes convincingly, that peacekeeping is possible only when all warring

factions are ready to end hostilities and are asking for a neutral force to step in,

which has not often been the case in Eurasia.

The current peacekeeping force of 1 ,500 in Pridniestrovye isjointly admin-

istered by Russia, Moldova, and Pridniestrovye, and costs about $40 million per

year. Moldova has requested that the UN and the CSCE play a role in the con-

flict. For three years, Russia refused to commit to a timetable to withdraw its

forces, and currently promises to withdraw the Fourteenth Army "three years

after the political solution ofthe conflict," which is hardly in sight.

The trilateral observer force in Abkhazia consists of about 500 Russian,

Georgian, and Abkhazian soldiers. The current cost ofthe operation is estimated

at $30 million per year. The CSCE has sent fact-finding missions and several

observers into the area. In South Ossetia the cease-fire is administered by a

Russian-Georgian-Ossetian peacekeeping force of about 500. The esti-

mated cost of the force is $15 million per year. Intermittent negotiations

were conducted to place this force under the authority of the CSCE. The

CSCE also has sent a fact-finding mission to Karabakh. A proposed CSCE
observer force would be 2,000- to 3,000-strong, and would cost $200

million per year to operate. So far, Russia, Italy, and Turkey have prom-

ised participation in this contingent.

Russia has requested that a 2,000-strong joint CIS peacekeeping

force be dispatched to Tajikistan at the cost of $200 million per year.

Moscow also suggested that the UN cover these costs, which is unrealis-

tic, considering the financial strain on UN peacekeeping operations else-

where. The UN was also asked to provide peacekeepers. While 150 were

promised, the UN planned to send only 10 into the area during the fall of

1994. Finally, only an OSCE mediator arrived.

Conclusion

If the international community does not demand that Russia stop its overt and

covert interference in the internal affairs of the newly independent states, Mos-

cow will continue its attempts to install "Pax Russica" in the southern tier ofthe

former Soviet Union. Russia should allow for CSCE and UN participation in

peacekeeping efforts. At the same time these organizations must be ready to

offer ample resources to undertake the challenging tasks the region is facing.

Otherwise, Russia will continue playing the central role in the area's peacemak-

ing efforts aimed at conflicts that are, in part, of its own fabrication.

Moscow's support of the Dniestr Republic indicates how strong the

Greater Russian and imperialist elements in the Russian central foreign policy

and military bureaucracies really are. Despite the active role the Dniestr
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Russian fighters played in both the hard-line coup attempts to date, the Yel'tsin

administration continues to tolerate and support their separatist exclave. The

importance ofthe Transdniestr region is also defined by the geopolitics of a

Russian presence in the gateway to the Balkans.

The wars in the Transcaucasus should be viewed in light of the increas-

ing struggle for Russian control of Azerbaijan's oil reserves and the Black

Sea coast. The growing destabilization of the Transcaucasus and the active

involvement of Iran are definitely not in the West's or America's interests.

The inability of Turkey to sustain a pro-Western influence in the Caucasus

makes American participation in the search for solutions especially urgent.

Russia, by assaulting the Chechen government and the Islamic op-

position in Tajikistan, may trigger further deterioration on its southern

borders, making the area part of the global Islamic anti-Christian and

anti-Western crusade. The Tajik war is complicated by the presence in

Tajikistan of 300,000 Russian settlers. Moscow is concerned that if the

Russian troops leave, Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan—with their popula-

tion of 1.5 million Russians38—could become destabilized, creating an

unbearable refugee problem for Russia. Still, current Russian policies,

which serve only to exacerbate the conflict and activate the Islamic fun-

damentalist factor, may bring about the same result.

The Russian political elites have not risen above the imperialist ideol-

ogy that inspired both pre-1917 and Soviet expansionism. In every case ex-

amined in this chapter, the Russian leadership has identified and supported

the most pro-Moscow faction, be it the Transdniestrian ethnic Russians, the

separatist Abkhaz, the Huseinovs and the Mutalibovs of Azerbaijan, or the

pro-communist clans in Tajikistan.

Competing political interests often prompt local elites to challenge the

faction in power and to seek Moscow's support. Russian military command-
ers and industrial chieftains on the ground are also interested in the continu-

ation of links with the metropolis. This is a classic scenario for imperial

expansion. What is common to all these instances is that, without Russian

support, the pro-Moscow faction could not have dominated its respective

region, and would have been forced to seek a negotiated and peaceful solu-

tion to conflict.
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NATO, Russia, and East

European Security

Mark Kramer

This chapter will discuss the relationship between NATO and the East

European countries that formerly belonged to the Warsaw Pact. The

focus will be on the four members of the so-called Visegrad Group—Hun-

gary, Poland, the Czech Republic, and Slovakia—which are the most likely

candidates for future admission into NATO. 1 Some references to Bulgaria

and Romania, and also to the three Baltic States (Latvia, Lithuania, and

Estonia), will be included as well. Rather than simply dwelling on transient

events, the chapter will place the recent debate about NATO and Eastern

Europe into a broader historical perspective. It also will explore the various

political and military issues that are likely to determine where the debate

eventually leads.

The Emergence of a Security Vacuum, 1990-91

The collapse of communism in East Europe, the dissolution of the Warsaw
Pact, and the demise of the Soviet Union removed the security framework

that had been imposed on Eastern Europe for some 45 years. As auspicious

as all those developments may have been, they left the region in a kind of

security vacuum. The end of Soviet hegemony in Eastern Europe eliminated

the chief source of the region's periodic crises in the post-war era, but

other dangers soon emerged. The new East European governments found

themselves having to contend with a number of serious threats without the
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benefit of a security framework to replace the one that had collapsed.

Initially, the most salient ofthe threats confronting the new East Euro-

pean regimes was the continued uncertainty about the political future of the
Soviet Union. Even before the reformist trends in Moscow turned sour in

late 1 990 and early 1991, apprehension about Soviet political developments

was readily apparent in most of the East European states. Hungarian For-

eign Minister Geza Jeszensky consistently warned in 1 990 that events could

take a sharp turn for the worse in the Soviet Union, and that any such rever-

sal would have ominous implications for the Warsaw Pact countries:

Only recently has the Soviet Union become a trustworthy partner in efforts to

truly liberate the Hungarian people— But there are different trends in Moscow
and they are in conflict with one another. . . . Our major problem is that it is

difficult to predict the direction of processes in the Soviet Union.2

Polish officials had begun to speak in even gloomier terms by mid- 1 990

about "the threat of a conservative overthrow" in Moscow, which would
cause

the USSR to disintegrate into parts that would not only be riven by internal

conflicts, but would also be prone to unleash some sort of external conflict, if

only to provide the population with easy victories and conquests. [We cannot]

assume there will automatically be peace [with the Soviet Union] in the future."
3

The concerns expressed by these East European officials took on anew sense of

urgency after the abrupt resignation of Soviet Foreign Minister Eduard

Shevardnadze in December 1990, coupled with his warnings about "reaction-

ary" elements who were pushing the Soviet Union toward anew "dictatorship."
4

This sense of urgency was heightened still further by the violent crackdown in

the Baltic republics in January 1991, which prompted all the East European

governments to condemn the Soviet Union and to threaten to withdraw immedi-

ately from the Warsaw Pact. (The Pact was not due to be abolished formally

until July 1 991 .) A top aide to Polish President Lech Walesa warned at the time

that the Polish government could "no longer rule out the possibility that Russian

generals are thinking about regaining Eastern Europe."5 Although most East

European officials assumed that the Soviet High Command had grudgingly come

to accept the demise of the Warsaw Pact, many were still uneasy about what

would happen ifthe Soviet armed forces acquired a larger political role or, worse

yet, launched a coup. Even the then Polish foreign minister, Krzysztof

Skubiszewski, who had tried to defuse the most extreme speculation about So-

viet policy in the region, admitted to a few misgivings about "the Soviet Army's

Stalinist desire to win back territory, expand Soviet borders, and regain a mili-

tary presence" in central Europe.6

In addition to concerns about a hard-line backlash in Moscow, the wide-
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spread feelings of uncertainty that followed the collapse of the Warsaw Pact

induced all the East European governments to look for new security ar-

rangements. The general perception, as voiced by the then Polish deputy

defense minister, Janusz Onyszkiewicz, was that "we do not know what is

going to happen in our part of the world once the straitjacket of the Soviet

Army is removed."7
In the days when the East European countries were

strictly subordinated to Soviet control, the Soviet Union could set the whole

political agenda for the region. Territorial and other disputes that were so

common before 1 945, such as those between Poland and Germany, Hungary

and Romania, and Bulgaria and Romania, as well as the general phenom-

enon of "balkanization," ceased to be as important in an era of Soviet domi-

nation. But once Soviet hegemony was gone, most East European officials

assumed that long-submerged tensions and conflicts would surface more

easily, perhaps culminating in outright hostilities between two or more coun-

tries. Hungarian defense minister Lajos Fur was among those who expressed

this view:

Aggressive reflexes have not disappeared from the European countries ofvarious

development levels. Unfortunately, wars have always been part of the human
struggle for existence. . . . Eternal peace would be a good thing, but I do not

believe in it, and I do not trust the infallible politicians who say that a lasting

and holy peace will soon emerge in Europe. 8

The particular concern among most officials was the possible spread of

ethnic violence, which, they feared, might spill over into other countries or

provoke outside intervention. Their fears seemed to be borne out by the

escalating war in Yugoslavia in the spring and summer of 1 99 1 , when all the

surrounding states put their military forces on high alert and Austria mobi-

lized some 10,000 troops and dozens ofcombat aircraft to contain the fight-

ing. Officials in the region were concerned that the situation might eventually

induce most ofthe Balkan states to reopen their long-standing disputes over

boundaries and the status of ethnic minorities.

The impending disintegration of the Soviet Union in 1991 raised

further anxiety among officials in Poland, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia,

who feared that newly independent republics might press irredentist claims.

The concern expressed by a senior Polish military officer in late 1 990 that

the "current nationalist trends in Ukraine and Lithuania" might someday

prompt one or both of those republics "to challenge [Poland's] eastern bor-

der" was indicative of this line of thought. 9 Indeed, the "possibility that ter-

ritorial claims will be made against Poland by its neighbors or that nationality

clashes will emerge in connection with national minorities and chauvinist

groups in neighboring states" was taken seriously enough at the time by top

Polish officials that they openly warned it could lead to "the involvement of
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our country in an armed conflict, and even in a war." 10

In short, there were enough potential dangers around after 1989 to

support the Hungarian government's contention that the "security situation

[in East-Central Europe] is not firm enough" in the "completely new situa-

tion that is emerging." 11 Fears of a large-scale East-West war in Europe all

but disappeared, but many East European officials believed that a series of

smaller conflicts, over time, could be nearly as detrimental to European se-

curity. The end result, as Vaclav Havel put it in the spring of 1991 , could be

"chaos or even worse." 12 Although many officials initially hoped to contend

with future security threats by relying on a pan-European organization like

the CSCE, those hopes proved to be illusory.
13 All the East European gov-

ernments soon realized that the use of the CSCE for most security functions

would be viable only in the longer term, if ever. In the interim, some other

arrangement was deemed essential to fill what top East European officials

described as the "military vacuum" and "deep political void" created by the

disintegration ofthe Warsaw Pact.

The Inception of the Visegrad Group

One option that Polish leaders tried to promote was a form of sub-regional

security cooperation among Poland, Hungary, and the former Czechoslova-

kia. Polish officials even spoke hopefully about the possible establishment of

an "organized alliance" over the longer term. 14 In April 1990 the leaders of

the three (later four) countries held preliminary discussions at Bratislava,

but those discussions were almost entirely symbolic and had no specific

agenda. Five months later, the deputy foreign and defense ministers from the

three sides met near the Czechoslovak-Polish border, in Zakopane, to con-

sider the idea of a trilateral security framework. That session was followed

in November 1 990 by a higher-level meeting in Budapest, and by another

gathering of the deputy foreign ministers in Prague in late December 1990.

A fifth session, involving the foreign ministers of the three countries,

took place in Budapest in mid-January 1991, and a climactic sixth meet-

ing, which brought together the presidents and prime ministers of the

three states, was held in the Hungarian city of Visegrad the following

month. 15 That session marked the true beginning of what came to be

known as the "Visegrad Triangle" (and then the "Visegrad Group" after

the split of Czechoslovakia).

Shortly before the Visegrad summit, Bulgarian and Romanian officials

expressed interest in joining a sub-regional organization ifone were formed

by the other three countries.
16 The Romanian overtures were promptly re-

buffed by the Visegrad participants (led by Hungary), but the Bulgarian re-

quest encountered a somewhat more favorable response. Even so, Bulgarian

leaders were too optimistic in concluding that "the 'troika' will eventually
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;

expand and become a 'group of four'."
17 The Visegrad participants were all

well aware that trilateral cooperation on issues such as military strategy,

defense planning, and weapons procurement would be difficult enough with-

|

out bringing in other East European countries whose political stability and
1 economic status were problematic at best.

Indeed, it soon became clear that even with the participation ofjust

Poland, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia, no multilateral security arrange-

ment was going to emerge. Although Hungarian leaders acknowledged

j
the desirability of "some kind of closer [military] cooperation among the

three countries when some kind of identity of interests can be shown," they

were reluctant to undertake any major commitment, for fear that Poland

would try to make the organization into an anti-German coalition.
18 To be

I sure, both Hungary and Czechoslovakia later displayed some interest in pur-

suing military cooperation with Poland, including joint air defense efforts

' and the possibility of a sub-regional military consultative group. 19 The ap-

|

peal ofsuch an arrangement increased as the domestic situation in the Soviet

|

Union grew more turbulent. Moreover, the Hungarian and Czechoslovak

governments signed a bilateral military treaty in January 1991, and both of
' them subsequently concluded similar bilateral treaties with Poland. 20 The
1 three states also began joint air defense operations in early 1991 to make up

: for the integrated air-defense network they had formerly shared with the
1

Soviet Union. 21

Nevertheless, the Polish government's hopes of taking these arrange-

ments much further by forming a full-fledged security organization went

unfulfilled. The bilateral military agreements that the three states signed vvere

limited in scope and contained no provisions for automatic assistance in the

< event of an attack. Moreover, at no point did either Hungary or Czechoslo-

vakia express interest in merging the treaties into a broad, trilateral military

agreement, much less a quadrilateral pact with both Poland and Bulgaria, or

a pentagonal arrangement that included Romania as well. On the contrary,

Czechoslovak and Hungarian leaders said explicitly at the time that they did

not intend to form a "new alliance" or "bloc" at the sub-regional level.
22

Even Polish officials eventually conceded that it was premature to "con-

clude a military alliance," though they still hoped to "formulate a common
approach to questions of security and regional stability."

23

A further obstacle to military cooperation among the Visegrad coun-

tries came, ironically enough, when the Soviet Union broke apart. This de-

velopment seemed to eliminate, or at least mitigate, the most exigent threat

to the East European states, and hence it removed the main incentive for

pursuing joint military efforts in the first place. Most East European officials

argued that it made far more sense, in those circumstances, to press for

membership in NATO rather than trying to make the Visegrad framework
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into a quasi-alliance. 24 The efficacy of the Visegrad arrangement was also

attenuated by the split of Czechoslovakia. Under the leadership of Vaclav

Klaus, the Czech government was wary of developing close ties with the

other Visegrad countries, for fear of being held back in its drive to obtain

membership in the European Community (now renamed the European
Union) and NATO. The Czech Republic's shift after 1992 toward a "go-

it-alone" approach did not obviate the prospects of sub-regional military

cooperation altogether, but it certainly cast doubt on the longevity of the

Visegrad Group.

Thus, even though officials in Hungary, Poland, the Czech Republic,

and Slovakia were still concerned about the security vacuum in East-Central

Europe, they all had concluded by 1 994 that the only way to fill that vacuum
was through an extension of NATO, not through the creation of a mini-

alliance system. 25 This judgment was especially compelling in light ofthe mili-

tary forces deployed by the Visegrad states. Even if the four governments had

committed themselves wholeheartedly to a separate military alliance, their com-

bined armies would have been unable to handle anything except relatively low-

level threats (see Chart 1). Under the limits imposed by the Conventional Forces

in Europe (CFE) Treaty signed inNovember 1 990, the combined military strength

ofthe then three Visegrad states was infinitesimal compared to the Soviet armed

forces. This disparity was mitigated somewhat by the dissolution of the Soviet

Union, but even now the Polish, Hungarian, Czech, and Slovak armies com-

bined are still dwarfed by the Russian army (not to mention the Russian, Ukrai-

nian, and Belarusian armed forces together).

The disproportion in Moscow's favor is even greater than it may seem,

because the Russian Army has tens of thousands of weapons deployed east of

the Urals that are not covered by CFE. Most of those weapons were initially

relocated there by the Soviet government in 1 990 to ensure that they would be

exempt from the treaty's limits.
26

Ifa severe crisis were to erupt in Europe, much

of this equipment could be shifted back to western Russia to augment Russian

ground and air forces. The weaponry located east ofthe Urals thus could vastly

magnify the force imbalance in East-Central Europe. Although the process of

transporting such large amounts of hardware back to Europe would be very

costly and might take as long as several months, the redeployments in 1990

showed that the task is eminently feasible.
27 Hence, so long as concern persists

about the possible emergence of military dangers "to the east," the Visegrad

states will have an incentive to look to the great powers, both inside and outside

Europe, for protection.

Initial East European Moves Toward NATO, 1990-91

Given the lack of satisfactory alternatives, the East European states have

looked increasingly to NATO, both implicitly and explicitly, to fill the
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vacuum left by the Warsaw Pact. Even before the East European govern-

ments started openly pursuing full membership in NATO, they set about

establishing firm ties with the alliance and with individual member-states. By
1991, exchanges between top East European political and military officials

and their Western counterparts had become so frequent and extensive that

they rarely drew more than passing notice. Following the visit of the Polish

foreign minister, Krzysztof Skubiszewski, to NATO's headquarters in Brus-

sels in March 1990, Poland established formal diplomatic contacts with

NATO. 28 All the other East European countries promptly followed suit. In

addition, a Polish deputy was elected in November 1990 to be a special

member of a political commission in the North Atlantic Assembly, the

parliamentary body ofNATO. 29 This marked the first time that a parlia-

mentarian from a non-member state had been formally elected to partici-

pate in the Assembly. That same month, a group of Bulgarian legislators

and aides paid a special visit to NATO's headquarters in Brussels, where

they informed Manfred Worner, the secretary-general ofthe alliance, that

"Bulgaria is in the process of shifting its foreign policy priorities" in fa-

vor ofNATO. 30 The extent of this shift became evident in January 1991,

when 135 of the 400 members of the Bulgarian parliament, who had

formed groups known as "Friends of NATO" (Priyateli na NATO) and

the "Atlantic Club," sponsored a bill calling for Bulgaria to seek mem-
bership in the Western alliance.

31

Soon thereafter, in March 1991, Vaclav Havel became the first East

European head of state to visit NATO's headquarters; a few weeks later,

Lech Walesa became the second. During their visits the two presidents

expressed strong interest in forging much closer ties with NATO, includ-

ing the possibility of formal membership over the longer term if Western

countries would agree. Havel emphasized that the alliance "should not

be forever closed" to the East European states, and he expressed hope

that Czechoslovakia would eventually become a "regular NATO mem-
ber" even if it "cannot become one at the moment." 32 Similar comments

were made by the Bulgarian prime minister, Dimitur Popov, during his

visit to NATO headquarters in April and May 1991. All these political

contacts, and numerous others, were indicative of what the Bulgarian

foreign minister described as a widespread desire for "new forms of co-

operation between [Eastern Europe] and NATO."33

Equally noteworthy was the expansion of direct military contacts

between the East European countries and the Western alliance. Even

before the upheavals of 1989, Hungary tentatively began to establish

military-diplomatic exchanges with NATO countries. 34 After 1989, such

contacts multiplied exponentially and became much more wide-ranging, not

only for Hungary, but for all the East European states. The Hungarian and
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Romanian defense ministries began preparing as early as the fall of 1990 to

send officers for training at military academies in Great Britain, Germany,

France, Italy, and the United States.
35 (The actual training for Hungarian

officers began in the fall of 1991 .) In turn, officers from those five Western

countries were invited to study at military institutions in Hungary and Ro-

mania. Poland established similar exchanges with Western military academies,

and sought to broaden its military cooperation and "unconventional con-

tacts" with all the majorNATO countries.
36 By mid- 1991, the Polish govern-

ment had arranged to send officers to the Royal Naval Academy and Sandhurst

military college in Great Britain, to the two main war colleges in France, to

a number of Bundeswehr academies in Germany, to West Point and other

military colleges in the United States, and to advanced military schools in

Italy. Poland also set up exchanges with Austria and with the Higher Land

Army Officer School in Sweden. 37

Czechoslovakia, for its part, arranged to send 20 army officers to

Germany's Bundeswehr training academy in Koblenz and a smaller group of

officers to the Bundeswehr' s university in Neubiberg-Munich. 38 The Czecho-

slovak government established similar arrangements with other Western coun-

tries, including the United States, France, Great Britain, and Italy, and assigned

a permanent military representative to NATO. In addition, Czechoslovak

leaders proposed formal cooperation with NATO on anti-aircraft defense

and civil defense when the chief ofNATO's Military Committee, General

Vigleik Eide, visited their country in April 1 99 1

,

39 Czechoslovakia also sought

close bilateral military relations with some of the smaller NATO members,

notably Spain, Belgium, and the Netherlands. Bulgaria did the same with

Greece, including the signing of a formal pact enabling the two countries to

"undertake joint [military] action to remove a threat to peace in the Balkans

or to the security of either party."40 The Bulgarian government also sought

cooperative military links with the larger NATO countries, including ex-

changes and sharing of data with the United States, Britain, Germany, and

Italy. The first group of Bulgarian officers to be trained in the United States

received full access to military academies and training facilities upon arriv-

ing in June 1991. Other Bulgarian officers were enlisted at NATO's own
military schools.

Furthermore, virtually all the East European governments began ap-

proaching the United States, Germany, Great Britain, and France about the

possibility of obtaining weapons and support equipment in the future. By
purchasing Western-made arms, they hoped to eliminate, or at least reduce,

their logistical dependence on the former Soviet Union and establish greater

commonality with NATO. As early as May 1990 the French government

expressed tentative support for French-Polish military coproduction ventures,

includingjoint development, engineering, and manufacturing arrangements, as
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well as exchanges of technical knowledge. Later that year the French gov-

ernment also indicated its readiness to "set up arms cooperation and sell

military technology" to Hungary. 41 Polish and Hungarian officials received

nearly as favorable a response when they visited the United States, from

which Poland was particularly eager to obtain F- 16 fighters.
42 Similar over-

tures (albeit only of an exploratory nature) were made by the other East

European governments. Despite severe constraints imposed by shortages of

hard currency and lingering export controls, the East European states, by

early 1991, had made clear their desire to shift away from former Soviet

arms manufacturers toward greater ties with the West.

Equally important, the East European governments sought to establish

concrete military cooperation with NATO and to "side with the West" as

much as possible on key international issues.
43 During the Persian Gulfwar

in early 1991, all the East European states contributed military personnel

and equipment to the American-led multinational force, in contrast to the

Soviet Union, which refrained from taking part at all.
44 The East European

units were placed under direct American and British command (except for

some personnel primarily under Saudi command), and they served alongside

American soldiers. In addition, several of the East European countries pro-

vided use of their air space and air fields to NATO for military purposes

before, during, and after the war. Both Hungary and Czechoslovakia gave

Germany permission to fly combat aircraft over their territory in early 1 991

,

something that would have been inconceivable when the Warsaw Pact still

existed. Those same two East European countries, plus Bulgaria and Roma-

nia, allowed the United States to send many hundreds of military transport

and cargo flights through their air space during the war itself.
45 Hungary also

permitted the American planes to land and refuel at Hungarian air bases.

Poland, for its part, provided crucial intelligence support for the war

effort. Because Polish construction and engineering firms had done exten-

sive work in Iraq for many years, by 1 990 Polish officials were able to supply

detailed information about Iraqi military facilities and precise maps ofBaghdad

to the United States.
46 Poland also turned over valuable technical data about

Iraq's air defense systems, tanks, fighter aircraft, and other weaponry, which

had been bought mainly from Warsaw Pact countries. Most dramatically of

all, Polish intelligence officials masterminded the escape of six key US intel-

ligence agents who had been inadvertently trapped behind Iraqi lines when

the crisis broke. The success of this operation, as a senior Polish diplomat

later exclaimed, "proved to the Americans that we [in Poland] are a reliable

partner who can carry out sensitive, delicate missions on behalfofthe Ameri-

can government."47

As significant as all these military links between NATO and the East

European states had become by mid- 1991, they were destined to grow both
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in number and in scope over the next few years, as the Warsaw Pact and the

Soviet Union disappeared from memory.

Soviet Pressure and East European Resistance

The rapid expansion ofNATO's political and military ties with Eastern Eu-

rope in 1990 and 1991 raised the prospect that one or more of the former

Warsaw Pact countries would eventually be ready to move further. Havel

had already broached the idea of Czechoslovak membership in NATO dur-

, ing his visit to Brussels in March 1991, and the outgoing Hungarian foreign

minister, Gyula Horn, was even more explicit in proposing the same status

for Hungary. Other countries soon followed suit.

The growing indications by the first halfof 1991 that some or all ofthe

East European states might pursue outright membership inNATO provoked

i dismay in the Soviet Union, where many officials were still not fully recon-

ciled to the loss of Eastern Europe. (Support in Moscow for a tougher stance

i

vis-a-vis Eastern Europe had been growing in any case after the sudden

resignation of Soviet Foreign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze in December

1990.) As early as January 1991, the leadership of the CPSU approved a

secret report drafted by the CPSU Central Committee's International De-

partment, which called for "vigorous action to oppose the entry ofour former

military allies into other military blocs or groupings, above all into NATO

—

and also possibly into the West European Union (WEU), the nascent mili-

t tary arm of the European Union (EU)—as well as their participation in

arrangements that would enable foreign troops to be deployed on their terri-

tory."
48 The report, which was published in full in the Central Committee's

main journal in March 1991, stressed that "no matter what, these countries

must remain free of foreign bases and armed forces," and that "under no

circumstances must a real or potential threat to the military security of the

Soviet Union be permitted to arise in the East European region."49 Both

points were repeated, for special emphasis, in the CPSU leadership's resolu-

tion of approval.

These instructions were quickly translated into action. During the first

several months of 1991, senior officials from the CPSU International De-

partment published a series of articles in major Soviet newspapers warning

of"dire consequences" ifthe East European states acted in ways "detrimen-

tal to vital Soviet interests."
50 Soviet embassies in the Warsaw Pact countries

were instructed to bring all such articles to the attention of their host gov-

ernments. Following up on this campaign, the Soviet leadership tried to con-

clude a series ofbilateral military treaties that would have explicitly committed

the East European states "not to participate in a military-political alliance

directed against [the Soviet Union], and not to permit a third country to use

the transport and telecommunications systems or the infrastructure of one
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[party to the treaty] against the other." 51 Soviet foreign ministry officials

acknowledged that these provisions were intended to prevent the East Eu-

ropean countries from joining NATO. 52

Officials in Hungary, Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Bulgaria immedi-

ately rejected the proposed clauses as an "infringement of sovereignty" and

an "unacceptable restriction" of their countries' "freedom to choose to join

security alliances."53 Hungarian leaders were particularly insistent that "an

approach toward NATO is unavoidable," and that the bilateral agreement

with the Soviet Union "must not impede Hungary's gradual integration into

the existing Western security systems," especially NATO and the WEU:

Hungary will not take upon itselfto refrain from joining any other organization.

NATO and the Western European Union are now changing The Hungarian-

Soviet agreement must not hinder us in negotiating and consulting with these

organizations, and in joining them. 54

Hungarian leaders also warned that if the offending clauses were not omit-

ted, they would abrogate their existing state treaty with the Soviet Union

and would refuse to sign a new one because "having no treaty at all is better

than concluding a bad one."55 Hungary's rejection of the Soviet proposal

—

and the equally firm rejections by Czechoslovakia, Poland, and Bulgaria

—

demonstrated, as clearly as anything could, the extent of Eastern Europe's

realignment following the collapse of the Warsaw Pact.

The only partial exception to this trend was in Romania. Although Ro-

manian officials in 1990 and 1991 praised NATO for its "stabilizing influ-

ence" in Central Europe and called for the Western alliance to play a "greater

role" in "guaranteeing the security of the whole of Europe," Romania's ties

withNATO were inherently limited by the continued political instability and

repression under the post-Ceausescu government. The Romanian authori-

ties were therefore less inclined to push for a formal status in the Western

alliance. Moreover, in April 1991 Romania agreed, at Soviet behest, to de-

clare that it would not join a "hostile alliance" in the future, a pledge that

all the other East European countries had found unacceptable. 56 To be

sure, Romanian leaders denied that the pledge was directed against NATO,
saying that it referred to "offensive" alliances, whereas NATO has al-

ways been "defensive." Romanian foreign ministry officials insisted that

"Romania retains complete freedom to participate in alliances of a defen-

sive nature," including NATO. 57 From Moscow's perspective, however,

such distinctions were meaningless. The Soviet government left no doubt

that it construed the pledge to be aimed against NATO, regardless of the

Romanian interpretation.

Aside from Romania, all the East European states did their best to pre-

serve maximum flexibility vis-a-vis NATO. The Hungarian, Czechoslovak,
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Polish, and Bulgarian governments also made clear that even if they could

not formally join NATO in the near term, they still hoped to receive secu-

rity commitments from the alliance, similar to the implicit commitments

that non-members like Sweden and Switzerland have long enjoyed. East

European leaders were especially eager to receive such commitments

from the United States. In early 1991 the then prime minister of Hun-

gary, Jozsef Antall, declared that "Hungary and the United States may as

well consider each other allies without an alliance," and he urged the US
government to "increase its military role in Europe," arguing that this

would be the "best guarantee of Hungary's security." 58 Without a strong

American military presence, Antall warned, "there can be no assurance

of security in Europe."59

The other East European countries echoed Hungary's support for a

continued US military presence in Europe, and also sought to promote the

idea of security commitments from NATO. In addition, they began referring

more explicitly and more frequently to the possibility ofjoining NATO. This

was especially the case in Czechoslovakia, where Havel and other officials

broached the topic as often as they could. For the time being, the East Euro-

pean governments were willing to accept close but informal ties withNATO
rather than making a bid for full membership, but they emphasized their

hopes of soon joining the alliance outright "ifNATO wants us" and "if an

expansion ofthe alliance is needed to preserve a firm American commitment

to Europe's security."60 Even officials who were wary of seeking a formal

role in NATO expressed strong backing for solid commitments from the

alliance.

NATO's Ambivalent Response

Despite the steadily increasing contacts between the former Warsaw Pact

states and NATO, overtures from the East European governments about the

possibility of full membership got a mixed reception in allied capitals. On the

one hand, the NATO states welcomed East European participation in many
of the alliance's activities, and in the spring of 1991 NATO leaders granted

the former Warsaw Pact countries "associate" membership in the North At-

lantic Assembly. Western governments also agreed to extend "indirect" se-

curity commitments to the East European states. On the other hand, the

NATO countries quietly discouraged the East European governments from

seeking formal membership in the alliance, warning that a drastic realign-

ment of this sort could spark a backlash in tne Soviet Union. In June 1991

the then secretary-general of NATO, Manfred Worner, publicly stated

that "granting NATO membership to former Warsaw Treaty members
would be a serious obstacle to reaching mutual understanding with the

Soviet Union." 61 Although Western leaders were willing to consider East
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European membership in the political councils ofNATO, they did their best

to dissuade the East European states from trying to join the military organs.

As the political situation in the Soviet Union took a turn for the worse in late

1 990 and early 1 991 , concerns about the effect of East European admission

into NATO were cited ever more frequently.

Following the rebuff of the hard-line coup attempt in Moscow in Au-
gust 1991 and the disintegration ofthe whole Soviet state four months later,

many ofNATO's earlier inhibitions and reservations about its dealings with

the East European states ceased to be relevant. Moreover, although the threat

from the Soviet Army to the East European countries effectively collapsed

along with the Soviet state itself, the former Warsaw Pact governments spoke

even more openly in late 1 99 1 and 1 992 about their hopes ofjoining NATO.
As a result of these two factors—the demise of the Soviet Union, and the

continued East European interest inNATO membership—the alliance recast

its policy to take somewhat greater account of the East European states'

security concerns. The new approach was evident as early as December 1 991

,

when the North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC) was established with

a membership comprising all the NATO countries, all the former Warsaw
Pact countries, and all the former Soviet republics.

62NACC was designed as

a post-Cold War multilateral security forum that would enable the East Eu-

ropean governments to feel they had a direct cooperative partnership with

NATO. Some East European officials initially were wary ofjoining NACC,
believing that the organization was little more than a ploy byNATO to avoid

offering full membership, but in the end all the former Warsaw Pact states

did enroll.

Despite this new arrangement, the NATO countries still discouraged

the East European states from seeking full membership in the alliance. Al-

though all the East European governments and several of the former Soviet

republics (the Baltic States and Ukraine) by mid- 1992 had openly proclaimed

their hopes ofjoining NATO, the West's reluctance to admit them seemed, in

some respects, even greater than before. The hesitation among Western gov-

ernments stemmed chiefly from lingering concerns about the effects such a

move would have on Russia. Although the Russian government itself oc-

casionally expressed interest in joining NATO, the option of membership

was usually discussed in terms of the five (six, after 1992) East European

states, and particularly Poland, Hungary, and the Czech/Slovak Republics.

US officials were concerned that admitting the East European states into

NATO would be construed by Moscow as a step directed against Russia

and possibly Ukraine. Because US leaders wanted to avoid giving am-

munition to the hard-line opponents of Boris Yel'tsin's reformist govern-

ment, they sought to avoid even the appearance of a Western security

arrangement aimed at surrounding or containing Russia. The emphasis, both
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then and ever since, has been on strictly equal treatment of the East Euro-

pean states and the former republics of the Soviet Union. 63

In that sense, the relationship between the former communist countries

and NATO has been quite different from the relationship between those coun-

tries and the EU. So far, NATO has treated all the former Warsaw Pact states

equally, admitting each of them into NACC and the Partnership for Peace

and declining to speculate about precisely when one or more might become

full members. By contrast, the EU has given unambiguous preference to the

East European countries, especially the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Po-

land. The Visegrad states were granted associate membership in the early

1990s, a status that is not envisaged for any of the former Soviet republics

other than the three Baltic States. The EU subsequently indicated that the

East European countries could be eligible for full membership by the year

2000 if reforms stayed on track, a goal that has been ruled out even more

firmly for the former Soviet republics (again, excepting the Baltic States).
64

Although some EU member-states, notably France, have tried to back away

from any firm commitment on East European accession to the EU until well

into the next century, even the French government has conceded that the

Visegrad countries, and perhaps the Baltic States, could eventually be ad-

mitted, something that is not under consideration for Russia, Ukraine, or any

other members of the CIS. 65

The different approaches ofNATO and the EU can be explained by the

simple fact that NATO is a security organization and must act accordingly,

whereas the EU is concerned, above all, about the economic and political

standing ofprospective members. The preferential treatment that the EU has

accorded to the East European states merely indicates that the potential for

sustained economic growth and political stability in Eastern Europe is much
greater than in the former Soviet Union. IfNATO were to behave in a similar

manner—that is, if it were to treat the former communist states unequally

—

the implications would be very different. Some officials in the West, espe-

cially in Germany, have argued thatNATO should treat the ex-Warsaw Pact

countries unequally, but at least for now, concerns about a potential back-

lash in Russia have induced the allied governments andNATO as a whole to

abide by a strictly egalitarian approach.

How long this egalitarian approach can be maintained is a different matter.

Developments by mid- 1994 suggested that the notion ofequal treatment might

be unviable for more than another year or two. In May 1994 the foreign and

defense ministers from all ten member-states of the WEU issued a declaration

granting "associate partnership" in the WEU to the four Visegrad countries,

the three Baltic republics, Romania, and Bulgaria.66 This status, according to

the WEU's declaration, was intended to prepare the nine ex-communist coun-

tries "for integration into and eventual membership in the European Union."
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Although the declaration did not provide any formal security guarantees to the

new partners, it did encourage them to participate in the WEU's formal meetings

and in its peacekeeping and humanitarian activities.

The Western European Union's decision not to extend associate part-

nership to any CIS countries (including Russia) was in line with the EU's
earlier decision not to confer associate status on any of the former Soviet

republics other than the three Baltic States. In the case of the WEU, how-
ever, this unequal approach was more significant because the WEU handles

military affairs, and all its members belong to NATO. The organization is

identified under the Maastricht Treaty as the future defense mechanism of

the EU's "common foreign and security policy," but the WEU is also widely

regarded as an emerging European "pillar" ofNATO67 To the extent that the

WEU continues to bridge the gap between NATO and the EU in the future,

the unequal treatment it has accorded to the former communist countries is

bound to affect NATO's policy as well. This, indeed, is precisely what many
East European officials are hoping, as the Polish defense minister explained

in March 1994, shortly before the WEU's action:

Our chances for integration into the WEU are much greater than our chances

for direct entry intoNATO, but the WEU is a component ofNATO and therefore

this will be a means of entering the European defense system by the back door

rather than the front entrance. It's a very tempting proposition, which we will

certainly take up 1 00 percent.
68

Although WEU officials went out of their way in May 1994 to stress

that the declaration on associate partnership was not directed against Russia or

any other country, the implications ofthe move did not go unnoticed in Moscow.

The Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs promptly issued a statement alleging

that the WEU was trying to "create a new model ofa military-political alliance in

a limited space in Europe."69 Subsequently, Russian military commentators ac-

cused the WEU ofseeking to "repartition Europe" and ofengaging in nefarious

"diplomatic ploys" aimed at promoting the "eastward expansion of the North

Atlantic bloc."
70 These complaints, at such an early stage, adumbrate the ten-

sions that may ensue in the latter half of the 1990s, when NATO will have to

make firmer decisions about East European membership.

Lingering Western Concerns

Russia's continued opposition to East European membership in NATO has

not been the only factor driving Western policy. An expansion ofthe alliance

would raise a host of other thorny security issues that Western governments

would prefer not to have to address. In particular, NATO would have to

rethink its whole policy vis-a-vis the conflict in the Balkans, something that

will be particularly difficult after the fiasco in Bosnia-Herzegovina in late

1994. For now, the only major border between a NATO member and the
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former Yugoslavia is the border between Greece and Macedonia. 71
If Hun-

gary were to become a member of NATO, the alliance's frontline would

suddenly be extended to the border with Serbia, Croatia, and Slovenia. 72

Similarly, if Bulgaria were admitted into NATO, the alliance would be far

more directly involved in any potential fighting in Macedonia, an issue that is

complicated enough already in light ofGreece's firm—and, many would say,

highly obstructive—stance. NATO's reluctance to take on a greater role

in the former Yugoslavia was one of the reasons that Albania's formal

application to join the alliance in December 1992—the first formal appli-

cation by any former communist country—was quickly rejected. Western

leaders sensed, correctly, that Albanian officials were hoping for a reliable

guarantee in case the Serbian government tried to crush ethnic Albanians in

Kosovo province and the Albanian government felt compelled to intervene

on their behalf.

Even if no problems emerged with the former Yugoslavia, East Eu-

ropean membership in NATO could give rise to a number of other highly

contentious issues, such as conflicts between Hungary and one or more

of its neighbors, notably Romania, Ukraine, or Slovakia (not to mention

Serbia).
73 When bloody clashes erupted between ethnic Romanians and

Hungarians in the Transylvanian region ofRomania in March 1990, Hun-

gary came under pressure to intervene in some way. 74 Such pressure would

be likely to re-emerge in the future if the plight of the Hungarians in

Transylvania were to deteriorate severely, or if civil war were to engulf

Romania. Hungarian leaders would face a similar dilemma if Ukraine

were to dissolve into widespread turmoil and the ethnic Hungarians there

became scapegoats. Tensions between Hungary and Slovakia abated af-

ter Vladimir Meciar's government fell from power in March 1994, but

Meciar's electoral success in October 1994 raised concerns in Budapest

that Hungarian-Slovak relations might again be marked by acrimony. 75
If

both countries were members of NATO, the potential for conflict be-

tween them would be nearly as disruptive for the alliance as the long-

standing tensions between Greece and Turkey have been. At the very

least, the NATO governments would be averse to admitting Slovakia and

Hungary unless there was good reason to expect that serious internecine

disputes could be avoided. Hungarian Defense Minister Gyorgy Keleti

recently acknowledged that long-standing problems with both Slovakia

and Romania, if left unresolved, might thwart Hungary's chances of get-

ting into the alliance:

We should not only establish cooperation with NATO members and evince

our determination to do so, but should also demonstrate this intention in

our relations with neighboring countries. For I am convinced that NATO
would not admit countries between whom there is a conflict situation or lack
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of understanding, or between whom the level of military trust is not high

enough to permit them to be admitted into ajoint military organization. 76

The extension ofNATO membership to Hungary might also raise po-

litical hackles unless Hungarian leaders pledged—at least tacitly—not to try

to prevent other East European countries like Romania from joining the

alliance in the future.
77

More generally, the entry ofthe Visegrad states into NATO would bring

to the fore some of the dilemmas that have long bedeviled the alliance. The
security guarantee that members ofNATO receive under Article 5 of the

North Atlantic Treaty is, ultimately, a nuclear guarantee. 78 Although it is

difficult at this point to envisage any European conflicts that would risk the

use of nuclear weapons, an unforeseen turn for the worse in the former

Soviet Union might change that in the future. If nothing else, the NATO
governments, especially the United States, will have to think through what

extended nuclear deterrence might mean in an alliance of twenty or more

members. TheNATO countries also will have to consider the types offorces

that will be needed to ensure the fulfilment of allied security guarantees,

well short ofthe use of nuclear weapons. It is unclear, for example, whether

that task might require the deployment ofNATO troops or pre-positioned

equipment on East European soil and, if so, whether political difficulties

might arise. For example, would Poland and the Czech Republic accept the

presence of German troops on their territory ifNATO deemed that appro-

priate? Who would pay for the deployments? Questions of this sort, though

by no means intractable, are bound to be used by opponents ofNATO en-

largement to halt or at least hinder the process.

The admission of several former Warsaw Pact countries into NATO
would also raise serious questions about the future of the CFE Treaty.

The treaty, as originally conceived during the Cold War, was designed to

impose equal limits on heavy weapons deployed by NATO and the War-

saw Pact. By the time the treaty was signed in late 1990, the Warsaw

Pact had been gravely weakened, and by the time the document entered

into force in July 1992, the Pact had ceased to exist. Before the treaty

could be signed, the Soviet Union and the six East European states had

to engage in protracted and bitter negotiations to allocate weapons

shares.
79 The basic apportionment that they finally devised in the fall of

1990 has been preserved in subsequent years, even as major adjustments

in other areas have been needed to compensate for the dissolution of the

Soviet Union and the split of Czechoslovakia. The status of the treaty's

allocations could be undermined, however, if the Visegrad countries for-

mally joined NATO. Even ifcommensurate reductions were made by ex-

isting alliance members to keep the aggregate force levels below CFE
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limits, there is little doubt that the entry of the East European states into

NATO would require yet another series of adjustments in a treaty that has

already undergone drastic and often painful changes.

As important as these other concerns may be, they pose far less of

an obstacle to East European membership in NATO than does the Rus-

sian government's opposition. Although Russian President Boris Yel'tsin

seemed to drop his objections to NATO expansion when he visited Po-

land in late August 1993, he backed away from that position the follow-

ing month in a letter to the US, British, and French heads of state warning

against any attempts to expand the alliance "at Russia's expense." 80 Rus-

sian officials followed up on Yel'tsin's retraction with a barrage of ar-

ticles and interviews claiming that the admission of the Visegrad states

into NATO would leave Russia "dangerously isolated" and "keep Russia

out of its rightful place in Europe." 81 Even the Russian Foreign Intelli-

gence Service (SVRR) was called into the act to provide a lengthy public

analysis of "The Prospects for NATO Expansion and the Interests of

Russia." Although the SVRR's report was much less shrill than other

pronouncements by the Russian government, it warned that the expan-

sion ofNATO could lead, if only inadvertently, to the creation of a new
cordon sanitaire in Europe and the disruption of "interstate borders that

were fixed by the results of the Second World War." 82

The intense Russian campaign against NATO enlargement in the late

summer and early fall of 1993, which was reminiscent of the program de-

vised in early 1991 by the CPSU International Department, posed obvious

difficulties for Western leaders. The Clinton administration's willingness to

challenge Yel'tsin's position on this matter was not great to begin with, and

it diminished even further after two crucial events in Russia in the last few

months of 1 993 : the violent suppression of a hard-line rebellion in early Oc-

tober, and the strong showing of ultranationalist and communist forces in

the parliamentary elections in December. Both events confirmed how tenu-

ous and fragile the roots of democracy in Russia still are, and both events

seemed to instill Yel'tsin's personal role with even greater importance. Faced

with the possibility that virulently anti-democratic forces could take power

in Russia ifthe political situation were to deteriorate, Western leaders were

even more inclined to err on the side of caution. The last thing they wanted

was to provide an additional grievance for Yel'tsin's hard-line opponents to

use. Not until a meeting of the NATO foreign ministers in early December
1994 and a CSCE summit four days later was the United States willing to

challenge Russia's opposition to East European membership inNATO (see

below). Even then, the differences between the two sides were mainly

—

though not entirely—over rhetoric, rather than a fundamental clash ofpolicy.
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The Partnership for Peace

Concerns about Russia were instrumental in NATO's decision in January 1 994
to establish the Partnership for Peace (PfP).

83
Instead of setting a timetable for

the admission of the Visegrad states into the alliance, NATO leaders agreed to

defer the matter and to create a new body that would enable individual East

European countries to prepare themselves for full membership by taking part in

NATO's military exercises, by promoting transparency ofmilitary planning, by

strengthening civilian control over military forces, and by coordinating their mili-

tary doctrines, force structures, and operational capabilities and planning with

the alliance. In accordance with a "Framework Document," the PfP was open

not only to all the East European countries, but to the former Soviet republics

and to West European states outside NATO. It thus was based, once again, on

the principle ofegalitarianism.

The formation of the PfP was controversial in several respects, not

least because it came as a bitter disappointment to many East European

officials, who had been hoping that they would receive a more clear-cut

assurance of future membership in NATO. Polish President Lech Walesa

was especially critical of the West's "timidity" in devising such a "totally

inadequate" and "almost useless" response to the "resurgence of imperialist

thinking in Moscow."84 Czech President Havel was more discreet, but he,

too, criticized the West's actions as "cautious, slow, and perhaps too prag-

matic," and warned that a "new Munich" might be in the offing. Havel re-

newed his earlier calls for the Visegrad states to be admitted promptly into

NATO as a hedge against the "chauvinistic, Great Russian, crypto-Commu-

nist, and crypto-totalitarian forces" that might someday gain ascendance in

Moscow. 85 Despite these criticisms and many other complaints, all the East

European states promptly joined the PfP.

The other major controversy surrounding the PfP in the first half of

1994 was caused by Russia's reaction. Although the Russian government

finally agreed in principle to join the PfP in June 1994 (a decision that was

temporarily reversed in December 1994), Russian officials persistently tried

to secure formal recognition ofa special "great-power" status for their coun-

try.
86 By seeking a pre-eminent spot in the PfP, the Russians apparently hoped

to gain some sort ofveto over NATO's actions. This same goal was evident

in the Russian government's statements in the first half of 1 994, which con-

sistently sought to downgrade NATO's status as a European security mecha-

nism in favor ofCSCE and NACC. Russia's tentative decision to sign onto

the PfP seems to have been motivated less by any real warming toward the

organization than by a recognition ofhow isolated Russia would be if it did

not join.
87 Officials in the Russian foreign ministry warned Russian leaders

that, without Moscow's participation, the PfP might even become a direct

means for the East European states to obtain full membership in NATO.
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Hence, Russia's chief aim when agreeing to take part in the PfP was to

prevent the organization from becoming a vehicle for the East European

countries to join the alliance. In all other respects, Moscow obtained rela-

tively little ofwhat it had been seeking. Although Russia was granted recog-

nition of its "unique" status as a "great European, world, and nuclear power,"

that designation was conferred in a largely meaningless protocol, rather than

in the Partnership agreement itself.
88 Moscow received no veto over NATO's

decisions or over any of its formal consultative mechanisms, nor did it suc-

ceed in downgrading NATO's status relative to the CSCE's.

In spite of the widespread dissatisfaction with the PfP, the Partnership be-

gan to function as planned in 1 994. The first large-scale military exercises in-

volving NATO and East European ground and air forces were held in Poland in

September 1 994.
89 Russian military observers attended the exercise, but did not

actually take part. That was also the case during a follow-up exercise aimed at

planning for and coordinating peacekeeping missions, staged at the Harskamp

Military Training Ground in the Netherlands. The exercise involved platoon-

and company-size units from Canada, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Germany,

Great Britain, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Poland, Slovakia, Sweden, Ukraine,

and the United States. In the first large-scale naval exercise sponsored by the

PfP, which was held near aNATO base at Stavanger, Norway in late September

and early October 1994, Russian troops did finally participate. Two ships from

Russia's Baltic Fleet, the Neustrashimyi and the Druzhnyi, operated alongside

vessels and aircraft from Sweden, Poland, Lithuania, and tenNATO countries,

including the United States.
90 The Russian navy also took part in another major

naval exercise, Maritime Partner-94, on the Black Sea in late October. 91 This

exercise, which included vessels from Bulgaria, Romania, Turkey, Greece, the

United States, and Ukraine as well as Russia, was designed to simulate the en-

forcement ofUN-mandated economic sanctions.

In addition to these four large joint exercises, many other PfP-sponsored

military and political activities got underway in 1994 on both a bilateral and

a multilateral basis, and a program of eighteen multinational and twenty bi-

lateral military exercises was adopted for 1995. Even Albania, which had

never before conducted military exercises with foreign countries, began tak-

ing part in PfP maneuvers in early 1995, contributing six naval vessels to a

joint operation involving the United States, Germany, Italy, and Great Brit-

ain.
92 The growing scope and quantity of activities caused some East Euro-

pean officials who had initially been skeptical about the PfP's merits to

begin looking more favorably on the organization. In late 1994 the chair-

man of Hungary's parliamentary committee on defense, Imre Mecs, de-

clared that, contrary to his earlier expectations, "it has now become clear

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

maneuver, but is a series of real joint endeavors through which we can
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achieve full membership in NATO within the foreseeable future."93 Other
East European officials were not willing to go that far, but they did ac-

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

tially had anticipated.

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

knowledged that the PfP was "inadequate and was oversold when it was
first proposed. . . . Much of the rhetoric that was used in the past was
empty of substance."94 According to a senior Defense Department offi-

cial, Joseph Kruzel, the administration belatedly "recognized that we were

making a tactical mistake by emphasizing Partnership for Peace almost

to the exclusion ofNATO's expansion."95 This growing sense of the PfP's

shortcomings prompted the US government to begin exploring ways to

accelerate the entry of the Visegrad states, and perhaps other countries,

into NATO. The aim, at least at the outset, was to come up with a viable

set of proposals by the end of 1995. -

The Clinton administration presented its initial findings in early De-

cember 1994 to a meeting of the NATO foreign ministers in Brussels and

a summit of CSCE leaders in Budapest. Although the preliminary ideas

were extremely modest (no timetable for expansion was specified, and

no candidates for membership were mentioned) and included a plan to

increase the powers and functions of the CSCE, the very fact that NATO
was reconsidering the status of the East European countries was enough

to spark a hostile reaction in Moscow. Russian Defense Minister Pavel

Grachev immediately warned that "if new members are admitted into

NATO, Russia will have to take additional security measures" to com-

pensate. 96 He did not specify what these additional security measures

might be, but other commentators in Moscow suggested that Russia might

have to begin redeploying large quantities ofground-based tactical nuclear

weapons (which were supposed to be eliminated under a pledge adopted

by Mikhail Gorbachev in 1 99 1 , and later reaffirmed by Yel'tsin) and might

even have to consider bringing back some intermediate-range nuclear

forces (INF), which were banned under the 1987 INF Treaty. 97

Similar warnings were voiced by Russian Foreign Minister Andrei

Kozyrev at the NATO meeting, where he denounced what he claimed was

the "hasty expansion ofNATO" and the movement toward "setting an ex-

plicit schedule for this process."98 He declined to give Russia's final signa-

ture to a cooperation agreement with the PfP that had been tentatively

approved several months before. That same day, Kozyrev delivered a speech

before the WEU's parliamentary assembly in which he asserted that "the

aspirations of the countries of Central Europe to be admitted into NATO
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should be regarded as nothing more than capriciousness."99 He called in-

stead for the "establishment of a new 'architecture' for European security"

that would eclipse existing institutions, and he implied that the United States

was trying to force the idea of NATO enlargement on its allies. "We, the

Europeans," he declared, "must in the first instance look after ourselves." 100

Kozyrev pledged that Russia was ready to pursue far-reaching military co-

operation with the WEU (as opposed to NATO) if the member-states joined

Russia in "giving a firm rebuff to violators ofUN Security Council resolu-

tions," a clear reference to the recent US decision to cease enforcing the

UN-sponsored arms embargo against Bosnia-Herzegovina. 101 At the CSCE
meeting a few days later, President Yel'tsin voiced even harsher criticism of

the Clinton administration's new approach to the question of NATO en-

largement, accusing the United States of"sowing the seeds of mistrust" and

of"threatening to plunge Europe into a cold peace." Yel'tsin maintained that

the "alleged expansion of stability," as proposed by the United States, was

really targeted at "undesirable developments in Russia." 102

Faced with these criticisms, US officials insisted that "no outside coun-

try will be allowed to veto NATO's expansion," and they expressed hope

that Kozyrev 's and Yel'tsin' s comments were intended largely for domestic

audiences. Even so, the Russian statements could not help but take their toll.

Even before the meetings in Brussels and Budapest, few members of the

Clinton administration were inclined to give high priority to the expansion of

NATO, in part because of strong resistance within allied councils, especially

from France. The increased vehemence of the Russian government's oppo-

sition to proposed moves beyond the PfP merely reinforced the

administration's caution. After Vice President Albert Gore traveled to Mos-
cow and met with Russian leaders in mid-December, the Russian govern-

ment expressed satisfaction with his "clarifications" ofUS policy onNATO
and Eastern Europe. 103 With parliamentary elections in Russia scheduled for

the end of 1995 and presidential elections in both Russia and the United

States scheduled for 1996, the US government was clearly averse to taking

any steps that might trigger a reaction beneficial to hard-line, xenophobic

candidates in Russia. Even when Western leaders protested the widespread

bloodshed that Russian troops caused in Chechnya in early 1995, there was

no hint that NATO would begin rethinking its policy on near-term expan-

sion.
104 The only concrete form ofretaliation taken by the West against Rus-

sia was the postponement ofexpanded trade and economic ties and the deferral

ofsome joint military and political activities.

Dissenting Western Views

NATO's cautious approach to the issue ofenlargement has not won univer-

sal approval in the West. A few highly influential commentators outside
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Western governments, such as Zbigniew Brzezinski, Leslie Gelb, and Samuel
Huntington, have strongly advocated the near-term expansion of the alli-

ance. 105 Even within official NATO circles, pro-enlargement views have by
no means been entirely absent-Before the Russian parliamentary elections in

December 1993, the German government, especially the defense minister,

Volker Riihe, had repeatedly argued that "NATO should not be a closed

shop" and that "the time has come to open a more concrete prospect for

those countries of Eastern Europe that want to join and that we may con-

sider eligible."
106 More recently, some German leaders, including Prime Min-

ister Helmut Kohl, have sought to downplay that theme, but most officials

and non-governmental experts in Germany have continued to advocate the

eastward expansion ofNATO. 107 Indeed, in August 1994 Defense Minister

Ruhe went well beyond his previous statements in calling forNATO to make
clear that it intended to accept the Visegrad states (and perhaps Bulgaria,

Romania, and the Baltic republics) as full members, and did not intend to

admit Russia under any circumstances:

Integration and cooperation are necessary for stability for Europe as a whole.

Our policy must be clear. It would be wrong to pursue a policy based on the

imperative of maintaining "the highest possible degree of ambiguity." Our
neighbors in the East, too, are aware that it is part ofthe logic of the European

processes that only future candidates for membership ofthe European Union

are genuine candidates for membership of the Western alliances. Here, I am
thinking primarily of the four Visegrad states. It is clear, however, that Russia

cannot be integrated—neither into the EUnor into NATO. 108

Ruhe's professed aim was not to isolate Russia from Europe; on the con-

trary, he urged that NATO "deepen its cooperation with Russia," a process

that he believed would expedite rather than impede East European entry

into NATO. "The more concrete the content of the strategic partnership

between NATO and Russia becomes," he argued, "the more Russia will be

prepared to accept the integration of our eastern neighbors." 109

The goal ofnear-term membership for the Visegrad states also has been

championed by a few prominent American officials, notably the Republican

senator from Indiana, Richard Lugar, who previously served as chairman of

the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. Since 1992, Lugar has consistently

argued that the alliance will disintegrate unless it is willing to admit new
members. In June 1993 he warned that "ifNATO is not able to respond to

situations such as Yugoslavia . . . NATO will die. Simply, the rationale for it

will not be there."
110 He emphasized that the first step for the alliance in

"adjusting to the post-Cold War era" must be to consider "immediate mem-
bership" for Hungary, Poland, and the Czech Republic. His views were given

extensive and laudatory coverage in the media of the Visegrad states.
1 " Al-

though many other members of the US Congress viewed the matter very
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differently—claiming that they would oppose any extension ofNATO into

regions of potential instability and ethnic turmoil—Lugar's statements car-

ried a good deal of weight because of his expertise and reputation for sound

judgment. His position was given a further boost by the decisive victory of

the Republican party in the November 1994 Congressional elections, which

brought to power a number of legislators who share Lugar's doubts about

the existing value ofNATO and who are less willing to defer to Russia's

objections.

Even so, skepticism about the wisdom ofenlarging the alliance anytime

in the near future still prevailed in 1993 and 1994 in most of the NATO
countries, not least the United States. This skepticism hardly seemed likely

to diminish in light of the Russian government's volte-face on the matter in

the fall of 1993. If the statement President Yel'tsin made during his visit to

Poland in August 1993 had been allowed to stand—with the gloss put on it

by Polish officials—it would have been much harder for the NATO govern-

ments to discourage the Visegrad states from seeking to join the alliance.

But Yel'tsin's letter of retraction lent new impetus to the arguments of West-

ern experts and policymakers who believed that the expansion of NATO
would be incompatible with a "cooperative security" framework for dealing

with Russia. 1 12 Those arguments have loomed ever larger in the wake of the

controversial statements made by Yel'tsin and Kozyrev in late 1994. If the

Clinton administration's preliminary and highly circumscribed steps toward

the enlargement ofNATO could provoke such a harsh reaction, the notion

of pressing ahead at a faster pace—as Volker Riihe advocated—was bound

to run into stiff opposition in Washington.

Combined with the views ofFrench leaders, who have been firmly op-

posed all along to the idea of bringing new members into the alliance, US
anxieties about Russia and the Clinton administration's desire not to be seen

as having compounded the "Zhirinovsky factor" will be a significant ob-

stacle to any prospective enlargement ofNATO, regardless of official pro-

nouncements that "no outside country will be allowed to veto expansion."

Concerns about Russia also are likely to ensure that most Western leaders

will adhere, at least for now, to NATO's official line of "not automatically

excluding any country [that is, Russia] from joining" the alliance.
113 Rime's

blunt denial that Russia can ever become a member ofNATO may be more

realistic, but it is doubtful that NATO will explicitly embrace that position

unless circumstances in Moscow take a disastrous turn in the future (for

example, if a Zhirinovsky-type figure seizes power).

East European Interests and Concerns

From the outset, East European officials have cited two key benefits they expect

to gain from full membership in NATO: a reliable military guarantee against
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external threats, and a vehicle for promoting internal political and eco-

nomic stability and democratization. The first benefit is seen as a crucial

hedge against the uncertainties of post-Cold War Europe. Most officials

in the region do not perceive any serious military threats to their coun-

tries at present, and are hopeful that no such threats will arise in the

future. They are concerned, however, that an unforeseeable turn of events,

especially in the former Soviet Union, could drastically alter the situa-

tion. They also believe that the only way to provide their countries with

concrete insurance against these sorts of unexpected developments is

through full membership in NATO. 114 Security commitments that are left

vague and ambiguous—the way most officials in the region view the com-

mitments accompanying NACC, PfP, and other forms of association with

NATO short of full membership—may well go unfulfilled when the criti-

cal moment comes. By contrast, the formal guarantees that would result

from full membership in the Western alliance would almost certainly be

upheld in time of need. It makes sense, in their view, to hedge against a

possible threat well before the threat materializes, since it may be too

late to do anything once the danger is at hand, as the Hungarians learned

in November 1956 when confronted by a Soviet invasion.

The other benefit ofNATO membership often cited by East Euro-

pean officials has been less prominent in recent debates, but is at least as

important. More than just a military alliance, NATO has served as a vi-

brant community of democratic states, helping to nourish and sustain

democratic values and institutions among its members. 115
It played an

important role in bolstering democratic systems in Spain, Portugal, and

Greece after those countries emerged from many years of dictatorship. 116

Officials in East-Central Europe now hope that the alliance can serve as

an equally effective stabilizer for the democratic changes and sweeping

economic reforms under way in their own societies. Leading experts in

all four of the Visegrad countries, especially the Czech Republic and

Hungary, cite this potential benefit of NATO membership long before

they mention any of the military gains.
117

To the extent that East European hopes ofrelying onNATO as a stabi-

lizing influence are well-founded, the implications for European security may

be broader—and, from the West's standpoint, more valuable—than they first

seem. The well-established notion that democratic states have never (or al-

most never) gone to war with other democratic states suggests that NATO
membership, by bolstering democracy in individual East European coun-

tries, would contribute to peace and stability throughout the region.
118 This

view has been strongly endorsed by the chairman of the Hungarian

parliament's defense committee, Imre Mecs, when he explained why he sup-

portedNATO membership not only for Hungary, but for Romania as well:
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Hungarian-Romanian relations and the question of joining NATO are of

fundamental importance from the standpoint of regional security. ... If a

country wants to become a member ofNATO, it will have to ensure that all its

policies conform with European norms. These European norms do not permit

the use of the army to solve internal ethnic problems. That is why Romania's

rapprochement with the European Union and NATO must be supported. With

such a step, the Romanian government's alleged and unacceptable plans [to

have the army intervene against unrest in Transylvania] could no longer be

prepared, and the [Hungarian] minority would no longer have to fear that the

army would be deployed against them. Those kinds of plans would be

incompatible with the image and norms of Europe." 9

Echoing that position, leaders of the Hungarian community in Ro-

mania have vigorously supported "Romania's membership in NATO [be-

cause it] would be a guarantee that the army would never be used against

the civilian population." 120 They acknowledge that democracy alone would

not remove ethnic tensions, but they claim it would greatly increase the

likelihood that all sides would confront their differences peacefully. This,

in turn, they argue, would effectively eliminate the risk of an armed con-

flict between Hungary and Romania and the potential for a broader re-

gional "spillover."

NATO's reluctance to expand its membership has done little to de-

ter the East European states from seeking to join the alliance. All the

East European governments, from Albania to Poland, have set NATO
membership as the official goal of their countries. Poland, Hungary, and

the Czech Republic even have included explicit provisions to this effect

in their national security legislation.
121 Since 1990, all the East European

governments have been designing their military doctrines and restructur-

ing their armed forces with an eye to facilitating eventual membership in

NATO. Political and military cooperation between the alliance and the

former Warsaw Pact states has been steadily increasing, as evidenced by

the joint combat operations they have undertaken in the Persian Gulf and

in regions contiguous with the former Yugoslavia. Moreover, even be-

fore the PfP was established, the Visegrad states had been taking a direct

part in NATO's high-level military and political deliberations. In June

1993, Hungary became the first non-NATO country to host the alliance's

annual meeting on military security issues and crisis management. Hun-

gary was also the first East European country to establish a bilateral

military working group with the United States to deal with all aspects of

security issues that might confront NATO. Poland and the Czech Repub-

lic quickly followed suit. By now, the military and political ties between

NATO and the Visegrad countries have become so close that one can

almost begin to speak about de facto membership. Although the de jure
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role of the East European states in NATO has been limited primarily to

membership in NACC and the PfP, the de facto role that these countries

have been taking on is already more important than the contributions of at

least a few existing members ofthe alliance.

Non-governmental experts in Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Repub-

lic have been overwhelmingly supportive of their countries' efforts to join

NATO, and the same result is evident in public opinion surveys. In Poland,

for example, public support for NATO membership has consistently been

around 80 percent (with some 5 to 10 percent opposed and the rest unde-

cided) and at times has approached 90 percent. 122 Nearly as strong support is

evident in Hungary and the Czech Republic. 123 A few experts in Prague ar-

gue that the Czech government's bid for NATO membership is more of a

"quick-fix" gimmick than a well-conceived policy, and some specialists in

Slovakia maintain that public support for NATO is only lukewarm and the

benefits of membership are unclear. Aside from this small number of skep-

tics, however, experts and ordinary citizens in all the Visegrad states believe

that admission into NATO should be the chief foreign policy goal for their

countries. The public support for NATO has often been adduced by Polish,

Czech, and Hungarian leaders, who contrast these sentiments with the anti-

NATO feelings that crop up from time to time in some allied countries, such

as Greece. Polish officials also cite opinion surveys showing that most Poles

regard NACC and the PfP as little more than vehicles for NATO to dodge

the question of expansion. 124 Even ordinary citizens, they argue, understand

that the main benefits ofestablishing ties withNATO can come only through

full membership.

East European leaders acknowledge that the entry of their countries

into NATO would entail certain risks, but they offer two arguments in re-

sponse to the points advanced by Western governments: first, that there are

even greater risks in keeping their countries out ofthe alliance; and second,

that the effects on Russia would not be as clear-cut as the NATO govern-

ments have implied. East European officials maintain that ifappropriate guar-

antees are offered to Russia, it would be possible to enlarge the alliance

without creating even the appearance of an anti-Russian grouping. 125 This

line of argument has been advanced in its most elaborate form in Poland,

where officials point out that since 1993 their country has been surrounded

by seven new and potentially unstable (and even hostile) neighbors in an

uncertain post-Cold War order.
126 Such factors, they argue, could induce

Polish military planners to err on the side of caution by undertaking a mili-

tary buildup and seeking local alliances, notably with Ukraine. 127 But ifPo-

land could be admitted into NATO, the Polish government would feel much

less threatened by Russia (and Germany) and could instead scale back its

armed forces and proceed much further with the demilitarization of Polish
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society.
128 Both results, they add, would be highly favorable to Russia as

well as to other neighboring countries. This same reasoning could be

applied to all the East European states, whose membership in NATO
would enable them to make drastic, permanent cuts in their armed forces

and thus (at least south of the Carpathian mountains) be perceived as

less of a potential threat by their neighbors. In that sense, an enlargement

of NATO can be seen as a way of forestalling the competitive

renationalization of armed forces and military policy in Eastern Europe

and the instability that would accompany it.

Issues to Be Resolved

Even if Russia's concerns can be assuaged and the other obstacles to NATO's
eastward expansion can be overcome, the Visegrad governments are aware that

their countries will be expected to meet certain stiffcriteria, which in some cases

may be used by NATO to slow down their bids for membership. These criteria

were touched upon at the NATO meeting in Brussels and the CSCE summit in

Budapest in late 1994.

Political Compatibility

All the East European governments recognize that democratic political sys-

tems will be a prerequisite for future NATO membership. Some nettlesome

problems in this regard have persisted in Slovakia, especially under the Meciar

governments; but overall, the Visegrad states have made dramatic progress

in consolidating democracy. The Czech Republic, Poland, and Hungary are at

least as far along as, say, Spain was when it was admitted into NATO. Much the

same is true of the three Baltic republics, especially Estonia. The outlook is a

good deal more problematic in Bulgaria and particularly Romania, where, de-

spite some impressive gains, democratic institutions are still rudimentary at best.

Several more years may be needed before it is clear whether the limited progress

in these two countries can be sustained.

It is possible that a few additional complications will emerge for countries

like Poland and Hungary, where former communists have been voted back into

power. (The same is true of Lithuania and Bulgaria, not to mention Romania,

where many top communists never really left power.) This trend need not pose

any grave obstacles for Hungary, where the socialists have aligned themselves

with the strongly pro-Western Alliance of Free Democrats and have pursued

NATO membership even more vigorously than did the nationalist governments

under the Hungarian Democratic Forum. 129
In Poland, however, the situation is

not quite as clear-cut. Although the leftist coalition government in Warsaw has

continued to seek membership in NATO with nearly the same vigor that its

Solidarity-led predecessors did, it remains to be seen whether the presence ofso

many former communists in top political and national security posts will affect
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Poland's chances ofgetting in.
130 Gaffes like the one committed in August 1 994,

when a notorious communist-era spy, Marian Zacharski, was nominated to di-

rect Poland's foreign intelligence service, certainly will not inspire confidence

about the trustworthiness ofsonle ofthe "post-communist" leaders. Zacharski's

nomination was quickly withdrawn, but the episode raised questions both inside

and outside Poland about the damage it would do to the country's quest for

NATO membership. 131 Similar questions were raised in January 1 995 when the

Polish prime minister, Waldemar Pawlak, proposed that a hard-line communist

ideologue, Longin Pastusiak, who had opposed NATO membership, become
the new Polish defense minister. The nomination in this case was motivated by

political skirmishing between Pawlak and Lech Walesa and was not intended to

be taken seriously, but the episode caused adverse political fallout nonetheless.

The outgoing Polish foreign minister, Andrzej Olechowski, denounced Pawlak'

s

action and publicly asked him: "Do you want to joinNATO or not?"132

Finally, some glitches may arise from the difficulty that most of the East

European states are having in asserting clear-cut civilian control over their mili-

tary establishments. After 1989 all the Visegrad states appointed civilians as

defense ministers (an action reversed by the Slovak government after the split of

Czechoslovakia), but the defense ministries in those countries remained pre-

dominantly under military control, as they always had been in the past. The

process of civilianizing the defense ministries (as opposed to the ministers) is

proving to be a good deal slower than expected, in part because of the exiguity

of civilians who are well-versed in military affairs. In some countries, notably

Hungary, complaints have even arisen that the continued "militarization" ofthe

defense ministry is "weakening civilian control ofthe army" and thwarting mili-

tary reform. 133 Somewhat different problems have arisen in Poland, where am-

biguous lines ofauthority in civil-military relations have been the subject ofintense

political dispute.
134 Lech Walesa's efforts to consolidate presidential control over

the Polish military establishment, and the periodic challenges he has confronted

from parliament and other quarters, have contributed to the country's political

turmoil. Many of these problems will disappear if appropriate constitutional

mechanisms are adopted and applied by the courts, but the obstacles to orderly

civilian control over military establishments in Eastern Europe may well persist

for years to come.

Military-Technical Compatibility

At present the armies in the Visegrad states and other former Warsaw Pact

countries are equipped almost entirely with weapons of Soviet manufacture

or design. Economic constraints will make it extremely difficult in the near

to medium term for them to obtain Western-made armaments that are com-

patible with NATO's forces, but some efforts to this end have been under

way. The Polish Navy, for example, is seeking Western command and fire-
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control systems for the four new frigates it will be procuring, and the Czech

national defense ministry recently selected the Rockwell Aerospace Corpo-

ration to design and integrate a new avionics system for the Czech air force's

72 L-159 multi-role fighter aircraft.
135 The three Baltic countries received

fast patrol boats and other naval equipment from Norway in 1994, allowing

them to operate better alongside NATO vessels.
136

In early 1995 the United

States indicated that it would help establish an integrated airspace manage-

ment system for Eastern Europe and the Baltic States. The radars and con-

trol stations in the proposed network will allow for full compatibility with

NATO forces.
137 This initiative was inspired by a deal that Hungary struck

with the United States in late 1 992 to buy 1 1 8 APX- 1 00 advanced IFF (iden-

tification friend or foe) transponders to modernize its MiG fighters, the first

time US military equipment had ever been sold to a former Warsaw Pact

country. As part ofthe same deal (known as "Peace Pannon"), Hungary also

received TPX-54 interrogators, GPA-28 antennas, modern surveillance dis-

plays, and computerized work stations to upgrade the four main Hungarian

ground-based surveillance facilities.
138

The US-sponsored modernization of Hungary's military air control

system was offset to some extent by the Hungarian government's deci-

sion in June 1993 to accept a squadron of MiG-29 fighters from Russia

to help pay off Russia's large hard-currency debt to Hungary. Subse-

quently, Moscow arranged a similar transfer of MiG-29s to Slovakia and

tried, unsuccessfully, to do the same with the Czech Republic. 139 One of

the main factors cited by Czech leaders when turning down the Russian

offer was the danger of remaining too dependent on Soviet-made arms.

They sought instead to obtain F- 1 6s or F- 1 8s from either Belgium or the

United States, a move that, they hoped, would underscore the Czech

Republic's commitment to NATO.
Despite the Czech government's hopes of steadily increasing its reli-

ance on Western-made arms and components, its efforts in this particular

instance may prove to be an aberration, at least in the near term. Purchases

of major weaponry from NATO countries will require economic tradeoffs

that may not be feasible anytime soon for any of the East European states,

including the Czech Republic itself. Moreover, it is not clear that the

receipt of the MiG-29s will necessarily be a major step backward for

either Hungary or Slovakia. A leading member of NATO, Germany, has

been operating three mixed squadrons with 24 MiG-29s since 1 990, when it

inherited them from the former Nationale Volksarmee. 140 The aircraft have

been adapted to make them interoperable with NATO forces, and the expe-

rience that the Bundeswehr has gained can easily be transferred to the East

European countries, as the German defense ministry has promised. In other

cases, too, the East European armed forces can seek to achieve greater
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interoperability with NATO units by relying on modifications, upgrades, and

new communications systems, rather than by scrapping all their existing

weapons and purchasing an array of costly new equipment.

In the future, the Visegrad states will do their best to procure weapons
that can be standardized with NATO, but progress on this matter is bound to

be slow and faltering. Even upgrades and modifications can often prove

excessively costly.
141 The US decision in February 1995 to lift all remaining

restrictions on arms exports to Eastern Europe and the Baltic States is thus

likely to have only a minor effect, at least for some time to come. 142
It is

worth pointing out, however, that repeated attempts byNATO itselfto achieve

technical compatibility almost always have fallen well short of the mark,

without irreparable damage to the alliance. Hence, this criterion may not be

as important a barrier to East European membership as someNATO officials

have made it out to be.

Military-Organizational Compatibility

The former Warsaw Pact countries wilfhave to be able to operate effectively

alongside NATO units. Progress in this area has been far greater than in the

previous category. The Hungarian armed forces already have shifted over to

a unified corps-brigade command system, which is eminently suitable for

NATO; and the other Visegrad militaries are in the process of doing so.
143

Moreover, the armies in the region have been getting solid experience by

taking part in joint military exercises with NATO through PfP and even by

cooperating in actual combat, as during the 1991 Persian Gulf War. More

recently, Hungary allowed NATO Airborne Warning and Control System

(AWACS) aircraft to use Hungarian airspace and refueling bases while moni-

toring the conflict in the former Yugoslavia, and Hungarian MiG fighters

were deployed as escorts for the AWACS aircraft to ward off any potential

interference by Serbian planes. The Czech, Polish, and Hungarian govern-

ments also have cooperated withNATO countries in peacekeeping efforts in

Croatia, Kurdistan, Liberia, and elsewhere, and have shown keen interest in

contributing troops to other peacekeeping missions that NATO might orga-

nize in the central Eurasian region.

Economic Compatibility

Unlike many public goods, the protection afforded by voluntary membership

in an alliance does not come cost-free. Prospective applicants forNATO will

have to devote substantial funding to allied operations and activities, as the

chairman of the Hungarian parliament's defense committee, Imre Mecs, re-

cently pointed out:

We must accept that membership in NATO will involve considerable extra

expenditures. . . . This is in the interest of the entire country, and it is in the
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interest of the government overall. Ifwe become NATO members within two,

three, or four years, as we hope, then we will need an army with fewer soldiers

but with modern equipment, an army that can adapt to Western standards and

is able to fulfill minimum requirements, and we surely will have to devote

money to this.
144

The East European governments have indicated a willingness to bear

the financial costs of allied membership, in part because they sense that over

the long run "it would end up being far more expensive for [them] to orga-

nize [their] defense independently" ofNATO. 145 For now, though, resource

stringency already has limited the Visegrad states' scope of action. The pur-

suit of military-technical compatibility, for example, has clearly been hin-

dered by economic constraints. Military spending has declined precipitously

in all the East-Central European countries since 1989, and funds for weap-

ons procurement have been particularly hard hit.
146 Hence, purchases of

F- 1 6s and other advanced weaponry may be out of reach for a long time to

come. On a more mundane level, budgetary pressures were one of the fac-

tors that induced the Hungarian government to forgo participation in the

three major PfP-sponsored joint military exercises in 1994. This omission

caused widespread apprehension in Budapest that theNATO countries might

"hold a grudge" against Hungary and be less enthusiastic about its bid for

full membership in the alliance.
147

Similar economic constraints may arise for the East European states in

the future, particularly if they become full members ofNATO and are ex-

pected to contribute to allied military and peacekeeping operations. Funding

issues will be especially controversial ifNATO troops or pre-positioned equip-

ment are deployed on East European soil. The existing allied states will not

want to admit free-riders into NATO, but at the same time they must take

account ofeconomic realities in Eastern Europe. A considerable period may
still be needed before any of the Visegrad states are able to claim true eco-

nomic compatibility with the alliance.

Alluding to these criteria of political, military-technical, military-

organizational, and economic compatibility, numerous officials in the

Visegrad region have maintained that their countries are already suitable, or

nearly suitable, candidates for membership in NATO. The most outspoken

has been Prime Minister Vaclav Klaus of the Czech Republic, who has fre-

quently argued that his country is at least as qualified to be a member of

NATO as some existing members are (Luxembourg and Canada, for ex-

ample, not to mention Iceland, which does not even have an army). 148 Czech

leaders also point out that even an important member like France still has not

returned toNATO' s integrated military command, and that Spain has never been

a part of it. Hence, they argue, there should be no real obstacle to Czech mem-
bership. 149

Officials in the other three Visegrad countries are not quite as
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outspoken as their Czech counterparts, but most ofthem strongly agree that

their countries should be eligible in the near term forNATO membership. A
senior Polish official, for example, recently emphasized that "NATO was
willing to accept Portugal, Greece, and Turkey, whose armies, at the time

they were admitted into the alliance, were much further from Western norms
than our army is today." 150 The WEU's decision to grant "associate member-
ship" to the East European states and the three Baltic republics in May 1 994,

with the expectation of eventual membership, has lent further weight to the

arguments of the East European governments that their countries should

receive analogous treatment from NATO.
A key issue that must still be resolved, however, is just how far the

prospective expansion ofNATO will actually go. This matter is especially

sensitive in Bulgaria, Romania, and the three Baltic republics, where offi-

cials are uncertain whether the entry ofthe Visegrad states intoNATO would

expedite their own countries' admission or whether, on the contrary, it would

be accompanied by tacit Western assurances to Russia thatNATO would be

expanded no further.
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If the latter were to happen, Romania and Bulgaria

would be kept permanently on a "second tier" in central Europe, and the

Baltic States would perceive themselves to be even more firmly relegated to

Russia's sphere ofinfluence and isolated from the very governments—above

all in Poland, Germany, and the Scandinavian countries—that they had hoped

would serve as their "bridge to Europe." Thus, the key issue in Romania,

Bulgaria, and the Baltic States is not whether NATO should be expanded

eastward, but whether the expansion will go far enough.

The situation is even more complex for Ukraine. Until mid- 1994, when

Ukraine's relations with Russia were still acrimonious, some Ukrainian offi-

cials had supported the prompt admission ofthe Visegrad states into NATO
even ifUkraine were not admitted, because they believed that Russia would

oppose any expansion ofthe alliance. This view became much less prevalent

in the latter halfof 1 994 as a result ofthe dramatic improvement in Russian-

Ukrainian relations following the electoral victory ofLeonid Kuchma, an

advocate of close ties with Russia. During a visit to Washington in No-

vember 1 994, Kuchma explicitly warned that "the speeding up of the

process [of NATO expansion] would not enhance the security of Eu-

rope" because Russia "would not just stand by."
152 Although Kuchma said

that the admission ofnew countries into NATO was needed, he emphasized

that the process "must be prolonged in time." At a press conference during

the CSCE summit two weeks later, Kuchma warned that "the rapid admis-

sion of East European countries into NATO" would "divide Europe into

two halves again" and provoke "discord with Russia." 153 These statements

heralded a growing consensus in Kiev that a limited expansion ofNATO
would be undesirable. Some who espoused this view, including Kuchma,



NATO, Russia, and East European Security 139

were mainly concerned about preventing a backlash in Russia, whereas

others were worried that Ukraine would end up being left outside NATO
indefinitely. For whatever reason, the general view ofNATO expansion

was far more ambivalent in Ukraine by the end of 1994 than it had been

earlier in the year.

Conclusion

Unless the East European states are granted full membership in NATO, they

will have to make do with indirect security commitments from the alliance.

The credibility and value of these commitments were temporarily bolstered

in early 1991 by the overwhelming military success that the United States

and its coalition partners achieved in the Persian Gulf war. 154 Kuwait had no

formal military links with any of the Western countries at the time of the

Iraqi invasion, but that did not prevent allied leaders from undertaking ex-

treme measures to restore Kuwaiti independence. Although some East Eu-

ropean officials, such as Gyula Horn, had predicted that NATO would be

reluctant to aid countries outside the alliance, the successful resolution of

the Persian Gulf crisis seemed—at least briefly—to prove otherwise. The

allies' decisive stance against Iraq provided temporary reassurance to East

European leaders that even if things in Moscow were to go disastrously

awry, "the West, especially the United States, would not tolerate Soviet mili-

tary action against Poland, Czechoslovakia, or Hungary." 155

Despite this favorable precedent, the confidence of the East European

governments quickly faded. For one thing, they were well aware that their

own countries, unlike Kuwait, do not possess large oil reserves, an i that

Western leaders therefore would have less incentive to come to their aid.

More important, they witnessed how little the NATO governments were

willing to do about the conflict in Yugoslavia. The dismay that East Euro-

pean leaders felt as they watched the fighting in the Balkans escalate prompted

many of them to question whether NATO could truly adjust to the post-

Cold War world. 156 Although NATO's eventual enforcement ofa no-fly zone

over Bosnia-Herzegovina provided a brief ray of hope for the East Euro-

pean governments, NATO's apparent indifference to a Bosnian Serb victory

in late 1 994 was clearly a chastening experience for officials who might have

hoped that they could rely on indirect commitments alone.

Mindful of such problems, NATO leaders have done their best to per-

suade the Visegrad governments that regardless of what happens in Mos-
cow, closer East European ties with both NATO and the WEU will "deter

any idea" Russian leaders may have of "using force [against an East Euro-

pean country] to gain an advantage." 157 As early as June 1991, the Western

allies were willing to pledge that their "own security is inseparably linked to

that of all other states in Europe," and that NATO will oppose "any form of
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coercion or intimidation" directed against the East European countries. 15*

As with previous Western statements, however, the allied declaration failed

ecify precisely what NATO would do if events deteriorated and a major

threat to East European security actually arose. Statements issued by NATO
in subsequent years have done little to clarity the matter.

Although a certain degree of ambiguity has been viewed as necessary in

some Western official circles, it has left many East European leaders uneasy.

The experience of 1956. when some Hungarians mistakenly assumed they

could count on Western military support, illustrates the dangers that am-

biguous commitments (or non-commitments) can sometimes create. The

hazards of ambiguity were just as evident in the spring of 1991. when the

United States openly encouraged the "people oi Iraq" to rise up against

Saddam Hussein, but then refused to assist the Kurdish and Shine rebellions,

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

most of the East European countries would face in a worst-case scenario

—

an attack by a regional hegemon equipped with nuclear weapons—it is un-

derstandable why they are so intent on gaining the concrete security guarantees

that full membership in NATO would bring. The mere existence of these

guarantees, as a form of credible commitment by the alliance, would prob-

ably be enough to deter any threats of externa! :n. no matter what

direction events in Moscow take.

Even if the v. e threats never materialize and the allied secu-

rity guarantees prove unnecessary, membership in NATO will be a vital

stabilizing influence for the new democracies in Eastern Europe. In the

, the alliance .rucial inhelp: :ain and consolidate demo-

cratic institutions in countries like Spain and Portugal, and it can now
perform this same function in the former Warsaw Pact countries. The

preservation of democratic systems in Eastern Europe will be immensely

beneficial for European security as well as for Western values and tradi-

tions. Up to now democratic countries have not gone to war with other

democratic countries, and there is little reason to expect that this pattern

will change in the future. Hence, the likelihood of interstate conflict in

Eastern Europe is bound to diminish if democracy takes firm root. The

stabilizing role ofNATO membership for individual countries will there-

fore yield much wider security benefits

There is obviously some risk that the entry of former Warsaw Pact

countries into NATO will antagonize Russia and provoke a backlash in

Moscow; but these concerns may not be as acute as often thought. An

analogous situation from the recent past is instructive to recall here. From

the mid-1950s until the late 1980s, most Western analysts assumed that

the Soviet Union would never permit Germany to be reunified as a non-

communist state. Soon after the East German communist regime collapsed
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in late 1989, Soviet leaders realized they could no longer forestall even-

tual German reunification, and the main question was whether Moscow
would permit a reunified Germany to be a member of NATO. 159 Once

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

be tolerable for the Soviet leadership. Those predictions corresponded

with Moscow's own position in the first half of 1990, when Soviet offi-

cials repeatedly declared that "any attempt to resolve the problem of

German reunification by including Germany solely within NATO is out

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

balance in Europe." 160 For several months, even the staunchest propo-

nents of"new thinking" in Soviet foreign policy, such as Soviet Foreign

Minister Eduard Shevardnadze and Gorbachev himself, warned that the

inclusion of a reunified Germany within NATO would be "unacceptable

to the Soviet people" and would inspire a hard-line backlash. Then sud-

denly, in July 1990, Gorbachev agreed that Germany could remain a

member ofNATO after reunification, and the thing that had long seemed

inconceivable came to be regarded as natural and perfectly routine. The
public in the Soviet Union barely took any notice of the outcome, and no

hard-line backlash resulted.
161

It is possible, though by no means certain, that Russia's opposition to the

entry ofthe Visegrad states intoNATO could prove equally ephemeral. Propos-

als for the admission of the Central European states have sparked vehement

objections from the Russian government. Ifthe proposals were actually put into

effect, however, and concrete reassurances were offered to Moscow (in the

form of close political and military cooperation with NATO and an incuased

peacekeeping and security role for the renamed CSCE), the whole matter might

quickly fade and the expansion ofNATO into Central Europe might eventually

seem as logical and proper as Germany's status inNATO now does.

Ifthis scenario is at all plausible, the trick in achieving it will be a care-

fully designed policy on the part oftheNATO countries, especially the United

States. US persistence in backing German reunification in 1 990 while taking

account of legitimate Soviet concerns was crucial in persuading Gorbachev

to change course. Much the same will be true in the future with regard to the

expansion ofNATO. In addition to offering strongerNATO ties with Russia

(so long as democratization continues) and a much-enlarged role for the

CSCE, the NATO countries might agree to consider some of Russia's

demands for modifications to the sub-regional limits of the CFE Treaty.

The treaty, in its current form, prevents the Russian Army from rede-

ploying most of its ground forces from the Central European part of

Russia to the turbulent areas along the country's southern flank. Russian

military officials have frequently called for the elimination of the treaty's

"flank" limitations so that Russia can have greater flexibility to cope with
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large-scale disturbances in the Caucasus. 162 The NATO governments have
been unwilling to go along with Moscow's request, in part because it would
require significant changes in the treaty that might give other states a wedge
to press for adjustments oftheir own, and in part because Turkey has strongly

opposed Russia's efforts to establish a greater presence in the Caucasus. The
massive Russian incursion into Chechnya in December 1 994 has made the

whole issue even more sensitive.

Nevertheless, the entry of the Visegrad countries into NATO is bound

to raise questions about the CFE Treaty anyway, and thus the Western gov-

ernments may have considerable leeway to make some sort oftacit exchange

with Russia by allowing greater flexibility on the flanks. NATO will have to

avoid any deal that would leave the three Transcaucasus republics (Azerbaijan,

Armenia, Georgia) under permanent Russian military sway, and will have to

ensure that armed intervention by the Russian Army against separatist groups

within Russia does not become a regular practice. These two goals may
prove to be infeasible, but if there is any hope of achieving them, delicate

trade-offs will be needed, and close coordination with Turkey and Norway
(the two NATO countries on Russia's flanks) will be essential throughout.

Despite the many obstacles, NATO should at least be willing to consider the

possibility of easing the flank limitations in return for Moscow's acquies-

cence in the admission of East European states into the alliance.

There is no guarantee that such steps will be enough to overcome Rus-

sian objections, but that in itself should not be a cause for paralysis. Ulti-

mately, NATO's policy vis-a-vis the East European states must be based on

its own merits, without interference from outside. As Vaclav Havel recently

stated:

If East and West live in proper harmony, it should not bother anyone when a

country becomes aNATO member. The Commonwealth ofIndependent States,

too, is a security structure, and it would be absurd if anyone [outside the CIS]

were to decide who should or should not belong to it. Similarly, Russia cannot

impose anything on NATO Everyone has the right to decide on which side

to stand. This right, which is based on individual nations' will and is not imposed

by some powerful nation, must be respected.
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Havel affirmed the need for a "permanent dialogue at several levels with

Moscow" to ensure that Russian leaders "understand that NATO's eastward

expansion does not threaten their interests," but he emphasized that "Russia

does not have the right to dictate to other countries which alliances they can

belong to."
164 Assuming that political reforms stay more or less on course in

Russia—which may be a dubious assumption—the multi-level dialogue that

Havel recommended and the other steps mentioned above will go as far as

possible toward alleviating Russian concerns. 165
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NATO should not act with undue haste, but neither should it delay

indefinitely. Unless Western governments adopt a clear-cut policy soon, ad-

ditional pretexts for doing nothing are bound to arise. The alliance's failure

in August 1993 to welcome and take prompt action on Yeftsin's comments to

Lech Walesa enabled the hard-line anti-NATO forces in Moscow to regroup

and consolidate their influence over the policy debate. Moderate Russian

officials who would have been willing to accept the enlargement ofNATO
under certain conditions were put on the defensive, and they are likely to be

even more isolated ifNATO continues to defer taking action. Once a new
policy has been enunciated, some tensions with the Russian government may
persist for a while; but over time, as any lingering doubts in Moscow are

removed about the West's desire to bolster prosperity and democratic change

in Russia, the controversy surrounding the admission of the East European

states into NATO should rapidly abate. If so, an expanded alliance not only

would guarantee Western military security, but would help ensure democ-

racy and stability throughout Europe.
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Decline, in Character:

Muffing NATO's Opportunity

Angelo M. Codevilla

'What happens when a determinedly impotent consensus wrests leader-

shipfrom a supine superpower?
"

—William Safire

S
afire' s question regarding the contemporary relationship between the

United States and the rest ofNATO is well-framed, except that Europe

did not "wrest" leadership from the United States. In fact, the "determinedly

impotent" politicians on the eastern shores of the Atlantic and the "supine"

ones on the banks of the Potomac have regarded the former communist

world from similar perspectives. Because they simultaneously shun leader-

ship in military matters, their reaction to the opportunity to expand NATO
eastward has been equally feckless. So, though the future of Western Eu-

rope has passed from America's hands, it is not in any other set of hands,

either.

This chapter argues that the desire of various former communist coun-

tries—but especially Poland, Hungary, the Czech Republic, and Slovakia

(the so-called Visegrad states
1

)—for membership inNATO has embarrassed

the governments ofNATO Europe possibly even more than it has the gov-

ernment of the United States. It is customary to view NATO's dilemma as

fear ofa security vacuum on its eastern borders countered by fear that filling
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it would anger Russia. However when, in August 1993, President Boris

Yel'tsin seemed to withdraw Russia's objection to NATO's inclusion ofthe

Visegrad states, NATO did not quickly foreclose the vacuum. This is wholly

unremarkable. Indeed, the unseriousness of subsequent acceptances and re-

jections has been consistent with the way in which Western foreign policy

had been developing during the later part of the Cold War.

By 1989, Western Europe had long since ceased to hope for victory. In

all but a purely formal sense, the overall effort to safeguard Europe's free-

dom had become the responsibility of the United States, and US military

plans were becoming less realistic by the year. Hence, when victory came,

there was no pent-up desire, and no backlog of plans to make something of

it—certainly not in any military sense. In Europe even more than in the United

States the events of 1989-91 were taken as a release from military worries

forevermore. Modern West European regimes, absorbed by the business of

parceling out the burdens and benefits ofthe welfare state, have accustomed

themselves to discussions ofdefense so abstract as to be essentially means to

avoid confronting military problems. Thus the defense section ofthe Maastricht

Treaty, a masterpiece ofabstraction by proceduralism, is actually an agreement

to defer discussing the subject.

The European consensus to avoid military questions is remarkable also

because it has waxed while Yugoslavia's war of dismemberment has been

raging and Franco-British troops have been in the line of fire. That the Euro-

pean governments considered the Yugoslav situation a further incentive to

remain unserious about military matters is important also as an indication of

how they would react to graver challenges.

Finally, this consensus was surely shaped by the fact that in the early

1 990s Americans were coming to Europe with questions rather than sugges-

tions—and that they were happier than ever to receive fuzzy answers. So

long accustomed to looking up to America's policy as the standard of mili-

tary responsibility, NATO Europe had no difficulty adjusting to a lower

American standard that now more nearly matched its own. President Bill

Clinton's proposal of a contentless Partnership for Peace that would circle

the globe—from the Bering Straits to the Bering Straits—fits perfectly the

desire ofmany West Europeans simply not to deal with the whole subject of

security against the secular troubles of the East, now compounded by three

generations of totalitarianism.

German Defense Minister Volker Riihe's statements since September

13, 1994 that he expects the Visegrad states to become full members of

NATO soon,2
is not taken in Moscow, Washington, or apparently anywhere

else, to mean that NATO's European members are willing to wage conven-

tional war to defend Visegrad' s eastern borders. Nor does anyone take the

subsequent heartfelt statements in favor ofNATO's expansion by Richard
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Holbrooke, US Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs, to mean
that the United States is ready to wage nuclear war for those borders. In-

deed the NATO governments' most pro-expansion statements clearly un-

derline the theme of this chapter, namely the desire—almost as strong and

widespread in Western Europe today as it was in 1950—somehow to keep

the United States pledged to defend the eastern frontier, which most Euro-

peans are very glad has shifted eastward. Nevertheless, though Europeans

are more or less eager to see Poland and the other Visegrad countries de-

fended, they want this to be accomplished by some sort of international ar-

rangement, or by America, or perhaps by magic. The notion that they might

do it has not entered public discourse. Americans too are glad that freedom

has moved eastward in Europe, and lately have come around to the notion

that a power vacuum between NATO and Russia is bad. But more than ever

they believe that Europe's defense is Europe's business. Neither Holbrooke

nor anyone else has told them otherwise, or why.

The heart of the matter is what has not happened: No West European

country has made any commitment to the defense of any former communist

country, or done anything to cause the United States to make such a com-

mitment. Democratic countries make real commitments only after public

discussions of serious proposals by serious leaders. There have been no real

commitments because there have been no discussions, because there have

been no serious proposals. All that is because the leaders do not speak a

language in which such proposals could be formulated and debated. To
make serious proposals one would have to sweep away fashionable talk

of the end of history, recognize the character of the political forces that

are reassembling the Russian Empire, and understand the ethical, eco-

nomic, and military dimensions of the problem.

An Instance of Impotence

After World War II a majority of Western Europe's political class yearned to

liberate the east from Soviet tyranny and to build a Europe stronger and

truer to its principles than ever. Konrad Adenauer, Charles de Gaulle, and

Alcide de Gasped made careers by looking forward to the day when Russia

would retreat and resume its normal identity, and East-Central Europe could

be reabsorbed into Christian civilization. To bring that day closer, they roused

their poor, war-shattered countries to considerable military efforts. They

and their immediate successors welcomed American nuclear weapons with-

out reservation. Their leadership cast into the wilderness politicians like Kurt

Schumacher and Pietro Nenni, who regarded military matters and especially

nuclear ones as obscenities, who saw no enemy to the east or to the left, and

who proposed a secular, collectivist cultural agenda.

By 1989, however, the tables had turned, and secularism, collectivism,
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and antimilitarism had become the order of the day. Far from regarding the

East as an abomination to be guarded against, Western Europe's new lead-

ers wanted to accommodate it. Schumacher's successors at the head of the

West German Social Democratic Party (SPD) had been conducting a dia-

logue with East Germany's ruling communist party. Out of this had come
agreement not just that Europe should be denuclearized, but that the social-

ist movement on both sides of the iron curtain shared a love of peace and
goodness that set it apart from America. The German socialists actually got

the British Labour Party to "support the principles worked out between the

SPD and the SED [Socialist Unity Party]"3 on these matters. Even though

left-wing parties had been out of office in Germany and much of the rest of

Europe during the 1980s, their ideas on security matters had become the

standard for conservative politicians and, of course, for opinion leaders.

Consider Britain's (and Europe's) foremost Germanist, Sir RalfDahrendorf,

who wrote that "the GDR [German Democratic Republic] is the first mod-
ern society on German soil," that it had established its legitimacy by provid-

ing multiple channels of social mobility, and that to regard it as a mere creature

of Soviet power would be a dangerous delusion. 4

The official position of the SPD, uncontested by the Christian Demo-
crats much less by the press and intellectual circles, was that the "Adenauer

conception" (East Germany is illegitimate and will eventually be absorbed

by the West) had been tragically wrong, that anticommunism had contrib-

uted to the division of Europe, if indeed it had not been its prime cause, and

that the path to peace and progress now was more or less what it should

have been in the late 1 940s—heartfelt recognition of the legitimacy of the

East European communist regimes, and transcendence of the senseless ri-

valry between the United States and the Soviet Union. Vestiges of the

"Adenauer conception" were pathological. In 1988, when the GDR's dicta-

tor, Erich Honecker, visited Bonn and his birthplace in the Saarland, Helmut

Kohl's conservative government treated him not as the Gauleiter ofthe "So-

viet Occupied Zone," but as a long-misunderstood brother. Right up until

the summer of 1989, the leading shaper ofEurope's foreign policy, Germany's

Foreign Minister Hans Dietrich Genscher, was steering a course between

East and West. Genscher' s Europe would build a privileged position for

itself by brokering American concessions to the Soviet Empire, and by fi-

nancing its communist regimes. This strategy had predictable effects, among

them that, by 1989, European public opinion had come to regard Soviet

dictator Mikhail Gorbachev as the harbinger of peace, and Ronald Reagan

as dangerously obsessed with military matters.

Nor did America's foreign policy discourage this Ostpolitik (Ronald

Reagan's occasional speeches of 1981-83 to the contrary notwithstanding).

In 1981, when Reagan told the graduates of Notre Dame that communism
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was a "bizarre chapter in human history whose last pages are even now
being written," Strobe Talbott reported—accurately—that this view was
"idiosyncratic, extremist, and very much confined to the fringes of the

government." 5 Later, Talbott rightly noted about a similar Reagan speech

to the British parliament that "very few in the West took it seriously as a

statement ofpolicy. . . . There was little follow up in the form of cables

from the State Department, Pentagon, or Central Intelligence Agency."6

Real US policy, again ably chronicled by Strobe Talbott, 7 was to help a

faltering Soviet Union to survive, help it to reform, and together with it

to establish a peaceful, progressive world order. In this perspective, to

enhance the United States' or its allies' preparedness for military defense

would strengthen the hand of "hard-liners" in the Soviet Empire, while

weakening Western military forces would strengthen Eastern reformers.

Genscher could not have said it better.

This had been the entirety of US policy between 1941 and 1945. Not

even between 1948 and 1961 was it completely extinguished. Thereafter it

gradually regained prominence until, in President George Bush's Kiev speech,

August 31, 1991, it was expressed more forthrightly than Henry Wallace

would ever have dared to do.

According to this view, the Cold War was ending because reform-

minded people "at the highest levels" on both sides had decided to

strengthen each other by mutual concessions. Hence in 1990, as East

Europeans were trying to rid themselves of all Soviet troops and were

overthrowing every vestige of Soviet suzerainty, the US government was

trying to negotiate equal, stable levels of Soviet and American troops on

each side of a rapidly disappearing line. Also according to this view, the

reunification ofGermany occurred not because ordinary persons walked

away from rotten communist regimes, but because a generation of

Genschers had created a climate of rapprochement and because Secre-

tary of State James Baker III conceived a diplomatic negotiating formula

beyond his predecessors' ken known as "Four" (the victorious allies of

World War II) "plus Two" (East and West Germany).

Meanwhile, ofcourse, East Germans had entirely abandoned their govern-

ment and, the moment guns ceased preventing them, were effectively incorpo-

rating themselves into the one Federal Republic,just as Adenauer had envisaged.

Even as George Bush and the State Department were talking of a "New World

Order" based on the UN's original conception ofSoviet-American condominium,

their Soviet interlocutor was disappearing.

Lifelong habits ofthought and action endure in the people they shape, even

through changing circumstances. Hence, the European and American foreign

policy classes reacted to the end of the Cold War by attempting to carry on, as

much as possible, as if events had gone as they had desired. They have treated
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Russia as though it were the practical equivalent of the Soviet Union for which
they had always wished. Thus Time magazine named Mikhail Gorbachev "Man
ofthe Decade" for 1 990, as ifhe had succeeded rather than failed, and the theme
of its presentation essay was: "The doves in the great debate ofthe past 40 years

were right all along." Whereas this point ofview was hotly debated in the United

States, in Europe it well-nigh monopolized policymakers.

Persons thus habituated, on both sides of the Atlantic, had become ac-

customed to thinking oftheNATO alliance as at worst an unwarranted provo-

cation, but usually as one more means ofcooperation with the Soviet Empire
or with whatever threat might come along. For them the end ofthe Cold War
is an excuse to do what they really wanted to do all along, namely to forget

about differences between nations and the burdens of national existence.

The Visegrad states, however, come to NATO's door with entirely different

mentalities. Their overriding priority, to re-establish national existence (so

as never again to have to follow Moscow's will), clashes with the dominant

passion ofNATO's elite, to live as if history had ended. Moreover, because

Visegrad 's agenda hearkens back to NATO's original purpose and calls forth

NATO's original emphasis on military commitment, it embarrasses those

whose ends and means had changed.

In an article written as the hammer and sickle was coming down the

Kremlin's flagpole Stephen Flanagan, a member of the State Department's

Policy Planning Staff, described this mindset: "A rush by NATO now to

forge closer ties to a few [East European] states could not only alarm defense

officials in Russia and other republics but, more important, could undercut . .

.

reformers who are arguing for more cooperative security relationships with the

West."8 But no one in power in the West was proposing to rush. On the contrary:

"A number ofNATO states," reports Flanagan, "were at first reluctant" to have

anything to do with the Poles, Czechs, and Hungarians, beyond information

exchanges; but, he noted, the American side was bolder. At the June

1991 meeting of the North Atlantic Council, Secretary Baker offered a

dramatic five-point plan: Liaison between NATO and would-be entrants

should open up new channels, it should promote better understanding of

everyone's security concerns, it should transfer some technical exper-

tise, it should be flexible [!], and it should be coordinated with the activities

of other European organizations such as the EC, the CSCE, and the WEU.
This package ofempty calories had its intended effect: The would-be mem-

bers got the hint "not to press too hard at the NATO door for now."9

Ever since 1991 the relationship between NATO and its suitors has

been a series of more-or-less nuanced requests followed by "put-offs" of

one form or another. The "Partnership for Peace" was largely recognized as

such. The German-American campaign for inclusion ofVisegrad, which began

in 1994, however, is no less a "put-off."
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The ostensible reasons for the "put-offs" are dismissible easily enough:

The Visegrad states should make their military budgets more "transparent."

(They are more than eager to do so.) These states should establish civilian

control over the armed forces. (Are those who make the objection seriously

afraid that some Polish forces may be too pro-Russian? Hardly.) The Visegrad

states have equipment that is not interoperable with NATO's. (True, but

interoperability could be viewed as a challenge to be met, rather than as

a reason to keep out these states.) Indeed, whenever the Visegrad states

have asked for a formal list of conditions that they would have to meet in

order to become full members ofNATO, the answers have been reducible to

the Spanish: mancina. The inescapable conclusion is that the Partnership's

activities—meaningless maneuvers and nebulous joint missions between the

Visegrad armies and NATO—are not a preparation for expansion but a sub-

stitute for it, and that the reason for this is not any insufficiency on the part of

Visegrad. As Poland's foreign minister has noted, the question of Poland's

membership is not technical but political:
10 Simply put, none of the NATO

governments want to take on added military responsibility.

Francois Heisbourg writes to this point: "The post-communist states

are probably less eager to participate substantially in military burden-sharing

than to use membership in NATO as a way of locking themselves into the

West." 1
' True. But why would European politicians, who are experts at shifting

as much of their military burden as possible onto the United States, blame

the newly freed states for wanting perhaps to take some more protection than

they give? After all, the Visegrad states say to Western Europe precisely what

Western Europe says to America: You may be spending more money and sup-

plying more weapons, but we make the inestimable contribution of being your

front line of defense. Why don't West Europeans, who have lived by that argu-

ment for so long, also accept it?

One answer, of course, is fear. Lots of Western policymakers, not least

among them those who most loudly declare the current irrelevance of mili-

tary matters and the utmost confidence in Russia's peaceableness, in fact,

fear war in general and Russia's potential ire in particular. However, theirs is

not the sort of prudent fear that leads to prevention. Rather, it is of the sort

that leads to what Montaigne called "le remede du vulgaire, " the vulgar and

imprudent attempt not to think about the object of one's fears.

Circumlocution is the most striking feature of contemporary NATO
documents. The Germans are verbally the most evasive. The Federal Minis-

try of Defense's White Paper 1994-1995 contains no mention of any pos-

sible threats. The most clear-cut statement in the paper is that "an attack on

Germany and its allies" is "most unlikely." Hence, the "mission orientation

and size of the Bundeswehr are a crucial prerequisite" for retaining "allies

and security partners and, at the same time, exert[ing] influence on NATO,
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WEU, CSCE, and UN Policy." 12 In other words, the purpose of the Ger-
man armed forces is to induce others to do whatever fighting Germany
might require for its own interest, and to influence the policies of those

who might do the fighting. Yet because the White Paper mentions no
threat and outlines no appealing tasks, it is unclear why any German
ought to bother paying taxes for the Bundeswehr, much less serve in it.

And indeed more and more young Germans choose to opt out of military

service as conscientious objectors.

Even more remarkable given the total lack of identification of po-

tential threats is the White Paper's heavy, oft-repeated stress on the main-

tenance of the "transatlantic link." This stress, to be found in just about

every NATO document from every NATO country, is something of a

mantra. "Transatlantic link," of course, is NATO-speak for the promise

that the United States will wage nuclear war to defend Europe. But against

whom? Only one country, only Russia, has the capacity to make war in a

way that would require an American nuclear response. Russia is the rea-

son why every West European government, and now even every Euro-

pean socialist party, including former communists, sincerely and

wholeheartedly endorse and desire the "transatlantic link" for themselves.

And, of course, specific fear of Russia is precisely the reason why the

Visegrad states want to be "locked in" under the same American guaran-

tee to make nuclear war on their behalf. Yet if West Europeans believe

that NATO's American guarantee is so necessary to defend borders far

from Russia, they would not have to be terribly farsighted to want to

extend it eastward. Since Russia's invasion of Chechnya, European poli-

ticians have become a bit more presbyopic. But they have given no guar-

antees themselves. Even their approval of an American guarantee of

Visegrad is still theoretical at best—and that will not do.

Because American officials do not want to extend that guarantee, Eu-

ropean officials would have to ask hard and long to get it. What has hap-

pened is much less than that. Thus within days ofBoris Yel'tsin's revocation

of his placet on NATO's inclusion of Visegrad, France's foreign minister,

Alain Juppe said, "it was not his thinking right now to admit East European

nations,"
13 and German foreign minister Klaus Kinkel declared that NATO

should not expand, out of "sensitivity" to Russia's concern, while his prede-

cessor, Hans Dietrich Genscher, advised "the greatest caution with the idea

of expanding NATO to the East. ... We should not do anything that ex-

cludes Russia." The reasoning of American officials showed less fear and

much muddled hope, but came to the same conclusion. Thus, in proposing

the Partnership of Peace, President Clinton said that its purpose was "to do

something never before done in the history of the nation state on the

European Continent: to unify free and independent nations of their own
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free will in a Europe that is truly free together rather than have some new
and different divisions of Europe." l4 Translated, this means American offi-

cials hope that everyone will live happily ever after in Russia and its sur-

roundings, and that to hedge against the possibility that all will not be well

would anger Russia.

This deference to the presumed sentiments of Russia obviously runs

counter to the original logic ofNATO, which was defensive. NATO arose

as a response to a threatening Soviet Union. Never, ever, not even under

Stalin's worst provocations, did it plan to make war on the Soviet Union.

To contend that NATO might harbor aggressive designs on Russia today,

or that the Visegrad states want to enter NATO to launch aggression, is

akin to believing the wolf in ^Esop's fable, who said he felt threatened by

the lamb.

Habit better explains this deference than does reason. The stock-in-

trade of foreign policy leftists has always been that the very assertion and

defense ofa collective Western identity and interest, let alone ofthe identity

and interest ofany individual Western nation, is somehow improper. There-

fore foreign-policy leftists—who long ago became the foreign policy estab-

lishment on both sides of the Atlantic—have approached security in two

ways that attempt to submerge the very notion of identity and interest. One
is collective security—as many nations as possible pledge tojoin forces against

any member that commits aggression. This purposely does not distinguish

between potential aggressors and potential victims, between friends and en-

emies, all ofwhom are within the fold. This scheme is intentionally agnostic

about history and the character of different regimes and, of course, it is

value-free. The very concept of collective security negates any notion of an

alliance. This is the United Nations, and the Conference on Security and

Cooperation in Europe. Another approach was epitomized by America's

policy toward the Soviet Union in the early 1970s, labeled "detente," an

attempt to ally precisely with the most threatening power. Thus united by the

desire to avoid the obvious potential for conflict, the main rivals could pre-

sumably settle theirs and their allies' quarrels.

The product of these mental habits is the Partnership for Peace, which

comprises NATO's current members, the four Visegrad states, and Russia. It

is neither a collective security scheme nor one designed to co-opt a main

adversary. Rather, it has the worst features of both. Like a bad co-option

scheme, NATO members and especially the Visegrad states entrust their

safety to developments within the body politic of the country they fear

—

developments they have no way of influencing. Like a bad collective secu-

rity scheme, the Partnership signals a diminution ofcommitment to enforcing

the peace on the part of those in whose interest it is to enforce it. Thus,

willy-nilly, the Partnership for Peace must dilute, denature, and decay the
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remaining moral substance oftheNATO alliance.

And indeed it is doing so. Polls in Europe show that while support for

membership inNATO is generally higher than it was during the 1 980s, support

for any military policy other than letting America do whatever might have to be

done continues to wane. 15 That is entirely to be expected, given the absence of
public discussion ofthreats and opportunities. All this might be a fiendishly clever

plot by European leaders to shelter forever under America's umbrella, if only

they were to present to the Americans the kind of case for defense that they do
not present to domestic audiences. Yet they make no such case to Americans.

Indeed, when they speak to the American people they tend to chide the

United States for excessive militarism. This was the case during the last two
decades ofthe Cold War, and it has been the case during the war ofYugoslav

dismemberment. Over the years, this message has sunk in: The Europeans

are (or think they are) masters at the nonviolent resolution ofdispute. This is

one more reason the willingness ofAmerican public opinion to make war for

Europe's safety continues to decline.

During the winter of 1 994-95, however, Russia's crushing ofChechnya
underlined for some European politicians the twin facts that Russia had al-

ready made considerable progress in reassembling the core of the Soviet

Union, and that the new Russian Empire was not likely to be benevolent.

According to one authoritative account, Germany's entire political spec-

trum has "dropped the bad habit, adopted in Cold War Ostpolitik times, of

worrying how hawks in Moscow will react."
16 And indeed European politi-

cians have chastised Mr. Yel'tsin more vigorously over Chechnya than they

did any Soviet dictator since the early 1960s. The only concrete action they

have taken, however, has been the European Union's postponement of an

agreement to liberalize trade with Russia. Yet this surely has less to do with

any concern with security than with its ever-deepening protectionism. In

sum, even when Europeans do things ostensibly for reasons of security, their

wont is actually to serve other purposes. Some of these are more and some

less worthy than others, but they really are not about security.

Nothing shows this more clearly than the stump speech that Minister

Riihe gave to audiences throughout Europe and North America during the

winter of 1994-95. 17 Riihe began by congratulating Germany for having re-

duced the number of soldiers on its soil from 1 .5 million to .5 million during

the past three years. He then spoke of how Yel'tsin's intolerable behav-

ior in Chechnya highlights the difference between Russia and the peoples

of the Visegrad states who, he emphasized, are just as European as anyone

inNATO today. He went on to praise the remarkable integration of French

and German forces and the genuine amity that has grown between the

two countries. Finally, he proudly mentioned the first joint exercises be-

tween Polish and German troops, and wished that eventually Germany
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would have the same relationship with Poland that it now has with France.

All of that is good and worthy for its own sake. But the premise of Rune's

speech is that the purpose ofNATO's armies is to get along. Nothing Rune

said bears on whether Germany and the other countries ofthe EU are willing

to fight to prevent Russia from doing in Poland and the other Visegrad coun-

tries what it did in Chechnya. The prospect of actually fighting is simply

beyond the mentality of Mr. Riihe and many others. Does this mean that

NATO's European members are now willing to consider letting the United

States give security guarantees to Visegrad, subject of course to European

vetoes on how Americans might do it? Probably.

The American position, stated by Mr. Holbrooke in Foreign Affairs,
l8

starts out forthrightly enough: "If [the great institutions of the West,

NATO, the EU, etc.] were to remain closed to new members, they would

become progressively . . . less relevant to the problems of the post-Cold

War world. . . . The West must expand to central Europe as fast as pos-

sible . . . and the United States is ready to lead the way." However, the

reader is quickly disabused of reports that the ascendance of Mr.

Holbrooke in European affairs represents a reversal of Strobe Talbott's

policy of subordinating everything to good relations with Moscow. At

most, Holbrooke proposes to talk about "why and how" other states

might want to join NATO. And he is terribly clear that the purpose can-

not be "anti-Russian" in any way. Presumably, the applicants would be

asked to declare that they want in for some reason other than fear of

Russia—perhaps to share in the gemiitlichkeit ofMr. Riihe' s maneuvers.

The closest Holbrooke gets to the main reason why anyone in Mitteleuropa

wants to joinNATO—fear ofRussian imperialism—is that, in the Chechen

war, Russia availed itself of Western institutions too little and too late.

As for the greatest potential source of conflict on NATO's frontiers

—

Russia's refusal to accept Ukraine's independence—Holbrooke just ex-

presses satisfaction that Ukraine has pledged to denuclearize itself. Does

Ukraine's denuclearization help quench the fires of Russian imperialism

or does it whet imperialist appetites? Holbrooke never says. The reason

for treating such matters by beating around the bush and whistling past the

graveyard is that "each new NATO member . . . extends the U.S. security

umbrella." This uninspired treatment can reassure no one in Warsaw or

Prague, just as it can no more inspire Americans to make real commitments

to new NATO members than to keep commitments to old ones.

Regardless ofwho realizes it, the underlying reality is that if indeed

Russia is civilizing and the world is to live happily ever after, there is no

need for NATO, or for any "transatlantic link," no more for France and

Germany than for the Visegrad states. However, if there is a chance that

something noxious might crawl out of the communist compost pile in the
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East to threaten Europe's common identity and interest, then the "trans-

atlantic link" would avail Western Europe little unless the European and
American publics understood the nature ofwhat might happen and why they

should find it intolerable enough to make war against it, as far to the east as

possible. The public should know that the Visegrad states are important be-

cause they would be the first places where trouble would be likeliest to suck

in Western half-commitments. Yet the United States cannot possibly extend

that link unless the American public knows that its long-time NATO allies

also commit themselves to defend Mitteleuropa. In short, because NATO is

based on a common understanding of the need for military commitment to

protect a common cultural area, it will either live by recognizing the need to

expand as the common area has expanded, or it will lose the moral capacity

to mobilize itself for any purpose whatever.

Character

While America's response has been a matter of decisions by one set of

policymakers that another set might have made differently, Europe's response

has been the reflection of the character of its regimes. No other set of deci-

sions, by any European politicians, would have been acceptable to European

bodies politic. Suppose for the sake ofargument that de Gaulle and Adenauer

came back to life and urged their compatriots to commit to war for the sake

of the Poles, Czechs, Slovaks, and Hungarians. These peoples, the old men
might say, are no different from ourselves in any important respect. If we
succeed in expanding our zone of security and prosperity to them, our strength

and our good example will border Russia and Ukraine. We would be able to

give them powerful incentives to follow our lead. What a magnet we would

be to Belarus' and Ukraine! What a disincentive to reabsorption by Russia

would NATO's presence on their borders be! Right now, the old men might

say, such a commitment would cost us little. If, nevertheless, we don't make

it, we and the whole world will know that we would have neither the fore-

sight nor the courage to take care of ourselves if bigger sacrifices were re-

quired of us. Honor and prudent self-interest together compel us to take in

our Visegrad kin.

Such an appeal would hardly be understood. Newspapers and politi-

cians might reply: "No different from ourselves?" How dare anyone suggest

commitment to war on the basis of cultural discrimination? Yes, showing off

strength and prosperity on the borders of the old Soviet Union might bring

forth emulation, but it might provoke resentment, too. Besides, a military

commitment to Visegrad would have to be accompanied by an acceptance of

agricultural commodities and other products as well. That would lower a

lot of prices in the EU. We would have to let ourselves in for all this

trouble for the sake of avoiding dangers that may not come to pass, on
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behalf of a racist-sounding cultural identity, and in the name of undefinable

terms like courage and honor. In fact, right now there is nothing to be gained

by making such a commitment, while the potential costs are obvious.

In short, de Gaulle and Adenauer used intellectual currency very differ-

ent from that used in contemporary Europe. While American politics still

contains a modicum ofmoral sentiment, while it can envisage sacrifice, while

it does not entirely exclude appeals to long-run effects, European politics

now largely fits Harold Lasswell's definition: It concerns the process for

deciding "who gets what, when, and how" and, he might have added, "right

now."

It is no coincidence that, after a generation of brokering favors for

interest groups, European politicians now suffer from a near-total lack of

moral authority. The name varies from place to place from
Parteiverdrossenheit or "democratic deficit" in Germany Xopolitica schifosa

in Italy. The phenomenon is the same: The mainstream parties that have been

running the welfare-regulatory state have become the object of enormous

resentment. Voters are abandoning them in favor of various local alterna-

tives. Ifany standard politicians were to call for potential sacrifice, it is doubtful

anyone would take them seriously.

European electorates have become unforgiving toward politicians who

—

they believe—are running systems that steal on a grand scale. In France, for

example, the party of President Francois Mitterand garnered only 1 9 percent

ofthe vote in the parliamentary elections ofMarch 1993. The old-line right-

ist parties won 85 percent of the seats. One year later these very parties fell

to 19 percent of the vote after they failed to make a difference. Thj big

gainer was a conservative group based in the northwest. In Italy, all the

parties that had formed all the governments since World War II ceased to

exist in 1994. Their successors risk the same fate because, although they

have not been involved in ordinary corruption, they have not lightened the

burden ofgovernment. In Spain, the political parties are haunted by opinion

polls that suggest they will suffer the fate of their Italian counterparts. Rep-

resentatives of Catalan, Asturian, and Basque regionalism are the gainers. In

Great Britain, the ruling Conservatives are polling in the low 20 percent. In

Germany, the elections of 1 994 produced a Bundesrat firmly in socialist hands,

and a Bundestag subject to day-to-day intraparty intrigue.

The chief problem facing Western Europe is the ruin of the welfare

state through the working out of its very logic. European governments take

and spend about half of their peoples' incomes. Yet they cannot possibly

fulfill the promises they have made to provide adequate pensions and medi-

cal care. Through various regulations and subsidies, they manage economic,

professional, educational, and social life in detail. As the years have passed,

the value of connection with government has grown, the size and weight of
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government has grown, and the proportion of net contributions to net ben-

eficiaries has dropped. The wholesale and retail levels of this mess occupy
perhaps four-fifths of the energies of European bodies politic.

Much of the remainder of Europe's political energy is occupied by
worries about immigration from the Muslim world and Africa. Unlike

immigrants in the new world, Europe's migrants have neither the inten-

tion nor the capacity to assimilate. Hence, theirs is more like a gradual

occupation. Given Europe's demographic insufficiencies and moral un-

certainties, this phenomenon will increasingly poison and cripple Europe

in the years to come.

During previous decades it was fashionable to think that any given

problem would be ameliorated by Europe's growing integration. Now it

is clear that integration, as it has been pursued, is part of the problem.

Referenda in Denmark and France, and opinion polls elsewhere, have

shown that growing numbers of Europeans see the supranational organs

of the European Union as even more alien and autocratic than their own
central governments. Moreover, the campaigns for ratification of the

Maastricht Treaty of 1 993 have brought out rather than suppressed na-

tional antagonisms. Thus, in France proponents and opponents of the

treaty alike described acceptance (or rejection) of it as the best way of

holding in check an otherwise dangerous Germany. In sum, the prospect

that European integration, as now practiced, might somehow lift the eyes

ofEuropean politicians and citizens to their long-term geopolitical inter-

ests—never mind noble goals—is nonexistent.

By way of evidence, consider that in 1991-92, as the defense and

foreign policy sections of the Maastricht Treaty were being drafted, Eu-

ropean governments were making crucial decisions with regard to the

war of Yugoslav dismemberment taking place next door. Suffice it to say

that in this process the governments of several European states ignored the

procedures for reaching the common decisions that they were negotiating. If

they had, they probably would have reached no decisions at all, because the

procedures, while empty of guiding principles, are full of opportunities for

obstruction.

As it was, Europe's decisions concerning the Yugoslav conflicts have

been of the sort that would get it in trouble while aggravating the local

peoples' tribulations. Europe could have left Yugoslavia to work out its

own dismemberment. Or it could have chosen sides, effectively supported

its favorites, and shaped a congenial outcome. Instead it meddled piece-

meal, hesitantly, in a cowardly manner, producing the worst possible out-

come. Germany recognized Slovenia and Croatia, dragging its allies into

doing the same, but without plans for supporting them against entirely

predictable reactions, and without any policy—national or multinational

—
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toward Serbia and Bosnia. Nevertheless, Western Europeans agreed to an

arms embargo that magnified Serbia's relative power. Then when the Bosnian

horror began, France and Britain sent troops without a military mission,

thereby making hostages ofthem. There has followed a parody ofevenhand-

edness, by which they imposed economic sanctions on Serbia while pressing

Bosnia and Croatia to agree to Serbia's conquests. All of this they did while

first soliciting US bombing of Serbian targets and then lobbying the United

States against further anti-Serbian action. In sum, incompetence combined

with fear of Russia and of terrorism lengthened the slaughter, produced ill

will from all sides of the conflict, and showed the European powers to be

utterly contemptible.

The United States properly presumed that Europe should take the lead

in the Yugoslav crisis; however, the substance of that lead was terrible. In

some future crisis involving say, Russia's suppression ofUkraine or demands

on Poland regarding Russian territorial access to Kaliningrad, there is every

reason to believe that Europe would perform at least as badly. If the United

States were to follow Europe's pusillanimous lead, the result might be war

with Russia after the most convoluted of half-commitments.

All of this is to say that whatever the shortcomings of America's lead-

ership ofNATO, they can only be worsened by deference to West European

countries, which seem constitutionally incapable ofa coherent foreign policy.

The Visegrad countries are not seats ofwisdom. But their ruling prejudice is

clear, and fundamentally consonant with the interest ofNATO. Alas, the US
government has chosen to take its lead from the muddles ofBonn, Paris, and

London rather than from Warsaw, Budapest, and Prague.

Consequences

So what happens when leadership falls through the widening crack between

Europe's constitutional impotence and America's supine superpower?

First, the connection between the United States and NATO Europe will

shift more and more from common deployments ofmajor armed units and more-

or-less realistic plans to the realm of illusion. As the United States effectively

pulls back from the Yugoslav disaster, as the controversy over the expansion of

NATO stays on the theoretical level, as US troop levels in Europe continue to

drop and the US units available cease to match any contingency plans for using

them, the US-NATO connection will be reduced to the mythical "transatlantic

link." This will serve mainly to dull any residual European instincts about mili-

tary seriousness.

Second, the impotent European consensus will be blown about by con-

trary storms, or even by breezes. The regathering Russian Empire is only

one (albeit potentially the most serious) of many possible sources of heavy

weather. Troubles aplenty will come from the south, where Islamic regimes
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are rising, dedicated to the proposition that Europe is where the loot is, and

that they have a right to it. Any wind at all is dangerous to rudderless ships.

Montesquieu wrote of fourth-century Romans: "There was no people so

weak that they could not do them harm."

Third, the superpower will remain supine, and any half-baked attempts

to rise to meet European problems will be unpleasant enough to convince it

to lie down again. The various constituent parts of the US government and

of the American public opinion, each for its own reasons, will be happy

enough to leave Europe to the Europeans—at least until events unambigu-

ously threaten America's vital interests.
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Clinton's Russia Policy:

Between Desire and Reality

Paul Quinn-Judge

While the Clinton administration's foreign policy often appears to be

an illustration of chaos theory, administration officials, at least prior

to Chechnya, were prone to point with pride to a successful and, they would

say, embarrassment-free Russia policy. There were some grounds for this

claim. Confounding the pessimistic and very plausible predictions of a num-

ber of leading Western specialists, the Russian Federation has not disinte-

grated. Despite armed uprisings, a resurgent rightist movement and profound

economic crisis, Boris Yel'tsin is still in power. Economic reforms are erratic

and precarious, but are continuing and showing some modest signs of suc-

cess. The transfer of nuclear warheads from Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and

Belarus' back to Russia, a crucial first step in the dismantling ofthe second

largest nuclear arsenal in the world, is well ahead of schedule.

Washington proclaims its beliefthat Boris Yel'tsin is firmly committed

to economic and political reform, and that Russia under his leadership is

moving toward the creation ofwhat President Clinton on April 1 , 1 993 called,

with breathtaking optimism, a "nation-state." At the same time Washington

declares that it would never countenance the creation of a Russian sphere of

influence on the territory of the former USSR.
The policy formulation is elegantly simple, but its foundations are frag-

ile. On closer examination the Clinton administration's Russia policy ap-

pears to be one of consistent denial, on at least two planes. It ignores all
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evidence that Boris Yel'tsin's political stamina or commitment to reform is

less than total. And it closes its eyes to Russia's attempts to restore its influ-

ence over its neighbors by subversion rather than suasion. In doing so the

administration also chooses not to notice the disturbingly prominent role

that the Russian military, both regular army and Border Troops, is playing in

politics. The two parts of the denial are inextricably related: The admission

either of Yel'tsin's weakness or Russia's subversion would mean the

unravelling ofthe US policy. Washington prefers silence.

Washington's policy toward the countries ofthe Near Abroad is one of

diplomatic triage. The administration expresses an unambiguous determina-

tion to guarantee the independence and sovereignty of four states: Estonia,

Latvia, Lithuania, and Ukraine. It indignantly dismisses suggestions that it is

ceding Moscow a sphere of influence over the others. But it is abandoning,

certainly discreetly and perhaps regretfully, a number of the other newly

independent republics to Russia's tutelage. Senior officials usually cite one

of two reasons for doing so: that many of the new republics are not politi-

cally viable over the long term; or that the republics are too distant from the

United States to allow Washington to exert any serious influence.

Senior analysts and officials in the Clinton administration view large

parts of the former Soviet Union as a lost cause. For at least a year now
senior intelligence officers have privately cast doubt on the survivability of

the two largest and potentially richest states, Ukraine and Kazakhstan. (One

should add, though, that since the advent ofthe Kuchma government, Wash-

ington has been evincing greater optimism about Ukraine.)

Warnings by US diplomats ofRussian covert interference in Kazakhstan

and Ukraine since 1 993 have been filed and forgotten. Russian military inter-

vention in Georgia, Azerbaijan, and Moldova has been downplayed or de-

scribed as the work of rogue military commanders.

The first signs ofconcern are beginning to emerge, notably in the CIA,

where some effort is reportedly being given to studying the chances that a

new-style Russian Empire will emerge from the framework ofthe CIS; how-

ever, no such doubts appear to have crept into the minds of the most senior

policy-making officials at the State Department or NSC.

This chapter will include a look at the evolution of the Clinton policy

toward Russia and its place in the administration's overall foreign policy,

noting inter alia Russia's diminished importance in the general framework

of foreign-policy concerns. Also to be examined is criticism ofRussia policy

within the administration, and some ofthe evidence that has been advanced

by intramural critics to challenge the prevailing line will be summarized.

Because the question ofBoris Yel'tsin's health and character is so crucial to

both internal reform and the Near Abroad, both issues will be discussed in

some detail. Rather than providing an exhaustive chronology of Russian
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subversion in the south and west, this chapter will try to sketch what the

administration really knew at a time when its representatives were pleading

ignorance of events, or downplaying Moscow's role in them.

As a journalist, my sources are irritatingly vague. I apologize for

the plethora of attributions to "senior officials" and "senior analysts."

The information provided is derived largely from conversations in the

course of the past two years with high-level officials and policymakers in

the area of Russia policy, many ofwhom I have known in different incarna-

tions for some years. The officials include senior staffers or political ap-

pointees at the State Department, NSC, CIA, National Intelligence

Council, and Pentagon.

Russia: A Receding Priority

Under the Clinton administration, relations with the Kremlin have ceased to

be the dominant, defining factor in US foreign and defense policy. Relations

with Russia still figure high in any formal listing of foreign-policy issues, of

course. But the regular succession of regional crises—starting with Soma-

lia, passing through Bosnia to Haiti, North Korea and the Persian Gulf

—

have absorbed much of the time and energies of the national security

establishment since January 1993.

The diminished priority assigned to Russia has been accompanied by a

reduction in media coverage, public interest, and therefore debate about de-

velopments in the former Soviet Union. Thus, at a time when Russia policy

is arguably more controversial than it has been for years, the intensity of

debate has, paradoxically, significantly declined.

When Defense Secretary Les Aspin introduced his long-awaited Bot-

tom Up Review of defense policy on September 1, 1993, he digressed for a

moment to marvel at the way the world—and hisjob—had changed. Through-

out his adult life, he said, the overriding preoccupation for people like him

had been the Soviet threat. Suddenly that was gone: "history and central

casting" had produced a new list of villains, he said, people like Saddam

Hussein, Mohamed Farah Aidid, or General Ratko Mladic.

These new villains have pushed Russia offcenter stage. Under previous

administrations, regional crises, be they Vietnam, Afghanistan, or

Mozambique, had derived their importance and urgency from their perceived

link to the primary threat, the spread ofSoviet communism. Under Bill Clinton,

conflicts in small countries such as Somalia, Bosnia, or Haiti have become

major policy challenges in and ofthemselves.

This has been a painful and difficult transition. In previous adminis-

trations, top national security figures usually have been guaranteed a crash

course in Soviet affairs, if they were not already specialists in the field.

The Clinton administration's top Russia specialist, Strobe Talbott, has
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on the other hand been obliged to retool several times as he turned his

attention to North Korea, Cuba, or Haiti.

The brutality and volatility ofregional conflicts has further diminished

President Clinton's already limited enthusiasm for foreign adventures. Can-
didate Clinton made a point throughout his election campaign of criticizing

George Bush for spending too much time on foreign policy (and also, ironi-

cally, for being too timid in his pursuit of foreign-policy objectives). Presi-

dent Clinton has done his best to relegate foreign policy to a secondary

position, though recent relative successes may cause him to rethink this

approach. Time and time again since January 1993, however, Clinton

administration officials who handle foreign policy have said the same
thing: Their main task is to keep the president's desk clean of foreign-

policy questions, thus allowing him to concentrate on domestic reform.

However, the daunting nature of regional crises has also deepened the

desire for a real foreign-policy success.

These factors—the desire to keep Clinton focused on domestic issues,

the general nastiness ofregional crises, and the desire for a successful coun-

terpoint to the chaos in the rest of the world—have reinforced the attrac-

tions of continuity in US policy toward the former Soviet Union.

During the Clinton transition, these attractions were already self-

evident to the people who were to take over Russia policy. Strobe Talbott,

Bill Clinton's friend from his Oxford days and a career-long Soviet watcher,

had few objections to the Bush administration's handling of relations with

the Kremlin, at least in the last phase of the Republican administration.

In their book At the Highest Levels, Talbott and his co-author Michael

Beschloss fault George Bush for being "so intent on shoring up Gorbachev

that he was slow to perceive that by the summer of 1 99 1 , the Soviet leader

was largely a spent force." 1 The authors then commend Bush for moving

quickly after the August 1991 coup to "ditch" his old friend Mikhail

Gorbachev gracefully and establish a relationship with Boris Yel'tsin. They

also note approvingly that, though he may have stuck with Gorbachev longer

than was necessary, Bush nonetheless ensured a peaceful transition to Yel'tsin,

a leader "committed to the death of the Communist Party and the dismantle-

ment of the Soviet Union."2

Soon after the 1992 presidential elections, Talbott, still at the time a

euphoric private citizen, commented that if Clinton were to ask him for one

piece of advice
—

"which he will not," Talbott cautioned rather forcefully

—

he would urge the president-elect to keep Ed Hewett as the National Secu-

rity Council's senior point man for the former Soviet Union, special assistant

to the president and senior director for Russian, Ukrainian, and Eurasian

affairs. After Hewett' s tragic and premature death, he was succeeded by his

deputy, a career foreign service officer, Nicholas Burns, who has been in the
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NSC since the late 1980s. Soon afterwards Talbott himself moved into the

administration, as ambassador at large to the newly independent states and

special adviser to the secretary of state.

As far as one can ascertain, Talbott has been the prime mover in the

administration's Russia policy. At times, indeed perhaps most of the time,

he has dealt directly with the president on Russia policy. Whether he has

done so with or without the blessing of Warren Christopher is less clear.

Nicholas Burns, meanwhile, has proven an able and articulate spokes-

man for the policy.

The regional crises that have so bedeviled President Clinton have

affected Russia policy in at least one other rather surprising way. Quag-

mire in Bosnia, chaos in Somalia, and a potential nuclear cataclysm com-

ing from North Korea have not just made US-Russia relations look

gratifyingly smooth. They have served to distract attention from Russia

at times of its greatest crisis in recent years. This in turn has spared the

administration the embarrassment of a potentially acrimonious public

debate on the merits of its policy.

On March 20, 1993, for example, when Boris Yel'tsin assumed emer-

gency rule, setting off a major political crisis and flurry of speculation

about his future, the news had to share space with another crisis: UN and

US efforts to establish a no-fly zone over Bosnia, and the possibility that

US military power might be committed there. On October 3, shortly af-

ter TV viewers here had seen footage ofthe attack on Ostankino by General

Albert Makashov and his supporters, officials in the White House and Penta-

gon began to receive reports of a pitched battle in Mogadishu between elite

US Rangers, Delta Force commandos, and the militia of Mohamed Farah

Aidid. Over the next couple of days, attention would be diverted from the

events in Moscow to the scenes in Mogadishu ofdead US servicemen being

dragged through the street, and an interview with a wounded and dazed

Special Forces warrant officer who had been taken prisoner by the Somalis.

The policy debate and heart-searching that followed centered on Mogadishu,

not the charred remains of the Russian White House.

The Theory and Evolution of

Russia Policy under Bill Clinton

The Clinton administration lost no time in locking Boris Yel'tsin in a pas-

sionate embrace. The hyperbole used to signal this attitude was of the type

that one usually associates with a socialist personality cult. Later, following

the tumultuous and disturbing events of late 1993, the administration went

through a period of self-doubt with regard to its Russia policy. Now, how-

ever, it seems to have returned to its basic equation: Boris Yel'tsin = eco-

nomic reform = democratic change.
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On March 23, 1993, Strobe Talbott went before the Senate Foreign

Relations Committee for his confirmation hearings. The senators gushed
over Talbott. In return, Talbott gushed over Boris Yel'tsin. "President

Yel'tsin is the personification of reform in Russia," Talbott told the

committee. "He is the leading reformer in Russia today. That is why we
support him."

A week later, on April 1 , President Clinton went several steps farther in

a speech to the American Society ofNewspaper Editors.

"President Yel'tsin and his fellow reformers throughout Russia are cou-

rageously leading three modern Russian revolutions at once," he declared.

"To transform their country from a totalitarian state into a democracy, from

a command economy into a market, and from an empire into a modern na-

tion-state that freely let go of countries under its control and now freely

respects their integrity."

In the month that followed, prominent Russians and the Russian media

provided ample warning to the administration that its basic precepts were

simply wrong. Russian politicians who had once been unhesitatingly labelled

Western-leaning reformers—Vladimir Lukin, Yevgeni Ambartsumov, or

Andrei Kozyrev, to note some of the most obvious examples—started to

display nationalist reflexes. Ambartsumov demonstrated this in his reaction

to the war in Serbia, Lukin in his support for ethnic Russians living in Ukraine.

Other one-time reformers began publicly to rethink their enthusiasm for lib-

eral, Western-style reform.

Had the administration's Russia experts studied the ideological evolu-

tion ofjust one of the most prominent of the post-Soviet generation of poli-

ticians, Sergei Stankevich, they would have found ample grounds for doubting

their own policy. Even before Bill Clinton was sworn into office, Stankevich

—

a 40-year-old English-speaking historian who used to be a fixture at US
embassy functions—had scornfully rejected the idea of liberal reform for

Russia. He later began to speak ofthe inevitability ofthe return ofthe newly

independent states to Russia. And in October 1993, using language that

seemed to be almost designed to respond to Clinton's Annapolis speech,

Stankevich noted that "the dream is fading" in the West "that any minute

now a pro-Western government comprising professionals will emerge and

—

speaking in several European languages—will express views that completely

coincide with those held by officials in Washington."3

The administration did not heed such remarks, however. Or at the very

least they did not allow them to influence their analysis. This might explain in

part why they seemed so surprised by the bloodbath of October 1993.

Here a personal illustration of the administration's frame of mind is

perhaps in order. In mid-September of that year, intrigued by the menacing

talk from Moscow, I asked for a briefing from the key player in US-Russian
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policy at the time. He in turn referred me to his specialist in internal affairs,

the person who, as he self-deprecatingly put it, tells him what to think. Be-

tween phone calls—a prominent Ukrainian had just lost his meeting with the

president and Talbott was threatening to go directly to Clinton to have the

meeting restored—the internal specialist played down the bellicose state-

ments from Moscow. This was the usual boltovnya, I was told, "cyclical

posturing," the now-traditional maneuverings by parliament and the execu-

tive branch before a new session of the legislature.

This happened at best two weeks before Yel'tsin dissolved parliament,

and less than a month before the attack on the Russian White House. It is

perhaps not inappropriate to note that the destruction of the White House

does not figure in the chronology included in a State Department fact

sheet issued on September 24, 1994, in preparation for President Yel'tsin's

visit to Washington.

The October fighting in Moscow embarrassed the Clinton administra-

tion but did not shake its implicit faith in Boris Yel'tsin. Shortly after the

October events, a senior State Department official who had reservations

about the administration's policy claimed that Talbott continued to "come

down rather hard" on officials whose analyses concluded that Yel'tsin "was

anything other than a dyed-in-the-wool" democrat. Other officials have sub-

sequently said the same thing.

But the aftermath ofthe attack—reports ofgrowing alienation by ordi-

nary Russians with the political system, the decline of Yel'tsin's own popu-

larity—coupled with the unnervingly strong showing ofVladimir Zhirinovsky

in the December 12 elections did finally seem to sow some questions in the

minds ofpolicymakers in Washington. Public statements, at least for several

months afterwards, were more cautious.

When Talbott appeared before the House Foreign Affairs Committee

on January 25, 1994, for example, he seemed to be hedging his bets some-

what. The mood on Capitol Hill had cooled, both to Talbott and to Russia.

The deputy-secretary designate repeated Clinton's assessment that the De-

cember elections had been a "wake-up call" for reformers and their interna-

tional backers. And he laid out the four relatively neutral sounding precepts

that guided the administration's policy: (1) Russia is engaged in a "titanic

struggle" for its future; (2) the United States has a "huge stake" in the out-

come of this struggle; (3) the United States can to some degree influence the

outcome; but (4) the process of change is slow, and will require "patience

and steadfastness" on the part of the West.

Talbott' s discussion of Russia and the chances of reform that day

seemed infused with a new sobriety. The administration was still upbeat

about reform, but more guardedly so. In the weeks to come, Yel'tsin's name
was cited less often, and administration officials did not rush to personify
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him with reform. Their behavior, in fact, seems in retrospect remarkably

similar to the attitude ofmany Democratic candidates to Bill Clinton during

the midterm elections.

The December elections did not, however, lead to a fundamental reas-

sessment of policy, or a discreet distancing of the Clinton administration

from Boris Yel'tsin. In fact there are disturbing indications that the adminis-

tration did its utmost to continue to portray Yel'tsin in the best possible

light. Senior US diplomats have privately claimed that the US Embassy in

Moscow suppressed cables that alleged electoral irregularities by Yel'tsin

supporters.

Parts of the administration did, as we shall see later, start to evince

concerns about Yel'tsin himselfand his policies toward countries like Geor-

gia, yet these hesitations have not led to a substantial modification ofpolicy.

A recent background briefing on Russian policy suggests in fact that the

administration has made an almost complete recovery from its doubts about

Yel'tsin and his government.

The briefer, a senior White House official with day-to-day responsibility for

Russia, described 1993 as "the year of Russia" for the Clinton administration.

On three occasions in 1993—in March, when Yel'tsin assumed emergency

powers; in September, when he dissolved parliament, triggering the con-

frontation with the legislature; and in early October, when Russian troops

finally stormed the White House—Clinton had to decide whether to support

Yel'tsin' s decision to take "extra-constitutional measures" to defend him-

self. Each time Washington did so, stressing that the decision was made as

part of a policy of strategic alliance with reform.

Washington's decision to side with Yel'tsin was quickly vindicated, the

official continued, by the results of the December 1993 parliamentary elec-

tions. The elections, once described by the US administration as a "wake-up

call," were in fact a "great triumph" for reform, the official maintained. While

the media focused on Vladimir Zhirinovsky, they overlooked the fact that

Russia finally had a functioning legislature.

The Russia of 1994, meanwhile, is a country with a greater sense of

self-confidence and its own interests, a "difficult partner," the official added.

Still, the very fact that it is proving a prickly partner over such issues as

Bosnia and Iraq, the argument runs, testifies to the fact that Russia is steadily

emerging from its crisis. On Yel'tsin's health, the official remarked that he

knew of nothing that prevented Yel'tsin from functioning normally, or run-

ning again for the presidency in 1996.

As another senior White House official put it during a background brief-

ing in November 1 994, "I wouldn't say that we are any more worried about

Russia now than we were two years ago."
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Dissent and Debate within the Administration

The official line has been challenged energetically, consistently, but un-

successfully from within the administration. Some analysts, including

senior State Department specialists, question its very foundation. Others,

including members ofthe intelligence community, have slowly come round

to the conclusion that Yel'tsin has "potentially serious character flaws"—to

use the delicate phrase ofone senior intelligence officer. So far, however, the

dissenters have failed to shake the administration's confidence.

The fundamental assumption inherent in the official Clinton line is that

the Soviet Empire is dead not only physically, but psychologically as well

—

that Russian expansionism was coterminous with the USSR. Clinton's refer-

ence, in his April 1, 1993 Annapolis speech, to an emerging nation-state is

particularly telling in this respect. This attitude may come as a surprise to

anyone who has read Solovyev, Tyutchev, or even Pushkin in his more

splenetic moments. It also presupposes that the security forces and the

army are either democratized themselves or completely under the con-

trol of the central government. And it assumes that the great intellectual

debate between Slavophiles and Westernizers has somehow finally been

settled in favor of the Westernizers.

The minority view challenges most of these assumptions. It holds that

Russian imperialism is not a purely Soviet phenomenon. It views Boris Yel'tsin

as at best a fragile vehicle for democratic change. Proponents ofthe minority

view would probably argue that Yel'tsin bears more resemblance to one of

Chaadayev's blank pages than he does to a Westernizing leader. Intramural

critics say that Yel'tsin should be viewed as a transitional figure, not the

main motive force for change. They stress the urgency for US officials, in the

first place the embassy, to reach out to members of the opposition in Mos-
cow to gauge their views and temperaments, but they complain that they are

not allowed to do this, on the grounds that Yel'tsin would be offended. Finally,

critics say, simple prudence and historical precedents dictate that one should

assume that Russia is likely to go through an authoritarian phase before it reaches

anything resembling Western democracy.

The dissenters claim that their views have been ignored. While it would

be natural for their views to be affected by their own bruised egos, there is

considerable evidence to support the case that the administration has been

remarkably selective in the reports from Russia which it chooses to read.

Denial

Although they no longer call him the personification of reform, adminis-

tration officials still pin most of their hopes for change in Russia on Boris

Yel'tsin. "I don't see anyone else who can pick up the banner [of reform],"
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a White House official said recently. It therefore follows that the key to

success, both in Russian reform and US policy, is the certainty that Boris

Yel'tsin is physically and mentally capable ofconsistently guiding the course

of change.

The evidence does not support that assumption. It has not done so for

several years. There is no doubt that Yel'tsin is personally brave, and impul-

sive, and that he possesses a genuine sympathy for ordinary people which
distinguishes him sharply from his generation of Soviet apparatchiks.

Neither is there much doubt that Yel'tsin is obsessed with his own inad-

equacies and lack of qualifications to be head of state, knows little about

economics, and prefers the company of his security chief, Aleksandr
Korzhakov to, say, Yegor Gaidar. There is no doubt any more that he drinks

to the point of incapacitation and is prone to equally debilitating bouts of

depression.

At the very least these problems affect his ability to oversee the day-

to-day administration of affairs of state. It is more reasonable to assume
that Yel'tsin's deepening physical and psychological problems have taken

a more serious toll, causing him to leave many key decisions to the clos-

est members of his entourage—or in the case of the Near Abroad, to the

armed forces.

The administration continues to claim, however, that Boris Yel'tsin is

fine. Such claims are contradicted, ofcourse, by the first volume of Yel'tsin's

autobiography. Published in 1990, the autobiography documents a number

of disturbing tendencies with striking frankness. The book graphically de-

scribes the debilitating headaches that made him "climb the wall," the fre-

quent calls on emergency medical services, the way his head "wouldn't turn

off."
4 In the same book he refers to the "apathy" that overwhelms him in

times of great pressure: "I didn't want to fight, I didn't want explanations, I

didn't want anything other than to forget everything, just to be left in peace."5

Yel'tsin's tendency to drink himselfinto paralysis has been known and docu-

mented—by journalists as well as by official Russia-watchers—at least since

his unscheduled flight to the Latvian resort ofJurmala, immediately after the

collapse of the August 1991 coup.

More recently, senior members of the US intelligence community

—

including some people with a track record of great optimism where Russia is

concerned—have begun to voice doubts. One senior analyst, an intelligence

officer who is known in the past to have irritated the Bush administration

with his positives analyses of Yel'tsin, started to deviate from the "no

problem" line sometime after the December 1993 elections. Until then

the official had insisted that Yel'tsin was generally healthy and did not

suffer to any substantial degree from drinking or other problems. During

a background briefing in early January 1994, however, the official stated
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with almost striking nonchalance that "of course" Yel'tsin had a serious

drinking problem and also suffered from what the official described explic-

itly as "clinical depression."

The available evidence does not indicate that Yel'tsin will abandon of-

fice or abandon reform tomorrow, but it is sufficient to raise doubts about

his physical ability or psychological stamina to push ahead consistently with

reform. His actions over the last four years indicate that his own view of

politics is a paradoxical mix of populism and the fist. There are indications

that some key elements of policy move ahead largely by automatic pilot.

Moreover, Yel'tsin's recent behavior in public—his exuberance in Germany,

for example, or his sleepover in Ireland—make it clear that his problems are

reaching the point where they no longer can be overlooked. And the

administration's continuing embrace of Yel'tsin may make it, too, vul-

nerable to the charge sometime in the not-too-distant future that it was

"so intent on shoring up" a Russian leader that it did not recognize the

man was a "spent force."

The Near Abroad

The pattern of suppressing or ignoring unwelcome information has been

repeated in Washington's treatment ofRussia's Near Abroad. Here, ofcourse,

the administration has flipped its "Yel'tsin is in complete control" argument

on its head. When they have been forced to admit Russian military interfer-

ence in the territories ofthe former Soviet Union, senior officials have claimed

that Yel'tsin was not in charge, could not control large bodies of Russian

troops, or did not even know they were on the move.

The administration's public line is that it will brook no attempt by Mos-

cow to impose its will on its neighbors by diplomatic, economic, or physical

force. In fact it has tried not to notice evidence oftop-level Russian involve-

ment in Georgia, and showed similar selectivity in analyzing events in

Moldova, Kazakhstan, Ukraine, and Azerbaijan.

The toughest recent articulation of the official US line came on Octo-

ber 28, 1994, when Ambassador Madeleine Albright told the State

Department's in-house forum that the United States "does not and will not

recognize any extralegal privileges or sphere of influence." It says some-

thing for the concern felt by foreign-policy professionals that during a ques-

tion-and-answer session that followed, one person told Albright that he

"applaud[ed] and admire[d]" her statement on the Near Abroad.

Ambassador Albright has, however, often seemed to be a voice in the

wilderness on issues of foreign policy. Yet she is also being spoken of as a

possible successor, either to Secretary of State Warren Christopher or Na-

tional Security Adviser Anthony Lake. (Her Open Forum speech seemed to

some observers the first salvo in her own campaign for a new job.) If she
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does move to a more important position, one can confidently expect an-

other titanic struggle in US foreign policy, this one between Dr. Albright

and Strobe Talbott.

In the past two years, senior officials in the Clinton administration

have received intelligence or diplomatic reports from their own sources

documenting Russian efforts to undermine, subvert, or control the gov-

ernments of Georgia, Azerbaijan, Tajikistan, Kazakhstan, Ukraine, and

Moldova.

These operations have been carried out with varying degrees of subtlety.

US officials believe, and have reported, that Russian policy on Ukraine aims

essentially to keep Kiev so weakened that it is unable to move away from

Russia, but not so unstable that it becomes a massive security problem on

Russia's western borders. In Georgia, on the other hand, intervention has

been cruder, and in Tajikistan more blatant still.

The administration continues officially, however, to claim that Rus-

sia is moving—albeit a little more slowly than one might hope—toward

a nation-state. The most egregious case of denial by Washington con-

cerns Georgia. US officials have tried to explain away Russian support

for Abkhaz separatists in one of several ways. Initially they suggested that

any Russian troops in the area were freelancing, hired by local separatists

very much in the same way that the warring sides in Nagorno-Karabakh

have done. Later they suggested that Russian intervention had been at

the behest of the local commander. Finally they agreed that senior offic-

ers in the defense ministry might have known about this intervention, but

not Yel'tsin.

There are strong indications that Washington and Yel'tsin knew con-

siderably more about the planning and the execution of the Abkhaz op-

eration than either wants to admit. A senior official, citing intelligence

reports, asserted in late 1993 that Yel'tsin had discussed Russian military

operations in Abkhazia with Defense Minister Pavel Grachev and armed

forces Chief of Staff Col.-General Mikhail Kolesnikov. The content of

the discussion was not known, the official said, but the meeting corrobo-

rated suspicions that Yel'tsin himself was aware of the operation. The

same official, whose information has since been confirmed by another

well-placed official, also noted that the Russian military's participation

in the Abkhaz operation involved coordination between the armed forces,

GRU and the SVRR—another factor which undermines the claim that

the operation was a rogue initiative.

Moreover a videotaped interview, reportedly made by Georgian in-

telligence, with a captured Russian who identifies himself as Mikhail

Georgevich Demlanov makes further claims about Russian aid to the

Abkhaz rebels. One of the claims is that officers provided Abkhaz mili-
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tary leaders with satellite photographs of the Sukhumi area on the eve of

their successful attack.

Denial is equally apparent in the administration's discussion ofLt.-General

Aleksandr Lebed', who, until recently, was commander ofthe Fourteenth Army
in the Transdniestr region of Moldova. Another chapter in this book dis-

cusses the general in greater detail. Suffice it to say that, from the beginning

of the Clinton administration and for regular intervals thereafter, senior

officials have claimed that—as a White House official put it yet again in

early November 1994—"no one really controls Lebed'."6

The claim that Lebed' is a loner appears to many quite breathtaking

—

in its implications, its silliness, and its bizarre willingness to ignore state-

ments that have appeared publicly in the Russian media. The idea that

the commander of the Fourteenth Army was able simultaneously to be

resupplied by Moscow and flout its writ if true would mean that Yel'tsin

was completely powerless. The fact that senior government officials, in-

cluding Stankevich, visited the general in Moldova undermines the argu-

ment that Lebed' is a loner, as do his frequent interviews with the Russian

media, both official and independent. And Rossiiskiye vesti in 1994 spe-

cifically repudiated what it called the "legend" that the general's opera-

tions in the Transdniestr area had been carried out in defiance ofMoscow. 7

At the beginning of November 1994, just about the time that a White

House official suggested Lebed' was out of control, Western wire ser-

vices reported from Moscow that he was being mentioned as the next

defense minister.

US diplomats have warned of growing Russian subversion in

Kazakhstan, a republic with immense natural reserves and considerable US
investment. They have identified senior members ofthe Kazakh government

who support the Russian moves, either because they are Russian agents of

influence, or because they see such a move as furthering their own political

careers. Senior CIA analysts have warned of a possible attempt by ethnic

Russians in northern Kazakhstan to break away. Their warnings do not seem

to have gained much attention in policy-making circles.

Senior State Department officials who are critical ofadministration policy

say that Russia is quietly acquiring equity in Ukraine's strategically vital fuel

sector and describe this as an effective way of gaining leverage over Ukrai-

nian political leaders. One official, a particularly well-informed critic, de-

scribes Russia's policy toward Ukraine as "very sophisticated, very nuanced

and very insidious." The main architect of Moscow's policy toward the

Ukraine, officials say, is the one-time liberal Andrei Kozyrev.

In private at least, senior officials will admit that Russia was probably

involved in the overthrow of Azerbaijan's president, Abulfaz Elchibey, in

June 1 993. Meanwhile Tajikistan, they say, is probably beyond hope.
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Late in 1993 senior intelligence officers began to refer to some of the

largest and potentially most prosperous republics as "pseudo-states." These
included Ukraine, at the time mired in economic collapse, and with a depth

of corruption that was shocking even by post-Soviet standards—US offi-

cials have on a number of occasions said they had plausible evidence that

former president Leonid Kravchuk was receiving payoffs. The list also in-

cluded Kazakhstan, rich in natural resources but with a desperately delicate

ethnic balance. 8 The obvious assumption inherent in the term was that these

enormous countries were unlikely to survive as independent entities for long.

The logical extension of this assumption—occasionally acknowledged by

officials—was that restoration of Russian rule in the republics would in the

long term be beneficial to regional stability.

Conclusion: The Implications of Russia's Near Abroad Policy

Moscow's intent does not appear at the moment, seen at least from the

remoteness of Washington, to be the replication, mutatis mutandis, of

the empire of the tsars of the Soviets. Moscow's aim seems instead to be

two-tiered. Russian leaders would apparently like to restore the Slav

core—Russia, Ukraine, Belarus', and at least northern Kazakhstan—as

a single entity. They also aspire to control the outer circle of republics by

promoting leaders who are compliant, not to say subservient to their

will, and overthrowing those who are not. This bears no resemblance to

the Clinton administration's picture of development in the lands of the

former Soviet Union.

The US policy could change, of course. Madeleine Albright is seen

at the moment as the favorite to replace Warren Christopher in Foggy

Bottom. Albright's views on the Near Abroad seem, as has been noted,

considerably less optimistic than those emanating from other parts of the

administration. Regardless of who is secretary of state, one can also ex-

pect with a fair degree of confidence a challenge to the current line from

inside the administration, perhaps from the intelligence community, per-

haps from the Department of Defense. Unless Strobe Talbott's position

is weakened or his views change, however, an adjustment in the adminis-

tration line seems unlikely.

Russia's ambition to a sphere of influence could also prove self-

limiting—because ofopposition from Russian political opinion, for example,

or economic weakness. If it does not, however, the long-term implications

seem almost embarrassingly cataclysmic. These start with the need for sig-

nificantly strongerNATO security guarantees for Poland, Hungary, and the

other former Warsaw Pact states. They proceed through the risk of a major

strengthening of the German armed forces and the fears that this would re-

vive across Europe. And they extend, of course, to the reorientation of US
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national security priorities back to some form of containing the threat from

the East.

Moreover, the creation of the two circles of Russian control would

not guarantee a lasting "Pax Russica" in the region. It could just as likely

lead to increased instability, from western Ukraine through to southern

Kazakhstan. It is, of course, already present in Tajikistan, where ethnic

Tajik guerrillas from Afghanistan are assisting in the struggle against pro-

Russian autocrats.

The short-term implications are, however, also deeply disturbing. There

is a strong case to be made for the argument that the present Near Abroad

policy is military-driven. Either because ofhis own inclinations, or his politi-

cal and physical lassitude (both of which the Clinton administration denies,

of course), Boris Yel'tsin seems to be allowing the Russian armed forces,

notably Defense Minister Grachev and the Border Guards in the person of

General Andrei Nikolayev, a large role in determining policy toward the

former republics. The Russian security organizations also seem to be ac-

tively and enthusiastically involved in these operations.

None ofthese institutions is famed for its support ofdemocratic ideals.

The military's interest in economic reform—other than for the personal gain

of some of its senior figures—is slight. The chances of the Clinton adminis-

tration seeing any of its three revolutions reach fruition are slender indeed if

these organizations remain key political players.

Simply and somewhat moralistically put, a nation which plots the sub-

version of its neighbors—indeed of (nominal) members of its own Federa-

tion, as in Chechnya—is not going to be the safe stable democracy that the

Clinton administration already feigns to see taking shape and most other

observers hope to see in the future. The creation of a civil society goes hand

in hand with the recognition ofother states' political and territorial integrity.

One cannot exist without the other.
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Turning the Cold War on

Its Head:
The Costs for Russia, Its Neighbors,

and the United States

Paul A. Goble

The fall 1 994 summit in Washington marked the final inversion of the

Cold War, a shift that is certain to have tragic consequences for Russia,

its neighbors, and the United States. The meeting's very "normalcy"

—

something representatives for both sides have insisted upon—defined its

real content: the personalization of the relationship between the two states,

the assertion and acceptance of parity in the moral as well as the political-

military spheres, and the creation of a new international environment in

which the interests of the West will be subordinated to the maintenance

of what Boris Yel'tsin at the UN called a "strategic partnership." Indi-

vidually, each of these developments poses a serious challenge to the

West; collectively, they threaten to undermine rather than to promote

American interests and values.

The personalization of international politics has been expanding at a

rapid rate, from George Bush's infatuation with telephone diplomacy to

Jimmy Carter's post-presidential excursions into international affairs. The

general dangers of such an approach—an overreliance on individual ties

rather than on a calculation of national interests and a reinforcement of the
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natural hubris of national leaders—have aroused much notice. Yet the

specific dangers of this personalization for the West's relationship to

Russia are even more noteworthy: support for an increasingly authori-

tarian single leader, in the name of supporting mass democracy, who can
exploit the politics of weakness, demanding concessions and any escape

from criticism, not because he is in a position of strength at home, but

precisely because he is not.

Even more disturbing were Yel'tsin's demand for—and Bill Clinton's ap-

parent acceptance of—the idea that Russianow has achieved a position ofmoral

equivalency with Western democracies. Russian commentators have cleverly

exploited American involvement in Haiti to promote a "your backyard, our back-

yard" image ofthe world, one that implies that Russian behavior in neighboring

countries is exactly equivalent to American behavior. Such a position—which

Clinton shows no sign ofchallenging and every sign ofagreeing to—is at odds

with the facts: The American Congress was debating how quickly the United

States could get out of Haiti while Yel'tsin and his advisors were demanding

both permanent bases and a permanent, internationally recognized, right to in-

tervene in what they are pleased to call the Near Abroad.

Another side of this demand and acceptance of parity was the very

non-political cast that the Clinton administration gave to the meeting. At

the center of the discussions was an effort to promote American private

investment in Russia. Whether such investment should be encouraged

for a country without a legal system, without defensible contracts, without

control over its territory or its nuclear materials, and without a disciplined

and reliable military is an open question. By proclaiming that Americans

can do business with Russia, the United States is implying that Russia

has already made the tough choices and joined the West. Not only is that

incorrect, it is also dangerous, for it will only encourage those in Mos-

cow who argue that they need do no more and who want to see a stable but

authoritarian Russia rather than a democratic and open one.

Given the natural desire of the American people to focus inward after

the exertions ofthe Cold War, and given both the scope and speed ofchange

in Eurasia, the misreading ofRussia and her new neighbors up to now should

not have been a surprise to anyone. 1 Yet that does not mean this lack of

understanding was without costs or that Americans should not recognize

just how wrong their perceptions often were. Numerous shortcomings in

Americans' understanding are chronicled elsewhere. 2
Still, there are three

misconceptions that must be overcome: the beliefthat the transitions in Rus-

sia and her neighbors will be quick, easy and cheap; the idea that the United

States should focus more on Russian domestic affairs than on Moscow's

foreign policies; and the notion that the United States and Russia can form a

partnership without any costs to traditional allies.
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Perhaps the most naive mistake made was to think that Russia and her

neighbors could make a transition to democracy and free markets quickly, easily

and at low cost to the United States. Historically, neither Russia nor any other of

her new neighbors—with the exception of the Baltic countries—has had either

much experience with democracy and a market economy or the broader cultural

developments that made possible the emergence ofthis kind ofpolity and economy

in the West. In addition, no country in the world has ever made this kind of

transition without either military occupation or massive outside assistance and

without most ofthe sacrifice and effort being made by the peoples most directly

involved. Optimism is one thing; naivete is quite another.

Americans should be more modest and acknowledge that, while the

goals of democracy and a free market are desirable, a detailed road map
ofhow to get there is not available. This is especially important because

the United States has not been willing, either as a nation or as the leader

of the West, to come up with the kind of funding that would back up its

lectures on democratization. A billion dollars is a great deal of money,

but spread over a country with 1 50 million people, such aid works out to

approximately 6 dollars per person. Without additional aid, highly inter-

ventionist language from the West about domestic changes in Russia and

the other countries will inevitably breed a reaction among proud and

undefeated peoples.

In US dealings with Russia—and that country has received too much
focus relative to its 14 new neighbors—Americans have inverted their tradi-

tional approach in foreign relations. Normally, Americans are more con-

cerned with how a country acts toward its neighbors or toward the United

States than they are with what it does domestically. Even when the focus is

on domestic issues—as recently with China—the foreign policy dimension

is never ignored. From this inversion flow most ofthe problems now facing

the United States.

First, by focusing almost exclusively on Russian domestic economic

difficulties, Americans have been overly invasive without giving much
help, and have all too often missed the political and psychological prob-

lems that beset Russia and her relations with the 14 other states. The

United States unintentionally signaled that it would not oppose the res-

toration of the empire, thus undercutting friends in Moscow and aiding

those who are most against American principles. For some in Washington,

the Russian elections of December 12, 1993 did prove to be a wake-up call,

but even then, all too many American analysts reduced the Zhirinovsky

vote to economics alone.

Second, by deciding that Boris Yel'tsin alone must be supported,

and by insisting that he behave according to an American schema for his

domestic reforms, the United States has virtually invited him to use Russian
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power in the so-called Near Abroad as a means to generate political support

via "hurrah patriotism," precisely because of rightist challenges that he is

somehow the "West's man in Moscow." Americans have made themselves

prisoners to his policies even when those policies change, often praising

Russian actions in these new countries that would otherwise be criticized if

any other country in the world attempted them.

Third, and most dangerously, Americans all too often have accepted

the argument that Russia retains special rights in the new countries and that

Moscow should have the same right to defend the 25 million Russian ethnics

abroad that other countries have to defend their citizens abroad. Not only

does that ignore the 35 million non-Russians living outside their ethnic home
territories, and the principle that the Allies fought Germany in World War II

to uphold, but it invites Russians to attempt to ethnicize politics throughout

the region and destabilize these new countries. Such a notion implies that the

United States does not view the other new states in this region as full-fledged

sovereign countries. 3 This ignores the fact that even if the United States

does not feel threatened by Moscow, its* neighbors all too often do—and

with justification. This permissive stance gives aid and comfort to the worst

people in Moscow rather than the best, leading to greater Russian assertiveness

and hence to an expansion rather than contraction of the Russian army and

military-industrial complex, thus retarding rather than accelerating the

domestic transitions hoped for by the West.

Ultimately it is the third point that is the most distressing. No one wants

to make Russia an enemy, but an incautious willingness to allow Russia to

veto decisions onNATO membership in Eastern Europe and to demand that

oil flow only through Russia undercuts America's traditional allies in

Europe, including Turkey. Moreover, the Partnership for Peace, at least as

originally advertised, achieves what Moscow has wanted for many years:

the diminution of NATO's status and an apparent legitimation of Russian

involvement in both the former republics ofthe Soviet Union and in Eastern

Europe. More concretely, the United States' overly celebratory welcoming

ofRussian involvement in Bosnia will almost certainly come to be seen as a

major mistake.

The notion that with communism dead there are no fundamental differ-

ences between Russia and the United States in interests, values, or concerns

would be laughable if it were not so serious. The idea that the two countries can

simply agree on all matters is either deeply insulting to Russia or deeply injurious

to the interests and values ofthe United States. One cannot repeal either history

or geography—although, tragically, some have tried.
4 The beginning ofwisdom

is to recognize both differences and similarities and to acknowledge both inter-

ests and limitations. Too often, in the first couple ofyears ofthe post-Soviet era,

the United States has done neither.
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Yel'tsin has already exploited this, demanding American recognition

—

implicit or otherwise—for Moscow's efforts to dominate and "reintegrate"

the former Soviet space, for Moscow's demands that nothing be done in

Yugoslavia against Serbian interests, and for American acceptance ofRussia

as a "strategic" partner. Both because of the usual hype of summitry and

because Russia is supposedly the major "success" ofClinton's foreign policy

efforts, Washington has been reluctant to say anything against this approach.

The absence of criticism has only encouraged Moscow to up the ante rather

than to adapt.

Recent reporting from Moscow has focused on two supposedly con-

tradictory tendencies, the collapse of state authority within the Russian Fed-

eration and the reassertion of Russian power over her new neighbors. Each

of these tendencies has been repeatedly cited as precluding the other: Those

who see Moscow restoring the empire have tended to ignore Russian do-

mestic difficulties, and those who believe that Moscow is pursuing a normal

course of development with her neighbors have tended to point to these

difficulties as a necessary and sufficient explanation for her actions.

This contradiction is more apparent than real. In fact, the reassertion of

Russian power over her neighbors precisely reflects an effort by the Mos-

cow authorities to cope with the disintegration of the Russian state. Unfor-

tunately, the cure may be worse than the disease, with its first victims being

the countries Russians routinely call the Near Abroad. Moreover, the pros-

pects for the development of democracy and free markets in Russia itself

will suffer, and finally, the possibility of a more peaceful and cooperative

relationship between Russia and the United States will be undercut.

Here, three main questions arise: What is happening between Russia

and the states around her borders? What are the likely consequences ofthese

actions on all the parties involved? What can and should the United States

do to promote American interests and values in this region?

Western discussions about Russian intentions toward her neighbors have

been remarkably unsophisticated, with the argument focusing on whether

Moscow wants to restore the status quo ante or, if after several years of

confusion, it merely is pursuing policies normal for a great power surrounded

by smaller ones. The simplistic quality of such discussions reflects three as-

pects of the problem:

1

.

With regard to Moscow's intentions, there seems to be, in the words of

Gertrude Stein, "no there there." No one can be sure at the present time

who or what speaks for Russia, and so no one can be certain what is

official policy and what is not.

2. There is a "say and do" problem. Whenever Russian officials say some-

thing untoward, Americans are routinely enjoined by their supporters to
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watch what they do; but whenever Russian officials do something unto-

ward, we are often told that Yel'tsin has assured Washington otherwise.

This is a highly unsatisfactory situation.

3 . The debate itselfis at an extremely primitive level. On the one hand, there

are those who see any reassertion of Russian influence in the region as

imperialism, ignoring the fact that Russia, just like any other state, has

real and legitimate interests in the countries around its borders. They
forget that the real question concerns the means by which Russia seeks

to advance its interests. On the other hand, there are those who argue

that since Boris Yel'tsin and Andrei Kozyrev—in contrast to someone
like Vladimir Zhirinovsky—have never used the word "empire," and

clearly do not seek to include all the new states within the borders of a

single country, there can be no question that Moscow seeks to dominate

its neighbors in an inappropriate way.

All these problems are exacerbated by the tendency to examine the

issue of Russia's intentions as the sum of bilateral relations between Mos-
cow and each of her neighbors rather than as a general pattern. This per-

spective allows both sides ofthis argument to claim victory, with supporters

of the Russians as innocents pointing to the resolution of troop withdrawal

in the Baltic States and with supporters ofthe idea that the empire is coming

back pointing to the flagrant use ofRussian power in Moldova and Georgia.

Is there a way out? Three steps are necessary. First, Americans should stop

fixating on the word "empire" and just look at the specific facts. Secondly, the

United States should seek to define the general patterns of actions, recognizing

that statements alone are often problematic and do not necessarily reflect a

broader policy. And thirdly, the issue should be examined in terms ofa series

of policy arenas rather than in terms of specific bilateral relationships. Five

such policy arenas are: economic relations, military involvement, the poli-

tics of isolation, "human rights" issues, and linkages among each. The

following paragraphs are meant to suggest the outlines of Moscow's

approach rather than to argue that these outlines explain all of the ex-

tremely disorderly Russian approaches to her neighbors.

Current Russian Policy

Economic Pressure

No one can contest that the Russian Federation has legitimate economic inter-

ests and even equities in the new states, but Moscow officials have pursued a

policy which suggests that these economic assets are a lever for more general

goals. Three examples spring to mind: First, Moscow has not imposed world

prices on raw materials and energy as a general rule but rather has imposed them
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selectively and irregularly to destabilize neighboring countries or to increase

Russian political influence; secondly, Moscow has insisted that all energy sup-

plies from Central Asia and the Caucasus flow through Russia and has asserted

its right to block the export of oil and gas to the West if it would compromise

Russian economic goals; and lastly, it has insisted in Belarus', Tajikistan and

elsewhere on a very high political price for economic assistance.

Military Pressure

Moscow has deployed troops in Moldova, Tajikistan, and Georgia against

the initial interests and wills ofthe governments involved (that such govern-

ments ex post facto were made to agree does not justify earlier uses of force).

Russia has dragged its feet on the withdrawal of troops from Estonia and

Latvia, and it has provided arms to groups on various sides of civil and

international wars in the Caucasus. Curious but seldom noted is the fact that

Moscow has used its military force in precisely those countries—Georgia,

Azerbaijan, Moldova, and Tajikistan—which had, or appeared likely to have,

the greatest doubts about membership in the Russian-dominated Common-
wealth of Independent States. Moreover, its military and defense ministry

representatives have cast doubt on the genuineness ofMoscow's willingness

to treat these neighbors as real countries. The West—especially the United

States—has also failed to insist on this, all too often seeing the troop

issue in the Baltic States as the only one of concern and as an end in

itself, and all too often excusing Russian military behavior elsewhere

because of CIS agreements and so on.

Political Isolation

Russian politicians from Yel'tsin on down have repeatedly insisted that

Russia alone is responsible for what takes place on the territory of the

CIS or even of the former Soviet Union. Kozyrev has demanded not only

that the West recognize this as legitimate but that it contribute to what

he calls "peacekeeping." So far that has not happened, but neither has

the West consistently and publicly challenged Moscow on its assertiveness

in this respect, leaving many in the new countries to feel that they con-

front Russian power without any real prospects of assistance. Indeed,

Russian discussions about its conditions for joining the PfP are only the

latest indication that Russia believes it can play by its own rules, flout

those of Europe, and isolate not only the fourteen former Soviet repub-

lics, but Eastern Europe as well.

"Human Rights" Issues

Nowhere has Russia been bolder or the West more supine than on the issue

of ethnic Russians in the other new countries. The Russian government has
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a legitimate interest in the fate of its co-ethnics abroad, but this interest must
be manifested in ways consistent with the principles of international law and

the higher standing of citizenship. Ofthe often-mentioned 25.4 million eth-

nic Russians living outside the Russian Federation, only 1 50,000 are citizens

of the Russian Federation. All but 800,000 of the remainder are citizens of

the other countries. Unfortunately, not only has the West allowed Moscow
to make claims about the need to protect these persons—a claim that would
be objectionable if it were made by any other nation (as, for example, Ger-

many)—but the United States has forgotten to worry about or direct the

CSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities to concern himself with

the fate of the 35 million other people in this region who either live outside

their own country or are not members of a titular nationality. This failure has

led to assumptions in Moscow and in other capitals that some countries are

"normal" and others are simply "inconvenient," thereby reinforcing the iso-

lation of these countries and the tendency of the West to view them only

through Russian eyes.

Linkage Issues

In each of the cases listed above, there are some legitimate reasons for Rus-

sian statements and actions. Unfortunately, in every case, the Moscow au-

thorities have used their leverage to seek to reintegrate these countries under

Russian domination even when the initial Russian action may be welcome.

Russian involvement in the Karabakh conflict is a case in point: Russian

diplomatic actions sometimes have been useful, particularly given the failure

of other states to be more active, but these welcome Russian actions have

always been accompanied by other less welcome signs that Moscow's inten-

tions are less benign than advertised.

Can it be said that Moscow is seeking to reimpose a single imperial

state? So far, the evidence for that is lacking. Evidence does exist, however,

to back up the claim that Moscow wishes to dominate these countries in

ways that are inappropriate and inconsistent with international law. The con-

version ofsome, or eventually most, ofthese countries into simple satellites

is proceeding so rapidly that the question of empire may, in fact, become a

genuine one, especially since so many Russians regret the end of the Soviet

Union, and since so many politicians see the restoration ofRussian suzerainty

over these states as a solution to—or at least a distraction from—Russia's

own enormous domestic problems.

Dangerous Consequences for Everyone

There will be three victims ofthe reassertion ofRussian power if it continues

in the forms it is now assuming and if the United States simply concedes

the game. The first and mos't obvious victims will be the new countries
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themselves, some of which will retreat into ever more extreme forms of

nationalism and seek to resist their far larger neighbor with all the negative

and self-defeating consequences of such reactions. Others will simply give

way to Russian demands, thus leading to additional demands and the sacri-

fice of the freedom they had obtained.

However, the two other victims—and they will flow inevitably from

the first—should disturb the United States even more. The first of these is

Russia itself. IfMoscow seeks to become a new imperial state, it will not be

liberal, either politically or economically. Indeed, it will give up all chance of

that as a result ofan ever-larger military and military-industrial complex and,

thus, quickly find itself in the same trap as the Soviet Union did. A liberal

Russia may be possible, but a liberal empire is a contradiction in terms. Even

more, the Russian attempt to resubordinate its neighbors—whether it goes

as far as a drive to include them all in a single state or not—will ultimately

fail and again for the same reasons, with many victims on both sides. (As

Chechnya demonstrates, even regions nominally part ofthe Russian Federa-

tion are not exempt from these perils.)

Unfortunately, however, the largest victim may be the West. A resur-

gent, non-liberal Russia will ultimately have to posit an enemy larger than

the Estonians—that Feindbild will work only so long. Many Russians be-

lieve that they can count on an alliance with the West against China or against

Islam, but they are almost certain to be wrong, because neither of those

powers is as immediately threatening as many Russians and Americans be-

lieve, and because it will be difficult for the United States and the West to

ally themselves with an authoritarian Russia. As a result—and this is already

visible—a Russia unrestrained in its drive for regional hegemony is likely to

turn on the West, blaming the West for its problems and issuing challenges in

more and more places. It will not be able to do that as effectively in the past,

but even its limited efforts will preclude many of the changes hoped for in

the post-Cold War environment.

What Is to Be Done?

Only a few years have elapsed since the end of the Soviet Union. Unfortu-

nately, neither the West nor the Russians has made especially good use ofthe

time. The United States largely has passed on the opportunity former Secre-

tary of State James Baker outlined to restructure the world in ways that

would guarantee a generation of peace, but it is not too late to get involved

and to limit the damage that has already taken place.

Three measures can and should be taken:

1. The United States should treat all the countries of the region as sov-

ereign states. That means more than opening an embassy there. It
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means insisting that other countries respect these states and play by
the international rules of the game; it means that no countries and
ethnic groups will receive extra privileges; and it means that aggres-

sion will not be allowed to be profitable, lest it is encouraged.

2. The West should end its inverted approach to Russia. Unlike
America's dealings with other countries, Washington has been ob-

sessed with what Russia does domestically—while providing rela-

tively little aid to go along with its improving speeches—and largely

has ignored what Russia is doing to her neighbors. The United

States should both provide more aid to Russia, while keeping ex-

pectations on Russian domestic change modest, and be more in-

sistent that Moscow play according to the normal rules ofthe game
vis-a-vis its neighbors.

3. The West should stop allowing Moscow to assume that the "ordinary

yardstick" of international relations does not apply to Russia, that

Russia will be allowed to make up the rules or exempt itself from

them as it goes along.

In each case, America may not always be able to enforce its principles,

but should not forget them or fail to articulate them to others. That is not

only the source ofAmerican influence in the world but also—and even more

important—the basis for the peaceful and democratic world that everyone

would like to see in the future. The United States should pursue cooperation

with Russia on the sure basis of its own interests and values rather than on

the much shakier foundation of cooperation in the name of cooperation.

Trying to pretend that there will be no disagreements simply passes the whip

hand ofpolicy to a Russia not yet fully integrated into the West, and guaran-

tees an eventual fragmentation of the relationship when the degree of the

two countries' real differences becomes apparent.

Notes

1. That democracies usually react this way to victories and periods of rapid

change is captured in Winston Churchill's The Aftermath (New York: C. Scribner's

Sons, 1929), his insightful study on Western reaction to the end ofWorld War I. He

writes:

To the faithful, toil-burdened masses the victory was so complete that no further

effort seemed required. Germany had fallen, and with her the world combination

that had crushed her. Authority was dispersed; the world unshackled; the weak

became the strong; the sheltered became the aggressive; the contrast between

victors and vanquished tended continually to diminish. A vast fatigue dominated

collective action. Though every subversive element endeavored to assert itself,

revolutionary rage like every other form ofpsychic energy burnt low. Through



Turning the Cold War on Its Head 207

all its five acts the drama has run its course; the light of history is switched off,

the world stage dims, the actors shrivel, the chorus sinks. The war of the giants

has ended; the quarrels of the pygmies have begun.

These words were published just four years before Hitler came to power and just a

decade before the world was engulfed in a general war.

2. See Paul Goble, 'Ten Issues in Search of a Policy: America's Failed Ap-

proach to the Post-Soviet States," Current History, October 1993, pp. 305-308.

3. On this difficult problem, see Paul Goble, "Russia and Its Neighbors,"

Foreign Policy, Spring 1993, pp. 79-88; "Can We Help Russia Become a Good
Neighbor?" Demokratizatsiya (Washington, D.C.), Winter 1993-94, pp. 3-8; and

"Russia as a Eurasian Power: Moscow and the Post-Soviet Successor States," in

Stephen Sestanovich, ed., Rethinking Russia 's National Interests (Washington, DC:

1994), pp. 42-51. Administration officials often point out how much the United

States supports the statehood ofthe three Baltic States without acknowledging that

this policy also can have unintended and counterproductive consequences. On that

issue, see Paul Goble, "The Rebirth of Baltic Exceptionalism," The Baltic Indepen-

dent, 8-14 October 1993.

4. See Paul Goble, "Let's not be revisionists on Soviet history," The Philadel-

phia Inquirer, 1 December 1993, p. A 17, for a discussion ofthe implications of this

approach. On the more general problem of ignoring geographically based conflicts,

see David Hooson, "The Return of Geography," in Ian Bremmer and Norman
Naimark, eds., Soviet Nationalities Problems (Stanford, 1990), pp. 61-68.
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