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INTRODUCTION
Superpower Politics

EVER SINCE THE CONTINENTS started interactindippcally, some five hundred years ago, Eurasia has
been the center of world power. In different wagfisdifferent times, the peoples inhabiting Eurasiaesgh
mostly those from its Western European peripheryrefrated and dominated the world's other regions as
individual Eurasian states attained the specidustand enjoyed the privileges of being the wontsmier
powers.

The last decade of the twentieth century hasessed a tectonic shift in world affairs. For fingt time ever,
a non-Eurasian power has emerged not only as theatmter of Eurasian power relations but also les t
world's paramount power. The defeat and collapse¢hef Soviet Union was the final step in the rapid
ascendance of a Western Hemisphere power, the dUBii#es, as the sole and, indeed, the first gldpal
power.

Eurasia, however, retains its geopolitical img@oce. Not only is its western periphery—Europei-tgte
location of much of the world's political and ecamo power, but its eastern region— Asia—has labelgome
a vital center of economic growth and rising poétiinfluence. Hence, the issue of how a globallgaged
America copes with the complex Eurasian power imiahips— and particularly whether it prevents the
emergence of a dominant and antagonistic Eurasiamrp—remains central to America's capacity to aserc
global primacy.

It follows that—in addition to cultivating therarious novel dimensions of power (technology,
communications, information, as well as trade andnice)—American foreign policy must remain coneern
with the geopolitical dimension and must employintBuence in Eurasia in a manner that createsablest
continental equilibrium, with the United Stategfaes political arbiter.

Eurasia is thus the chessboard on which thggufor global primacy continues to be played, #mat
struggle involves geostrategy—the strategic managérof geopolitical interests. It is noteworthy tthes
recently as 1940 two aspirants to global power, [Addler and Joseph Stalin, agreed explicitly {ire secret
negotiations of November of that year) that Amesbauld be excluded from Eurasia. Each realizetltttea
injection of American power into Eurasia would pugle his ambitions regarding global domination. lEac
shared the assumption that Eurasia is the centéreofvorld and that he who controls Eurasia costthe
world. A half century later, the issue has beerefiedd: will America's primacy in Eurasia endureddo what
ends might it be applied?

The ultimate objective of American policy shoblel benign and visionary: to shape a truly cooperaiobal
community, in keeping with long-range trends anthwhe fundamental interests of humankind. Buthe t
meantime, it is imperative that no Eurasian chagkgremerges, capable of dominating Eurasia andatisosof
challenging America. The formulation of a compretiea and integrated Eurasian geostrategy is therd¢fe
purpose of this book.

Zbigniew Brzezinski
Washington, D.C.

April 1997



Chapter 1.Hegemony of a New Type

HEGEMONY is AS OLD AS MANKIND. But America's currérglobal supremacy is distinctive in the
rapidity of its emergence, in its global scope, amthe manner of its exercise. In the course sihgle century,
America has transformed itself—and has also besmmstormed by international dynamics—from a country
relatively isolated in the Western Hemisphere mfmower of unprecedented worldwide reach and grasp.

THE SHORT ROAD TO GLOBAL SUPREMACY

The Spanish-American War in 1898 was America's iverseas war of conquest. It thrust American pdese
into the Pacific, beyond Hawaii to the PhilippinBg.the turn of the century, American strategisesevalready
busy developing doctrines for a two-ocean navatesupcy, and the American navy had begun to chadléng
notion that Britain "rules the waves." Americanila of a special status as the sole guardian ofAthstern
Hemisphere's security—proclaimed earlier in theugnby the Monroe Doctrine and subsequently jiestiby
America’'s alleged "manifest destiny"—were evenhieirtenhanced by the construction of the PanamalCana
which facilitated naval domination over both thdaftic and Pacific Oceans.

The basis for America's expanding geopoliticab#dions was provided by the rapid industrializatiof the
country's economy. By the outbreak of World Wakrerica's growing economic might already accourided
about 33 percent of global GNP, which displacedaGRritain as the world's leading industrial pow€his
remarkable economic dynamism was fostered by aureulthat favored experimentation and innovation.
America's political institutions and free markebeomy created unprecedented opportunities for amoisitand
iconoclastic inventors, who were not inhibited frgmarsuing their personal dreams by archaic priedegr
rigid social hierarchies. In brief, national cuduwvas uniquely congenial to economic growth, anatnacting
and quickly assimilating the most talented indiddufrom abroad, the culture also facilitated tkpagsion of
national power.

World War | provided the first occasion for tassive projection of American military force irkarope. A
heretofore relatively isolated power promptly tramsed several hundred thousand of its troops actios
Atlantic—a transoceanic military expedition unpréeeted in its size and scope, which signaled thergemce
of a new major player in the international arenastJs important, the war also prompted the firafjom
American diplomatic effort to apply American priptes in seeking a solution to Europe's internationa
problems. Woodrow Wilson's famous Fourteen Poiapgasented the injection into European geopoliics
American idealism, reinforced by American might.d&cade and a half earlier, the United States legeg a
leading role in settling a Far Eastern conflictvietn Russia and Japan, thereby also assertingonang
international stature.) The fusion of American ig#a and American power thus made itself fully feit the
world scene.

Strictly speaking, however, World War | wadl giredominantly a European war, not a global ddat its
self-destructive character marked the beginningthef end of Europe's political, economic, and caltur
preponderance over the rest of the world. In thersm of the war, no single European power was tble
prevail decisively — and the war's outcome was itganfluenced by the entrance into the conflict tbke
rising non-European power, America. Thereafteroparwould become increasingly the object, rathan tihhe
subject, of global power politics.

However, this brief burst of American globahdiership did not produce a continuing American gageent
in world affairs. Instead, America quickly retredtato a self-gratifying combination of isolatiomsand
idealism. Although by the mid-twenties and earlyrtibs totalitarianism was gathering strength oe th
European continent, American power—by then inclgdanpowerful two-ocean fleet that clearly outmatthe
the British navy—remained disengaged. Americantemed to be bystanders to global politics.

Consistent with that predisposition was the Aoa@ concept of security, based on a view of Anzeas a
continental island. American strategy focused agltshing its shores and was thus narrowly natiamakcope,
with little thought given to international or gldb@onsiderations. The critical international plag/arere still the
European powers and, increasingly, Japan.



The European era in world politics came tonalfiend in the course of World War I, the firatlyr global
war. Fought on three continents simultaneouslyhwitie Atlantic and the Pacific Oceans also heavily
contested, its global dimension was symbolicallyndestrated when British and Japanese soldiers—
representing, respectively, a remote Western Earopsland and a similarly remote East Asian island—
collided thousands of miles from their homes onltitéan-Burmese frontier. Europe and Asia had bexam
single battlefield.

Had the war's outcome been a clear-cut vidimrfNazi Germany, a single European power mighn thave
emerged as globally preponderant. (Japan's vidtorthe Pacific would have gained for that natior th
dominant Far Eastern role, but in all probabilitgpan would still have remained only a regionalehegn.)
Instead, Germany's defeat was sealed largely bywbeextra-European victors, the United States toed
Soviet Union, which became the successors to Elsopéulfilled quest for global supremacy.

The next fifty years were dominated by the apdmerican-Soviet contest for global supremacysdme
respects, the contest Between the United Statestt@dSoviet Union represented the fulfillment ok th
geopoliticians' fondest theories: it pitted the Mitgrleading maritime power, dominant over both Atlantic
and the Pacific Oceans, against the world's lealdind power, paramount on the Eurasian heartlarith five
Sino-Soviet bloc encompassing a space remarkaliynigcent of the scope of the Mongol Empire). The
geopolitical dimension could not have been clea¥erth America versus Eurasia, with the world akst The
winner would truly dominate the globe. There wasone else to stand in the way, once victory waallfn
grasped.

Each rival projected worldwide an ideologicapaal that was infused with historical optimism,tthestified
for each the necessary exertions while reinfor¢isgeonviction in inevitable victory. Each rival walearly
dominant within its own space—unlike the imperialr@ean aspirants to global hegemony, none of which
ever quite succeeded in asserting decisive prepande within Europe itself. And each used its idgglto
reinforce its hold over its respective vassals tiitaries, in a manner somewhat reminiscent efabe of
religious warfare.

The combination of global geopolitical scope #mel proclaimed universality of the competing dogrgave
the contest unprecedented intensity. But an addititactor—also imbued with global implications—nedttie
contest truly unique. The advent of nuclear weapoaant that a head-on war, of a classical typeydmt the
two principal contestants would not only spell thaiutual destruction but could unleash lethal cqonsaces
for a significant portion of humanity. The intensiof the conflict was thus simultaneously subjected
extraordinary self-restraint on the part of botrals.

In the geopolitical realm, the conflict was weddargely on the peripheries of Eurasia itself. Bueo-Soviet
bloc dominated most of Eurasia but did not conit®lperipheries. North America succeeded in entrenc
itself on both the extreme western and extremeegasthores of the great Eurasian continent. Thendef of

. — these continental bridgeheads (epitomized

L Ad on the western "front" by the Berlin
blockade and on the eastern by the Korean
War) was thus the first strategic test of what
came to be known as the Cold War.

In the Cold War's final phase, a third
defensive "front"—the southern—appeared
on Eurasia's map (see map above). The
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan precipitated
a two-pronged American response: direct
U.S. assistance to the native resistance in
Afghanistan in order to bog down the
Soviet army; and a large-scale buildup of
the U.S. military presence in the Persian



Gulf as a deterrent to any further southward ptamecof Soviet political or military power. The Uerd States
committed itself to the defense of the Persian Gedfion, on a par with its western and eastern gtama
security interests.

The successful containment by North AmericahefEEurasian bloc's efforts to gain effective swegrall of
Eurasia—with both sides deterred until the very gach a direct military collision for fear of a niear war—
meant that the outcome of the contest was eveptwtided by nonmilitary means. Political vitality,
ideological flexibility, economic dynamism, and turhl appeal became the decisive dimensions.

The American-led coalition retained its unitypeveas the Sino-Soviet bloc split within less ttvam decades.
In part, this was due to the democratic coalitiog¥eater flexibility, in contrast to the hierarchicand
dogmatic—but also brittle—character of the Commua@np. The former involved shared values, buteuth
a formal doctrinal format. The latter emphasizedrdatic orthodoxy, with only one valid interpretaigenter.
America's principal vassals were also significantgaker than America, whereas the Soviet Unionccook
indefinitely treat China as a subordinate. The ownie was also due to the fact that the Americanmideed to
be economically and technologically much more dyicanvhereas the Soviet Union gradually stagnatetl an
could not effectively compete either in economiowgh or in military technology. Economic decay urrt
fostered ideological demoralization.

In fact, Soviet military power—and the fear nispired among westerners—for a long time obscuned t
essential asymmetry between the two contestanteridawas simply much richer, technologically muabre
advanced, militarily more resilient and innovatigecially more creative and appealing. Ideologamaistraints
also sapped the creative potential of the SoviebtJmmaking its system increasingly rigid and itogomy
increasingly wasteful and technologically less cefitye. As long as a mutually destructive war dat break
out, in a protracted competition the scales hagpteventually in America's favor.

The final outcome was also significantly infleed by cultural considerations. The American-ledlition,
by and large, accepted as positive many attribaftégnerica's political and social culture. Amergavo most
important allies on the western and eastern perighef the Eurasian continent, Germany and Jalpaifn,
recovered their economic health in the contextmiat unbridled admiration for all things Americakmerica
was widely perceived as representing the future, sxciety worthy of admiration and deserving ofition.

In contrast, Russia was held in cultural contebyomost of its Central European vassals and evare so by
its principal and increasingly assertive easteiy, &hina. For the Central Europeans, Russian datian
meant isolation from what the Central Europeanssiciemed their philosophical and cultural home: \West
Europe and its Christian religious traditions. Wotkhan that, it meant domination by a people whbom t
Central Europeans, often unjustly, considered thdiural inferior.

The Chinese, for whom the word "Russia" meadhns hungry land,"” were even more openly contemguou
Although initially the Chinese had only quietly ¢ested Moscow's claims of universality for the @bwvnodel,
within a decade following the Chinese Communisbhetion they mounted an assertive challenge to Maesc
ideological primacy and even began to express gpéeir traditional contempt for the neighboringrihern
barbarians.

Finally, within the Soviet Union itself, the $@rcent of the population that was non-Russiamteradly also
rejected Moscow's domination. The gradual politeabkening of the non-Russians meant that the bilkaras,
Georgians, Armenians, and Azeris began to view &gwwer as a form of alien imperial domination &y
people to whom they did not feel culturally inferidn Central Asia, national aspirations may haeerb
weaker, but here these peoples were fueled iniaddily a gradually rising sense of Islamic identity
intensified by the knowledge of the ongoing dec@ation elsewhere.

Like so many empires before it, the Soviet Wnewentually imploded and fragmented, falling wictot so
much to a direct military defeat as to disintegnatiaccelerated by economic and social strainsfalis
confirmed a scholar's apt observation that emg@resnherently politically unstable because submati units
almost always prefer greater autonomy, and coueitiers in such units almost always act, upon opymity, to



obtain greater autonomy. In this sense, empiresaidall; rather, they fall apart, usually veryslg, though
sometimes remarkably quickly.1

1. Donald Puchala. "The History of the Future afelmational Relations,"” Ethecs and Internationalafts 8
(1994):183.

THE FIRST GLOBAL POWER

The collapse of its rival left the United Statesaimnique position. It became simultaneously the &ind the
only truly global power. And yet America's globaipsemacy is reminiscent in some ways of earlieriszsp
notwithstanding their more confined regional scoffese empires based their power on a hierarchigssals,
tributaries, protectorates, and colonies, with ¢hos the outside generally viewed as barbarianssdie
degree, that anachronistic terminology is not a@&tbgr inappropriate for some of the states currenthin the
American orbit. As in the past, the exercise of Aigen "imperial” power is derived in large meastn@m
superior organization, from the ability to mobilizast economic and technological resources pronfptly
military purposes, from the vague but significantteral appeal of the American way of life, andrfrahe
sheer dynamism and inherent competitiveness oAtherican social and political elites.

Earlier empires, too, partook of these attribuitome comes first to mind. Its empire was esthbtl over
roughly two and a half centuries through sustaieedtorial expansion northward and then both westirvand
southeastward, as well as through the assertic@ffetive maritime control over the entire shoreliof the
Mediterranean Sea. In geographic scope, it reatthddgh point around the year A.D. 211 (see mapage
11). Rome's was a centralized polity and a singlessifficient economy. Its imperial power was esed
deliberately and purposefully through a complexeysof political and economic organization. A stacally
designed system of roads and naval routes, origmn&tom the capital city, permitted the rapid rplbgyment
and concentration—in the event of a major secuhtgat—of the Roman legions stationed in the variou
vassal states and tributary provinces.

At the empire's apex, the Roman legions depla@dad numbered no less than three hundred thdusan
men—a remarkable force, made all the more lethahbyrRoman superiority in tactics and armamentseik
as by the center's ability to direct relativelyicapedeployment. (It is striking to note that in98 the vastly
more populous supreme power, America, was protgdiire outer reaches of its dominion by stationing
296,000 professional soldiers overseas.)

Rome's imperial power, however, was
also derived from an important
psychological reality. Civis Romanus
sum—"l am a Roman citizen"—was the
highest possible self-definition, a source of
pride, and an aspiration for many.
Eventually granted even to those not of
Roman birth, the exalted status of the
Roman citizen was an expression of cultural
superiority that justified the imperial
power's sense of mission. It not only
legitimated Rome's rule, but it also inclined
those subject to it to desire assimilation and
inclusion in the imperial structure. Cultural
superiority, taken for granted by the rulers
and conceded by the subjugated, thus
reinforced imperial power.

The Roman Empire at lts Height



That supreme, and largely uncontested, imppowler lasted about three hundred years. With xcepgion
of the challenge posed at one stage by nearby &pertand on the eastern fringes by the Parthian riéntpie
outside world was largely barbaric, not well orgaai, capable for most of the time only of sporadtacks,
and culturally patently inferior. As long as the e was able to maintain internal vitality and tynithe
outside world was noncompetitive.

Three major causes led to the eventual collapske Roman Empire. First, the empire became @ogel to
be governed from a single center, but splittingnid western and eastern halves automatically olgstr the
monopolistic character of its power. Second, at shene time, the prolonged period of imperial hubris
generated a cultural hedonism that gradually sapbpedpolitical elite's will to greatness. Third,ssained
inflation also undermined the capacity of the syste sustain itself without social sacrifice, whitte citizens
were no longer prepared to make. Cultural decaltigad division, and financial inflation conspirgd make
Rome vulnerable even to the barbarians in its abayad.

By contemporary standards, Rome was not trgphbal power but a regional one. However, givensiiese
of isolation prevailing at the time between theimas continents of the globe, its regional powes \salf-
contained and isolated, with no immediate or evistadt rival. The Roman Empire was thus a worldount
itself,'with its superior political organization ércultural superiority making it a precursor ofelaimperial
systems of even greater geographic scope.

Even so, the Roman Empire was not unique. ThendRoand the Chinese empires emerged almost
contemporaneously, though neither was aware obtiher. By the year 221 B.C. (the time of the PUNiars
between Rome and Carthage), the unification by 'Gliithe existing seven states into the first Cegempire
had prompted the construction of the Great Walhanthern China, to seal off the inner kingdom frtme
barbarian world beyond. The subsequent Han Emphiesh had started to emerge by 140 B.C., was evaie m
impressive in scope and organization. By the ookéte Christian era, no fewer than 57 million pleopere
subject to its authority. That huge number, itseiprecedented, testified to extraordinarily effetcentral
control, exercised through a centralized and pumibureaucracy. Imperial sway extended to todagee&
parts of Mongolia, and most of today's coastal @hiiowever, rather like Rome, the Han Empire akstalne
afflicted by internal ills, and its eventual colispwas accelerated by its division in A.D. 220 ititcee
independent realms.

China’s further history involved cycles of rédioation and expansion, followed by decay and fnagtation.
More than once, China succeeded in establishingeli@psystems that were self-contained, isolated] a
unchallenged externally by any organlzed rivalse Tﬂrpartlte division of the Han realm was reversed.D.

. S SRS 589, with something akin to an imperial
¢ W PeN, ' { frgd PR system reemerging. But the period of
g 1 % ~ China's greatest imperial self-assertion

L NRFEFT TR came under the Manchus, specifically
R - during the early Ch'ing dynasty. By the
eighteenth century, China was once again a

full-fledged empire, with the imperial

center surrounded by vassal and tributary
I states, including today's Korea, Indochina,
Thailand, Burma, and Nepal. China's sway
thus extended from today's Russian Far East
all the way across southern Siberia to Lake
Baikal and into contemporary Kazakstan,
then southward toward the Indian Ocean,
and then back east across Laos and northern
Vietnam (see map on page 14).
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As in the Roman case, the empire was a
- complex financial, economic, educational,

mea Hegonsof the Manchu Empire Administered
by the Court of Colonial Affairs




and security organization. Control over the laggeitory and the more than 300 million people lywithin it
was exercised through all these means, with agteorphasis on centralized political authority, sugd by a
remarkably effective courier service. The entirgpgmwas demarcated into four zones, radiating fReking
and delimiting areas that could be reached by eownthin one week, two weeks, three weeks, ana fou
weeks, respectively. A centralized bureaucracyfggsaonally trained and competitively selected,vmted the
sinews of unity.

That unity was reinforced, legitimated, andtaum®d—again, as in the case of Rome—nby a strdieflyand
deeply ingrained sense of cultural superiority twvas augmented by Confucianism, an imperially eiqred
philosophy, with its stress on harmony, hierardayd discipline. China—the Celestial Empire—was sa&n
the center of the universe, with only barbariansiterperipheries and beyond. To be Chinese meabgeto
cultured, and for that reason, the rest of the dvamlved China its due deference. That special sehse
superiority permeated the response given by thené3ki emperor—even in the phase of China's growing
decline, in the late eighteenth century—to King fgedll of Great Britain, whose emissaries hadmafited to
inveigle China into a trading relationship by offgy some British industrial products as goodwiftgi

We, by the Grace of Heaven, Emperor, instruct timg kf England to take note of our charge:

The Celestial Empire, ruling all within the fogeas . . . does not value rare and preciousghingor
do we have the slightest need of your country'sufatures....

Hence we ... have commanded your tribute envoye-tiirn safely home. You, O King, should
simply act in conformity with our wishes by strelmghing your loyalty and swearing perpetual
obedience.

The decline and fall of the several Chinese eespivas also primarily due to internal factors. ganand
later occidental "barbarians” prevailed becausermat fatigue, decay, hedonism, and loss of econasiwell
as military creativity sapped and then accelerdbexd collapse of Chinese will. Outside powers expbbi
China’s internal malaise—Britain in the Opium Wdrl1839-1842, Japan a century later—which, in turn,
generated the profound sense of cultural humikatitat has motivated the Chinese throughout thatteté
century, a humiliation all the more intense becaafsthe collision between their ingrained senseufural
superiority and the demeaning political realitiépastimperial China.

Much as in the case of Rome, imperial China ldidae classified today as a regional power. Buitsn
heyday, China had no global peer, in the sensenthaither power was capable of challenging its mape
status or even of resisting its further expansfaat had been the Chinese inclination. The Clarmstem
was self-contained and self-sustaining, based pilynan a shared ethnic identity, with relativelynited
projection of central power over ethnically aliexdageographically peripheral tributaries.

The large and dominant ethnic core made itiptes$or China to achieve periodic imperial restama. In
that respect, China was quite unlike other empiresyhich numerically small but hege-monically nvatied
peoples were able for a time to impose and maimtamination over much larger ethnically alien p@piains.
However, once the domination of such small-coreisspvas undermined, imperial restoration was 6the
guestion.

To find a somewhat closer analogy to todayfsdien of a global power, we must turn to the @mkable
phenomenon of the Mongol Empire. Its emergence acaseved through an intense struggle with major and
well-organized opponents. Among those defeated Weré&ingdoms of Poland and Hungary, the forcethef
Holy Roman Empire, several Russian and Rus' pratitips, the Caliphate of Baghdad, and later, eten
Sung dynasty of China.

Genghis Khan and his successors, by defedtigig egional rivals, established centralized aantwver the
territory that latter-day scholars oi geopoliticavh identified as the global heartland, or the pieo world
power. Their Eurasian continental empire rangechftbe shores of the China Sea to Anatolia in Asiadv
and to Central Europe (see map). It was not umtiliteyday of the Stalinist Sino-Soviet bloc that kongol



Empire on the Eurasian continent was finally madich@sofar as the scope of centralized control over
contiguous territory is concerned.

The Roman, Chinese, and Mongol
empires were regional precursors of
subsequent aspirants to global power. In
, the case of Rome and China, as already
noted, their imperial structures were highly
developed, both politically and
, economically, while the widespread

acceptance of the cultural superiority of
the center exercised an important
cementing role. In contrast, the Mongol
Ettt-plre sustained political control by
relying more directly on military conquest
followed by adaptation (and even
assimilation) to local conditions.

Mongol imperial power was largely
based on military domination. Achieved
‘ through the briliant and ruthless

application of superior military tactics that
combined a remarkable capacity for rapid movemérbimes with their timely concentration, Mongolleu
entailed no organized economic or financial systeonwas Mongol authority derived from any assersense
of cultural superiority. The Mongol rulers were tdun numerically to represent a self-regeneratining
class, and in any case, the absence of a defiredadficonscious sense of cultural or even ethupesority
deprived the imperial elite of the needed subjectionfidence.

In fact, the Mongol rulers proved quite susi#etto gradual assimilation by the often cultuyathore
advanced peoples they had conquered. Thus, oneeafrandsons of Genghis Khan, who had become the
emperor of the Chinese part of the great Khansnidaecame a fervent propagator of Confucianisnottear
became a devout Muslim in his capacity as the sufeéPersia; and a third became the culturally iBersuler
of Central Asia.

It was that factor—assimilation of the ruleng the ruled because of the absence of a domindiicpb
culture—as well as unresolved problems of succestiche great Khan who had founded the empird, tha
caused the empire's eventual demise. The Mongbhrbad become too big to be governed from a single
center, but the solution attempted—dividing the eenmto several self-contained parts—prompted stdre
rapid local assimilation and accelerated the ingbafisintegration. After lasting two centuries, frdl206 to
1405, the world's largest land-based empire disaeplewithout a trace.

Thereafter, Europe became both the locus ofajjlpbwer and the focus of the main struggles fobagl
power. Indeed, in the course of approximately tloe@uries, the small northwestern periphery ofEbeasian
continent attained—through the projection of maréi power and for the first time ever—genuine global
domination as European power reached, and asstsédfdon, every continent of the globe. It is netethy
that the Western European imperial hegemons wemeogephically not very numerous, especially when
compared to the numbers effectively subjugated.byethe beginning of the twentieth century, outsidiehe
Western Hemisphere (which two centuries earlierdlad been subject to Western European controldaich
was inhab-ed predominantly by European emigrantdstheir descendants), only China, Russia, the Gitom
Empire, and Ethiopia were free of Western Eurogefaination (see map on page 18).



European Global Supremacy, 1900

Britigh Naval Preponderance
s
- European Political Contral

Europaan Cultural Influence

However, Western European domination was nottaatint to the attainment of global power by Western
Europe. The essential reality was that of Europieiizational global supremacy and of fragmentaddpean
continental power. Unlike the land conquest of Eheasian heartland by the Mongols or by the subs®qu
ussian Empire, European overseas imperialism wamed! through ceaseless transoceanic exploratidrihee
expansion of maritime trade. This process, howealsq involved a continuous struggle among theitgpd
European states not only for the overseas domirbanh$or hegemony within Europe itself. The geopically
consequential fact was that Europe's global heggrd@hnot derive from hegemony in Europe by anygkan
European power.

Broadly speaking, until the middle of the seeenth century, Spain was the paramount Europeaermp@y
the late fifteenth century, it had also emerged asjor overseas imperial power entertaining glaipabitions.
Religion served as a unifying doctrine and as arcswf imperial missionary zeal. Indeed, it tookpala
arbitration between Spain and its maritime rivalrtigal to codify a formal division of the worldtsnSpanish
and Portuguese colonial spheres in the Treati@oafesilla (1494) and Saragossa 1529). Nonethéiassd
by English, French, and Dutch challenges, Spainnveagr able to assert genuine supremacy eitherestékh
Europe itself or across the oceans.

Spain's preeminence gradually gave way todh&rance. Until 1815, France was the dominant feao
power, though continuously checked by its Europesals, both on the continent and overseas. Under
Napoleon, France came close to establishing trgerheny over Europe. Had it succeeded, it might lzdse
gained the status of the dominant global power. &l its defeat by a European coalition reestiabtishe
continental balance of power.
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For the next century, until World War |, Greatit&in exercised global maritime domination as Lomd
became the world's principal financial and tradiegter and the British navy "ruled the waves." GRr#ain
was clearly paramount overseas, but like the edtligopean aspirants to global hegemony, the BrEisipire
could not single-handedly dominate Europe. Inst&aitiain relied on an intricate balance-of-powepldmacy
and eventually on an Anglo-French entente to preeentinental domination by either Russia or Gerynan

The overseas British Empire was initially aicgd through a combination of exploration, traded a
conguest. But much like its Roman and Chinese pesd®rs or its French and Spanish rivals, it adstveld a
great deal of its staying power from the perceptibBritish cultural superiority. That superiorityas not only
a matter of subjective arrogance on the part ofrtipeerial ruling class but was a perspective shagethany of
the non-British subjects. In the words of Southidsfis first black president, Nelson Mandela: "I vimsught
up in a British school, and at the time Britain was home of everything that was best in the wdrldhve not
discarded the influence which Britain and Britisistbry and culture exercised on us.” Cultural sigoiy,
successfully asserted and quietly conceded, hadffleet of reducing the need to rely on large m@iltforces
to maintain the power of the imperial center. Byi49only a few thousand British military personagd civil
servants controlled about 11 million square mileg almost 400 million non-British peoples (see ragage
20).

In brief, Rome exercised its sway largely tlglowuperior military organization and cultural aglp&hina
relied heavily on an efficient bureaucracy to rale empire based on shared ethnic identity, reinfgras
control through a highly developed sense of cultstgeriority. The Mongol Empire combined advanced
military tactics for conquest with an inclinatioowtard assimilation as the basis for rule. The 8hifias well as
the Spanish, Dutch, and French) gained preeminasdéeir flag followed their trade, their contrilelwise
reinforced by superior military organization andtaeral assertiveness. But none of these empireg waly
global. Even Great Britain was not a truly globalyer. It did not control Europe but only balancediistable
Europe was crucial to British international preeemoe, and Europe's self-destruction inevitably mdrthe
end of British primacy.
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In contrast, the scope and pervasiveness oérisan global power today are unique. Not only dibes
United States control all of the world's oceans seals, but it has developed an assertive militapgloility for
amphibious shore control that enables it to projiscpower inland in politically significant wayls military
legions are firmly perched on the western and eastetremities of Eurasia, and they also contrel Bersian
Gulf. American vassals and tributaries, some yearto be embraced by even more formal ties to \Wigstun,
dot the entire Eurasian continent, as the map ge ga shows.

America's economic dynamism provides the necgsgrecondition for the exercise of global primacy
Initially, immediately after World War I, America'economy stood apart from all others, accountiogeafor
more than 50 percent of the world's GNP. The ecanoetovery of Western Europe and Japan, followed b
the wider phenomenon of Asia's economic dynamiseannthat the American share of global GNP evelytual
had to shrink from the disproportionately high levef the immediate postwar era. Nonetheless, byithe the
subsequent Cold War had ended, America's shar®lodlgGNP, and more specifically its share of thaldis
manufacturing output, had stabilized at about 3fcemd, a level that had been the norm for mosthaf t
century, apart from those exceptional years imntelyiafter World War I1.

More important, America has maintained and éan widened its lead in exploiting the latest rsitiie
breakthroughs for military purposes, thereby crepéi technologically peerless military establishindre only
one with effective global reach. All the while, hias maintained its strong competitive advantagéhe
economically decisive information technologies. Ait&n mastery in the cutting-edge sectors of toows
economy suggests that American technological damoimas not likely to be undone soon, especiallyegi
that in the economically decisive fields, Americaar® maintaining or even widening their advantage i
productivity over their Western European and Japam@als.

To be sure, Russia and China are powers tsahtehis American hegemony. In early 1996, thémtly
stated as much in the course of a visit to BeifiggRussia's President Boris Yeltsin. Moreover, thegsess
nuclear arsenals that could threaten vital U.rasts. But the brutal fact is that for the timengeand for
some time to come, although they can initiate aidal nuclear war, neither one of them can wirL#cking
the ability to project forces over long distance®rder to impose their political will and beingh@ologically
much more backward than America, they do not h#memeans to exercise—nor soon attain—sustained
political clout worldwide.



In brief, America stands supreme in the foucisiee domains of global power, militarily, it ham
unmatched global reach; economically, it remaimsrtfain locomotive of global growth, even if chatied in
some aspects by Japan and Germany (neither of wémgbys the other attributes of global might);
technologically, it retains the overall lead in thdting-edge areas of innovation; and culturadlgspite some
crassness, it enjoys an appeal that is unrivalegeaally among the world's youth—all of which gvihe
United States a political clout that no other staimes close to matching. It is the combinatiomalbfour that
makes America the only comprehensive global supegpo

THE AMERICAN GLOBAL SYSTEM

Although America's international preeminence undably evokes similarities to earlier imperial sysse the
differences are more essential. They go beyondgtlestion of territorial scope. American global powse
exercised through a global system of distinctivBljmerican design that mirrors the domestic American
experience. Central to that domestic experientleepluralistic character of both the American sbcand its
political system.

The earlier empires were built by aristocratdditpral elites and were in most cases ruled byeetally
authoritarian or absolutist regimes. The bulk cf gopulations of the imperial states were eithditipally
indifferent or, in more recent times, infected pierialist emotions and symbols. The quest foronati glory,
"the white man's burden,” "la mission civilisatricaot to speak of the opportunities for personalfip—all
served to mobilize support for imperial adventuegsl to sustain essentially hierarchical imperialvgo
pyramids.

The attitude of the American public toward thx¢eenal projection of American power has been muncire
ambivalent. The public supported America's engageme/Norld War Il largely because of the shocleetfof
the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor. The engageshehné United States in the Cold War was initially
endorsed more reluctantly, until the Berlin blookahd the subsequent Korean War. After the Cold hedr
ended, the emergence of the United States asrigke gilobal power did not evoke much public glogtbut
rather elicited an inclination toward a more linditeefinition of American responsibilities abroadibRc
opinion polls conducted in 1995 and 1996 indicategneral public preference for "sharing" globakgowith
others, rather than for its monopolistic exercise.

Because of these domestic factors, the Amegaimal system emphasizes the technique of coioptéas
in the case of defeated rivals—Germany, Japanlaely even Russia) to a much greater extent thamrarlier
imperial systems did. It likewise relies heavily thre indirect exercise of influence on dependergifm elites,
while drawing much benefit from the appeal of iegrobcratic principles and institutions. All of therégoing
are reinforced by the massive but intangible impdcthe American domination of global communicatipn
popular entertainment, and mass culture and bydentially very tangible clout of America's teclogical
edge and global military reach.

Cultural domination has been an underappreti@eet of American global power. Whatever one rtingryk
of its aesthetic values, America's mass culturectss&s a magnetic appeal, especially on the woylalgh. Its
attraction may be derived from the hedonistic qualif the lifestyle it projects, but its global ag# is
undeniable. American television programs and filaesount for about three-fourths of the global marke
American popular music is equally dominant, whilenéyican fads, eating habits, and even clothing are
increasingly imitated worldwide. The language & thternet is English, and an overwhelming proportbf
the global computer chatter also originates fromefioa, influencing the content of global conveiati
Lastly, America has become a Mecca for those sgekitvanced education, with approximately half diomil
foreign students flocking to the United Stateshwitany of the ablest never returning home. Graduiaten
American universities are to be found in almostrg¥@abinet on every continent.

The style of many foreign democratic politigaadso increasingly emulates the American. Not didyJohn
F. Kennedy find eager imitators abroad, but evememecent (and less glorified) American politiceaders
have become the object of careful study and palitimitation. Politicians from cultures as disparats the
Japanese and the British (for example, the Japarese minister of the mid-1990s, Ryutaro Hashimatod
the British prime minister, Tony Blair—and note thiony," imitative of "Jimmy" Carter, "Bill" Clinta, or



"Bob" Dole) find it perfectly appropriate to copylBClinton's homey mannerisms, populist commonctou
and public relations techniques.

Democratic ideals, associated with the Amerigalitical tradition, further reinforce what somerpeive as
America's "cultural imperialism." In the age of st massive spread of the democratic form of gowent,
the American political experience tends to serveaastandard for emulation. The spreading emphasis
worldwide on the centrality of a written constitutiand on the supremacy of law over political exgecy, no
matter how short-changed in practice, has drawmupe strength of American constitutionalism. lcemt
times, the adoption by the former Communist coestof civilian supremacy over the military (espbgias a
precondition for NATO membership) has also beely Weavily influenced by the U.S. system of civiltitairy
relations.

The appeal and impact of the democratic Ameripalitical system has also been accompanied by the
growing attraction of the American entrepreneugabnomic model, which stresses global free trade an
uninhibited cohnpetition. As the Western welfaratest including its German emphasis on "codeternunat
between entrepreneurs and trade unions, begiregséoils economic momentum, more Europeans arengpici
the opinion that the more competitive and evenleggh American economic culture has to be emuldted i
Europe is not to fall further behind. Even in Jgpgreater individualism in economic behavior is draig
recognized as a necessary concomitant of econarooess.

The American emphasis on political democracy andnomic development thus combines to convey a
simple ideological message that appeals to mamyqgtrest for individual success en-hnnees freedoite wh
generating wealth. The resulliiiK blend of idealissnd egoism is a potent combination. Individualf-sel
fulfillment is said to be a God-given right thatthé same time can benefit others by setting amplaand by
generating wealth. It is a doctrine that attralsesénergetic, the ambitious, and the highly cortipeti

As the imitation of American ways gradually yeates the world, it creates a more congenial gettinthe
exercise of the indirect and seemingly consensumaérican hegemony. And as in the case of the domesti
American system, that hegemony involves a comptaxctire of interlocking institutions and procediyre
designed to generate consensus and obscure asyesmetpower and influence. American global supreyna
is thus buttressed by an elaborate system of efmand coalitions that literally span the globe.

The Atlantic alliance, epitomized institutiolyadby NATO, links the most productive and influaltstates of
Europe to America, making the United States a kayi@pant even in intra-European affairs. The teilal
political and military ties with Japan bind the mpswerful Asian economy to the United States, widpan
remaining (at least for the time being) essentialyAmerican protectorate. America also participatesuch
nascent trans-Pacific multilateral organizationsttas Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation Forum (APEC)
making itself a key participant in that region'$aa. The Western Hemisphere is generally shieliech
outside influences, enabling America to play thetiad role in existing hemispheric multilateral argzations.
Special security arrangements in the Persian @sfiecially after the brief punitive mission in 198dainst
Irag, have made that economically vital region iato American military preserve. Even the former i8bv
space is permeated by various American-sponsoradgements for closer cooperation with NATO, sush a
the Partnership for Peace.

In addition, one must consider as part of tibeefican system the global web of specialized omgdiuns,
especially the "international” financial institut® The International Monetary Fund (IMF) and therl/
Bank can be said to represent "global" interests, their constituency may be construed as the wanld
reality, however, they are heavily American domagiaaind their origins are traceable to Americanaitiite,
particularly the Bret-lon Woods Conference of 1944.

Unlike earlier empires, this vast and complébgl system is not a hierarchical pyramid. RatAenerica
stands at the center of an interlocking universe,ia which power is exercised through continucargaining,
dialogue, diffusion, and quest for formal consengwen though that power originates ultimately frarsingle
source, namely, Washington, D.C. And that is wileespower game has to be played, and played aocptdli
America's domestic rules. Perhaps the highest dompt that the world pays to the centrality of the
democratic process in American global hegemonyhés degree to which foreign countries are themselves



drawn into the domestic American political bargagiTo the extent that they can, foreign governsistrive
to mobilize those Americans with whom they sharspacial ethnic or religious identity. Most foreign
governments also employ American lobbyists to adeatheir case, especially in Congress, in additon
approximately one thousand special foreign integestips registered as active in America's capitalerican
ethnic communities also strive to influence U.Seifgn policy, with the Jewish, Greek, and Armenalobies
standing out as the most effectively organized.

American supremacy has thus produced a newnatienal order that not only replicates but insiboalizes
abroad many of the features of the American syst®#if. Its basic features include

e a collective security system, including integdateommand and forces (NATO, the U.S.-Japan
Security Treaty, and so forth);

 regional economic cooperation (APEC, NAFTA [Nomer ican Free Trade Agreement]) and
specialized global cooper ative institutions (therl Bank, IMF, WTO [World Trade Organization]);

* procedures that emphasize consensual decisiomgaven if dominated by the United States;
«a preference for democratic membershijphin key alliances;

 a rudimentary global constitutional and judic&lucture (ranging from the World Court to a spkecia
tribunal to try Bosnian war crimes).

Most of that system emerged during the Cold Vdampart of America's effort to contain its globahl, the
Soviet Union. It was thus ready-made for globalli@ggion, once that rival faltered and America egeg as
the first and only global power. Its essence haanbeell encapsulated by the political scientistJBhn
Ikenberry:

It was hegemonic in the sense that it was centarednd the United States and reflected American-
styled political mechanisms and organizing prinesplit was a liberal order in that it was legitismand
marked by reciprocal interactions. Europeans [oag aiso add, the Japanese] were able to reconstruc
and integrate their societies and economies in \lagiswere congenial with American hegemony but
also with room to experiment with their own autormws and semi-independent political systems . . .
The evolution of this complex system served to "dsticate” relations among the major Western states.
There have been tense conflicts between theses dtata time to time, but the important point isttha
conflict has been contained within a deeply embdddéable, and increasingly articulated political
order. ... The threat of war is off the table.2

Currently, this unprecedented American glolegdmony has no rival. But will it remain unchalledgn the
years to come?

2. Trorn his paper "Creating Liberal Order: The @Qms and Persistence of the Postwar Western Settigin
University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, Novemb@@5.



Chapter 2.The Eurasian Chessboard

FOR AMERICA, THE CHIEF geopolitical prize is EurasiFor half a millennium, world affairs were
dominated by Eurasian powers and peoples who fonghtone another for regional domination and reach
out for global power. Now a non-Eurasian powerrseminent in Eurasia—and America's global primacy i
directly dependent on how long and how effectivedypreponderance on the Eurasian continent iqusiest.

Obviously, that condition is temporary. But dsration, and what follows it, is of critical imgi@ance not
only to America's well-being but more generallyiriternational peace. The sudden emergence of risteafnd
only global power has created a situation in whachequally quick end to its supremacy—either bezanis
America's withdrawal from the world or because loé tsudden emergence of a successful rival—would
produce massive international instability. In effeit would prompt global anarchy. The Harvard pcdl
scientist Samuel P. Huntington is right in boldsgerting:

A world without U.S. primacy will be a world with ane violence and disorder and less democracy anc
economic growth than a world where the United Statentinues to have more influence than any other
country in shaping global affairs. The sustaingdrimational primacy of the United States is certival
the welfare and security of Americans and to thertiof freedom, democracy, open economies, and
international order in the world.1

1. Samuel P. Huntington. "Why International Primadgtters,” International Security (Spring 1993):83.
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In that context, how America "manages"” Eurasiaritical. Eurasia is the globe's largest conttnand is
geopolitically axial. A power that dominates Eugasiould control two of the world's three most adexhand
economically productive regions. A mere glancehat map also suggests that control over Eurasiadvoul
almost automatically entail Africa's subordinatiorendering the Western Hemisphere and Oceania
geopolitically peripheral to the world's centrahtinent (see map on page 32). About 75 percerfteofvorld's
people live in Eurasia, and most of the world'sgitsl wealth is there as well, both in its entesgsi and
underneath its soil. Eurasia accounts for aboup&@ent of the world's GNP and about three-foudththe
world's known energy resources (see tables on pajge
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Eurasia is also the location of most of theldsrpolitically assertive and dynamic states. Aftee United
States, the next six largest economies and the spextiggest spenders on military weaponry are textan
Eurasia. All but one of the world's overt nucleawprs and all but one of the covert ones are |dcate
Eurasia. The world's two most populous aspiranteg@nal hegemony and global influence are Eunagid
of the potential political and/or economic challergyto American primacy are Eurasian. Cumulatively,
Eurasia's power vastly overshadows America's. Rataly for America, Eurasia is too big to be poétly one.



Eurasia is thus the chessboard on which
the struggle for global primacy continues
to be played. Although geostrategy—the
strategic management of geopolitical
interests—may be compared to chess, the
somewhat oval-shaped Eurasian
chessboard engages not just two but
several players, each possessing differing
amounts of power. The key players are
located on the chessboard's west, east,
center, and south. Both the western and the
eastern extremities of the chessboard
contain densely populated regions,
organized on relatively congested space
into several powerful states. In the case of
T o gt iR Eurasia's small western periphery,
The Eurasian Chessboard I A American power is deployed directly on it.
The far eastern mainland is the seat of an mcrnglg&powerful and independent player, controlling a
enormous population, while the territory of its egedic rival—confined on several nearby islands—hali of
a small far-eastern peninsula provide a perch foeAcan power.

Stretching between the western and easternneitiies is a sparsely populated and currently poality fluid
and organizationally fragmented vast middle sp&e¢ was formerly occupied by a powerful rival toSU.
preeminence—a rival that was once committed tagthed of pushing America out of Eurasia. To the baaft
that large central Eurasian plateau lies a polificanarchic but energy-rich region of potentiallyeat
importance to both the western and the easternskuratates, including in the southernmost areglalyh
populated aspirant to regional hegemony.

This huge, oddly shaped Eurasian chessboarderdixty from Lisbon to Vladivostok—provides the sejt
for "the game." If the middle space can be drawsraasingly into the expanding orbit of the West éweh
America preponderates), if the southern regiorotssnbjected to domination by a single player, iatide East
is not unified in a manner that prompts the expul$f America from its offshore bases, America ttean be
said to prevail. But if the middle space rebuffe iWest, becomes an assertive single entity, ahéregains
control over the South or forms an alliance witk thajor Eastern actor, then America's primacy ina&a
shrinks dramatically. The same would be the cagbeftwo major Eastern players were somehow tceunit
Finally, any ejection of America by its Western tpars from its perch on the western periphery would
automatically spell the end of America's participatin the game on the Eurasian chessboard, evenyiththat
would probably also mean the eventual subordinatiothe western extremity to a revived player ogang
the middle space.

The scope of America's global hegemony is adniit great, but its depth is shallow, limited bgthp
domestic and external restraints. American hegemmrgives the exercise of decisive influence butjke the
empires of the past, not of direct control. Theyw&rale and diversity of Eurasia, as well as thegyaf some
of its states, limits the depth of American inflaenand the scope of control over the course oftevéinat
megacontinent is just too large, too populous,ucally too varied, and composed of too many histily
ambitious and politically energetic states to benglant toward even the most economically succéssid
politically preeminent global power. This conditipmaces a premium on geostrategic skill, on thefodr
selective, and very deliberate deployment of Anasicesources on the huge Eurasian chessboard.

It is also a fact that America is too democratichome to be autocratic abroad. This limits tke of
America's power, especially its capacity for mrjtantimidation. Never before has a populist deracgr
attained international supremacy, lint the purst@ipower is not a goal that commands popular passxcept
in conditions of a sudden threat or challenge eoghblic's sense of domestic well-being. The ecoaa®if-
denial (that is, defense spending) and the humarifisa (casualties even among professional sddjlier
required in the effort are uncongenial to democriatincts. Democracy is inimical to imperial miaation.



Moreover, most Americans by and large do noivdeany special gratification from their countryisw
status as the sole global superpower. Politicalirfiphalism™ connected with America's victory in tGeld
War has generally tended to receive a cold receptiml has been the object of some derision onatteopthe
more liberal-minded commentators. If anything, tather varying views of the implications for Amexiof its
historic success in the competition with the forrBewviet Union have been politically more appealiog:the
one hand, there is the view that the end of thed @dar justifies a significant reduction in Amergaglobal
engagement, irrespective of the consequences faridas global standing; and on the other handetisethe
perspective that the time has come for genuingrniatmnal multilateralism, to which America showdden
yield some of its sovereignty. Both schools of thiou have commanded the loyalty of committed
constituencies.

Compounding the dilemmas facing the Americamdéeship are the changes in the character of theaglo
situation itself: the direct use of power now tetml®¥e more constrained than was the case in tte l[daclear
weapons have dramatically reduced the utility of wa a tool of policy or even as a threat. The gngw
economic interdependence among nations is makiagptiitical exploitation of economic blackmail less
compelling. Thus maneuver, diplomacy, coalitionlding, co-optation, and the very deliberate deplegirof
one's political assets have become the key ingnediaf the successful exercise of geostrategic ponehe
Eurasian chessboard.

GEOPOLITICS AND GEOSTRATEGY

The exercise of American global primacy must besgime to the fact that political geography remams
critical consideration in international affairs. ptdeon reportedly once said that to know a natigasgraphy
was to know its foreign policy. Our understandirfgtlee importance of political geography, howeveysmn
adapt to the new realities of power.

For most of the history of international affiterritorial control was the focus of politicadrdlict. Either
national self-gratification over the acquisition lafger territory or the sense of national deproratover the
loss of "sacred" land has been the cause of mdbkedfloody wars fought since the rise of nati@malilt is no
exaggeration to say that the territorial imperatas been the main impulse driving the aggressbalior of
nation-states. Empires were also built throughcdreful seizure and retention of vital geograplsisets, such
as Gibraltar or the Suez Canal or Singapore, whertred as key choke points or linchpins in a systém
imperial control.

The most extreme manifestation of the linkagivieen nationalism and territorial possession wasiged
by Nazi Germany and imperial Japan. The effortuddbthe "one-thousand-year Reich” went far beytnal
goal of reuniting all German-speaking peoples umher political roof and focused also on the desireontrol
"the granaries" of Ukraine as well as other Sldaids, whose populations were to provide cheapedivor
for the imperial domain. The Japanese were singiixhted on the notion that direct territorial gession of
Manchuria, and later of the important oil-producibgtch East Indies, was essential to the fulfillinehthe
Japanese quest for national power and global sthtus similar vein, for centuries the definitioh Russian
national greatness was equated with the acquisifioerritory, and even at the end of the twentwhtury, the
Russian insistence on retaining control over sumiRussian people as the Chechens, who live arauwnil
oil pipeline, has been justified by the claim thath control is essential to Russia's status asa gower.

Nation-states continue to be the basic unitghef world system. Although the decline in big-powe
nationalism and the fading of ideology has reduttexlemotional content of global politics—while nest
weapons have introduced major restraints on theotiserce—competition based on territory still dorvaies
world affairs, even if its forms currently tendlte more civil. In that competition, geographic loea is still
the point of departure for the definition of a patistate's external priorities, and the size oifonal territory
also remains one of the major criteria of status @ower.

However, for most nation-states, the issue witteial possession has lately been waning inesak. To the
extent that territorial disputes are still impottam shaping the foreign policy of some statesythee more a
matter of resentment over the denial of self-deteation to ethnic brethren said to be deprivedhef right to



join the "motherland” or a grievance over allegadtraatment by a neighbor of ethnic minorities tktaey are
a quest for enhanced national status throughdggitenlargement.

Increasingly, the ruling national elites haveneoto recognize that factors other than territogyraore crucial
in determining the international status of a statéhe degree of its international influence. Ecareoprowess,
and its translation into technological innovati@man also be a key criterion of power. Japan provitte
supreme example. Nonetheless, geographic locdilbtesds to determine the immediate prioritiesacftate—
and the greater its military, economic, and pditipower, the greater the radius, beyond its imatedi
neighbors, of that state's vital geopolitical iesds, influence, and involvement.

Until recently, the leading analysts of geopcdithave debated whether land power was more gigntfthan
sea power and what specific region of Eurasiata t gain control over the entire continent. @fi¢he most
prominent, Harold Mackinder, pioneered the disausgarly in this century with his successive cotsepthe
Eurasian "pivot area" (which was said to includeo&lSiberia and much of Central Asia) and, latdrthe
Central-East European "heartland" as the vitalngfmdards for the attainment of continental domoratiHe
popularized his heartland concept by the famousichc

Who rules East Europe commands the Heartland,;
Who rules the Heartland commands the World-Island;
Who rules the World-Island commands the world.

Geopolitics was also invoked by some leading Gerpwlitical geographers to justify their countryBrang
nach Osten," notably with Karl Haushofer adaptingckinder's concept to Germany's strategic neesds. It
much-vulgarized echo could also be heard in AddlieHs emphasis on the German people's need f&lbehs-
raum." Other European thinkers of the first haltl@é century anticipated an eastward shift indhepolitical
center of gravity, with the Pacific region—and dfieally America and Japan—becoming the likely intas

of Europe's fading domination. To forestall suckhét, the French political geographer Paul Demangas
well as other French geopoliticians, advocatedtgraaity among the European states even beforédWdar

Il.

Today, the geopolitical issue is no longer whabgraphic part of Eurasia is the point of departior
continental domination, nor whether land power igrensignificant than sea power. Geopolitics has edov
from the regional to the global dimension, withgmederance over the entire Eurasian continentrsg®as the
central basis for global primacy. The United Stateson-Eurasian power, now enjoys internationathacy,
with its power directly deployed on three periphsriof the Eurasian continent, from which it exesia
powerful influence on the states occupying the Earahinterland. But it is on the globe's most ingat
playing field—Eurasia—that a potential rival to Anoa might at some point arise. Thus, focusinglankey
players and properly assessing the terrain has tthé point of departure for the formulation of Aroan
geostrategy for the long-term management of Amiri€arasian geopolitical interests.

Two basic steps are thus required:

« first, to identify the geostrategically dynamiar@sian states that have the power to cause atjadien
important shift in the international distributiofi power and to decipher the central external goéls
their respective political elites and the likelynsequences of their seeking to attain them; and to
pinpoint the geopolitically critical Eurasian sst®hose location and/or existence have catalytecesf
either on the more active geostrategic playersiaegional conditions;

* second, to formulate specific U.S. policies ttsef, co-opt, and/or control the above, so as ¢sgve
and promote vital U.S. interests, and to conceea@ more comprehensive geostrategy that establish
on a global scale the interconnection between thie specific U.S. policies.



In brief, for the United States, Eurasian geaistyy involves the purposeful management of geesficlly
dynamic states and the careful handling of gedpaliy catalytic states, in keeping with the twimdrests of
America in the short-term preservation of its ueigglobal power and in the long-run transformatibit ato
increasingly institutionalized global cooperatidro put it in a terminology that hearkens back te thore
brutal age of ancient empires, the three grand iatpes of imperial geostrategy are to preventusitin and
maintain security dependence among the vassalkedp tributaries pliant and protected, and to kiwep
barbarians from coming together.

GEOSTRATEGIC PLAYERS AND GEOPOLITICAL PIVOTS

Active geostrategic players are the states thae lthe capacity and the national will to exercisevgoor
influence beyond their borders in order to alter—atalegree that affects America's interests—thetiegis
geopolitical state of affairs. They have the patdrand/or the predisposition to be geopoliticalblatile. For
whatever reason—the quest for national grandeenladjical fulfilment, religious messianism, or ecmic
aggrandizement—some states do seek to attain edgitmmination or global standing. They are drivgn b
deeply rooted and complex motivations, best explainy Robert Browning's phrase: "... a man's reaculd
exceed his grasp, or what's a heaven for?" They thke careful stock of America's power, deternthre
extent to which their interests overlap or collid#gh America, and shape their own more limited Siaa
objectives, sometimes in collusion but sometimesoinflict with America's policies. To the Eurasistates so
driven, the United States must pay special attentio

Geopolitical pivots are the states whose ingrant is derived not from their power and motivatiom rather
from their sensitive location and from the consegaes of their potentially vulnerable condition fibre
behavior of geostrategic players. Most often, gébgal pivots are determined by their geographyich in
some cases gives them a special role either imidgfiaccess to important areas or in denying ressuto a
significant player. In some cases, a geopoliticabfpmay act as a defensive shield for a vitalestat even a
region. Sometimes, the very existence of a geogallipivot can be said to have very significantifocdl and
cultural consequences for a more active neighbogegstrategic player. The identification of the tpGeld
War key Eurasian geopolitical pivots, and protegtinem, is thus also a crucial aspect of Amerigibal
geostrategy.

It should also be noted at the outset thabalih all geostrategic players tend to be imporasat powerful
countries, not all important and powerful countraae automatically geostrategic players. Thus, avttile
identification of the geostrategic players is thelsitively easy, the omission from the list thdtdes of some
obviously important countries may require moreifigsttion.

In the current global circumstances, at lea#t key geostrategic players and five geopolitmabts (with
two of the latter perhaps also partially qualifyiag players) can be identified on Eurasia's nevtigedl map.
France, Germany, Russia, China, and India are naajdractive players, whereas Great Britain, Japad,
Indonesia, while admittedly very important courdrielo not so qualify. Ukraine, Azerbaijan, Southré&g
Turkey, and Iran play the role of critically impant geopolitical pivots, though both Turkey andhliare to
some extent—within their more limited capabilitiealse geostrategically active. More will be said @tbeach
in subsequent chapters.

At this stage, suffice it to say that in the tees extremity of Eurasia the key and dynamic getsgic
players are France and Germany. Both of them atevated by a vision of a united Europe, though ttifer
on how much and in what fashion such a Europe shmrhain linked to America. But both want to shape
something ambitiously new in Europe, thus altethigy status quo. France in particular has its ovastyategic
concept of Europe, one that differs in some sigaiit respects from that of the United States, amacilined to
engage in tactical maneuvers designed to play ofisR against America and Great Britain againstiaay,
even while relying on the Franco-German allianceftset its own relative weakness.

Moreover, both France and Germany are powerfoligh and assertive enough to exercise influemtténw
a wider regional radius. France not only seeksnérakepolitical role in a unifying Europe but alsees itself as
the nucleus of a Mediterranean-North African clusié states that share common concerns. Germany is
increasingly conscious of its special status a®jels most important state—as the area's econonombotive



and the emerging leader of the European Union (B3&rmany feels it has a special responsibility tfor
newly emancipated Central Europe, in a manner Jggueminiscent of earlier notions of a German-led
Mitteleuropa. Moreover, both France and German\sictan themselves entitled to represent Europeanasits

in dealings with Russia, and Germany even reté@sause of its geographic location, at least thieaily, the
grand option of a special bilateral accommodatiah Wussia.

In contrast, Great Britain is not a geostraterayer. It has fewer major options, it entertansambitious
vision of Europe's future, and its relative declivees also reduced its capacity to play the tradhiioole of the
European balancer. Its ambivalence regarding Earopmification .and its attachment to a waning spec
relationship with America have made Great Britantreasingly irrelevant insofar as the major choices
confronting Europe's future are concerned. Londamlargely dealt itself out of the European game.

Sir Roy Denman, a former British senior officialthe European Commission, recalls in his menibias as
early as the 1955 conference in Messina, whichigned the formation of a European Union, the ddlici
spokesman for Britain flatly asserted to the assednwould-be architects of Europe:

The future treaty which you are discussing has mnce of being agreed; if it was agreed, it would
have no chance of being applied. And if it was egaplit would be totally unacceptable to Britain.au
revoir et bonne chance.2

More than forty years later, the above dictamains essentially the definition of the basic iBhnitattitude
toward the construction of a genuinely united Eerdpritain's reluctance to participate in the Ecuoimand
Monetary Union, targeted for January 1999, refléotscountry's unwillingness to identify Britishsti@y with
that of Europe. The substance of that attitudeweslssummarized in the early 1990s as follows:

* Britain rejects the goal of political unification
* Britain favors a model of economic integratiorséa on free trade.

» Britain prefers foreign policy, security, and ee$e coordi nation outside the EC [European
Community] framework.

* Britain has rarely maximized its influence wittetEC.3

Great Britain, to be sure, still remains impaitto America. It continues to wield some degréglobal
influence through the Commonwealth, but it is neitla restless major power nor is it motivated by an
ambitious vision. It is America's key supporteneay loyal ally, a vital military base, and a clgsartner in
critically important intelligence activities. Itsiéndship needs to be nourished, but its policesaot call for
sustained attention. It is a retired geostratelzigqy, resting on its splendid laurels, largelyedigaged from the
great European adventure in which France and Geariax@the principal actors.

2. Roy Denman, Missed Chances (London: Cassel§)199

3. In Robert Skidelsky's contribution on "Greatt&in and the New Europe,” in From the Atlantic e Urals,
ed. David P. Calleo and Philip H. Gordon (Arlingtovia.: 1992), p. 145.

The other medium-sized European states, with mestgbmembers of NATO and/or the European Union,
either follow America's lead or quietly line up lmth Germany or France. Their policies do not hawveider
regional impact, and they are not in a positioralter their basic alignments. At this stage, they reither
geostrategic players nor geopolitical pivots. Tams is true of the most important potential Cerfi@lopean
member of NATO and the EU, namely, Poland. Polando weak to be a geostrategic player, and iohis
one option: to become integrated into the West.edwer, the disappearance of the old Russian Enapide
Poland's deepening ties with both the Atlanticaalte and the emerging Europe increasingly givenéola
historically unprecedented security, while confgiiis strategic choices. Russia, it hardly needsnga
remains a major geostrategic player, in spite ®fweakened state and probably prolonged malaseehy
presence impacts massively on the newly indepersiatgs within the vast Eurasian space of the foBogiet



Union. It entertains ambitious geopolitical objges, which it increasingly proclaims openly. Ontehas
recovered its strength, it will also impact sigedidntly on its western and eastern neighbors. Maedrussia
has still to make its fundamental geostrategic @hoegarding its relationship with America: is ifreend or
foe? It may well feel that it has major optionstbe Eurasian continent in that regard. Much depemdsow

its internal politics evolve and especially on wiest Russia becomes a European democracy or a &urasi
empire again. In any case, it clearly remains ggulaeven though it has lost some of its "piecas,Wwell as
some key spaces on the Eurasian chessboard.

Similarly, it hardly needs arguing that Chinaisnajor player. China is already a significantiaagl power
and is likely to entertain wider aspirations, givenhistory as a major power and its view of tHaneése state
as the global center. The choices China makeslaadg beginning to affect the geopolitical disttion of
power in Asia, while its economic momentum is botodjive it both greater physical power and incregs
ambitions. The rise of a "Greater China" will neave the Taiwan issue dormant, and that will iradoht
impact on the American position in the Far East @ismantling of the Soviet Union has also createdhe
western edge of China a series of states, regamlimgh the Chinese leaders cannot be indifferehus]
Russia will also be much affected by China's metey@ emergence on the world scene.

The eastern periphery of Eurasia poses a parddpan is clearly a major power in world affaaad the
American-Japanese alliance has often—and corretiben defined as America's most important bilateral
relationship. As one of the very top economic p@aerthe world, Japan clearly possesses the patdatithe
exercise of first-class political power. Yet it doaot act on this, eschewing any aspirations fgrorel
domination and preferring instead to operate umg®erican protection. Like Great Britain in the casfe
Europe, Japan prefers not to become engaged ipdiitees of the Asian mainland, though at leastaatipl
reason for this is the continued hostility of maf@iow Asians to any Japanese quest for a regipnall
preeminent political role.

This self-restrained Japanese political prafiléurn permits the United States to play a cérsteaurity role
in the Far East. Japan is thus not a geostratémyer though its obvious potential for quickly being one—
especially if either China or America were sudddnlglter its current policies—imposes on the Uhiftates a
special obligation to carefully nurture the Amenedapanese relationship. It is not Japanese fopmboy that
America must watch, but it is Japan's self-restrthat America must very subtly cultivate. Any sigrant
reduction in American-Japanese political ties waalgdact directly on the region's stability.

The case for not listing Indonesia as a dynageiastrategic player is easier to make. In South&sis,
Indonesia is the most important country, but evenhe region itself, its capacity for projectingysificant
influence is limited by the relatively underdeveddpstate of the Indonesian economy, its continngsrnal
political uncertainties, its dispersed archipelaaug its susceptibility to ethnic conflicts that &xacerbated by
the central role exercised in its internal finah@Hairs by the Chinese minority. At some poimgdbnesia
could become an important obstacle to Chinese w@uth aspirations. That eventuality has already been
recognized by Australia, which once feared Indamesexpansionism but lately has begun to favor close
Australian-Indonesian security cooperation. Butesiqul of political consolidation and continued eawnic:
success is needed before Indonesia can be viewld asgionally dominant actor.

In contrast, India is in the process of esthinhig itself as a regional power and views itselpagentially a
major global player as well. It also sees itselaasval to China. That may be a matter of ovenesting its
own long-term capabilities, but India is unquestibly the most powerful South Asian state, a redibege-
mon of sorts. It is also a semisecret nuclear ppama it became one not only in order to intimida&kistan
but especially to balance China's possession otckear arsenal. India has a geostrate-gic visiatsaggional
role, both vis-a-vis its neighbors and in the Imd@&cean. However, its ambitions at this stage pelypherally
intrude on America's Eurasian interests, and thsis, geostrategic player, India is not—at leagti;the same
degree as either Russia or China—a source of géopbtoncern.

Ukraine, a new and important space on the Eamashessboard, is a geopolitical pivot becauseaty
existence as an independent country helps to ttandRussia. Without Ukraine, Russia ceases toberasian
empire. Russia without Ukraine can still strive fimperial status, but it would then become a pradantly
Asian imperial state, more likely to be drawn idebilitating conflicts with aroused Central Asiango would



then be resentful of the loss of their recent iraelence and would be supported by their fellownigisstates

to the south. China would also be likely to oppasg restoration of Russian domination over Censh,
given its increasing interest in the newly indepsntdstates there. However, if Moscow regains cormver
Ukraine, with its 52 million people and major resms as well as its access to the Black Sea, Russi:
automatically again regains the wherewithal to bee@ powerful imperial state, spanning Europe as@.A
Ukraine's loss of independence would have immediatsequences for Central Europe, transformingriéola
into the geopolitical pivot on the eastern fronbéa united Europe.

Despite its limited size and small populatiozefbaijan, with its vast energy resources, is g&mpolitically
critical. It is the cork in the bottle containinbet riches of the Caspian Sea basin and Central. Asia
independence of the Central Asian states can b#ered nearly meaningless if Azerbaijan becomey full
subordinated to Moscow's control. Azerbaijan's @md very significant oil resources can also beestibf to
Russian control, once Azerbaijan's independencebkas nullified. An independent Azerbaijan, linked
Western markets by pipelines that do not pass gtrdRussian-controlled territory, also becomes aomaj
avenue of access from the advanced and energy+ioamgueconomies to the energy rich Central Asian
republics. AlImost as much as in the case of Ukramefuture of Azerbaijan and Central Asia is ataacial in
defining what Russia might or might not become.

Turkey and Iran are engaged in establishingesdegree of influence in the Caspian Sea-Centra As
region, exploiting the retraction of Russian poweor that reason, they might be considered as iggegic
players. However, both states confront serious dtimgroblems, and their capacity for effecting onaj
regional shifts in the distribution of power is lted. They are also rivals and thus tend to negath other's
influence. For example, in Azerbaijan, where Turkeg gained an influential role, the Iranian pasi@arising
out of concern over possible Azeri national stggamwithin Iran itself) has been more helpful to Bigssians.

Both Turkey and Iran, however, are primarilypontant geopolitical pivots. Turkey stabilizes Black Sea
region, controls access from it to the Mediterran&ea, balances Russia in the Caucasus, stillso&er
antidote to Muslim fundamentalism, and serves astuthern anchor for NATO. A destabilized Turkeyuld
be likely to unleash more violence in the southBailkans, while facilitating the reimposition of Fien
control over the newly independent states of thac@sus. Iran, despite the ambiguity of its attittml&ard
Azerbaijan, similarly provides stabilizing suppéot the new political diversity of Central Asia.dominates
the eastern shoreline of the Persian Gulf, whiéntlependence, irrespective of current Iranianilitggoward
the United States, acts as a barrier to any lomg-teussian threat to American interests in the iRer§ulf
region.

Finally, South Korea is a Far Eastern geopalitpivot. Its close links to the United StatestdaaAmerica to
shield Japan and thereby to keep Japan from begoamrindependent and major military power, withant
overbearing American presence within Japan itgelly significant change- in South Korea's statufeci
through unification and/or through a shift into expanding Chinese sphere of influence, would necigs
alter dramatically America's role in the Far Edhys altering Japan's as well. In addition, Soutreld's
growing economic power also makes it a more immbrtspace” in its own right, control over which bates
increasingly valuable.

The above list of geostrategic players and gitogad pivots is neither permanent nor fixed. Anes, some
states might have to be added or subtracted. @bstan some respects, the case could be madd #matan, or
Thailand, or Pakistan, or perhaps Kazakstan or kigtan should also be included in the latter catggo
However, at this stage, the case for none of tliwe@alseems compelling. Changes in the status obathyem
would represent major events and involve somesshiftthe distribution of power, but it is doubtfihlat the
catalytic consequences would be far-reaching. Tig exception might involve the issue of Taiwanpiie
chooses to view it apart from China. Even thent iggie would only arise if China were to use m&poce to
conguer the island, in successful defiance of thédd States, thereby threatening more generalleoa's
political credibility in the Far East. The probatyilof such a course of events seems low, butdbasideration
still has to be kept in mind when framing U.S. pglioward China.



CRITICAL CHOICES AND POTENTIAL CHALLENGES

The identification of the central players and kéyops helps to define America's grand policy dileasnand to
anticipate the potential major challenges on thea&an supercontinent. These can be summarizedrebef
more comprehensive discussion in subsequent clsapgemvolving five broad issues:

* What kind of Europe should America prefer anddegpromote?
* What kind of Russia is in America's interest, artht and how much ran America do nhoul it?

* What are the prospects for the emergence in @leBtirasia of a new Balkans," and what should
America do to minimize the resulting risks?

* What role should China be encouraged to assurttesifrar East, and what are the implications of the
foregoing not only for the United States but alsoJapan?

« What new Eurasian coalitions are possible, whiefjht be most dangerous to U.S. interests, and what
needs to be done to preclude them?

The United States has always professed it$itiide the cause of a united Europe. Ever sineedhys of the
Kennedy administration, the standard invocationlieen that of "equal partnership.” Official Washarghas
consistently proclaimed its desire to see Europergenas a single entity, powerful enough to shath w
America both the responsibilities and the burddrglabal leadership.

That has been the established rhetoric onubgst. But in practice, the United States has bess clear
and less consistent. Does Washington truly desiarape that is a genuinely equal partner in weffdirs, or
does it prefer an unequal alliance? For examplthedJnited States prepared to share leadershipEvitope
in the Middle East, a region not only much closeogyaphically to Europe than to America but alse on
which several European states have long-standiegests? The issue of Israel instantly comes tanmihS.-
European differences over Iran and Iraq have a¢sm lireated by the United States not as an issuwede
equals but as a matter of insubordination.

Ambiguity regarding the degree of American supfor European unity also extends to the issubaf
European unity is to be defined, especially conogrivhich country, if any, should lead a united @&pe.
Washington has not discouraged London's divisiv&pe regarding Europe's integration, though Wagbm
has also shown a clear preference for German—rdi@n French— leadership in Europe. That is
understandable, given the traditional thrust ofnEhepolicy, but the preference has also had thecetf
encouraging the occasional appearance of a laétremico-British entente in order to thwart Germaasywell
as periodic French flirtation with Moscow in orderoffset the American-German coalition.

The emergence of a truly united Europe—espgciélthat should occur with constructive American
support—will require significant changes in thausture and processes of the NATO alliance, thecgrat link
between America and Europe. NATO provides not ¢inéymain mechanism for the exercise of U.S. infbeen
regarding European matters but the basis for tHiéigadly critical American military presence in \§&rn
Europe. However, European unity will require thatigture to adjust to the new reality of an allief@sed on
two more or less equal partners, instead of aarelé that, to use traditional terminology, involessentially a
hegemon and its vassals. That issue has so farl&egsty skirted, despite the modest steps takel®B6 to
enhance within NATO the role of the Western Europeaion (WEU), the military coalition of the Wester
European states. A real choice in favor of a uniiatbpe will thus compel a far-reaching reordehATO,
inevitably reducing the American primacy within thiéance.

In brief, a long-range American geostrategyEarope will have to address explicitly the issaeEuropean
unity and real partnership with Europe. An Ameritet truly desires a united and hence also a more
independent Europe will have to throw its weightibd those European forces that are genuinely ctieanio
Europe's political and economic integration. Sucstrategy will also mean junking the last vestigéshe
once-hallowed U.S.-U.K. special relationship.



A policy for a united Europe will also have tddaess—though jointly with the Europeans—the highly
sensitive issue of Europe's geographic scope. lowdstward,should the European Union extend? Aodld
the eastern limits of the EU be synonymous withaastern front line of NATO? The former is more atter
for a European decision, but a European decisiothah issue will have direct implications for a NAT
decision. The latter, however, engages the Unitate§ and the U.S. voice in NATO is still decisi@ven
the growing consensus regarding the desirabilitaddmilling the nations of Central Europe into bite EU
and NATO, the practical meaning of this questiocufges attention on the future status of the Bedjpeiblics
and perhaps also that of Ukraine.

There is thus an important overlap betweenBbmpean dilemma discussed above and the second or

pertaining to Russia. It is easy to respond todgiestion regarding Russia's future by professipgegerence
for a democratic Russia, closely linked to Eurdpesumably, a democratic Russia would be more syrapa
to the values shared by America and Europe andeh&so more likely to become a junior partner iaphg a
more stable and cooperative Eurasia. But Russiastians may go beyond the attainment of recogniaad
respect as a democracy. Within the Russian forpalicy establishment (composed largely of formeviSo
officials), there still thrives a deeply ingrainddsire for a special Eurasian role, one that waolisequently
entail the subordination to Moscow of the newlyapdndent post-Soviet states.

In that context, even friendly western polisyseen by some influential members of the Russidicyp
making community as designed to deny Russia ittfuy claim to a global status. As two Russian
geopoliticians put it:

[T]he United States and the NATO countries—whilargpy Russia's self-esteem to the extent possible,
but nevertheless firmly and consistently—are dgstg the geopolitical foundations which could, at
least in theory, allow Russia to hope to acquieesfatus as the number two power in world poliieg
belonged to the Soviet Union.

Moreover, America is seen as pursuing a policy hmctv

the new organization of the European space thagirsg engineered by the West is, in essence, dmilt
the idea of supporting, in this part of the wom@w, relatively small and weak national statesufgho
their more or less close rapprochement with NAT@,EC, and so forth.4

4. A. Bogaturov and V. Kremenyuk (both senior safsain the Institute of the United States and Ca)ath
"Current Relations and Prospects for Inter-.eiclidBetween Russia and the United States,”" Nezawsima
Gazeta, June 28, 1966.

The above quotations define, well—even thoughi some animus—the dilemma that the United Slates
laces. To what extent should Russia be helped ascatly—which inevitably strengthens Russia poétlg
and militarily—and to what extent should the nevilglependent states be simultaneously assistedein th
defense and consolidation of their independence®?Rissia be both powerful and a democracy at thee sa
time? If it becomes powerful again, will it not &ge regain its lost imperial domain, and can érttbe both an
empire and a democracy?

U.S. policy toward the vital geopolitical pigobf Ukraine and Azerbaijan cannot skirt that issared
America thus faces a difficult dilemma regardingtitzal balance and strategic purpose. Internal iBnss
recovery is essential to Russia's democratizatimhesrentual Europeanization. But any recoverysintperial
potential would be inimical to both of these objees. Moreover, it is over this issue that diffezes could
develop between America and some European staescially as the EU and NATO expand. Should Russia
be considered a candidate for eventual membenmstajiher structure? And what then about Ukraine® ddsts
of the exclusion of Russia could be high—creatirggH-fulfilling prophecy in the Russian mindset—tiihe
results of dilution of either the EU or NATO cowdtso be quite destabilizing.

Another major uncertainty looms in the largel geopoliti-cally fluid space of Central Eurasiagximized
by the potential vulnerability of the Turkish-Irami pivots. In the area demarcated on the followiragp from
Crimea in the Black Sea directly eastward alongwhe southern frontiers of Russia, all the wayhe €hinese



province of Xinjiang, then down to the Indian Oceard thence westward to the Red Sea, then northtward
the eastern Mediterranean Sea and back to Crimveaathout 400 million people, located in some twete
states, almost all of them ethnically as well digicausly heterogeneous and practically none ofrtipolitically
stable. Some of these states may be in the pro€essjuiring nuclear weapons.

This huge region, torn by volatile hatreds and@inded by competing powerful neighbors, is kel be a
major battlefield, both for wars among nation-sdatad, more likely, for protracted ethnic and relig
violence. Whether India acts as a restraint or dreit takes advantage of some opportunity to iraptswill
on Pakistan will greatly affect the regional scapehe likely conflicts. The internal strains withiTurkey and
Iran are likely not only to get worse but to grgatduce the stabilizing role these states areldapd playing
within this volcanic region. Such developments wilturn make it more difficult to assimilate thew Central
Asian states into the international community, elalso adversely affecting the American-dominatisty
of the Persian Gulf region. In any case, both Anozand the international community may be facee gth
a challenge that will dwarf the recent crisis ie former Yugoslavia.

e A possible challenge to American
primacy from Islamic fundamentalism
could be part of the problem in this
unstable region. By exploiting religious
hostility to the American way of life and
taking advantage of the Arab-Israeli
— conflict, Islamic fundamentalism could
R undermine several pro-Western Middle

Eastern governments and eventually

jeopardize American regional interests,

especially in the Persian Gulf. However,
a7 " without political cohesion and in the
) - absence of a single genuinely powerful
@ 7\ Islamic state, a challenge from Islamic
-3 : B ) fundamentalism would lack a geopolitical
LA N A _ = core and would thus be more likely to
; : S\ express itself through diffuse violence.
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The Global Zone of Percolating Violence

INDIAN OCEAN
#* Araas of unrest, conflict, and violance

A geostrategic issue of crucial
importance is posed by China's emergence as a pajgr. The most appealing outcome would be toptao
democratizing and free-marketing China into a lar§sian regional framework of cooperation. But sogpg
China does not democratize but continues to groeconomic and military power? A "Greater China" nbay
emerging, whatever the desires and calculationis ofeighbors, and any effort to prevent that frieappening
could entail an intensifying conflict with Chinau&h a conflict could strain American-Japanese icelat—for

it is far from certain that Japan would want tddel America's lead in containing China—and couldréfore
have potentially revolutionary consequences for ybak definition of Japan's regional role, perhagene
resulting in the termination of the American preseim the Far East.

However, accommodation with China will also exié& own price. To accept China as a regional pase
not a matter of simply endorsing a mere slogan.r@heill have to be substance to any such regional
preeminence. To put it very directly, how large lsinése sphere of influence, and where, should Aradre
prepared to accept as part of a policy of succgsto-opting China into world affairs? What areasw
outside of China's political radius might have édonceded to the realm of the reemerging Celdstigdire?

In that context, the retention of the Americaesence in South Korea becomes especially impoifgithout
it, it is difficult to envisage the American-Japageedefense arrangement continuing in its present, ftor
Japan would have to become militarily more selfisight. But any movement toward Korean reunifioatis
likely to disturb the basis for the continued Urflitary presence in South Korea. A reunified Koreay
choose not to perpetuate American military protegtihat, indeed, could be the price exacted byn&ffior



throwing its decisive weight behind the reunifiocatiof the peninsula. In brief, U.S. managementtsf i
relationship with China will inevitably have direcbnsequences for the stability of the Americaradape-
Korean triangular security relationship.

Finally, some possible contingencies involviiugure political alignments should also be briefigted,
subject to fuller discussion in pertinent chapténsthe past, international affairs were largelyrioated by
contests among individual states for regional datmam. Henceforth, the United States may have terdene
how to cope with regional coalitions that seek tshp America out of Eurasia, thereby threatening Acaks
status as a global power. However, whether any swoeliitions do or do not arise to challenge Amarica
primacy will in fact depend to a very large degosehow effectively the United States responds éorttajor
dilemmas identified here.

Potentially, the most dangerous scenario wbelé grand coalition of China, Russia, and perliaps an
"antihegemonic"” coalition united not by ideologyt by complementary grievances. It would be rememgan
scale and scope of the challenge once posed (§ileeSoviet bloc, though this time China would likbe the
leader and Russia the follower. Averting this cogéincy, however remote it may be, will require sptily of
U.S. geostrategic skill on the western, easterd smuthern perimeters of Eurasia simultaneously.

A geographically more limited but potentiallyesv more consequential challenge could involve a-Sin
Japanese axis, in the wake of a collapse of theridareposition in the Far East and a revolutior@drgnge in
Japan's world outlook. It would combine the poweitveo extraordinarily productive peoples, and itultb
exploit some form of "Asianism" as a unifying aAtinerican doctrine. However, it does not appearyikieat
in the foreseeable future China and Japan will farmalliance, given their recent historical expsres and a
farsighted American policy in the Far East showddainly be able to prevent this eventuality froocurring.

Also quite remote, but not to be entirely exelddis the possibility of a grand European realignin
involving either a German-Russian collusion or arn€p-Russian entente. There are obvious historical
precedents for both, and either could emerge ibgean unification were to grind to a halt and iatiens
between Europe and America were to deteriorateefyaindeed, in the latter eventuality, one coutdgine a
European-Uussian accommodation to exclude Amerma the continent. At this stage, all of these aatis
seem improbable. They would require not only a imaswishandling by America of its European poliayt b
also a dramatic reorientation on the part of thelkeropean states.

Whatever the future, it is reasonable to coreltltht American primacy on the Eurasian contineiithe
buffeted by turbulence and perhaps at least byastowriolence. America's primacy is potentially melable to
new challenges, either from regional contendersiawel constellations. The currently dominant Amamic
global system, within which "the threat of war i the table," is likely to be stable only in thogarts of the
world in which American primacy, guided by a loregrh geostrategy, rests on compatible and congenial
sociopolitical systems, linked together by Americkominated multilateral frameworks.



Chapter 3.The Democratic Bridgehead

EUROPE is AMERICA'S NATURAL ALLY. It shares the sanvalues; partakes, in the main, of the same
religious heritage; practices the same democratiitigs; and is the original homeland of a largejoniéy of
Americans. By pioneering in the integration of oatstates into a shared supranational economic anc
eventually political union, Europe is also pointitige way toward larger forms of postnational orgation,
beyond the narrow visions and the destructive passbf the age of nationalism. It is already thesmo
multilaterally organized region of the world (sdead on page 58). Success in its political unifaatwould
create a single entity of about 400 million peogilng under a democratic roof and enjoying a dtad of
living comparable to that of the United States.lBadurope would inevitably be a global power.
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Europe also serves as the springboard for tbgressive expansion of democracy deeper into Eaurasi
Europe's expansion eastward would consolidate ¢émeodratic victory of the 1990s. It would match e t
political and economic plane the essential civilmaal scope of Europe—what has been called thaneet
Europe—as defined by Europe's ancient and commdigioes heritage, derived from Western-rite
Christianity. Such a Europe once existed, long figefoe age of nationalism and even longer befaeedhent
division of Europe into its American- and Sovietdoated halves. Such a larger Europe would be tble
exercise a magnetic attraction on the states ldoaten farther east building a network of ties witkraine,
Belarus, and Russia drawing them into increasingiyding cooperation while proselytizing common
democratic principles. Eventually, such a Europeld&ddecome one of the vital pillars of an American-
sponsored larger Eurasian structure of securitycaogeration.

But first of all, Europe is America's essahgeopolitical bridgehead on the Eurasian continBmerica'’s
geostrategic stake in Europe is enormous. Unlikeeea's links with Japan the Atlantic alliance enthes
American political influence and military power éatly on the Eurasian mainland. At this stage ofefinan-
European relations, with the allied European natistill highly dependent on U.S. security protactiany
expansion in the scope of Europe becomes autorthatizaexpansion in the scope of direct U.S. infice as
well. Conversely, without close transatlantic ti@snerica's primacy in Eurasia promptly fades awaysU
control over the Atlantic Ocean and the abilitypimject influence and power deeper into Eurasialavie
severely circumscribed.



The problem, however, is that a truly Europ&amope" as such does not exist. It is a visioogm@cept, and
a goal but it is not yet reality. Western Europalready a common market, but it is still far fria@ing a single
political entity. A political Europe has yet to erge. The crisis in Bosnia offered painful proof Exdirope’'s
continued absence, if proof were still needed. Bheal fact is that Western Europe, and increagimadto
Central Europe remains largely an American protatéo with its allied states reminiscent of ancieassals
and tributaries. This is not a healthy conditiather for America or for the European nations

Matters are made worse by a more pervasivengeitl Europe's internal vitality. Both the legity of the
existing socio-economic system and even the sunfa®ense of European identity appear to be vulferaba
number of European states one can detect a cfismn@idence and a loss of creative momentum, dsasean
inward perspective that is both isolationist andapsst from the larger dilemmas of the world. Inst clear
whether most Europeans even want Europe to be ar mpayver and whether they are prepared to do vghat i
needed for it to become one. Even residual EuropedirAmericanism, currently quite weak, is curilgus
cynical: the Europeans deplore American "hegemany'take comfort in being sheltered by it.

The political momentum for Europe's unificatimas once driven by three main impulses: the memaie
the destructive two world wars, the desire for eroit recovery, and the insecurity generated bySbeiet
threat. By the mid-nineties, however, these immilsad faded. Economic recovery by and large has bee
achieved; if anything, the problem Europe increglgirfaces is that of an excessively burdensome anelf
system that is sapping its economic vitality, while passionate resistance to any reform by speteaksts is
diverting European political attention inward. TBeviet threat has disappeared, while the desirsoaie
Europeans to gain independence from American geelaas not translated into a compelling impulse for
continental unification.

The European cause has been increasingly sedthythe bureaucratic momentum generated by tige la
institutional machinery created by the European @amty and its successor, the European Union. dlea of
unity still enjoys significant popular support, buttends to be lukewarm, lacking in passion anskase of
mission. In general, the Western Europe of todayegs the impression of a troubled, unfocused, odiable
yet socially uneasy set of societies, not partakihgny larger vision. European unification is e&singly a
process and not a cause.

Still, the political elites of two leading Euregn nations— France and Germany—remain largely atigdn
to the goal of shaping and defining a Europe thatild/ truly be Europe. They are thus Europe's ppaici
architects. Working together, they could constau&urope worthy of its past and of its potentialt Bach is
committed to a somewhat different vision and desagr neither is strong enough to prevail by itself

This condition creates for the United Statepecsl opportunity for decisive intervention. Itcessitates
American engagement on behalf of Europe's unity,ofberwise unification could grind to a halt arn
gradually even be undone. But any effective Americevolvement in Europe's construction has to bieegl
by clarify in American thinking regarding what kired Europe America prefers and is ready to promaa—
equal partner or a junior ally—and regarding therguval scope of both the European Union and NAT@lsb
requires careful management of Europe's two prat@pchitects.

GRANDEUR AND REDEMPTION

France seeks reincarnation as Europe; Germany hfmpesedemption through Europe. These varying
motivations go a long way toward explaining andrdef the substance of the alternative French aadn@n
designs for Europe.

For France, Europe is the means for regainiagde's past greatness. Even before World Waetipss
French thinkers on international affairs alreadynea about the progressive decline of Europe'srakty in
world affairs. During the several decades of thé&dG#ar, that worry turned into resentment over 'tAaglo-
Saxon" domination of the West, not to speak of emit for the related "Americanization" of Westeutture.
The creation of a genuine Europe—in Charles De I@aulvords, "from the Atlantic to the Urals"—was to
remedy that deplorable state of affairs. And suctEwope, since it would be led by Paris, would
simultaneously regain for France the grandeurtti@french still feel remains their nation's speséstiny.



For Germany, a commitment to Europe is thesbi@sinational redemption, while an intimate corogcto
America is central to its security. Accordingly,Earope more assertively independent of Americaoisan
viable option. For Germany, redemption + securitfEgrope + America. That formula defines Germany's
posture and policy, making Germany simultaneouslyope's truly good citizen and America's strongest
European supporter.

Germany sees in its fervent commitment to Eeraphistorical cleansing, a restoration of its rharad
political credentials. By redeeming itself throughrope, Germany is restoring its own greatnesseagaining
a mission that would not automatically mobilize &ugan resentments and fears against Germany. mh&sr
seek the German national interest, that runs thle of alienating other Europeans; if Germans premot
Europe's common interest, that garners Europegosiignd respect.

On the central issues of the Cold War, France aimyal, dedicated, and determined ally. It stslwoulder lo
shoulder with America when the chips were down. Wéeduring the two Berlin blockades or during the
Cuban missile crisis, there was no doubt about dfresteadfastness. But France's support for NATO was
tempered by a simultaneous French desire to aaseeparate French political identity and to presdor
France its essential freedom of action, espec@tlynatters that pertained to France's global sw@tus the
future of Europe.

There is an element of delusional obsessiohenRrench political elite's preoccupation with tiagion that
France is still a global power. When Prime Minisédain Juppe, echoing his predecessors, declaratieto
National Assembly in May 1995 that "France can anubt assert its vocation as a world power," theeyatg
broke out into spontaneous applause. The Frendtanse on the development of its own nuclear detér
was motivated largely by the view that France wahlereby enhance its own freedom of action andheat t
same time gain the capacity to influence Americéerdnd-death decisions regarding the security haf t
Western alliance as a whole. It was not vis-aHves $oviet Union that France sought to upgradetétsis, for
the French nuclear deterrent had, at the very be$t,a marginal impact on Soviet war-making calids.
Paris felt instead that its own nuclear weaponslavgive France a role in the Cold War's top-levad anost
dangerous decision-making processes.

In French thinking, the possession of nucleaapoas fortified France's claim to being a globalveq of
having a voice that had to be respected worldwltd&ngibly reinforced France's position as ondhaf five
veto-wielding- UN Security Council members, alldialso nuclear powers. In the French perspecthes, t
British nuclear deterrent was simply an extensibthe American, especially given the British conmmeit to
the special relationship and the British abstentiom the effort to construct an independent Eurdpbat the
French nuclear program significantly benefited framovert U.S. assistance was, to the French, of no
consequence for France's strategic calculus.) Thach nuclear deterrent also consolidated, in tlesadh
mindset, France's commanding position as the Igadontinental power, the only truly European siste
endowed.

France's global ambitions were also expredsedigh its determined efforts to sustain a spegalirity role
in most of the Francophone African countries. Diesphie loss, after prolonged combat, of Vietham Algeria
and the abandonment of a wider empire, that sgcurission, as well as continued French control over
scattered Pacific islands (which have providedureue for controversial French atomic tests), eagaorced
the conviction of the French elite that Francegrdl still has a global role to play, despite gaity of being
essentially a middle-rank postim-perial Europeaweio

All of the foregoing has sustained as well agivated France's claim to the mantle of Europeadérship.
With Britain self-marginalized and essentially ggpendage to U.S. power and with Germany dividedrfoch
of the Cold War and still handicapped by its twethticentury history, France could seize the ideRwbpe,
identify itself with it, and usurp it as identioalth France's conception of itself. The countryt thist invented
the idea of the sovereign nation-state and madenadism into a civic religion thus found it quitetural to
see itself—with the same emotional commitment thas$ once invested in "la patrie"—as the embodinoént
an independent but united Europe. The grandeuiFoéach-led Europe would then be France's as well.



This special vocation, generated by a deeplysénse of historical destiny and fortified byraque cultural
pride, has major policy implications. The key geldmal space that France had to keep within itsitoof
influence—or, at least, prevent from being domidatg a more powerful state than itself—can be drawn
the map in the form of a semicircle. It includeg tlberian Peninsula, the northern shore of the emest
Mediterranean, and Germany up to East-Central Eufepe map on page 64). That is not only the minima
radius of French security; it is also the essemiale of French political interest. Only with thepport of the
southern states assured, and with Germany's backiatanteed, can the goal of constructing a uniéied
independent Europe, led by France, be effectivehgyed. And obviously, within that geopolitical ytihe
increasingly powerful Germany is bound to be thestdlifficult to manage.

In the French vision, the central goal of a
united and independent Europe can be
achieved by combining the unification of
Europe under French leadership with the
simultaneous but gradual diminution of the
American primacy on the continent. But if
France is to shape Europe's future, it must
both engage and shackle Germany, while
~also seeking step-by-step to strip
~ Washington of its political leadership in
European affairs. The resulting key policy
' dilemmas for France are essentially
twofold: how to preserve the American
security commitment to Europe—which
5 France recognizes is still essential—while
« steadily reducing the American presence;
s O and how to sustain Franco-German
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If France were truly a global power, the regolutof these dilemmas in the pursuit of Francetgreé goal
might not be difficult. None of the other Europestates, save Germany, are endowed with the samigéi@mb
or driven by the same sense of mission. Even Germanld perhaps be seduced into acceptance of rrenc
leadership in a united but independent (of Amerteajope, but only if it felt that France was intfacglobal
power and could thus provide Europe with the ségtinat Germany cannot but America does.

Germany, however, knows the real limits of Ererpower. France is much weaker than Germany
economically, while its military establishment ¢he Gulf War of 1991 showed) is not very competénis
good enough td squash internal coups in satelliteeak states, but it can neither protect Europe project
significant power far from Europe. France is no en@nd no less than a middle-rank European power.
Accordingly, in order to construct Europe, Germaag been willing to propitiate French pride, bubider to
keep Europe truly secure, it has not been willmdotlow French leadership blindly. It has contidue insist
on a central role in European security for America.

That reality, painful for French self-esteetrmegged more clearly after Germany's reunificatldntil then,
the Franco-German reconciliation did have the agme® of French political leadership riding comdibly on
German economic dynamism. That perception actgailled both parties. It mitigated the traditionakr&pean
fears of Germany, and it had the effect of fortifyiand gratifying French illusions by generating th
impression that the construction of Europe was dgdFrance, backed by an economically dynamic West
Germany.



Franco-German reconciliation, even with its coigceptions, was nonetheless a positive developfoent
Europe, and its importance cannot be overstatddhslfprovided the crucial foundation for all of firegress so
far achieved in Europe's difficult process of wafion. Thus, it was also fully compatible with Amcan
interests and in keeping with the long-standing Aca® commitment to the promotion of transnational
cooperation in Europe. A breakdown of Franco-Gere@operation would be a fatal setback for Europgan
disaster for America's position in Europe.

Tacit American support made it possible fomeemand Germany to push the process of Europdisaiian
forward. Germany's reunification, moreover, incegashe incentive for the French to lock Germany iat
binding European framework. Thus on December 60189 French president and the German chancellor
committed themselves to the goal of a federal Eeragnd ten days later, the Rome intergovernmental
conference on political union issued—British resginns notwithstanding—a clear mandate to the tevelv
foreign ministers of the European Community to prepa Draft Treaty on Political Union.

However, Germany's reunification also dramadlycethanged the real parameters of European politiegas
simultaneously a geopolitical defeat for Russia &dFrance. United Germany not only ceased to be a
political junior partner of France, but it autoncally became the undisputed prime power in Wesknope
and even a partial global power, especially throtigmajor financial contributions to the suppotitloe key
international institutions.1 The new reality bredm& mutual disenchantment in the Franco-German
relationship, for Germany was now able and willingrticulate and openly promote its own visioradfiture
Europe, still as France's partner but no longéisgzotege.

For France, the resulting diminished politiGldrage dictated several policy consequences. &saraehow
had to regain greater influence within NATO—fromiarit had largely abstained as a protest againSt U
domination—while also compensating for its relatineeakness through greater diplomatic maneuver.
Returning to NATO might enable France to influeamerica more; occasional flirtation with Moscow or
London might generate pressure from the outsid@roarica as well as on Germany.

1. For example, as a percentage of overall bud@strmany accounts for EU: 28.5 percent; NATO: 22.8
percent; UN 8.93 percent, in addition to being thegest shareholder in the World Bank and the EBRD)
(European Bank for Reconstruction and Development).

Consequently, as part of its policy of maneureher than contestation, France returned to NATO's
command structure. By 1994, France was again acte fctive participant in NATO's political and itaity
decision making; by late 1995, the French foreigad defense ministers were again regular attendesdkaace
sessions. But at a price: once fully inside, thesffirmed their determination to reform the alliaiscstructure
in order to make for greater balance between iterean leadership and its European participatidmeyT
wanted a higher profile and a bigger role for demtive European component. As the French foreignster,
Herve de Charette, stated in a speech on Apri®86.1"For France, the basic goal [of the rapproc@ins to
assert a European identity within the alliance thaiperationally credible and politically visible.

At the same time, Paris was quite preparedpdboé tactically its traditional links with Russita constrain
America's European policy and to resuscitate whemexpedient the old Franco-British entente to atffs
Germany's growing European primacy. The Frenchidgareninister came close to saying so explicitly in
August 1996, when he declared that "if France wamfslay an international role, it stands to beneém the
existence of a strong Russia, from helping it &ffrem itself as a major power," prompting the Rassforeign
minister to reciprocate by stating that "of all therld leaders, the French are the closest to lgasamstructive
attitudes in their relations with Russia."2

2. As quoted by Le Nouvel Obsvrvtiteur, AugustL926.

France's initially lukewarm support for NAT@4astward expansion—indeed, a barely suppressetiGggep
regarding its desirability—was thus partially ati@aadesigned to gain leverage in dealing with theitéd
States. Precisely because America and Germany therehief proponents of NATO expansion, it suited
France to play cool, to go along reticently, toceoconcern regarding the potential impact of thaitative on
Russia, and to act as Europe's most sensitiveldoteor with Moscow. To some Central Europeans, it



appeared that the French even conveyed the impresisat they were not averse to a Russian sphere o
influence in Eastern Europe. The Russian card ioti®nly balanced America and conveyed a none-iittles
message to Germany, but it also increased the yreess the United States to consider favorably éhen
proposals for NATO reform.

Ultimately, NATO expansion will require unanimmiamong the alliance's sixteen members. Paris khatv
its acquiescence was not only vital for that unatyirbut that France's actual support was needeavitad
obstruction from other alliance members. Thus, adeno secret of the French intention to make stifpo
NATO expansion a hostage to America's eventualtsfyang the French determination to alter both the
balance of power within the alliance and its fundatal organization.

France was at first similarly tepid in its suppfot the eastward expansion of the European Unioie lthe
lead was taken largely by Germany, with Americaopsuit but without the same degree of U.S. engageasen

in the case of NATO expansion. Even though in NAHi@nce tended to argue that the EU's expansiondwoul
provide a more suitable umbrella for the former @Gumist states, as soon as Germany started pressitige
more rapid enlargement of the EU to include Cerlitabpe, France began to raise technical concewhslao

to demand that the EU pay equal attention to Eusop&posed Mediterranean southern flank. (These
differences emerged as early as the November 1884cé-German summit.) French emphasis on the latter
issue also had the effect of gaining for Francestiygport of NATO's southern members, thereby maigi
France's overall bargaining power. But the cost aagidening gap in the respective geopolitical onsi of
Europe held by France and Germany, a gap onlygligrinarrowed by France's belated endorsementen th
second half of 1996 of Poland's accession to bé&thi®land the EU.

That gap was inevitable, given the changingohistl context. Ever since the end of World War I,
democratic Germany had recognized that Franco-Genmeeonciliation was required to build a European
community within the western half of divided Europkhat reconciliation was also central to Germany's
historical rehabilitation. Hence, the acceptanc&minch leadership was a fair price to pay. Atdame time,
the continued Soviet threat to a vulnerable Westtaay made loyalty to America the essential prettard
for survival—and even the French recognized that d&ter the Soviet collapse, to build a larger amare
united Europe, subordination to France was neitiegessary nor propitious. An equal Franco-German
partnership, with the reunified Germany in fact nloging the stronger partner, was more than a &zt tbr
Paris; hence, the French would simply have to acGepmany's preference for a primary security inth its
transatlantic ally and protector.

With the end of the Cold War, that link assumesv importance for Germany. In the past, it hadtsted
Germany from an external but very proximate thraad was the necessary precondition for the eventual
reunification of the country. With the Soviet Unigone and Germany reunified, the link to Americavno
provided the umbrella under which Germany could engpenly assuime a leadership role in Central Europ
without simultaneously threatening its neighborse Rmerican connection provided more than the fozate
of good behavior: it reassured Germany's neighth@tsa close relationship with Germany also measibser
relationship with America. All of that made it easfor Germany to define more openly its own geibical
priorities.

Germany—safely anchored in Europe and rendeaethless but secure by the visible American militar
presence—could now promote the assimilation ofnaely freed Central Europe into the European sinest
It would not be the old Mitteleuropa of German impksm but a more benign community of economic
renewal stimulated by German investments and traddy Germany also acting as the sponsor of the
eventually formal inclusion of the new Mitteleuroppaboth the European Union and NATO. With the [Em@n
German alliance providing the vital platform foretlssertion of a more decisive regional role, Gayma
longer needed to be shy in asserting itself wittnirorbit of its special interest.

On the map of Europe, the zone of German spietexest could be sketched in the shape of annaplin
the West including of course France and in the Epahning the newly emancipated post-Communiststait
Central Europe, including the Baltic republics, eatding Ukraine and Belarus, and reaching evenRussia
(see map on page 64). In many respects, that zZmnesponds to the historical radius of construc®arman
cultural influence, carved out in the prenatiortaisa by German urban and agricultural colonist&ast-



Central Europe and in the Baltic republics, alwdfom were wiped out in the course of World WarMiore
important, the areas of special concern to thedfr¢discussed earlier) and the Germans, when vieogsther
as in the map below, in effect define the westewh @astern limits of Europe, while the overlap leswthem
underlines the decisive geopolitical importancéhef Franco-German connection as the vital coreuobjie.

The critical breakthrough for the more operdgeative German role in Central Europe was provigethe
German-Polish reconciliation that occurred duritg tmid-nineties. Despite some initial reluctandee t
reunited Germany (with American prodding) did folipmaecognize as permanent the Oder-Neisse bordar w
Poland, and that step in turn removed the singlestmimportant Polish reservation regarding a closer
relationship with Germany. Following some furthemutoal gestures of goodwill and forgiveness, the
relationship underwent a dramatic change. Not didyGerman-Polish trade literally explode (in 192&and
superseded Russia as Germany's largest tradingepant the East), but Germany became Poland'sipahc
sponsor for membership in the EU and (together WighUnited States) in NATO. It is no exaggeratiorsay
that by the middle of the decade, Polish-Germamwreitiation was assuming a geopolitical importamce
Central Europe matching the earlier impact on Wadkeirope of the Franco-German reconciliation.

Through Poland, German influence could radraighward— into the Baltic states—and eastward—into
Ukraine and Belarus. Moreover, the scope of then@erPolish reconciliation was somewhat widened by
Poland's occasional inclusion in important Fran@r@n discussions regarding Europe's future. Treabed
Weimar Triangle (named after the German city inchhihe first high-level trilateral Franco-Germanii§io
consultations, which subsequently became periodaqg taken place) created a potentially significant
geopolitical axis on the European continent, emhgasome 180 million people from three nations wath
highly defined sense of national identity. On three dvand, this further enhanced Germany's domirzd@tim
Central Europe, but on the other hand, that role seanewhat balanced by the Franco-Polish partioipat
the three-way dialogue.

Central European acceptance of German leagersinid such was even more the case with the smalle
Central European states—was eased by the veryrgviserman commitment to the eastward expansion of
Europe's key institutions. In so committing itséffermany undertook a historical mission much atavae
with some rather deeply rooted Western Europealoakd. In that latter perspective, events occureagt of
Germany and Austria were perceived as somehow lettoa limits of concern to the real Europe. That
attitude—articulated in the early eighteenth centuy Lord Bolingbroke,3 who argued that politicablence
in the East was of no consequence to the WestewpEans—resurfaced during the Munich crisis of 1288l
it made a tragic reappearance in the British aeeéfr attitudes during the conflict of the mid-19808osnia.

It still lurks beneath the surface in the ongoiedpates regarding the future of Europe.

3. Cf. his History of Europe, from the Pyreneara@eto the Death of Louis XIV.

In contrast, the only real debate in Germang whaether NATO or the EU should be expanded firsie—t
defense minister favored the former, the foreignistér advocated the latter—with the net result @armany
became the undisputed apostle of a larger and ommoted Europe. The German chancellor spoke of ds y
2000 as the goal for the EU's first eastward eelaent, and the German defense minister was amenfiysh
to suggest that the fiftieth anniversary of NAT@®inding was an appropriately symbolic date for the
alliance's eastern expansion. Germany's conceptibfturope's future thus differed from itsngipal
European allies: the British proclaimed their prefiee for a larger Europe because they saw in gartaent
the means for diluting Europe's unity; the Freneairéd that enlargement would enhance Germany'sanale
hence favored more narrowly based integration. @agnstood for both and thus gained a standing mr@le
Europe all its own.

AMERICA'S CENTRAL OBJECTIVE

The central issue for America is how to construéuaope that is based on the Franco-German coonedi
Europe that is viable, that remains linked to thatéd States, and that widens the scope of theeratipe
democratic international system on which the efeceéxercise of American global primacy so muchetefs.
Hence, it is not a matter of making a choice betweeance and Germany. Without either France or @eym
there will be no Europe.



Three broad conclusions emerge from the forepdiscussion:

1. American engagement in the cause of Europeditation is needed to compensate for the infecriais
of morale and purpose that has been sapping Eurojitadity, to overcome the widespread Europeaipisicn
that ultimately America does not favor genuine Ppaan unity, and to infuse into the European uniergeathe
needed dose of democratic fervor. That requireea-cut American commitment to the eventual acoe
of Europe as America's global partner.

2. In the short run, tactical opposition to Ffepolicy and sup port for German leadership isifjed; in the
longer run, European unity will have to involve anmm distinctive European political and military indigy if a
genuine Europe is actually to become reality. Tieguires some progressive accommodation to theckren
view regarding the distribution of power withinrnsatlantic institutions.

3. Neither France nor Germany is sufficientlpsg to con struct Europe on its own or to reselith Russia
the ambiguities inherent in the definition of Euetgpgeographic scope. That re quires energetioséat; and
determined American involvement, particularly wille Germans, in defining Europe's scope and hdmsoera
coping with such sensitive—especially to Russia-aassas the eventual status within the Europeaersyst
the Baltic republics and Ukraine.

Just one glance at the map of the vast Eurdamimass underlines the geopolitical significarcéinerica
of the European bridgehead—as well as its geograpioidesty. The preservation of that bridgeheadi&nd
expansion as the springboard for democracy arecthlireelevant to America's security. The existingpg
between America's global concern for stability dodthe related dissemination of democracy and gelgo
seeming indifference to these issues (despite Elarself-proclaimed status as a global power) nézdse
closed, and it can only be narrowed if Europe iasigly assumes a more confederated characterp&uro
cannot become a single nation-state, because ¢étlaeity of its diverse national traditions, blutan become
an entity that through common political institusooumulatively reflects shared democratic valuésniifies
its own interests with their universal-ization, agxkrcises a magnetic attraction on its co-inhatstaf the
Eurasian space.

Left to themselves, thc Europeans run the riskezioming absorbed by their internal social concdfnsope's
economic recovery has obscured the longer-run oofstdés seeming success. These costs are damagin
economically as well as politically. The crisispadlitical legitimacy and economic vitality that Wesh Europe
increasingly confronts—but is unable to overcome-dagply rooted in the pervasive expansion of theest
sponsored social structure that favors paternalgmtectionism, and parochialism. The result isufiucal
condition that combines escapist hedonism withitsjpir emptiness—a condition that can be exploitgd b
nationalist extremists or dogmatic ideologues.

This condition, if it becomes rampant, couldya deadly to democracy and the idea of Europe.twbein
fact, are linked, for the new problems of Europe—iey immigration or economic-technological
competitiveness with America or Asia, not to spefkhe need for a politically stable reform of diig
socioeco-nomic structures—can only be dealt witeagifvely in an increasingly continental contextEArope
that is larger than the sum of its parts—that i§uaope that sees a global role for itself in thenpotion of
democracy and in the wider proselytization of bésiman values—is more likely to be a Europe théitnsly
uncongenial to political extremism, narrow natiasral, or social hedonism.

One need neither evoke the old fears of a agpdberman-Russian accommodation nor exaggerate th
consequences of French tactical flirtation with B8 to entertain concern for the geopolitical digbof
Europe—and for America's place in it—resulting franfailure of Europe's still ongoing efforts to teiAny
such failure would in fact probably entail someawed and rather traditional European maneuvessoltid
certainly generate opportunities for either RussiarGerman geopolitical self-assertion, though uirdpe's
modern history contains any lesson, neither wouwddlikely to gain an enduring success in that regard
However, at the very least, Germany would probdlelyome more assertive and explicit in the definitbits
national interests.



Currently, Germany's interests are congruenih,vand even sublimated within, those of the EU ahd
NATO. Even the spokesmen for the leftist Alliand®Greens have advocated the expansion of both NATO
and the EU. But if the unification and enlargemeinEurope should stall, there is some reason tonasghat a
more nationalist definition of Germany's concepthed European "order" would then surface, to thiemial
detriment of European stability. Wolfgang Schaulbhe, leader of the Christian Democrats in the Bstaig
and a possible successor to Chancellor Kohl, egpdethat mindset when he stated that Germany isnger
"the western bulwark against the East; we have roecthe center of Europe,” pointedly adding thattire
long periods during the Middle Ages... Germany wa®lved in creating order in Europe. "4 In thision,
Mitteleuropa—instead of being a European regiorwhich Germany economically preponderates—would
become an area of overt German political primacyels as the basis for a more unilateral Germaicpalis-
a-vis the East and the West.

4. Politiken Sondag, August 2, 1996, Italics added.

Europe would then cease to be the Eurasiagdinehd for American power and the potential spoagt for
the democratic global system's expansion into Harakhis is why unambiguous and tangible American
support for Europe's unification must be sustaindithough both during Europe's economic recoverg an
within the transatlantic security alliance Amerigs frequently proclaimed its support for Europeaification
and supported transnational cooperation in Eurdpleas also acted as if it preferred to deal omblhng
economic and political issues with individual Eueap states and not with the European Union as such
Occasional American insistence on a voice withie Buropean decision-making process has tended fc
reinforce European suspicions that America favargperation among the Europeans when they follow the
American lead but not when they formulate Europelgies. This is the wrong message to convey.

American commitment to Europe's unity—reiteratedcefully in the joint American-European Madrid
Declaration of December 1995—will continue to rihgllow until America is ready not only to declare
unambiguously that it is prepared to accept theseqguences of Europe becoming truly Europe but to ac
accordingly. For Europe, the ultimate consequenagldventail a true partnership with America rattiem the
status of a favored but still junior ally. And aidr partnership does mean sharing in decisions dsase
responsibilities. American support for that causrild help to invigorate the transatlantic dialogunel would
stimulate among the Europeans a more serious ctatien on the role that a truly significant Eurapéght
play in the world.

It is conceivable that at some point a trulytesh and powerful European Union could become dajlo
political rival to the United States. It could artly become a difficult economic-technological quetitor,
while its geopolitical interests in the Middle Eastd elsewhere could significantly diverge fromsiamf
America. But, in fact, such a powerful and politigasingle-minded Europe is not likely in the foeesble
future. Unlike the conditions prevailing in Ameriaathe time of the formation of the United Stategre are
deep historical roots to the resiliency of the P@an nation-states and the passion for a transatifurope
has clearly waned.

The real alternatives for the next decade ar &ne either an expanding and unifying Europe, ppogs—
though hesitantly and spasmodically—the goal oftioental unity; a stalemated Europe, not moving Imuc
beyond its current state of integration and gedgragcope, with Central Europe remaining a geoigalitno-
man's-land; or, as a likely sequel to the stalejreafgogressively fragmenting Europe, resumingliispower
rivalries. In a stalemated Europe, it is almosvitable that Germany's self-identification with Bpe will
wane, prompting a more nationalist definition oé tGerman state interest. For America, the firstoopts
clearly the best, but it is an option that requersrgizing American support if it is to come tepa

At this stage of Europe's hesitant construgtiamerica need not get directly involved in inttealebates
regarding such issues as whether the EU should rteakareign policy decisions by majority vote (astion
favored especially by the Germans); whether theogan Parliament should assume decisive legislative
powers and the European Commission in Brusseldaih@gome in effect the European executive; whettneer
timetable for implementing the agreement on Europs@nomic and monetary union should be relaxed; or
finally, whether Europe should be a broad confat®raor a multilayered entity, with a federatedenrcore
and a somewhat looser outer rim. These are mdttetee Europeans to thrash out among themselvedg-tan



is more than likely that progress on all of thessues will be uneven, punctuated by pauses, antualy
pushed forward only by complex compromises.

Nonetheless, it is reasonable to assume thdt¢baomic and Monetary Union will come into beingthe
year 2000, perhaps initially among six to ten & HU's current fifteen members. This will accelefatirope's
economic integration beyond the monetary dimendigither encouraging its political integration. Bhiby fits
and starts and with an inner more integrated cerevell as a looser outer layer, a single Europé wil
increasingly become an important political playertloe Eurasian chessboard.

In any case, America should not convey the isgiom that it prefers a vaguer, even if broaderppean
association, but it should reiterate, through wadd deeds, its willingness to deal eventually whit EU as
America's global political and security partner arat just as a regional common market made up aiést
allied with the United States through NATO. To makat commitment more credible and thus go beybed t
rhetoric of partnership, joint planning with the B@garding new bilateral transatlantic decision-imgk
mechanisms could be proposed and initiated.

The same principle applies to NATO as suchpiieservation is vital to the transatlantic conimactOn this
issue, there is overwhelming American-European easiss. Without NATO, Europe not only would become
vulnerable but almost immediately would become talily fragmented as well. NATO ensures European
security and provides a stable framework for thespiti of European unity. That is what makes NATO
historically so vital to Europe.

However, as Europe gradually and hesitantlyiesifthe internal structure and processes of NATIOhave
to adjust. On this issue, the*French have a p@ne cannot someday have a truly united Europe ahtave
an alliance that remains integrated on the bastefsuperpower plus fifteen dependent powers. Gncepe
begins to assume a genuine political identity efatvn, with the EU increasingly taking on some loé t
functions of a supranational government, NATO Wilve to be altered on the basis of a1 + 1 (US } EU
formula.

This will not happen overnight and all at oneeogress in that direction, to repeat, will be taadi But such
progress will have to be reflected In the existaligance arrangements, lest the absence of suclstatgnt
itself should become an obstacle to further pragrassignificant step in that direction was the @ @cision
of the alliance to make room for the Combined Jdiask Forces, thereby envisaging the possibilitgarhe
purely European military initiatives based on théamace's logistics as well as on command, control,
communications, and intelligence. Greater U.S.imglhess to accommodate French demands for an settea
role for the Western European Union within NATOpedally in regard to command and decision making,
would also betoken more genuine American supparEfgopean unity and should help to narrow somewhat
the gap between America and France regarding Elgrepentual self-definition.

In the longer run, it is possible that the WHlJI embrace some EU member states that, for varyin
geopolitical or historical reasons, may choosetaadeek NATO membership. That could involve Finlamd
Sweden, or perhaps even Austria, all of which halveady acquired observer status with the WEU.50th
states may also seek a WEU connection as a pralignto eventual NATO membership. The WEU might also
choose at some point to emulate NATO's Partnerfshipeace program with regard to would-be membérs o
the EU. AH of that would help to spin a wider welsecurity cooperation in Europe, beyond the foretape
of the transatlantic alliance.

5. It is noteworthy that influential voices bothRmland and in Sweden have began to discuss thsilpbty of
association with NATO. In May 1996, the commandethe Finnish Defense Forces was reported by the
Swedish media to have raised the possibility ofestlATO deployments on Nordic soil, and in Augu$i619
the Swedish Parliament's Defense Committee, in ciora symptomatic of a gradual drift toward closer
security cooperation with NATO, recommended thatd&w join the Western European Armaments Group
(WEAG) to which only NATO members belong.



In the meantime, until a larger and more uniEedope emerges—and that, even under the besnhditmms,
will not be soon—the United States will have to kotosely with both France and Germany in ordenetp
such a more united and larger Europe emerge. Teagarding France, the central policy dilemma forekica
will continue to be how to inveigle France into s#o Atlantic political and military integration wkibut
compromising the American-German connection, arghnding Germany, how to exploit U.S. reliance on
German leadership in an Allanlicist Europe withptampting concern in France and Britain as welhasther
European countries.

More demonstrable American flexibility on th&ure shape of the alliance would be helpful inngvally
mobilizing greater French support for the alliasceastward expansion. In the long run, a NATO zoihe
integrated military security on both sides of Gemgnavould more firmly anchor Germany within a mutgéral
framework, and that should be a matter of consempuéor France. Moreover, the expansion of the ratka
would increase the probability that the Weimar figie (of Germany, France, and Poland) could became
subtle means for somewhat balancing German leagarskurope. Although Poland relies on German supp
for gaining entrance into the alliance (and resentsent French hesitations regarding such expapsomce it
is inside the alliance a shared Franco-Polish géaab perspective is more likely to emerge.

In any case, Washington should not lose sigihh@ffact that France is only a short-term advgrearmatters
pertaining to the identity of Europe or to the inm@rkings of NATO. More important, it should bearmind
the fact that France is an essential partner inntiportant task of permanently locking a democr&ermany
into Europe. That is the historic role of the Frai@@erman relationship, and the expansion of bathBb and
NATO eastward should enhance the importance ofriationship as Europe's inner core. Finally, Eeais
not strong enough either to obstruct America ongéestrategic fundamentals of America's Europedinypor
to become by itself a leader of Europe as suchceldts peculiarities and even its tantrums catolezated.

It is also germane to note that France does @legnstructive role in North Africa and in the kzaphone
African countries. It is the essential partnerNtwrocco and Tunisia, while also exercising a staibidj role in
Algeria. There is a good domestic reason for sueméh involvement: some 5 million Muslims now resid
France. France thus has a vital stake in the gtadiid orderly development of North Africa. Butathnterest
is of wider benefit to Europe's security. Withdue t=rench sense of mission, Europe's southern flernid be
much more unstable and threatening. All of south€iirope is becoming increasingly concerned witle th
social-political threat posed by instability alotigge Mediterranean's southern littoral. France'snsg¢ concern
for what transpires across the Mediterranean is tquite pertinent to NATO's security concerns, &mat
consideration should be taken into account when rid@eccasionally has to cope with France's exaggdr
claims of special leadership status.

Germany is another matter. Germany's dominalet cannot be denied, but caution must be exercisec
regarding any public endorsements of the Germatelsaip role in Europe. That leadership may be dxpée
to some European states—Ilike those in Central Eutbpt appreciate the German initiative on beh&lf o
Europe's eastward expansion—and it may be toletabtbe Western Europeans as long as it is subsume
under America's primacy, but in the long run, E@'spgonstruction cannot be based on it. Too manyaries
still linger; too many fears are likely to surfadeEurope constructed and led by Berlin is simpdy feasible.
That is why Germany needs France, why Europe n#et$-ranco-German connection, and why America
cannot choose between Germany and France.

The essential point regarding NATO expansiotiad it is a process integrally connected withdpa’s own
expansion. If the European Union is to become aygghically larger community—with a more-integrated
Franco-German leading core and less-integrated tayters—and if such a Europe is to base its scan a
continued alliance with America, then it followsathits geopolitically most exposed sector, Cenfatope,
cannot be demonstratively excluded from partakimghie sense of security that the rest of Europeysn;
through the transatlantic alliance. On this, Ame@nd Germany agree. For them, the impulse forgenaent
is political, historical, and constructive. It istrdriven by animosity toward Russia, nor by feRassia, nor
by the desire to isolate Russia.

Hence, America must work particularly closeljthvnGermany in promoting the eastward expansion of
Europe. American-German cooperation and joint lestdp regarding this issue are essential. Expansitn



happen if the United States and Germany jointlyoerege the other NATO allies to endorse the stelpegther
negotiate effectively some accommodation with Rysiiit is willing to compromise (see chapter dj,act
assertively, in the correct conviction that thektas constructing Europe cannot be subordinatefloscow's
objections. Combined American-German pressure lveilespecially needed to obtain the required unamsmo
agreement of all NATO members, but no NATO membdk lve able to deny it if America and Germany
jointly press for it.

Ultimately at stake in this effort is Americétgg-range role in Europe. A new Europe is stiking shape,
and if that new Europe is to remain geopoliticalpart of the "Euro-Atlantic" space, the expan©bdMNATO
is essential. Indeed, a comprehensive U.S. pobcyElrasia as a whole will not be possible if tffere to
widen NATO, having been launched by the United &3tastalls and falters. That failure would disdredi
American leadership; it would shatter the concedparo expanding Europe; it would demoralize the @dnt
Europeans; and it could reignite currently dorm@ndying Russian geopolitical aspirations in Cdrinarope.
For the West, it would be a self-inflicted wounattkvould mortally damage the prospects for a tEuyopean
pillar in any eventual Eurasian security architegtitand for America, it would thus be not only giomal
defeat but a global defeat as well.

The bottom line guiding the progressive expamsibEurope has to be the proposition that no pawéside
of the existing transatlantic system has the righteto the participation of any qualified Europesate in the
European system—and hence also in its transatlartiarity system—and that no qualified Europeatesta
should be excluded a priori from eventual membershi either the EU or NATO. Especially the highly
vulnerable and increasingly qualified Baltic stateés entitled to know that eventually they also bacome
full-fledged members in both organizations— and thahe meantime, their sovereignty cannot beatemed
without engaging the interests of an expanding ggiigind its U.S. partner.

In essence, the West—especially America antVéstern European allies—must provide an answelndo t
guestion eloquently posed by Vaclav Havel in AacheiMay 15, 1996:

I know that neither the European Union nor the Nd@tlantic Alliance can open its doors overnight to
all those who aspire to join them. What both mesugedly can do—and what they should do In-fore il
is loo late—is to 63?a the whole of Europe, seea sghere of common values, the clear assurante the
they are not closed clubs. They should formulatkear and detailed policy of gradual enlargemeat th
not only contains a timetable but also explainddlgec of that timetable, [italics added]

EUROPE'S HISTORIC TIMETABLE

Although at this stage the ultimate eastern liroft&€urope can neither be defined firmly nor finaliyed, in
the broadest sense Europe is a common civilizatienived from the shared Christian tradition. E@'sp
narrower Western definition has been associated Rame and its historical legacy. But Europe's €iam
tradition has involved also Byzantium and its RassDrthodox emanation. Thus, culturally, Europente
than the Petrine Europe, and the Petrine Euroggermis much more than Western Europe—even thongh i
recent years the latter has usurped the identitizofope.” Even a mere glance at the map on page®®ms
that the existing Europe is simply not a completeoge. Worse than that, it is a Europe in whicloaezof
insecurity between Europe and Russia can havet@swtfect on both, inevitably causing tensiond amalry.

A Charlemagne Europe (limited to Western Euydpenecessity made sense during the Cold Warsich
a Europe is now an anomaly. This is so becausdditian to being a civilization, the emerging uditeurope
is also a way of life, a standard of living, andddity of shared democratic procedures, not burddneethnic
and territorial conflicts. That Europe in its forilgaorganized scope is currently much less thanattual
potential. Several of the more advanced and palljicstable Central European states, all part ef\Western
Petrine tradition, notably the Czech Republic, RdJdHungary, and perhaps also Slovenia, are clegadjified
and eager for membership in "Europe" and its tridersiic security connection.



- L ,". ,' ! EU and NATO mambars combined

In the current circumstances, the expansion of NA® @clude Poland, the Czech Republic, and Hungary
probably by 1999—appears to be likely. After tmdial but significant step, it is likely that arsubsequent
expansion of the alliance will either be coincidgntith or will follow the expansion of the EU. THatter
involves a much more complicated process, botthertumber of qualifying stages and in the meetihg o
membership requirements (see chart on page 83), Huen the first admissions into the EU from Cantr
Europe are not likely before the year 2002 or pesheomewhat later. Nonetheless, after, the firstetmew
NATO members have also joined the EU, both the Bd BIATO will have to address the question of
extending membership to the Baltic republics, Shi@eRomania, Bulgaria, and Slovakia, and perhdgs, a
eventually, to Ukraine.



EU Membership: Application to Accession

‘ A European country submits an application for membership to ‘

| the Council of the European Union (the Council). |

1

‘_"f‘he Council asks the Commission to deliver an opinion |
, about the application. |

S— |

1
[‘ The Commission delivers an opinion about ||
the application to the Council. |
e A _l = SEES -
rf‘he Council decides unanimously to open ‘
| negotiations for accession.
l =is
The Commission proposes, and the Council aﬁopt;
unanimously, positions to be taken by the Union
vis-a-vis the Applicants in accession negotiations.
1
| The Union, represented by the Council President, |
L_ conducts negotiations with the Applicant. |
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]Agreement reached between Union and App]ica?'
~_onaDraft Treaty of Accession. |
. .
Accession Treaty submitted to the Council
and the European Parliament.
- I
[European Parliament delivers its assent to the ‘
_ Accession Treaty by an absolute majority. |
l —
[ The Council approves the Accession Treaty unanimously. |

1

‘ Member States and Applicants formally sig;-

; the Accession Treaty.

S 1

| Member States and Applicants ratify the Accession Treaty. |
1

‘ After ratification, the Accession Agreement goes into efietL.'

Prepared by C.5.1L5, US-EU-Poland Action Commission

It is noteworthy that the prospect of eventuahmbership is already exercising a constructiveigrice on the
affairs and conduct of would-be members. Knowletihge neither the EU nor NATO wishes to be burdemed
additional conflicts pertaining either to minoritights or to territorial claims among their membégFsirkey
versus Greece is more than enough) has already §iewakia, Hungary, and Romania the needed inceii
reach accommodations that meet the standards $kee¢ I§ouncil of Europe. Much the same is true liermore
general principle that only democracies can qudbfymembership. The desire not to be left outasiig an
important reinforcing impact on the new democracies

In any case, it ought to be axiomatic that Bet® political unity and security are indivisibkes a practical
matter, in fact it is difficult to conceive of auty united Europe without a common security arranget with
America. It follows, therefore, that states that ar a position to begin and are invited to undextaccession
talks with the EU should automatically also be eeMhenceforth as subject in effect to NATO's prgsive
protection.



Accordingly, the process of widening Europe antarging the transatlantic security system islyike move
forward by deliberate stages. Assuming sustaine@rfoan and Western European commitment, a speeeilati
but cautiously realistic timetable for these stageght be the following:

1. By 1999, the first new Central European membelishave been admitted into NATO, though theirrgnt
into the EU will probably not happen before 2002003.

2. In the meantime, the EU will initiate accesstalks with the Baltic republics, and NATO will lilkese begin
to move for ward on the issue of their memberslsipvall as Roma nia's, with their accession likelyoe
completed by 2005. At some point in this stage otiner Balkan states may likewise become eligible.

3. Accession by the Baltic states might prompt Ssmegihd Finland also to consider NATO membership.
4. Somewhere between 2005 and 2010, Ukraine, edlya€in the meantime the country has made sigaift

progress in its domestic reforms and has succeeddsecoming more evidently identified as a Central
European country, should become ready for seriegstrations with both the EU and NATO.

B o = EEReT In the meantime, it is likely that Franco-
Bl TR\ German-Polish collaboration within the
73\ g N EU and NATO will have deepened
considerably, especially in the area of
defense. That collaboration could become
the Western core of any wider European
security  arrangements  that  might
eventually embrace both Russia and
Ukraine. Given the special geopolitical
interest of Germany and Poland in
( BA T L Ukraine's independence, it is also quite
N D Wy T ' . possible that Ukraine will gradually be
U Yy A ). drawn into the special Franco-German-
" : VI ) R ) Polish relationship. By the year 2010,
Franco-German-Polish-Ukrainian political
-~ collaboration, engaging some 230 million
Lo people, could evolve into a partnership
r el enhancing Europe's geostrategic depth (see
~ map above).

UKRAINE

Beyvond 2010: The Critical Core of Europe's Security

Whether the above scenario emerges in a bedagrion or in the context of intensifying tensiomnih
Russia is of great importance. Russia should bereayusly reassured that the doors to Europe aga,qgs are
the doors to its eventual participation in ;ui exged transatlantic system of security and, perlzpsome
future point, in a new trans-Eurasian system ofusBc To give credence to these assurances, \&riou
cooperative links between Russia and Europe—irfiedis—should be very deliberately promoted. (Ra'ssi
relationship to Europe, and the role of Ukrainéhiat regard, are discussed more fully in the nbapter.)

If Europe succeeds both in unifying and in exjiag and if Russia in the meantime undertakesesstul
democratic consolidation and social modernizatainsome point Russia can also become eligible fmoee
organic relationship with Europe. That, in turn,ulbmake possible the eventual merger of the ttkarde
security system with a transcontinental Eurasiag. étowever, as a practical reality, the questioRo$sia's
formal membership will not arise for quite somedito come—and that, if anything, is yet anothesoeaor
not pointlessly shutting the doors to it.

To conclude: with the Europe of Yalta gonejsitessential that there be no reversion to the f&uf
Versailles. The end of the division of Europe skonbt precipitate a step back to a Europe of qlsamee
nation-states but should be the point of departareshaping a larger and increasingly integratedope,



reinforced by a widened NATO and rendered even rsereire by a constructive security relationshighwit
Russia. Hence, America's central geostrategic godturope can be summed up quite simply: it is to
consolidate through a more genuine transatlantimeeship the U.S. bridgehead on the Eurasian wentiso
that an enlarging Europe can become a more vigislagboard for projecting into Eurasia the interowadl
democratic and cooperative order.



Chapter 4.The Ulack Hole

THE DISINTEGRATION LATE IN 1991 of the world's tetorially largest state created a "black hole"he t
very center of Eurasia. It was as if the geopaditis’ "heartland" had been suddenly yanked fromgtbbal
map.

For America, this new and perplexing geopditisituation poses a crucial challenge. Understalgdshe
immediate task has to be to reduce the probalaififyolitical anarchy or a reversion to a hostiletaiorship in
a crumbling state still possessing a powerful rarclarsenal. But the long-range task remains: how to
encourage Russia's democratic transformation andoeaic recovery while avoiding the reemergence of a
Eurasian empire that could obstruct the Americasstyategic goal of shaping a larger Euro-Atlantistem to
which Russia can then be stably and safely related.

RUSSIA'S NEW GEOPOLITICAL SETTING

The collapse of the Soviet Union was the final stagthe progressive fragmentation of the vast &Sowiet
Communist bloc that for a brief period of time ni@d, and in some areas even surpassed, the scope
Genghis Khan's realm. Hut the more modern transuamil Eurasian bloc lasted very briefly, with the
defection by Tito's Yugoslavia and the insubordoratof Mao's China signaling early on the Communist
camp's vulnerability to nationalist aspirationsttpaoved to be stronger than ideological bonds. Fheo-
Soviet bloc lasted roughly ten years; the Soviebbmbout seventy.

However, even more geopolitically significanasvthe undoing of the centuries-old Moscow-rule@éabr
Russian Empire. The disintegration of that empiees wrecipitated by the general socio-economic afitigal
failure of the Soviet system—though much of its amsd was obscured almost until the very end bgys$semic
secrecy and self-isolation. Hence, the world wasrstd by the seeming rapidity of the Soviet UniaeH-
destruction. In the course of two short weeks icddeber 1991, the Soviet Union was first defiantigldred
as dissolved by the heads of its Russian, Ukrajraa Belorussian republics, then formally replabgda
vaguer entity—called the Commonwealth of Indepenh&tates (CIS)—embracing all of the Soviet republic
but the Baltic ones; then the Soviet presidentctahtly resigned and the Soviet flag was loweredlie last
time from the tower of the Kremlin; and, finalljhe Russian Federation—now a predominantly Russian
national state of 150 million people—emerged asdihdacto successor to the former Soviet Union]enthie
other republics— accounting for another 150 millpeople—asserted in varying degrees their indepgnde
sovereignty.

The collapse of the Soviet Union produced moental geopolitical confusion. In the course of arene
fortnight, the Russian people—who, generally spegkiere .even less forewarned than the outsidélvadr
the Soviet Union's approaching disintegration— sundigldiscovered that they were no longer the masita
transcontinental empire but that the frontiers os&a had been rolled back to where they had bhed¢hei
Caucasus in the early 1800s, in Central Asia imiite1800s, and—much more dramatically and paiy#ih
the West in approximately 1600, soon after therr@g Ivan the Terrible. The loss of the Caucaswsvesl
strategic fears of resurgent Turkish influence; tbes of Central Asia generated a sense of depivat
regarding the enormous energy and mineral resowfcége region as well as anxiety over a potersimic
challenge; and Ukraine's independence challengeds/¢hy essence of Russia's claim to being the @livin
endowed standard-bearer of a common pan-Slavititgen

The space occupied for centuries by the TsBngpire and for three-quarters of a century byRlussian-
dominated Soviet Union was now to be filled by aelo states, with most (except for Russia) hardépared
for genuine sovereignty and ranging in size from talatively large Ukraine with its 52 million pdepto
Armenia with its 3.5 million. Their viability seerdeuncertain, while Moscow's willingness to accomated
permanently to the new reality was similarly unpetable. The historic shock suffered by the Russiamas
magnified by the fact that some 20 million Russsaeaking people were now inhabitants of foreigtesta
dominated politically by increasingly nationalisétites determined to assert their own identitiésralecades
of more or less coercive Russification.



The collapse of the Russian Empire createdveepeooid in the very heart of Eurasia. Not only whsre
weakness and confusion in the newly independetesstaut in Russia itself, the upheaval producethsasive
systemic crisis, especially as the political uplaavas accompanied by the simultaneous attempthdo the
old Soviet socioeconomic model. The national trawmaas made worse by Russia's military involvement in
Tajikistan, driven by fears of a Muslim takeovertlodt newly independent state, and was especiaighkened
by the tragic, brutal, and both economically antitigally very costly intervention in Chechnya. Mgsainful
of all, Russia's international status was signifttadegraded, with one of the world's two superpmwnow
viewed by many as little more than a Third Worlgiomal power, though still possessing a significhat
increasingly antiquated nuclear arsenal.

The geopolitical void was magnified by the scafeRussia's social crisis. Three-quarters of auwgnof
Communist rule had inflicted unprecedented biolag@amage on the Russian people. A very high ptipor
of its most gifted and enterprising individuals wéilled or perished in the Gulag, in numbers tacbented in
the millions. In addition, during this century tbeuntry also suffered the ravages of World Waihg, killings
of a protracted civil war, and the atrocities amgravations of World War Il. The ruling Communigigime
imposed a stifling doctrinal orthodoxy, while isttey the country from the rest of the world. Itsoromic
policies were totally indifferent to ecological aamns, with the result that both the environmermt e health
of the people suffered greatly. According to ofidRussian statistics, by the mid-1990s only ald@upercent
of newborns came into the world healthy, while fuygone-fifth of Russian first graders sufferednr@ome
form of mental retardation. Male longevity had deetl to 57.3 years, and more Russians were dyeng\were
being born. Russia's social condition was, in fagtical of a middle-rank Third World country.

One cannot overstate the horrors and tribulatibat have befallen the Russian people in theseoaf this
century. Hardly a single Russian family has hadapyortunity to lead a normal civilized existenGansider
the social implications of the following sequendewents:

* the Russo-Japanese War of 1905, ending in Reisgiaiili ating defeat;

« the first "proletarian