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INTRODUCTION

Jean Monnet, the father of the European Community, once commented that what
they were creating was not an alliance between states but a union between people.
Accordingly, his words clearly express the ultimate purpose of European integration
which is to construct a European design on a feeling of belonging to a genuine
community.

Certainly, for a brief period following the collapse of the Soviet Union and the
end of the Cold War, there were high hopes for a new and better world order. However,
Iraq's aggression against Kuwait quickly eroded such optimism, while ethnic nationalism
in some countries has posed a growing threat to regional stability. The Bosnian war has
heightened the perception that we confront international transformations of breathtaking
magnitude and variety.

The Cold War bipolar world system provided a stable security environment for
Europe, while the post-Cold War system which is still underway, is marked by instability.
In a nutshell, bipolar stability in Europe gave way to multipolar instability. The new
European system that is being made seems to have quite similar characteristics with that
of the Westphalian state system, characterized by the power balancing process in a
multipolar environment of roughly equal a few ‘Great Powers’ and the middle and small
sized countries around them.

Thus, in the ‘New Europe’ we are observing the proliferation of nation states in
the Eastern part of Europe, while the Western Europe gave a new impetus to its political
integration within the European Community after the Maastricht Summit in 1991.

Nevertheless, the next decades in Europe without superpowers would probably
be more prone to violence than the past 45 years. Because as long as the the bloc system
of the Cold War existed, it acted as a constraint on tensions between parties. Now, we
witness two diametrically opposed trends: While Western Europe moves toward greater
integration and multilateral cooperation, in Eastern Europe, particularly in Southeastern
Europe, we witness greater political fragmentation and ‘nationalization’ of conflicts.

Therefore, in the coming decades it is expected that the main threat to European
security is likely to come not from post Russian military power but from uncertainties in
the region, ethnic conflict and political fragmentation especially in the Balkans, as it has
tragically demonstrated itself in former Yugoslavia.

In this research, an attempt was, in the First Chapter, made to develop a broad
definition of the New World order and the global incidents that led to it. Subsequently,
the factors that gave a way to post Cold War European Geostrategic Revolution were
also dealt with.

In the Second Chapter, on the face of the unfolding panaroma in the European
continent, the emerging new challenges and roles for the existing institutions responsible
for the security, defence and further integration of the states of Europe was identified,
and the U.S.' historical, political and philosophical ties with Europe was brought into
light. Thus, the U.S. political, security, economic, social and cultural vital interests in the



European continent was emphasized. Additionally, the rationale behind the U.S.
involvement in transatlantic affairs for promoting peace, democracy and free market
economies along with Europe's integration for the persuit of common values and
interests was also dealt with.

In Chapter Three, Russia's foreign policy of the past and present was
comparatively examined and her vital interests of the Cold War's aftermath was defined.
Subsequently, the U.S. policy towards the states of Central Europe and prospect of
incorporating them into an expanded NATO was dealt with.

In Chapter Four, the issue of NATO expansion, timetable and the prerequisite
criteria for the admission of new members was examined and various paths to NATO
expansion was put forward. In contrast, Russia’s concerns and attitude towards NATO
enlargement was analyzed. Finally, the strengthening of the ‘European Pillar’ of the
Alliance by greater European contribution to the security process and the future outlook
of the Continent was discussed.

In Conclusion, it was put forward that Europeans must assume a greater
responsibilty sharing in their own defence and security and hence, a genuine European
Security and Defence Identity be developed. Yet, it was concluded that for the time
being, NATO should remain and serve as the core component for Europe's security and
defence as the evolving post-Cold War Europe security scenery stipulates an ever closer
mutual cooperation and harmony among the governments and organizations for a

peaceful and prosperous Europe.

In the process of as gaining above chapters, an extensive library research was
conducted and constantly going through various types of refrences and materials was
also meticulously applied.
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CHAPTER 1. THE BEGINNING OF A NEW ERA AND
EMERGING NEW BORDERS BETWEEN THE WEST AND THE
EAST



1. THE NEW WORLD ORDER

After every great war an attempt has been made to create a system of collective
security and this has also marked the beginning of new world orders. In a contemporary
sense, there have been five world orders since the United States became an independent
state. Namely, these world orders have been defined by the character of contemporary
relations among the great powers of the era, crystalising out as the Napoleonic period;
the Congress of Vienna system; Germany's drive to become a leading power; the league
of Nations era; and the Cold War.'

With the beginning of the industrial revolution in the 18 century, there have
been an endless strive for power and hegemony over the continent of Europe and later
for the overseas colonies among the major powers. In the beginning France and Britain
were the only two rivals with a transition period and an accord in Europe in between.
Then, with the establishing of free trade areas and growing imperialism and
merchantalism Germany began to dominate Europe gradually during the late 19®
century.

In the first and second half of the 20™ century the world has witnessed two
devastating world wars and again the evolution of a new world order when Britain was
swept aside and Germany in Europe and the USA overseas emerged as the new world
powers. The consequences of the two world wars was a great depression and destruction
for Europe and evolution of a global power vacuum in the world. This resulted in
disintegration and Cold War World Order where Europe was divided into two opposing
blocs in which USA hegemony as the world's leading power was challenged by the
ideological alternative ( i.e. communism ) offered by the USSR.?

In order to achieve the goal of a better and safer world, various institutions and
associations were created. The most important of these like the Western European
Union, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, the European Coal and Steel
Community, the European Free Trade Area along with the others proved over time not
only durable, but also successful in promoting prosperity, political stability and
democratic freedoms among the members of themselves. As a result these patterns of
conduct became a leading model for international politcs in the developed world while
attracting other states aspiring to become a part of them.

According to many, including the former American president George Bush, the
New World Order was founded by the Persian Gulf War, a UN sanctioned, collective

' For the exposition of the ideas see Hans Binnendijk and Patrick Clawson,
‘New Strategic Priorities’, 7he Washington Quarterly, Vol.18, No.2, (Spring 1995),
p.109.

?. For a comparative insight see Table 1, Lewis B. Namier, History, in Fritz R
Stern, {(ed.), Varieties of History: From Voltaire to the Present (Cleviand, Ohio: World
Publishing Co., 1994), p.375.



war against Iraq’s annexation of Kuwait. However, in reality, a new era in intel?:national
relations had emerged since World War II. This phase started with the following *:

a. the conversion of Germany and Japan in one generation from militarist,
imperialist aggressors to stable, democratic industrial giants ambitious for trade and
prosperity rather than military or political power;

b. the economic and political integration and permanent pacification of Western
Europe,

¢. the dismantling of the great European colonial empires, largely peacefully and
voluntarily;

d. the expansion of the UN to world-wide scope, the recognition of official
juridical equality among its members, and its growth in reach and effectiveness for
practical peacekeeping;

e. the preservation of general peace (i.e. no system-wide wars and no all-out wars
between major powers) through four decades of intense ideological and political
competition between rival blocs, even while new powers were emerging and dangerous
regional conflicts and rivalaries flared up;

f. the gradual development of restraints on the arms race and the cooling of
ideological rivalry even while this competition went on;

g. the admission of a host of new or transformed states into the world
community; and finally,

h. the end of Cold War and the generally peaceful dismantling and transformation
of the Soviet empire.

Indeed, the new world order is still in the process of evolving with the
disintegration of Russia and the demise of the Cold War era. However, the phrase "new
world order” is yet to be carefully considered and approached. To some extent, we could
define the new world order as an international system in which the world's democratic
governments acting in accord preferably under the aegis of international institutions like
the United Nations to preserve or establish peace by sustaining international law and
order against aggressors, lawbreakers and oppressors.*

Actions like taken by the United States and other states in Iraq and Somalia, and
to some extent, in Bosnia involve the use of armed force. Coercive actions against other
supposed aggressors and lawbreakers are often urged in the name of the New World
Order, and the humanitarian and prudential arguments used in favor of such measures

*. Paul W. Scroeder, ‘The New World Order: A Historical Perspective’, The
Washington Quarterly, Vol.17, No.2, (Spring 1994), p.26.

‘. P. Baev, ‘The Creation of the World with the Help of Weapons’, Navoye
Vremya, No.37, (October 1992 ), p.20.



assume that there is an New World Order that mandates such peacemaking actions by
the international community.’

In his essay Paul W. Schroeder defines the new world order as follows®:

The new world order is the product of a durable consensus among a sizable number of
major states and smaller powers, mostly west European and well developed politically and
economically, that certain kinds of conduct ( direct military aggressions and threats, the
undermining of foreign governments by subversion, economic practices considred tantamount
to economic warfare, and even some forms of civil war or internal oppression ) had to be ruled
out as incompatible with their general security and welfare.

The like minded associations based on this consensus, designed both to deter external
actions or threats of this kind and to promote a different kind of international conduct among
themselves, namely to encourage political and economic cooperation and integration, expand
trade and communication resolve conflicts peacefully, and promote broad political
participation, civil and human rights, and the economic and social welfare of the member
states.

Historically, the collective action that supposedly gave birth to the New World
Order, the Persian Gulf War is not not something new. The past incidents paved the way
for the New World Order "

a. united military action by huge allied coalition destroyed Nazi and Japanese
imperialism in World War IT;

b. military defeat and occupation plus forced democratization and ecenomic
liberalization transformed Germany and Japan;

c. the threat of Soviet expansion and subversion compelled Western Europe to
integrate , the US leadership, economic aid, and military protection made that integration
possible;

d. the Western system of political and economic freedom was able to demonstrate
its superiority over communism only because NATO held the West together and kept
Soviet imperialism at bay; and finally,

e. it was US military and economic superiority that defeated the USSR in the
Cold War, causing its internal change of course, the collapse of its empire, and the
downfall of communism itself in rapid succession.

Thus, Germany and Japan were taught to become liberal and democratic not by
force, but by the knowledge that this was the price of association with the West and its
markets, military securitry, and respectability. Britain and France were not forced to
decolonize by the United States; they were only taught, sometimes with brutal clarity as
in the Suez Crisis of 1956, that they would lose the economic and political benefits of

5. Ibid., p.21.
8. Shroeder, loc.cit.

7 Mark Eyskens, From Détente to Entente: An Alliance in Transformation, A
Greater Europe in Creation ( London: Brassey’s, 1990), p.269.
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association with the United States if they did not. The United Kingdom was not forced
into the European Common Market; it was merely compelled to recognize that opposing
it was futile and costly, and that it could enter only on Europe’s terms, not on its own.
Superior Western military power did not force the Soviet Union and its former sattellites
first to revise and then to abandon their social and economic systems. Exclusion from
Western technology, markets, and other desirable goods and the knowledge that they
were losing it the peaceful competition with the West without them was what mainly did
it.

All these consequences, within the scpoe of the definition of the New World
Order can be restated as saying the following to an opponent , or an ally threatening to
defect and become an opponent, “What you are now doing or threatening to do is against
our group norms; it will eventually fail and hurt you and all of us. If you continue fo try
it, you will be barred from our group and excluded from its benefits; if you change your
policy you can remain in the group, or keep your chance of joining it and promoting your
interests within it.”®

This mode of international sanctions is not new in the sense of being unthought
or untried earlier. The peace plans and dreams conceieved in the sixteenth to eighteeenth
centuries regularly summoned states, rulers, and peoples to unite in a permanent
association for peace and share its benefits. The concept is therfore not new; what is new
is its present effectiveness, its far greater power to reward and penalize without the
apparent use of force.

However, this should not mean that the real task of the New World Order in
Bosnia and the Balkans as a whole, and the real test of the efficiency of its principle of
association-exclusion, still lic ahead of it, after the current conflict, which Serbia and
Crotia have already effectively won, is over.The vital question, once the fighting has
ended and peace settlement is reached, will be whether the international community
decides to forget the manner in which the newly independent states of Serbia and Crotia
were founded and the integral-nationalist ideologies on which they are based, and
receives them back into Europe and the world as full, normal parteners.”

If, however, the international community chooses to exclude Serbia and Crotia
after the peace settlement, that is, to ban them from full membership and participation in
the UN and its component agencies and above all from the EU, untill and unless these
two states give concrete evidence of change in their fundamental outlook toward other
states and people, especially Muslims, Albanians, and Macedonians, this would be
evidence of the New World Order in operation.”®

8. Shroeder, op.cit., p.33.
° Ibid., p37.

. Ibid.



On the other hand, according to Les Aspin the final shape of the new world order
will depend crucially upon such factors as follows'":

a. the degree of US involvement in world affairs;

b. the progres of European integration both within the European Union and
through the expansion Western institutions to inchude all Europe;

c. developments inside Russia,
d. the extent which Japan assumes new international obligations;

e. the ability of China to hold together and remain on a peaceful path to
prosperity; and

f. the control of nuclear proliferation.

Formerly at the peak of the Cold War, there was a generally industrialised and
free First World, a Communist Second World, and an underdeveloped Third World.
However, by the 1980's some Communist lands began to develop freer institutions while
some underdeveloped nations evolved into industrial democracies. In today’s new world
order therefore ideology can not be the basis of division as some countries of the Third
World have become prosperous market democracies, such as South Korea and Chile.

Today the emerging lines of division appear to be the following'”:

a. The market democracies that comprise a growing community and prosperous
developing nations that is expanding from North America, Japan, and much of Europe to
include large parts of Latin America, the newly industrialised nations of East Asia and
Central Europe.

b. The transitional states including ex-communist lands that are working toward
democracy and free markets, as well as India that seems to be making progress toward
freedom and prosperity from a low baseline.

¢. The troubled states mainly located in Africa, the Middle East, and parts of Asia
of whom are falling behind the rest of the globe economically, politically and
ecologically.

Although it is not so easy to distinguish among these dividing lines from the point
of selected countries, the general growing gap is likely to be between market
democracies and troubled states, evidently in the field of economic growth, political
stability, and adherence to international human rights standarts.

Y Les Aspin, The Bottom-Up Review: Forces for a New Fra (Washington D.C.:
Department of Defence, 1993), p.126.

2 Binnendijk and Clawson, op.cit., p.110.
5



Within the scope of the mentioned division lines among the nations, three main
types of conflict are attributed to them®:

a. Conflict among major powers: the United States, Japan, China, Russia and the
major states of Western Europe. At this point, the great powers are all cooperating, not
preparing to conflict with each other. However, formation of political and economic
exclusive blocs could cause a conflict especially between Russia and Western Europe.

b. Conflict among regional powers, involving transitional or troubled states. The
proliferation of nuclear weapons could increase the probability to threaten their
neighbors,

c. Conflict involving troubled states mainly stemming from a conflict within a
country. This kind of conflict would stipulate humanitarian and political support of the
troubled state by the great powers although military interverance will be unlikely unless
there is a vital interest at stake.

As can be deduced from the afore mentioned perspectives the Cold War is over.
However, the new world order today faces numerous uncertainities that might bring
about new conflicts which would require new deterrence methods and ever closer
collaboration of the institutions. In any case, the realities of the new world order calls for
new solutions that should be oriented for the prosperity and security in Europe and the
world which cannot be based on aggression, ethnic cleansing, and ultra-nationalist
programs. Thus, the firture of the new world order depends vitally upon the very success
of these existing mechanisms of the free and developed countries and to the ones
committed to it, which in the long run have the impetus to bring prosperity and peace to
the peoples of Eastern Europe, Russia and to the rest of the world.

2. POST-COLD WAR EUROPEAN GEOSTRATEGIC REVOLUTION:
DISSOLVING BORDERS BETWEEN THE BLOCS

General Charles de Gaulle spoke of Europe’s borders from ‘the Atlantic to the
Urals™-a phrase of calculated ambiguity. Today, too, political leaders speak of Europe in
ambiguous terms, although perhaps less by calculation than through indecision, ™

The answer to the drawn lines of Europe evidently depends on the West’s view
of Russia and its future. The assumption underlying Western policy is that economic
reform linked with Western aid will make Russia a democratic and peace-loving state
content to live in its present borders.

. Ibid., pp.113-114.

", Max Jakobson, “Collective Security in Europe Today’, The Washington
Quarterly, Vol.18, No.2, (Spring 1995), p.67.



However, the Russian case is unique in certain respects. At present, Russian
domain itself has shrunk in size, leaving 25 million Russians outside the Russian
Federation, beyond borders that used to be merely administrative divisions. The painful
irmi't;{ is that Russians have no established national or geographic identity to fall back
on.

While examining this new evolution in Europe one must take into account the
main shifts of strategic importance of Russia. Russia's once three-fold superiority in
terms of conventional forces compared to Western armed forces have been reduced to
five-fold inferiority if the figures are to be joined with the forces of Central European
states and some former Soviet republics."®

On the other hand, due to the economic crisis that resulted in the failure of
military reform, Russian army is facing hardships as it is challenged in the post-Soviet
sub-regions with certain instabilities like the operation in Chechnya in early 1995 showed
that the Russian army is severely disorganised, weakened and mismanaged.

The same decline for Russia is also valid for in the geostrategic sense as Alexei
Arbatov puts it'”: “Moscow's present military power has been drawn back one and
thousand kilometeres from the center of Europe: from Magdeburg and Prague to
Smolensk and Kursk- for the first time in three hundred years (in peacetime) the Moscow
military district has turned from deep rear into the advanced defence line of Russia’.

Actually, the Russian withdrawal from the ‘inner empire’- the area now called the
‘near abroad’- is more apparent than real. The former Soviet republics belonging to the
Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) remain chained to Russia by the structure of
the former Soviet military industrial complex; most of their leaders are members of the
old nomenidatura, and the Russian Army moves freely across their borders.’®

Therefore, Western policymakers are confronted with a dilemma on the face of
the Russia’s any probable attempt of ‘reintegration’ of the CIS back into the what was
once an empire. Actually, Western policy did not seek the objective of policy to bring
about the the disintegration of the Soviet Union. The West on the contrary tried to help
Gorbachev to keep the USSR together. Even, the leaders of the Baltic independence
movement were warned by the Western leaders on the evils of nationalism."

However, once the Soviet Union had fallen apart, the West rushed to recognize
the former Soviet republics as sovereign states and to admit them to international

B 1bid.

'® Calculated by D. Crawford, Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE)
(Washington D.C., US, ACDA, 1995), p.126.

7 Alexei Arbatov, ‘NATO and Russia’, Security Dialogue, Vol.26, No.2, (June
1995), p.136.

'8 Jakobson, op.cit., p.66.

Y mid,



organizations. Ironically, what Stalin proposed in 1945 has come to pass and all 15
former Soviet republics have been granted a vote in the UN.

With the end of the Cold War the European political system began restructuring
itself. On the other hand new relations were formed especially with the Commonwealth
of Independent States under differing national interests and concerns. Within the range of
almost a decade in Europe we have witnessed the re-unification of Germany, the
disintegration of the Warsaw Pact organization and of the Soviet Union, Yugoslavia and
Czechoslovakia; the collapse of Communism in Central and Eastern Europe, Russia and
other post-Soviet republics. Thus, these radical changes in the military and political
situation on the old continent opened the possibilities for a constructive transformation
of relations among new states and old ones.

Nonetheless, despite of its present handicaps Russia is likely to remain important
for Europe and the world because of its size and as long as it depends on the size of its
armed forces and the number of nuclear weapons she possesses. However, Arbatov adds
that™: “Despite of its relative power, it should be Moscow's goal to avoid the revival of
confrontation between Russia and West, which would once again make NATO a military
alliance united agaist a common enemy in the east of Europe’.

Thus, from his tone one might deduce that any bilateral approach should be taken
carefully so as not to pose any hostility for the parties. Moreover, ensuring and reaching
a neutral and perhaps non-nuclear status should become the mission and most important
task for the concieved security strategies.”’ Now that the borders have been redrawn for
the countries in the old continent, specifically for the countries of Eastern Europe, it
would be fair to state that economic and political cooperation between Russia and the
West is needed more than ever in order to establish a sound post-Cold War European
multilateral security system.

% id., p.139.
2 Ibid,



Table 1. Long Cycles and Geopolitical World Orders

(the latest long “stump’)

| (Japanese and European

| Date Kondratieff Cycles Hegemonic Cycles 'Geopolitical ~ World |
 Orders
First Kondratieff Cycle } British Hegemonic |
Cycle , .
1790/8 A Phase (industrial | Ascending hegemony (Napolconic wars as{
i revolution) (grand alliance) | French  resistance  to
Britain’s ascending
| hegemony)
181525 B Phase (first long | Hegemonic victory | Disintegration .
industrial depression) (balance of  power| World Order oj]
' through  Concert  of | Hegemony and Concert |
Europe) { Transition (1813-15)
Second Kondratieff | Hegemonic maturity | (Balance of power in
Cycle (‘high’hegemony: free | Europe leaves Britain
1844/51 A Phase  trade area) with free hand to}
| (mid-Victorian boom) dominate rest of the
‘ | world)
1870775 | B Phase Declining  hegemony | Disintegration
(late-Victori (age of imperialism, new | Transition  (1866-71)
| depression)  merchantalism) | World Order of Rivalry |
and Concert ‘
} (Germany  dominates |
Europe, Britain still}
greatest world power)
Third Kondratieff Cycle | American Hegomonic
1890/96 A Phase Cycle Disintegration
, (the Edwardian boom) | Ascending hegemony World Order of the
(a world power beyond | British Succession
the Americans) Transition (1904-7)
1913/20 ' B Phase Hegemonic victory 1(Germany and USAj}
(the ‘great’ depression) |(not taken wup: globaljovertake Britain as
power vacuum) world powers, two world |
wars settle the
succession)
Fourth Kondratieff
Cycle f
1940/45 A Phase Hegemonic maturity . | Disintegration
(the ‘post war’ boom) | (undisputed leader of the | Cold War Order
“free world’ ) Transition (1944-6)
1967/73 B Phase Declining hegemony (USA hegemony

challenged by the

rivalry) ideclogical  alternative |
v offered by the USSR)
19?  Fifth Kondratieff Cycle? | New Hegemonic Cycle? | Disintegration
‘New World Order’
Transition (1989-91)

(Clevland, Ohio: World Publishing Co., 1994), p.375.

Source: Lewis B. Namier, Varieties of History: From Voltaire to the Present



CHAPTER 1. THE US. HISTORICAL, POLITICAL,

PHILOSOPHICAL COMMITMENT TO EUROPE AND EVOLVING
NEW SECURITY CHALLENGES AND RESPONSIBILITIES FOR

THE EU AND OTHER ORGANIZATIONS



i. POST COLD WAR EUROPEAN SECURITY AND NATO

It is often pointed out that the new purpose of NATO is to serve as miltary
instryment for the UN or OSCE in Europe to deal with Yugoslavia type situations in the
absenice of relevant miltary structures.”

NATO’s unique functional role remains its usefulness as a means to
promotefimplement political/military cooperation among member and Partner states. As
all member countries shrink in the size and capabilities of their armed forces, the ability
to form coalitions to deal with a wide variety of peace threatening situations is becoming
increasingly important.

Collective defence still remains at the core of the US an allied commitments to
the Altiance. But it seems that collective defence will not be the principal focus of
NATO’s activities during the next period of history. Indeed, NATO’s day-to-day
activities are shifting from collective defence to collective responsiblity sharing across a
broad range of security support activities. If this evolution continues, NATO’s mission is
likely to be pursuing the following goals™

a. Preserving habits of military cooperation, by preparing allied commanders and
forces to participate in multilateral military operations to ensure a high degree of
readiness and interoperability among Alliance and Partner forces for whatever missions
NATO nations may agree to take on, whether or not such missions are directed through
the integrated command structure;

b. Promoting peace, by developing cooperative military relations with Partner
countries, including Russia, through the Partnership for Peace programme and the North
Atlantic Cooperation Council, and through the cooperative use of allied forces to
provide humanitarian relief and disaster assistance when necessary, using NATO
cooperation to deter aggression by rouge states and discourage/deter proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction; and

¢. Restoring peace, by conducting multilateral military operations intended to
restore or enforce a peace that has been broken by aggression or other sources of
military conflict.

Thus, as long as no NATO country faces the kind of threat that used to be posed
by the Soviet Union, NATO’s strategy and force deployments is likely to be substantially
different than during the Cold War. In other words, the Article 5 mutual defence
commitment is not likely to be implemented, though readily available if it becomes
necessary in the future, but not the day-to-day preoccupation of the alliance.*

2 V. Loshak, “NATO: the guarantee from the fire’, Moskovskie Novosti, No.8,
23 February 1992, p.3.

. Stanley R. Sloan, “Negotiating a new transatlantic bargain’, NATO Review,
No.2, (March 1996), p.22.

2 id,
10



Truly, NATO was initiated for a collective defence against an external common
enemy. Therefore, its structures, procedures, and arrangements reflect the nature of the
organization and of its foundation. However, recent conflicts of the post-Cold War
period proved NATO incapable of stopping domestic controversies and violence in the
out-of-area regions when no member of the alliance is directly threatened. The Yugoslav
experience of NATO's deficiencies in 1992-93 clearly illustrates this. Therefore, it is
evident that those missing qualities will be of vital importance in establishing a
multilateral security system in the post-Cold War Europe.”

For the time being, the guarantee for stability in Europe seems to be resting in
further European integration within the EU and WEU and their close cooperation with
Russia and USA. “Probably the EU/WEU’, according to Arbatov,” “will simultaneously
form the core of the OSCE, or its successor in the role of post-Cold War mechanism for
collective security and collective action against any potential trespassers’ on the
European continent.

Nonetheless, the scenery in Europe today calls for a genuine coopertion with
Russia by taking into account of its position by NATO in the new evolving Europe if
peace is to be maintained as there are much better conditions now than during the Cold
War times. Simon Lunn in his work suggests”":

The mechanism for such cooperation on Yugoslavia and other issues, including those
in the post-Soviet space, must be the essence of the new sccurity system in Europe. Whatever
the name of the multilateral security system it probably should rely on three major pillars:
EU/WEU, USA and Russia. This trilateral balance of power scems the most stable basis for a
multilateral security system to guarantee stability, conflict resolution, suppression of internal
and international violence and the security of smaller states in Europe.

However, it should be noted that if by definition Russia has no serious influence
over NATO decisions and operations, a too active NATO role and enlargement in large
scale combat actions in Europe would cause negative Russian reactions and greatly
strengthen the hand of hardliners in Moscow.”

Today the creation of a European security and defence identity, strengthening the
Western European Union, creating an independent European defence, missions of the
‘Eurocorps’ are frequently being discussed in the EU. On the other hand, the United
States traditionally has been in support of a stronger European pillar within NATO as
well as the European unification process.

It seems that while reaching these objectives it will be important to realize that
the nation state will continue to be the most important factor in international relations.
The rationale behind this argument is that the nation states reserve the ultimate right to

3 Arbatov, op.cit., p.141.
% Ibid.

7 Simon Lunn, The Future of NATO: The Cold War Legacy in Europe
(London: Pinter, 1994), p.37.

% Baev, op.cit.,, p.21.
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making decisions concerning the security of the country. Thus, it is not that easy for the
governments to tranfer all essential sovereignty rights to international bodies or
communities, unless the people of the respective countries jointly decide to do so.”

Holger H. Mey explains his concerns about the issue as follows™:

Dug to the Communtiy's character, Community's certain members (especially France
and Great Britain) perceive that the defence policy of the European Union can only be
intergovernmental in character and not a task of the community as such. However, this does not
and indeed must not, preclude that defence will become a common task of the EU in the future.
Hence, international institutions serve the purpose of increasing rather than limiting the room
for maneuver for nation states that believe that an international codification of norms (i.e. an
agreed conduct of behaviour) is better than total anarcy.

Considering the defence aspect, it is foreseen that the member states will consider
a common action within NATO and the WEU, when common interests are being
jeopardized. From the European side, growing together in economic field and the further
integration of the EU accompanied by the harmonization of national interests are the
essence of a common foreign and security policy, which would ultimately lead to a
common defence policy and a common defence. However, Holger H. Mey states that’":
‘Creating common instruments (such as the Eurocorps) without ensuring a common
foreign, security, and defence policy, that such instruments would have to serve is not
without risk. It could well lead to disappointment when it becomes clear that common
instruments could not be used in a given situation where no commonality in interest does

?

exist’.

Hence, the stabilty and security in Europe will depend on reaching a consensus
about the vital interests of Europe in the continent and a cooperative policy that would
balance Russian and Western interests backed up by strategic stability in which a

strategic alliance between the United States and Western Europe would be of utmost
importance.

®  Charles L. Barry (ed.), The Search for Peace in Europe: Perspectives from
NATO and Eastern Europe (Washington, DC: National Defence UP, 1993), p.237.

3 Holger H. Mey, ‘A European Security and Defence Identity- What Role for
the United States?’, Comparative Strategy, Vol.14, No.3, (1995), p.312.

3 Ibid., p.313.
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2. POST-COLD WAR US SECURITY STRATEGY FOR EUROPE AND
NATO

It can be stated that the elements of creating a new security structure for Europe
from the perspective of the United States include enhancing NATO's efforts to reach out
to the East through Partnership for Peace; developing a gradual and transparent process
of NATO enlargement; builing cooperative relationships with Russia; supporting
European integration as embodied in the European Union; and strengthening the OSCE
as well as maintaining close bilateral relationships with both its allies and new partners.*

With the end of the Cold War, there is a general growing tendency that
democracy won over communism and therefore an American presence in Europe is no
longer necessary. However, recent developments in Europe proved a real challenge and
as Europe is made up of concentration of nations and people who share the common
committment to democracy and market economies with the United States, its presence
on the continent is inevitable. Moreover, it is a historical fact that America's cultural
heritage and institutions on a large scale spring from European roots.

In the area of econmics, due to rapid growth in Asia the US is interested in
creating economic links in the region. However, for the US the European market is still
much larger than its Asian counterpart. Europe's gross domestic product is almost twice
that of Japan and the four Asian countries Taiwan, South Korea, Thailand and Malaysia
combined together. On the other hand, European population is twice that of the US, and
four times that of Japan and the others which are all an mdlcatton that Europe's markets
will continue to be important to American international trade.*

A. The US Political and Security Interests in Europe

Because European countries possess a high level of technological achievement,
solid democracy, a competent military, and their well-being and being open to trade and
investment opportunities, the European allies is likely to play an important role in
addressing the risks to US security and well-being.

For these reasons, the United States probably will give importance to maintainig
influence in the decisions and policies of Europe's governments and multinational
organizations. Likewise, the existence of NATO which has been the key element for
maintaining general peace in Europe for more than 45 years, will also be in the vital
interest of the US as an institution which is able to deter and defend any attacs on its
members.

2  William J. Perry, ‘Beginning the World Anew Through Partnership for
Peace’, Defence Issues, Vol.10, No.59, (May 1995), p.1.

3 Gregory F. Treverton, ‘America’s Stakes and Choices in Europe’, Survival,
Vol.34, No.3, (Autumn 1992), p.123.

13



B. Economic Interests

Apart from the security concerns, the relations between the United States and
Europe is based on economic ties and mutual profit. Therefore, Europe for the United
States standout as a great potential for trade and a market that generates jobs for
American workers, quality goods for American consumers and investment for American
enterprises.

The economic importance of Europe for the United States can be summarized as
following™:

a. Nearly 3 million Americans are employed in the United States by European
owned firms, and 1.5 billion American workers are supported by US exports to Europe.

b. About 50% of US direct investment abroad is in Europe, and over 60% of
foreign direct investment in the United States is from Europe.

c. Europe has more of the Gross World Product than any other region- in 1992,
35% at market exchange rates and 27% at purchasing power parity exchange rates.

d. Europe was the United States’ second largest cutomer in 1993, taking 31% of
US exports of goods and services, exceeded only by Asia with 33%.

¢. Europe was the United States' second largest supplier in 1993, providing 29%
of US imports of goods and services, exceeded only by Asia with 41%.

f. Europe provides the United States with relatively balanced trade, with only a
87 billion US merchandise trade deficit in 1993, compared to $115 billion for Asia.

C. Social and Cultural Interests

The majority of Americans claim European ancestry or ethnic origin. In the 1990
US census 249 million people were counted and the following results of European
ancestry or ethnic origin were found™:

3. William J. Perry, “United States Security Strategy for Europe and NATO”,
Department of Defence, Office of International Security Affairs, (June 1995), p.4.

3 Ibid.
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German 45.6 (Millions) 18.3 (percent)

Irish 227 9.0
English 227 9.0
Italian 11.3 45
Polish 6.5 2.6
French 6.2 2.5
Scot-Irish 43 1.7
Dutch 35 1.4
Scottish 33 1.3
Swedish 2.9 1.2
Norwegian 2.5 1.0
Welsh 1.0 04
Other Western Eur. 5.1 2.1
Former Yugoslavia 0.8 0.3
3 Baltic States 0.6 0.2
Other Eastern Eur. 3.5 14
TOTAL 1425 56.9

Consequently, the figures found unmistakably reflect the reality that there is a
broad number of people living in America who still retain their European identity and
therefore are linked to the Old Continent by ethnic means.

D. Fundamental Objectives of US Relations with Europe

The certain objectives which have a vital importance to the US relations with the
nations of Europe can be expressed in the following way™:

a. Adherence to democratic principles while promoting constructive economic
relations vital to US prosperity along with cooperative security relationship on foreign
and defence policies of Europe;

b. Deterring and defending against threats to the territory of NATO members;

¢. Promoting stability in new Eastern European democracies and improving
bilateral and multilateral security relationships with them;

d. Preventing the global proliferation of nuclear weapons in active cooperation
with Canada and the advanced states of Europe;

e. Deterring the spread of instability especially in some Balkan and former Soviet
states;

f. Developing new military capabilities for peace keeping and peace enforcement;
and,

3 W. P. George, Collective Security Beyond the Cold War (Michigan, 1994),
p.57.
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g. Preserving and enhancing the effectiveness of European security organizations
and NATO.

As can be observed, the new challenge for the US calls for assisting the Eastern
European countries in developing democracy and free markets, while maintaining a
strong NATO alliance in order to prevent new dividing lines that could destabilize and
create new threats in Europe.

Therefore, in the long run, supporting a gradual, transparent transformation and
enlargement of NATO, cooperative relationship with Russia while supporting European
integration along with strengthening the OSCE can be expressed as the ultimate goals of
the US policy for stability and security in Europe.

3. THE GENERAL LINES OF THE EU'S COMMON DEFENCE POLICY

The provisions on a common foreign and security policy is enshrined in the
Treaty on European Union under Title V. Article J.1 defines the general characteristics
ofse; common foreign and security policy and states that the objectives of this policy shall
be™":

a. to safeguard the common values, fundamental interests and independence of
the Union;

b. to strengthen the security of the Union and its Member states in all ways;

c. to preserve peace and strengthen international security in accordance with the
principles of the United Nations Charter as well as the principles of the Helsinki Final
Act and the objectives of the Paris Charter;

d. to promote international cooperation;

e. to develop and consolidate democracy and the rule of law, and respect for
human rights and fundamental freedoms.

Under the same article it is also stated that member states shall assume an active
support of the Union's external and security policy with complete solidarity while
refraining from any action that would be against the interests of the Union or decrease its
effectiveness in international affairs. In the same way, it is stated that the Council will
determine a common position on any matter of foreign and security policy so as to
practice combined influence that shall exercised by means of convergent action.

Article J.3 on the other hand stipulates that when a common action is to be
adopted, at any stage the decisions are to be taken by a qualified majority, i.e. the voters
of its members shall be weighed in accordance with Article 148 (2) of the Treaty
establishing the European Community, and for their adoption, requiring at least 54 votes

37 Treaty on FEuropean Union (Brussels-Luxembourg, 1992), p.123.
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in figor, cast by at least eight members. However, under the same article it is stated
that™: '

The member states may take the necessary measnres as a matter of urgency having
regard to the general objectives of the joint action if there is a failure in Council decision. On
the other band the member state concerned shall inform the Council immediately of any such
measures and in case of any shortcomings, a member state shall refer to them to the Council
which shall discuss them and seck appropriate solutions that shall not run counter to the
objectives of the joint action or impair its effectiveness.

Article J.4 foresees that the common foreign and security policy shall include™:
‘all questions related to the security of the Union, including the eventual framing of a
common defence policy, which might in time lead to a common defense’.

Moreover, it is requested that the Western European Union should elaborate and
implement the decisions and actions of the Union which have defence implications.
However, under the same article it is stated that™: ‘the policy of the Union and the
provisions of this article shall respect the obligations of certain member states under
North Atlantic Treaty and the development of closer cooperation between two or more
member states on a bilateral level within the framework of WEU and the Atlantic
Alliance provided that it does not hinder or impede the common foreign and security
process’.

Finally, under the article J.5, it is stated that Presidency shall represent the Union
in matters within the scope of common foreign and security policy and it will consult to
the European Parliament on the main aspects and the best choices of the common foreign
and security policy.

As can be observed from above, before reaching a common foreign and security
policy, the member states are also likely to pursue their own interests in this field as well.

According to Holger H. Mey the following points will be important for the
member states in defining their interests*:

a. a harmonization of security and defence objectives;

b. cooperation of EU member states in the United Nations and OSCE especially
in the areas of arms control and confidence building measures;

c. planning and implementation of measures related to common defence within
NATO,

3 Ibid., p.124.

¥ Ibid., p.126.
. Ibid.

41

. Mey, op.cit, p.314.
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d. planning and implementation of measures related to crisis management and
humanitarian missions;

e. definition, coordination, and assignment of joint military capabilities (e.g.,
pooling forces and task sharing);

f. harmonization of military structures and realization and optimization of
interoperability; and

g. optimization of armament cooperation, including harmonization of industrial
and expert policy considerations.

Thus, in the light of the arguments presented above, in matters that calls for a
common action, member states are to decide among themselves which areas of interest
be pursued with priority. Therefore, depending on the nature of the problem or
challenge, EU governments should decide whether they will take a common action as an
alliance or within an ad hoc coalition of NATO or WEU member states using common
resources along with the political support of the others that do not want to take part in a
military operation. ‘

4. THE ROLE OF THE WEU VIS-A-VIS NATO AND EU

The WEU has a dual role vis-a-vis both NATO (the European pillar) and
European Union (its miltary arm) that it has to fulfill. > The four membership categories
of the WEU reflect this dual role®:

a. full members are members of both the EU and of NATO;

b. associate members are the European members of NATO which are not
members of the EU,

c. observers are (except Denmark) traditionally neutral countries, which are
members of the EU, but not of NATO; and

d. associate partners are the countries which have concluded ‘Europe
Agreements’ with the EU, i.e., those Central and East European countries expected to
become EU members.

As declared in the Treaty on European Union, WEU member states agree on the
need to develop a genuine European security and defence identity and a greater
European responsibility on defence matters. It is stated that this identity will involve
successive phases and WEU will form an integral part of the process of the development

2 Ibid., p315.

. Anne-Else Hojberg, “The European Security Structure. A Plethora of
Organizations?’, NATO Review, No.6, (November 1995), p.34.
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of the European Union and will enhance its contribution to solidarity within the Atlantic
Alliance. Moreover, in the Treaty on European Union it is stated that* ‘Weu member
states agree to strengthen the role of the WEU in the longer perspective of a common
defence policy within the European Union which might in time lead to a common
defence, compatible with that of the Atlantic Alliance’.

Hence, in order to achieve this goal, it is foreseen that WEU will be developed as
the defence element of the European Union and as means to strengthen the European
pillar of the Atlantic Alliance by formulating a common European defence policy that
would enable further development of its own operational role.

A. WEU's Relations with the European Union and the Atlantic
Alliance

As mentioned above the stated main objective is to build up WEU in stages as the
defence component of the European Union. In order to achieve this end, WEU is to take
the following measures to develop a close working relationship with the Union®:

a. as appropriate, synchronization of the dates and venues of meetings and
harmonization of working methods;

b. establishment of close cooperation between the council and Secretariat-
General of WEU on the one hand, and the Council of the Union and General-Secretariat
of the Council on the other;

c. consideration of the harmonization of the sequence and duration of the
respective presidencies;

d. arranging for appropriate modalities so as to ensure that the Commission of
the European Communities is regularly informed and, as appropriate, consulted on WEU
activities in accordance with role of the Commission in the common foreign and security
policy as defined in the Treaty on European Union;

e. encouragement of closer cooperation between the Parliamentary Assembly of
WEU and the European Parliament.

As stated earlier, the main objective is to develop WEU as a means to strengthen
the European pillar of the Atlantic Alliance. Therefore, in order to attain this end WEU
member states are required to intensify their coordination on Alliance issues which stand
out as an important common interest with the aim of introducing joint positions agreed in
WEU.

¥ Treatyon..., op.cit., p.242.

¥ Ibid., p.243.
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Hence, as a final statement it is declared that all of this process will be undertaken
on the basis of the necessary transparency and complementary between the emerging
European security and defence identity and the alliance.

B. Operational Role of WEU

Regarding the operational role of the WEU, the Maastricht Treaty originally
provided for three forms of intervention®:

a. common positions (Article J.2), are intended to permit greater coordination of
national policies, especially in international arenas;

b. joint actions (Article J.3), allowing political, financial, economic and human
resources to be released for the benefit of specific projects which commit the member
sates; and

c. Article J.4 (1) provides that the Union ‘requests’ the WEU, which it describes
as an integral part of its development, to elaborate and implement decisions and actions
which have implications in the field of defence.

As stated in the treaty, WEU's operational role will be strengthened by examining
and defining appropriate missions, structure and means, that will cover the following®”:

a. WEU planning cell;

b. closer military cooperation, complementary to the Alliance in particular in the
fields of logistics, transport, training and strategic surveillance;

c. meetings of WEU Chiefs of Defence Staff:
d. military units answerable to WEU,

¢. enhanced cooperation in the field of armaments with the aim of creating a
European armaments agency;

f development of the WEU Institute into a European Security and Defence
Academy.

The final part of the decleration includes that the member states of WEU, as a
defence component of the European Union, wellcome the development of the European
security and defence identity thereby assuming a position to strengthen the European
pillar of the Atlantic Alliance for the sake of stability and security in Europe. Moreover,

%. Jacques Santer, ‘The European Union’s Security and Defence Policy’, NATO
Review, No.6, (November 1995), p.6.

a7 Treaty on..., op.cit., p.244.
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the member states of the EU is encouraged to become members of the WEU or
participate as observers upon their wish and likewise the other European member states
of NATO are also invited to become associate members in order to participate fully in
the activities of WEU.

As a conclusion, today the European Union, Western European Union, NATO
and OSCE claim parts of Europe's security responsibility. However, the roles of these
institutions generally overlap each other. On the other hand the EU and the WEU are not
currently capable of handling Europe's security needs as because they are still in
transition. Therefore, for today, the WEU still needs the Atlantic link which would in
near future would provide the required structure and process to the EU together for an
eventual framing of a European foreign and security policy.

5. CONTEMPORARY ROLE AND RESPONSIBILITES OF THE EU

As a consequence of the developments and evolving new security problems
facing Europe today, the European Union is impelled to define its security interests. In
the Treaty on European Union, the objectives of the common foreign and security policy
are set out in very general terms as safeguarding the common values, fundamental
interests and independence of the Union. The priority today, on the face of the unfolding
challenges in the region is seems to be put on promoting stability on the eastern and
southern borders of the Union, while focusing on a preventive diplomacy against the
troublemakers.

Infact, in order to settle disputes among the the countries of Central and Eastern
Europe which do not have no actual security guarantees at present, the policy of the
Union incorporates concluding association and partnership agreements with its neighbors
in the east and the south.*®

A European security identity is gradually taking shape as the Eurocorps is
enlarging to include Spain, Belgium, and an agreement has been reached with NATO on
its potential combat role.” Therefore, these developments are an indication that
Europeans have to do more for their own defence by better management of their
resources and closer cooperation in defence issues. Along with these improvements the
WEU is also expected to take further responsibility for European security thus, thereby
easing the burden on the US.

®  Jacques Delores, “European Unification and European Security’, Adelpti
Paper 284, (1994), p.9.

. Max Jakobson, ‘Collective Security in Europe Today’, The Washington
Quarterly, (1995), p.64.
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Jacques Delors™ states that “In practice, a precise plan of action and procedures
for stabilising the situation in Central and Eastern Europe needs to be drawn up,
responding 1o their security needs and linking them stage by stage to the commumity-
beginning with association, then accession to the European Economic Area and , finally,
Community membership, the ultimate goal’.

However, the general attitude of the Community for the outside candidates is
based on strengthening the economic base of these countries. Therefore, adherence to
the timetable for monetary union and measures to promote economic growth and
reducing unemployment within the community is considered vital for the proper
functioning of the single market and the well-being of the Community.

In this new strategic environment the European Community stands out as a
model of integration and a pole of attraction for other European states. It may as well be
considered as a chief provider of aid to the East and the South. However, Jacques Delors
*'warns that “The effectiveness of this community will depend on its ability and resolve to
assume responsibility for the protection of human rights, the rule of law, and basic human
values. Otherwise, political stability, democracy, economic prosperity and social well-
being will escape’.

In conclusion, it may be stated that Europe and more specifically the Community
must be willing to commit itself to these changes taking place at its periphery and explain
these changes and their consequences to its people as clearly as possible while acting
responsibly outside cooperatively for a collective security and a genuine European
common and foreign policy.

6. NEW COMMITMENTS FOR THE OSCE

The CSCE was initiated by the Soviet Union in 1973 as a vehicle promoting
Western acceptance of the political order and boundaries Soviet leader Joseph Stalin had
established at the conclusion of the World War I1.> Today the organization consists of
53 states from North America, the Atlantic, Europe and Asia. "

The CSCE became the Organization of Security and Cooperation in Europe at a
sutmmit in December 1994, in an effort to establish a broader, more permanent role in
European security. The OSCE is a consensus-based organization. However, this
consensus has proved itself as a handicap of the organization in several post-Cold War
challenges because of the inaction of its members when it has attempted to develop or
execute a policy.

% Delores, op.cit., p.12.

3 Ibid.

%2 Gale Stokes, From Stanlinism to Pluralism (Cambridge: 1992), p.156.
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Alan W. Dowd describes the OSCE as follows™: “The OSCE is often referred to
as a ‘process’ involving the United States, Canada, the whole of Europe, Russia, and the
ex-Soviet republics in an ambitious, even noble, search for a new and stable Europe and
Eurasia. Its goals include the recognition of territorial integrity, respect for fundamental
freedoms, observence of human rights, acceptance of national self-determination and the
promotion of democracy throughout the area’.

Today, the biggest challenge for the OSCE is coming from the newly independent
states that once formed part of the Soviet Union. The security vacuum left in these states
by the collapse of the Soviet dictatorship still remains unstable. Thus, these states and the
vacuum in which they stumble pose a serious threat and obstacle to the West's plans for
long range regional stability and security.

Resolving these conflicts in the center of the former Soviet Union presents itself
as the main challenge. Especially in this region ethno-national and regional disputes have
caused a half-dozen wars across Eurasia, most of them being waged within the borders
of the former Soviet Union.

According to Alan W. Dowd however, the OSCE has failed to realize its own
objectives and to meet the challenges of post-Cold War Europe™:

The Batkan war has continued for three years in the very center of Europe. Although
several international or multinational security organizations share responsibilty for failing to
bring about an to this tragedy, none was more suited solve the crisis than the OSCE. However,
the organization has been ineffective in ending the inclination of some Enropean states to force
their neighbours with political and military pressure.

Probably the same argument is also true for the multisided ethnic warfare that we
witnessed in Bosnia, Georgia and Azerbijan where as the OSCE's conflict prevention
mechanisms clearly failed in Caucasus over two years of numerous and serious human
rights violations.

The incapacity of the OSCE on the face of these unfolding challenges can be
attributed to the fact that the institution lacks a military muscle. However, recently
NATO has contributed decisively to the course of the OSCE by offering ideas and
concepts developed by the 16 Allies and also by driving the arms control and
disarmament process through common positions and proposals.

In his essay, for the future, Gebhart Von Moltke states that NATO will continue
and expand its active support of the OSCE in the following areas™:

#. Alan W. Dowd, ‘Reconsidering the CSCE’, Hudson Briefing Paper, No.173,
(1995), p.2.

* Ibid., p4.

3. Gebhart Von Moltke, “The CSCE and NATO”, Studia Diplomatica,
Vol XLVII, No.4, (1994), p.23.
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a. in ongoing arm control and cooperative security process,

b. in helping develop the OSCE institutions;

c. basis and on request peacekeeping operations;

d. in complementing the OSCE efforts through NACC and PP.

In order to ensure the most efficient support of the OSCE, the institutional
relationship with NATO needs to be improved to its fullest extent. However, it is
noteworthy to point out that today NATO has more intense interaction and better direct
relations with the UN, due to its involvement in Yugoslavia, than with the OSCE.

The Final Document of the OSCE Lisbon Summit of 2-3 December 1996 on the
other hand, articulated a vision of a common security space for Europe free of dividing
lines and in which all states are equal partners. The OSCE is described in the Security
Model Decleration as being ‘the inclusive and comprehensive organization for
consultation, decision-making and cooperation in its region’ and having a ‘central role’ in
achieving the goal of a common security space.

It was also stressed that the OSCE must remain flexible enough to deal with a
wide spectrum of evolving challenges- migration issues, risks to security arising from
economic, social and environmental problems, human dimension issues (like free media
and election monitoring) and the ever present spectres of nationalism, racisim,
chauvinism, xenophobia and anti-Semetism.*’

As can be observed, the OSCE although having certain handicaps possesses
certain assests which make it well suited to engage in conflict prevention challenges.
However, it should also be noted that the OSCE ought to be prepared for establishing
permanent peace in post-conilict situations as very often the underlying causes which led
to the conflict have not been eradicated. Rob Zaagman explains how international peace
can be attained by the help of the OSCE as follows™:

Thematically, it is the OSCE's comprehensive approach which is essential. In the long
term, conflict prevention involves building a viable democracy and it's institutions, creating
confidence between the government and the population, structuring the protection and
promotion of human rights, the ¢limination of all forms of discrimination and respect for
minoritics. |t also requires the peaceful transition from a rigid state-commanded cconomic

% Giancarlo Aragona, ‘Lisbon and Beyond: The OSCE in an Emerging
European Security Structure’, NA70 Review, No.2, (March 1997), p.8.

5T Ibid.

% Rob Zaagman, ‘A Focus on the Future’, Helsinki Monitor, No.3, (1995),
pA47.
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order to a flexible and humane market-oriented system which increases prosperity while paying
due regard to social justice.

Nonetheless, it may be concluded that the future security architecture in Europe
is bound to include the OSCE as well, may be as the central element of evolving
European security structure, as it is capable of bringing all countries of the Euro-Atlantic
on an equal basis. The peace implementation process in Bosnia and Herzogovinia has
been an illustrative example of the OSCE’s close cooperation with NATO includind the
monitoring of sanctions implementation and verification of the confidence building and
arms control agreements of the Dayton accords.

7. NEW PROSPECTS FOR THE ATLANTIC COMMUNITY

For 50 years, the European-American relationship has been predominantly
expressed in common defence and security institutions, a consequence of, first, the
Second World War and then of the Cold War. Through NATO, Europe and North
America fomed an alliance that has no historical precedent and which has more than
satisfied all the most ambitious aspirations of its founders.”

Accordingly, the West Europeans themselves have become the engineers and
chief architects reshaping Europe, with economic process driving the process. The
growing unity and prosperity of the EC became a model and object of attraction for the
other non-member states specifically, the states of Eastern Europe, all aspiring to become
a part of it, as the two halves of the continent are steadily reducing barriers to the
movement of goods, ideas and people while supporting Western values and interests.

Despite the all positive and fruitful developments, NATO still remains crucial to
the defence and security needs of the nations on both sides of the Atlantic. It is regarded
as an irreplacable guarantor of mutual security, and an unparalleled provider of political
and military stability for Western Europe and now for the new democracies of Central
and Eastern Europe as well.

However, especially in the post-Cold War world NATO reflects only the one
facet of mutual interests of Atlantic solidarity. Today, the Community face new
challenges in their common interests. The real and potential threats to the physical
security of Europe have to be set alongside the growing threats to the values, to the
trade, to ecenomic prosperity and perhaps, to the political beliefs of both Europe and
North America.®

While Western values and political institutions have become more generally
accepted than ever before, already the political, cultural and economic challenges are

%2, Malcom Rifkind, ‘Need for an Atlantic Community to better reflect US-
European relations’, NATO Review, No.2, (March 1995), p.11.

% Ibid.
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apparent for the Community in the coming years abead. Among these several can be
mentioned to make the challenges more clear®:

Militant Islamic extremism has taken root in several Muslim countries and may be a
major source of instability along the North African littoral close to the heart of Europe. Far
Eastern countries enjoy growth rates and economic expansion that have already overtaken
Europe and could do the same to the United States. The sleeping giant that is China is
assuredly waking, and if Hong Kong, Singapore and Tiawan are evidence of the cconomic
potential of Chinese people, once liberated from dogma, then the world will soon witness the
massive economic transformation of China itself. Russia, Eastern Europe and elsewhere means
the Western world cannot take the permanent preeminence of liberal democracy for granted.
Terrorism, corruption, drug peddling and international crime remain major threats to political
stability and social progress.

As for today, it seems that the Atlantic Community will rest on four pillars of its
shared destiny and not on NATO alone. The first pillar is the Community’s shared belief
in the rule of law and parliamentary democracy. The second is liberal capitalism and free
trade which has given the Community prosperity. The third is the shared European
cultural heritage emanating from classical Greece and Rome through the Renaissance to
the shared values, beliefs and civilizations of today and finally the fourth being defence
and security represented by the NATO Alliance.®

Thus, in the light of this common destiny amd shared values within the
Community, it is not surprising that the new Central and Eastern European democracies
are now anxious to participate in the Western family of nations. However, their security
needs are wider than any simple military arrangement. For these countries, Partnership
for Peace must broaden the their visions so that they would aspire NATO membership so
that the6§3r would not see their security merely in terms of their bilateral relationship with
Russia.

Among the above mentioned pillars, the most fundamental pillar for the
Community stand out as the rule of law and parliamemtary democracy. They are the
essential requirements for the Atlantic Community of nations, from which flow the
freedom for individuals to fulfil themselves, the give and take of democracy, with
different ideas competing for public support, the peaceful movement of different parties
into and out of Government, and the tolerance of compromise and diversity.®*

Economically, Atlantic Community countries face the challenge of how to protect
and enhance high wage economies. Therefore, liberal capitalism and free trade are vital
part of the external relationships of all the other nations of the Atlantic Community.
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Concerning the shared cultural values, it can be stated that North America and
Europe have been founded upon layers of different influences. For each nation, the
influence of ancient Greece, of Italy, France, Britain and the United states will be
different. Thus, it is this tolerance of different cultures and respesct for individual and
collective diversity, that is so vital for Atlantic Community countries to encourage and
sustain. If the Community fails in this respect, and allow ethno-centrisim and nationalism
to be the dominating political and cultural themes of the Continent, then there will be a
potentiagsfor the tragedy of Bosnia to be repeated dozens of times over elsewhere in
Europe.

Concerning the security, NATO has been the bedrock institution that has kept
Western Europe secure for 50 years. Existing NATO relationships, particularly as
expressed within the integrated military structure, will enable NATO to continue this
role. The external development of the Alliance through Partnership for Peace ensures
that NATO will have a vital role in bringing the same security and stability to Central
And Eastern Europe.®

On the other hand, the European Union has made war in Western Europe
unthinkable. NATO has prevented war against Western Europe. However, the end of the
Soviet military and ideological threat should not lead to a disintegration of the bonds
across the Atlantic and Community’s partnership founded on shared cultural values, a
common history and similar aspirations for the future should prevent the European Union
and the United States from becoming inward looking.%’

In his essay Robert D. Hormats states that the fiture shape Europe will depend
on its ability and will to accomplish two tasks®®:

The EC's first task should be to generate centrifugal forces in Eastern Europe strong
enough to draw reform-minded nations there more closely into its economic and political orbit,
but without threatening Moscow to the point that it intervenes to reverse the process; second to
create centripetal forces in Western Europe strong enough that the West Germans will see any
future association between their country and East Germany as taking place in a Community
context.

Thus, it can be concluded that, while the re-unification of Germany is nearly
complete, the EU by virtue of its political, social and economic strength is well equipped
to form the basis of a united Europe able to govern its own rules.

Moreover, in the years ahead, Western Europe is expected to take more active
role and political responsibilities in Eastern Europe and Russia that was unavailable in the
past to the EU's lack of coherence and Soviet stubbornness. Also, the EU is more likely
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to demonstrate its independence of the United States on a number of policy issues and
would more boldly define and defend its international interests. Edward Whalen observes
these developments as follows™: ‘Washington will be increasingly uncomfortable with
the challenges that Western Europe's more independent posture poses to its leadership.
But in final analysis the Community's growing unity can be an enormous assest for the
United States if a new basis for cooperation between America and Europe on economic
and defence matters can be found’.

Naturally the future shape of Atlantic relations is likely to be defined by to what
extent the United States will accommodate Western Europe's desire for greater
independence of economic and political action and significant progress in reducing East-
West tensions on the continent. Additionally, the new structure of the relations will also
depend on to what extent the Western Europe will assume a greater portion of
responsibility for its own defence and its contribution to the well-being of the global
economy.

Virtually all else that Western Europe hopes to accomplish over the rest of by the
end of this decade at home and abroad will depend on its success in building a unified
and more efficient single market that generates new jobs, accelerates social progress and
enables Europeans to engage more fully in the global technological revolution. This
would also form the basis for Western Europe to assume greater role in its own defence
and to aid the states in Eastern Europe.

There is an emerging debate in Furope over how it might assume more
responsibilty for its own security. One school of thought holds that Russia and Western
Europe can reconcile most of their ideological and differences very quickly. This line
opposes new expenditures for nuclear weaponry and supports significantly intensified
East-West trade and financial relations. It argues that improved East-West ties will make
it possible to achieve Charles De Gaulle's dream of a Europe from the Atlantic to the
Urals, or at a2 minimum to tear down barriers to the movement of people and dramatically
reduce tensions.”

Another view holds the notion that Western Europe should remain firmly a part
of the Atlantic alliance and military being well prepared with a credible nuclear deterrent.
This vision is based on the view that NATO's unity and its defence capability must be
preserved even as relations with the Soviets improve, that Western strength and NATO
cohesion are infact a prerequisite for success in future arms reduction talks with
Moscow, and that they are in any case needed because the long-term outlook for Soviet
policy is still unclear.”

Until the end of 1992 it was perceived that the US presence for global stability
and security of Europe was essential because of its nuclear deterrent capabilities and of a
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potential Russian threat. However, with the coming years ahead the US is likely to
reduce its costly global role as Western Europe is more enthusiastic than ever before to
play a more independent global role and explore new opportunities with its Eastern
neighbors, including Russia as well for new security arrangements and establishing new
economic associations.

In conclusion, the character of the Atlantic relationship will depend on whether
the US and Europe together can find the right formula for providing Europe's desire for
greater autonomy and influence on global and alliance issues, along with the US desire
for Europe to assume greater responsibilty for its defence and for global stability.
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CHAPTER III: THE RUSSIAN FOREIGN POLICY OF PAST AND
PRESENT AND RUSSIAN VITAL INTERESTS VERSUS THE U.S.
VITAL INTERESTS IN CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPE



1. RUSSIAN FOREIGN POLICY: PAST TO PRESENT

Soviet and post-Soviet perspectives on Western Europe and its relationship with
the western altiance have been and remain central to the Soviet and post-Soviet foreign
policy calculus.” When the USSR dispersed in the late 1980s and early 1990s, Soviet
and post-Soviet analysts, viewing Western Europe as their countries’ ‘natural ally’, set
their sights on the European Community as an integration paradigm for the Soviet
successor states.

Raymond Garthoff recognized over 40 years ago that the ‘correlation of forces
was the central element of Soviet foreign policy doctrine. Soviet writings on US-West
European relations, with their paramount emphasis on the correlation of forces, have
confirmed this point.”

Until 1989 the Soviet analysis of international relations, true to its Marxist-
Leninist well-spring, proceeded ‘above all from economic processes, which underlic
political and other superstructural phenomena’.” Similarly, an increase in Western
Europe’s postwar economic might was regarded as the material precondition for its
enhanced political status and for empowering it to have ‘a bigger say in the adoption of
political and strategic decisions.. to bring [its] political position...into accordance with
[its] increased economic potential’.”

At the core of Soviet inter-imperialist analysis lay the concept of centripetal and
centrifugal tendencies. There appears to be two main trends present: Atlanticism and
Europeanism. Broadly, Atlanticism emphasized capitalist class solidarity. According to
adherents of this school, Atlanticism prevailed as a rule under conditions where all-
important economic correlation of forces favored the US, causing a relatively weak
Western Europe to accede to the dictates of its partner. Europeanism held that inter-
imperialist contradiction predominated, on the basis, generally speaking, of the economic
correlation of forces favorable to Western Europe. From the late 1950s to the mid-1970s
Em'opeamsm was universally accepted by analysts and politicians alike, whxle the oil and
economic crisis of 1973-1975 spawned a whole spate of Atlanticist analyses.”
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From the late 1950s Europeanism was the official position of policy makers , and.
remained so until the USSR’s break-up. In the mid-1970s Atlanticism came into scene
but was practically abondoned within a few years. Re-emerging yet again in 1982,
Atlanticism, while never achieving majority status, functioned as a counterpoint to
mainstream Europeanism throughout the 1980s. After 1989, inter-imperialist analysis
itself was replaced by a dual analytical concern with the decline of the USSR and the
socialist bloc and the ideological reorientation towards the West and its institutions like
NATO and EC.”

The objective of Soviet inter-imperialist analysis was to provide policymakers
with an accurate perception of western alliance dynamics so that US-West European
differences might be effectively exploited in the furtherance of Soviet interests. Soviet
strategy vis-a-vis the western alliance was to encourage lessening of tensions and a
reduction in the level of military confrontation in Europe by playing on what they
perceived to be Western Europe’s greater political ‘realism’. By doing so, they sought to
moderate capitalist ‘reaction’- which emenated mainly from the US, in their view- and
thus to weaken western solidarity.”

In accordance with the above mentioned logic, Western Europe’s political might
was also measured by the cohesiveness of its integration process. If the correlation of
forces favored Western Europe, centrifugal tendencies tended to increase, which was the
preferred scenario since it meant that Western Europe was vigorously resisting US
reactionary pressures. When the correlation of forces favored the US; centripetal forces
tended to prevail, making Western Europe more susceptible to US dictates and thus to
policies counter to Soviet interests.”

Soviet policy-makers openly acknowledged that their foreign policy was guided
by the above scheme, as Brezhnev did in a 1967 speech™:

Having re-established their economic potential, certain capitalist countrics are trying
to conduct an increasingly independent policy, and the sharpening of contradictions between
European interests and the American magnates plays no small role in this...It is perfectly
obvious to us communists that such plans aim at reinforcing European capitalism and its
international positions. But it is also obvious that they split the united front of world capitalism,
opening up new possibilities for the European and world workers” movements and broadening
the struggle for peace and security in Europe and the world as a whole.

Western judgements of Soviet inter-imperialist analyses during the 1970s and
1980s have depicted four analytical scenarios, namely®': (1) centripetal and centrifugal
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forces were in simultaneous, more or less equal, operation during the late 1970s-carly
1980s; (2) inter-imperialist disagreement predominated in the late 1970s, with ‘estimates
of Western Europe’s powers of resistance to American pressure, and its capacity for
pursuing an independent foreign policy, especially in east-west relations’-adjusted
downwards only by the mid-1980s; (3) a decline in Atlanticism throughout the 1970s as
well as the 1980s, while West European independence increased, or (4) an
—undifferentiated analysis emphasizing only inter-imperialist contradiction (in the 1970s).

By 1982 Brezhnev was practically dysfunctional, official nepotism and corruption
had become widespread, and economic growth was dangerously low- all of which were
reflected in the selective suppression of statistical indicators which, when published in
1986, revealed an adverse secular trend in the quality of Soviet life.® Following
Brezhnev’s death, the atmosphere changed dramatically. A perceptible opennes prevailed
the spegalist institutes, and many Soviet citizens ‘began to look more hopefully, to the
future’.

The Europeanist approach received the official stamp of approval in Gorbachev’s
political report to the twenty-seventh CPSU congress in February 1986. The report
declared that Western Europe had ‘squeezed past’ the US economically and was
challenging it in traditional areas of US superiority such as technology. Gorbachev
declared that West Europeans were well aware that ‘someone else’s spectacles are no
substitute for their own eyes’,* that is, that US reaction was counter to their interests.

From 1988-90 several developments shook the Soviet political order: the
nineteenth party conference of June 1988, which sanctioned glasnost and political
pluralism; the convenging of the first Congress of People’s Deputies in May 1989; the
decleration of independence from the CPSU by the Lithuanian Communist Party in
December 1989, which was the opening shot in the nationalists war against the centre;
and the February 1990 Central Committee vote to abrogate Article 6 of the Soviet
Constitution, sanctioning the lifting of the CPSU’s monopoly on political power. A
revolution in foreign policy analysis accompanied the political revolution.*

A centerpiece of Gorbachev’s reform strategy was the separation of party and
government and the accompanying assertion of governmental accountability to the
masses. He sought to make the government, not the party, the supreme political
authority. The party’s influence accordingly declined while the foreign ministry’s star
rose. This was reflected in the analytical sphere, where studies by officials of the ministry
proliferated, becoming a prominent, generally strongly pro-western factor in the
discussions on Western Europe and West European-US relations.
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All this had definite implications for Soviet analysis: the 1980s wave of political
conservatism in the West was now viewed positively, scom was heaped upon the
unsuccessful state of Soviet society, and Western Europe was praised as a model of
prosperity and stability. Analysts expressed confidence that the formation of a single
market would be a major factor in Western Europe’s emergence from the economic
sluggishness.*

Thus, Lenin’s dictum that a United States of Europe was impossible or
reactionary was dismissed as outdated by V. Stupishin, a counsellor at the evaluation and
planning directorate of the foreign ministry, since Western Europe had evolved ‘towards
democratism’, West European integration was judged as a ‘very important means of
economic and technological growth in the context of competition with the United States
and Japan’- even labour was said to have benefited from it; and some advanced the
extreme argument that the foundation of a United States of Europe had been laid, that
the EC had consolidated into ‘something structurally close to a state’. In short, ‘a United
States of Europe was possible under capitalism, but it would not necessarily be
reactionary’.¥’

In 1990 analysts identified the USSR, not the West, as the source of international
tensions, denounced Soviet foreign policy as hypocritical, and made no mention of inter-
imperiailst contradiction, the traditional move forece of inter-imperiailist relations.
During this period Soviet policy was treated with scorn and discredit, whereas practically
everything western, above all the EC, came to be viewed as the source of all goodness, in
return, all thing Soviet and socialist were rejected.

Soviet analysts lauded the virtues of the EC and praised NATO as a stabilizing
factor in Europe. According to V. Baranovskii, an IMEMO researcher appointed
director of its European research department in 1988, a ‘reformed” NATO would be the
core of an all-European security system, which would in the future admit former Warsaw
countries.® Several analysts continued to urge caution regarding NATO’s intentions,
however. They referred indirectly to the first draft of NATO’s new doctrine, which
identified the USSR as the main threat, as a proof that NATO has failed to live up to its
promise of July 1990 that the USSR was no longer an enemy. For some Soviet
commentators, NATO had not yet earned their trust.*

At the other pole, reflecting optimism regarding Western Europe’s future, S.
Karaganov, deputy director of the Institute of Europe, predicted in early 1991 that the
creation of a Western European °political alliance’ was ‘highly probable’, that the EC
countries had ‘sufficient economic and political power to prevent destabilization of East
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European countries’ and ‘the aggregate potentialities for lending effective assistance to
the Soviet Union.”

With the collapse of the USSR in the late 1991, it was argued clear by the Soviet
analysts that Western Europe was not merely capable of conducting a relatively
independent foreign policy but now acted in an ‘absolutely independent’ manner on the
international arena. As Y. Deryabin, deputy minister of foreign affairs, contended, the
age-old Soviet charge of interference in its internal affairs had been a ‘cover to hide many
things in our own increasingly dilapidated house’, that ‘omnipotent structures’ were
responsible for failed Soviet policies, and so forth® Thus, by the late 1991, analysts
were practically unanimous that the EC, not the socialist community, was the ‘real model
of harmonious inter-ethnic relations based on close economic interdependence”.”

By early 1992, it bad become standard for analysts to reject persistent [Soviet]
political stereotype’ that NATO was a purely military organization with aggressive aims,
and analysts, welcoming ties with NATO, praised it for playing a positive role in
European stability. NATO, in this view, had taken bold steps at its summit conference of
July 1990 to construct an all-European partnership, although analysts typically added the
motto that NATO’s future structure would depend on political stability in the newly-
formed CIS.”

On the core assumptions of post-Soviet analysis of NATO was that miltary-
political changes in Europe would compel NATO to shift its centre of gravity from the
military to the political realm. Even before the collapse of the Soviet Union, S.
Karaganov had contended that NATO was undergoing a transformation into a
‘demilitarized and political alliance’.* In place of its former ‘enemy’ image, NATO was
said to be interested in cooperating with the former socialist bloc. Indeed, analysts
favoured a ‘real partnership’ with NATO, calling for Russian membership as a long-term
goal, and referred approvingly to a communique Yeltsin addressed to the first session of
the North Atlantic Co-operation Council in Brussels in December 1991, which expressed
confidence that the new international system would create an atmosphere of
understanding and trust, that security ‘from Vancouver to Vladivostok’ would be
strengthened.”
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Thus, with the beginning of 1989, post-Soviet analyses of Western Europe and
US was based on the predictions that the deepening EC integration would lead to the
- formation of a United States of Europe with a common West European foreign policy;
they maintained that the EC was instrumental in catalysing Western Europe’s economic
and technological growth- that even labour benefited from it; they viewed the EC as a
‘model’ of inter-ethnic harmony, and they expressed confidence that a (western-style)
‘democratic’ system would be built on ruins of the former socialist bolc. Only with such
a system, they contended, would a Europe united ‘from Brest to Brest’ be possible.”

However, at the end of the year 1992, when the promised aid by the West to
Russia did not materiailize, most Russian policy makers had the notion that West would
never allow Russia into the EC and NATOQ. They were even worried that NATO’s
eastward expansion would isolate Russia, and that the West European Union could
eventually form a closed economic, political and military bloc.”’

The foundation of Russia's new security policy differs from that of prior to 1992
which was based on acting in harmony with the West, and particularly the United States,
on security issues, conceieved by Soviet president Gorbachev and Russian foreign
minster of the time, Andrei Kozyrev.

Gorbachev's security concept was based on mutual security which sought
collaboration with the West. Moreover, according to him the Soviet Union and the West
could guarantee their own security only if they refrained from challenging the other's
security. Additionally, he was after a special security partnership with the United States
in order to assume joint responsibility for global stability and peace.”®

In November 1993, the chief of the Russian foreign intelligence service, Yevgenii
Primakov, complained that stereotyped thinking persisted in NATO, and that change in
psychology necessary for NATO’s transformation into a political organization would
take a long time. Primakov reminded the NATO leadership that it had promised not to
create division line in Central and Eastern Europe and wamed that any eastward
expansion of NATO would meet with strong Russian opposition. Yeltsin repeated
Primakov’s warning shortly afterwards.”

The core post-Soviet belief is that NATO will be transformed into a non-military,
political organization, and that the status of political institutions such as the Conference
on Security and Co-operation in Europe (now the Organization on Security and Co-
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operation in Europe) will be elevated to play the central role in European affairs.
However, until the moment, this has only remained as a wishful thinking as the OSCE
remains as an ineffectual organization that lacks the institutional capabilities and political
consensus to implement its programmes. This is why a discussion in December 1993 on
conflict prevention in Europe by CSCE Foreign Ministers was derided by one analysis as

‘an excercise in futulity’.'%

On the other hand, NATO’s suspicion of the post-Soviet states, and its refusal to
include them emenates from an awareness, made concrete by the gloomy failure of the
so-called ‘reformers’ in the December 1993 elections, that the success of the boasted free
market and western-style “democracy’ so lauded by post-Soviet and western analysts is
not an inevitable conclusion. Indeed, the ‘reforms’ have so far been disastrous for Russia
and other successor states. As Serge Schemann wrote in 7he New York Times, ‘At home,
hasty economic reforms, loudly applauded by the West, created a brash underworld and

a newly rich nomenklatura, but served largely to impoverish most Russians’."!

It is becoming clear that any deepening of ‘reform’, wide-scale privatization,
unempolyment and poverty, would only further alienate the masses in the post-Soviet
states. The failure of western-style reforms makes the return to some form of the Soviet
system- which many former Soviet citizens now remember with nostalgia for its relative
prosperity, egalitariainism and order- increasingly plausible. If such statements are true,
then, this post-Russian internal development is the ultimate source of the failure both of
post-Soviet analysis and of its ‘reformist’ allies.™®

Recently, however, with the issue of NATO's expansion supported by the United
States and other Western European states, many Russians, including the president Boris
Yeltsin, see it as maneuver of the Western world designed to isolate and weaken Russia
and perhaps an effort to trespass into Russia's backyard.

As a consequence, such moves of the West resulted in creating ultra-nationalists,
and others, who wanted to make a more rational judgement of American and European
intentions and capabilities. Similarly, events in the other states of the former Soviet
Union contributed to the re-assessment of Kozyrev's integration strategy which assumed
a development of normal, cooperative relations with the ‘near abroad’."®

Thus, the Russian obsession with big-power status, the growing desire to
reconstitute a bloc of at least satellite states within the territory of the former Soviet
Union, and the effort to limit the sovereignity of the Central European states could
produce a crisis with the West. On the other hand, the continuing turmoil and ethnic
uprising in many of Russia's neighbours and Russia’s military intervention to suppress

19 The New York Times, 2 December 1993, p.A6.

1 The New York Times, 10 January 1994, p.A7.

92 Surovell, op.cit., p.187.

193 Andrei Kozyrev, ‘Russia: A Chance for Survival’, Foreign Affairs, (Spring
1992), p.12.

36



them, could increase tension with the West, driving Russia to isolation where she could
choose to pursue its security alone.

2. POST-COLD WAR RUSSIAN VITAL INTERESTS

Very few Russians, up to now, have specified what Russia's post-Cold War vital
interests might be. At a May 1992 Moscow conference on military doctrine, Colonel-
General Igor Rodionov, chief of the General Staff Academy, listed a series of goals that
he thought would be in Russia's interests'®:

a. The neutrality of East European countries or their friendly relations with
Russia;

b. Free Russian access to seaports in the Baltics;

c. The exclusion of "third country" military forces from the Baltics and non-
membership of the Baltic states in military blocs directed at Russia;

d. The prevention of the countries that constitute the Commonwealth of
Independent States (CIS) from becoming part of a buffer zone aimed at separating
Russia from the West, South, or East;

e. Maintaining the CIS states under Russia's exclusive influence; and
f. preserving good neighbor relations with states of the Middle and Far East.

In 1993, it was declared that Russia's vital interests would be decided on a case-
by-case basis, comprising the desirability and consequence of the actions that could be
taken by Russia or the others. In the same decleration, it was also pointed out that Russia
still would welcome cooperation with the West on security matters but however, it will
not hesitate to pursue its own policies when its national interests were involved.
Expanding on this point in his February 1994 State of the nation address, President
Yeltsin said'®:

Consistent promotion of Russia's national interests is the main task of our forcign
policy. Openness and cooperation are prime means for achieving it. But if required to protect
the state’s legitimate interests, Russia has a right to act firmly and tough when it is really
necessary.

On the other hand, it was stated that while in pursuit of Russia's security interests
dialogue, compromise, and the avoidance of conflicts with other powerful nations were
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to be taken into account. With these principles in mind, Russia is concerned about
finding best means to re-incorporate most of the regions which it considers as ‘near
abroad’ into a greater Russia or finding ways to maintain its influence in the countries of
the CIS. In order to attain this objective, five models have been discussed in general'®:

a. incorporation (in total or in part) into Russia (the USSR model);

b. total political and economic domination by Russia, but nominal independence
(the old East European Model);

c. direct Russian control (formally or informally) over all security forces, but
political autonomy;

d. Russian training and logistic support of native forces, but political
independence (the "Nixonov" doctrine); and

¢. extensive Russian influence over security decisions, but political and economic
independence (the old Finland model).

Most likely, Russia will approach each country individually, taking into
consideration the country's strategic value, possibility to resist Russia's efforts, potential
cost to Russian sources and the impact it would create on other major powers.

On the other hand, certain extreme groups presented by people like Viadmir
Zhirinovsky is likely to pose a threat to the peace in Europe. These ultra-nationalists try
to justify their support for particular factions in foreign conflicts as they demonstrated it
in the Bosnian conflict in which they claimed Slavic brotherhood’.*"””

These groups have expansionist views and perceive other nations as being anti-
Russian. On security issues, they reject the argument that Russia should join a Western-
style international system and moreover, they do not limit Russia's international security
needs to vital interests.

Thus, the fear for Europe and the US is that if Yeltsin dies or becomes
incapacitated because of his health problems, an ultra- nationalist could come to power
who might redefine Russia's vital interests in favour of an expansionist Russia.'®®

On the other hand, there are some people in Russia who support the opinion that
in the long run Russia must have a strategic partnership with at least least one strong and
dependable ally in order to guarantee its own security.

As can be seen, the challenge to the United States and the EU stands out as
evaluating America's and Western Europe's interests in Central Furope and the
Commonwealth of Independent States. However, such an evaluation should be based on

1% Brusstar, op.cit., p.611.
7 Brusstar, ibid., p.612.

198 1bid.
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a common sense that both the United States and the EU fully accept Russia's vital
security interests but oppose territorial claims by Moscow that would conflict with the
vital, but reasonable security interests of Western Europe and the United States.'”

3. THE US VITAL INTERESTS IN CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPE

It can be stated that America's primary security interest today in Central and
Eastern Europe is simply for Russia to continue to pursue a nonthreatening foreign
policy towards the rest Europe and normalization of relations between the major

powers."’

In this perspective, the policies that the United States wishes to pursue in the
Baltics, the Caucasus, or Central Asia have to be carefully weighed in order not to
provoke another confrontation with Russia.

Therefore, any attempts to impose a Western-style economic system onto Russia
in the belief of a free market and good relations with Russia must be considered carefully
as even today their commitment to the idea that the state should play a major role in the
economy is as strong as it was under communism. Thus, any persistence in these
arguments is likely to weaken moderate Russian reformers but strengthen the extremists,
and feed the growing anti-Western sentiment in Russia. '

The government in Moscow believes that the new states of Central Europe must
be cither friendly to Russia or remain neutral. This was clearly confirmed in the fall of
1993, when President Yeltsin strongly opposed any move by NATO to incorporate the
Central European states.

In response to Russia's objections, the West-led by the United States-proposed
the Partnership for Peace program in an attempt to satisfy both the Central European
countries and Russia. The Partenerhip for Peace program, according to US Secretary of
Defence William J. Perry'™: “is a part of our larger strategy of being prepared for the
worse, even as we prepare for the best. The program offers the states of Central and
Eastern Europe a security relationship with NATO which could be the basis for rapid and
effective expansion of NATO’.

% Kurt Gasteyger, “The Remaking of Eastern Europe’s Security’, Survival,
No.33, No.2, (March/April 1991), p.216.

1 Don Coats, “US Defence Policy and the Emerging European Security
Environment’, Strategic Review, Vol.17, (Winter 1990), p.79.

M mbid,
2 Secretary of Defence William J. Perry, speech to the Institute for European,

Russian and Eurasian Studies and the Elliot School of International Affairs, George
Washington University, Washington D.C., March 14, 1994,
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However, the main confusion about the program seems to stem large part from
the NATO's failure to define a rationale for future NATO membership and clear criteria
for achieving it. Probably this could be attributed to the fact that the Partnership program
is not exactly a security measure designed to enhance defence but rather a political
compromise aimed at quenching the aspirations of those who want to join NATO.

Consequently, it is argued that the West should not only refrain from immediately
granting NATO membership to Central Europe, but should place its highest priority on
security cooperation with Russia. In this perspective, in his article James H. Brusstar

suggests that the West should take into account the following™":

The West must accept that Russia has a vital interest in Central Europe's being neutral
and excluded from any alliance that is hostile to Russia. On the other hand, the West must be
certain about the fact that the states of Central Europe should remain neutral towards the West
and they must not be under any Russian military dominance. Finally, the West must maintain
NATO forces capable of deployment in Central Europe in the event a future expansion minded
Russia threatens to do the same.

In conclusion, it may be stated that the United States' major security interest in
Central and Eastern Europe consists of making this region free of military forces
threatening to the West and perhaps keeping the region at a minimum neutral. However,
in order to attain this objective it would be proper to point out that the priority must be
placed on Russia first. Because any attempt by the West to incorporate the Eastern and
Central European states into the West is likely to cause strain between the relations of
that of the West and Russia and thus would decrease Western security. Therefore, the
West must be cautious about the fact that if NATO were to expand into Central
European region Europe won't end up divided into two armed camps again.

3 Brusstar, op.cif., pp.617-618.
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CHAPTER 1V: ENLARGEMENT OF NATO WITH AN EMPHASIS
ON  MEANS OF  INCORPORATING  RUSSIA  AND
COMMONWEALTH OF INDEPENDENT STATES INTO THE
EVOLVING NEW EUROPEAN SECURITY STRUCTURE



1. TRANSFORMATION AND EXPANSION OF NATO

In July 1994, at the NATO summit in Warsaw the United States president Bill

114,

Clinton quote " :

As I have said, NATO expansion is no longer a question of whether, but when and
how. And that expansion will not depend on the appearance of a new threat in Europe. It will
be an instrument to advance security and stability for the entire region... And now what we have
to do is get the NATO partners together and discuss what the next steps should be...

In the light of what president Clinton said at the 1994 summit, NATO has
launched the Partnership for Peace program with the objective of intensifying political
and military cooperation in Europe. It is foreseen that in the long run the participating
states will develop partner capabilities to operate effectively with NATO forces in such
fields as peacekeeping, search and rescue and humanitarian assistance.'”

Russia said it would too join the Partnership for Peace program, but not until
NATO acknowledged its “special status’ as integral part of a Parnership for Peace
agreement. This has made Central and East European states nervous, since they feared
that Russia might obtain de facto veto power over their Alliance membership. However,
NATO refused to give Russia special Partnership for Peace status, but it did leave the
door open for some sort of side agreement to the partnership, establishing a ‘broader
relationship’ than Partnership for Peace with Russia."®

Within the Partnership program, each country is encouraged to pursue its
relationship with NATO at a pace and scope determined by its own capabilities and
interests and create an individual program that would suit its own needs. All of these
arrangements are expexted to be formalized in an agreed Individual Partnership Program
which calls for the partner and the NATO to work out on a bilateral basis.

The important developments in PfP program can be listed as follows"”:

a. As of April 1995, 26 nations have joined PfP including all of the former
Warsaw Pact Nations and their successor states, except Tajikistan and most of the
former neutrals.

b. A partnership Coordination Cell has been established at Mons, Belgium to
carry out the military coordination and planning necessary to implement PfP programs.

14 Ronald D. Asmus, ‘NATO Expansion: The Next Steps’, Survival, Vol.37,
No.1, (Spring 1995), p.7.

5 Perry, op.cit., ‘Beginning the World Anew...”, p.4.

16 william E. Schmidt, ‘Russia Tells NATO It Is Ready to Join Partnership’,
The Washington Post, 25 May 1994, p.1.

W7 Perry, op.cit., “United States Security Strategy...”, pp.10-11.
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¢. Most partners have already concluded agreed Individual Parnership Programs
and the first updating of these programs has been completed.

d. Three exercises involving forces from partners and NATO countries were held
in Poland, the Netherlands and the North Sea.

e. A PIP defence planning and review process was launched in January 1995 with
the goal of developing partner forces that can operate effectively with NATO forces.

Despite of all these developments however, it is often pointed out that a
participation in PfP program is not a guarantee to membership for those aspiring to join
NATO. For that reason it should become perhaps a link for those partners with the
Alliance and an essential tool for their gradual development to prepare themselves to
meet the responsibilites of full NATO membership.

On the other hand, there has been particularly widespread confusion regarding
the role of NATO’s Partnership for Peace- an ambiguous voluntary association of
participation of states- in an enlarging alliance. The President Clinton’s own comments
have contributed that confusion: ‘“Twenty-one nations now joined the partnership since
we began it, and they are already moving to fulfill the dream of a united and peaceful
Europe’. The key issue with the partnership programme is that it is not explicit whether
the participating countries will be regarded as belonging to the same category and will
the partnership provide equal security to all. Moreover, will partnership become a tool
for the all participating countries to be a member of NATO or not.'®

A German comentator on this issue aptly quoted Fredrick the Great’s axiom™:
‘He who wants to defend everything defends nothing, and he who wants to be
everyone’s friend has no friends in the end’. More recently, Senator Richard Lugar
regarding the partnership issue noted as follows: ‘the Partnership for Peace must begin
with the honest premise of strategic differentiation. All countries are not equal in the
West’s strategic calcutus’.

Nonetheless, it is argued that the PfP will have an important role to play for those
partners who are not initially admitted to the Alliance or for the ones that do not wish to
become NATO members. The fact is that an increased close cooperation of these
countries with NATO stand out as an important element for continued stability and
security in Europe and it is stressed that PfP program could be the right instrument to
extend a zone of stability to Europe as a whole.

In its 1991 Rome Decleration, NATO declared that its “security is inseparably
linked to that of all other states in Europe’."”® The result of the 1991 Rome Summit was

18 Zbigniew Brzezinski, ‘A Plan for Europe’, Foreign Affairs, Vol.74, No .1,
(January/February 1995), p.28.

" Lothar Riiehl, Die Welt, June 10, 1994,

12 North Atlantic Council, ‘Rome Declaration on Peace and Cooperation’,
NATO Review, 39/6 (October 1991), p.20,
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the Strategic Concept. This concept made clear that NATO does not threaten anyone
and the assumption of a full-scale attack has effectively been removed.'?! Yet according
to the NATO Secretary-General ‘the Alliance has made it clear that it cannot for the

foreseeable future invite these countries to become members nor offer them security
s 122

guarantees’.

At the core of the NATO’s post-Cold War objectives, to promote stability and
well-being in the North Atlantic area, and to contribute towards the development of
peaceful and friendly international relations can be named. Additionally, starting with the
Rome Summit, a massive restructuring has taken place in NATO are as follows'”:

a. Since 1990, NATO countries’ defence expenditures have been cut by 22 per
cent. Military personnel have been reduced by 24 per cent, land forces by 35 per cent,
major naval units by 32 per cent, and air combat squadrons by 41 per cent.

b. All Alliance ground-launched nuclear systems have been removed from Europe
and all Alliance nuclear weapons removed from surface ships. The only Alliance land-
based nuclear weapons remaining in Europe are bombs carried by dual capable aircraft;
this remaining stockpile represents only 20 per cent of 1990 levels.

c. US strategic nuclear forces are being cut by a third under START 1, and would
be reduced by two-thirds under START II. The UK is eliminating its air delivered
nuclear bombs. UK nuclear forces will be by next year comprise 20 per cent fewer
warheads with nearly 60 per cent less explosive power than during the 1970s.

d. Two-thirds of forward-stationed forces in Germany have left, and forward-
stationed combat aircraft there have been cut by 70 per cent US forces in Europe have
been reduced from 300,000 to about 100,000.

NATO, while initiating these radical changes from being an Alliance of the Cold
War into a one equipped to deal with the challenges of the 21* century also needs to take

into account the folowing four related processes':

a. internal reform of the command structure that reflects the new taks of the
Alliance and a new new division of responsibility between the United States and Europe;

b. the inclusion of Central and Eastern European democrarcies;

21 Roland Smith, ‘A Changing NATO’, NA7O Review, No.3, (May/June 1997),
p.8.

12 Manfred Worner, “NATO Transformed: The Significance of the Rome
Summit’, NATO Review, 39/6 (December 1991), p.4.

13 Smith, op.cit., p.9.

' William V. Roth, ‘A fresh act of creation: The parliamentary dimension of
NATO enlargement’, NATO Review, No.2, (March 1997), p.11.
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c. the creation of an ever-expanding zone of cooperation and integration that will
reassure those not among the first to join the Alliance that enlargement is an ongoing
process; and

d. development of a strategic relationship between NATO and Russia- a
confident, productive relationship that would replace exclusion with inclusion and
tension with trust.

Additionally, at the 1997 Madrid Summit, another agreed point was the
introduction of the Combined Joint Task Forces concept, which is expected to provide
the Alliance for the first time with an organized capability to deploy a peacekeeping force
into a crisis area. Another innovation introduced was the growing role and responsibility
of the Europeans in the new command structure through which NATO Foreign Ministers
agreed on the development of identifiable arrangements which could be used by the
European members for WEU-led operations.'”

At any rate, a key benefit of the ‘widening’ of NATO is that NATO could
provide stability in the areas of Central and Eastern Europe where the collapse of the
Warsaw Pact and the Soviet Union have left a security vacuum. It is in this “Zone of
Instability’ that historic problems such as multipolarity, uncertainty, unresolved borders,
irredentist claims, dissatisfied minorities, and fear of relative gain would most likely to
emanate and threaten regional and global peace.'*

In order to get a clear idea about the public support of the issue of NATO
expansion, there was an opinion poll conducted in America by the Program on
International Policy Attitudes among 1,214 citizens, with a margin of error being 4 Per
cent. The results obtained were as follows™”:

The poll found that a substantial majority of Amecricans supports NATO expansion
and that this support is fairly resilient in the face of the kinds of challenges that are likely to
arisc in the ratification process. Interestingly, the public’s motives for wanting to expand
NATO are not derived from a concern about the potential Russian threat as much as from a
desire to remove the divisions of the Cold War. The majority would like to scc NATO expand
beyond its function as a political/military alliance and become a more inclusive and diverse
security system that could, some day, even include Russia.

When respondents were asked directly whether they favour or oppose ‘expanding
NATO to include some Eastern European countries such as Poland, Hungary and the Czech
Republic’, 62 Per cent said they favoured doing so (27 per cent strongly), while 29 per cent
were opposed (14 per cent strongly). When presented the choice between a pair of arguments,
65 per cent embraced the one that said ‘the West should not move too quickly on expanding
NATO because Russia fecls threatened by NATO expansion and the West's relations with

3 Javier Solana, ‘Preparing for the Madrid Summit’, NATO Review, No.2,
(March 1997), p.6.

125 James A. Caporaso, ‘Has Furope Changed?’, in Robert J. Jackson, Enrope
in Transition: The Management of Security After the Cold War (New York: Preager,
1992), p.22.

7 Steven Kull, “The American Public, Congress and NATO enlargement’,
NATO Review, No.1, (January 1997), pp.9-11.
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Russia could worsen as a result’, while just 25 per cent opted for including Eastern European
countries ‘soon to address the security vacuum in Europe’.

Finally, asked to choose between two arguments in favour of NATO expansion, only
22 per cent selected the one said ‘NATO should be expanded to make NATO larger and more
powerful so that it can more effectively deal with the possibility of a threat from Russia in the
future’. 68 per cent chose, instead, the argument that “NATO should be expanded to remove the
outdated divisions of the Cold War and help bring Enrope together’. Among the ten arguments
in favour of NATO expansion, the most popular argument, rated as convincing by 77 per cent,
was that, ‘Tt is better to include Eastern European countries rather than to exclude them because
peace is more likely to if we all communicate and work together’. The most popular argument
against NATO expansion, rated convincing by 62 per cent, was also based on the theme of
inclusiveness. It said that ‘Instead of expanding NATO, something new should be developed
that includes Russia rather than treating Russia as an enemy’.

In December 1996 the Russian Public Opinion Foundation conducted a
nationwide poll in 56 communities in 29 regions, territories and republics, covering all
economic and geographic zones of Russia. The respondents were asked the question,

‘What policy should Russia pursue with regard to NATO?" The answers were as
follows'*:

a. Russia should obstruct NATO enlargement: 31 per cent
b. Russia should itself become a member of NATO: 22 per cent

¢. Russia should agree to NATO enlargement in exchange for a good treaty on
cooperation with the NATO countries: 10 per cent

d. Russia should not obstruct NATO enlargement: 2 per cent

e. Don’t know: 35 per cent

Thus, whatever the public opinion might be, it should be noted that there are both
sides to NATO enlargement. Depending on how it is handled, expansion either could
stabilize a new European security order for the old continent or it could create a new
Cold War with Russia. There is a general agreement within the alliance on several key
points regarding NATO enlargement™:

a. NATO enlargement should contribute to stability and security in the entire
Euro-Atlantic region and not pose a threat to any nation.

b. Enlargement should be gradual, deliberate, and transparent-not a secret.
c. There should be a timetable and list of nations to be invited to join NATO,

d. Each nation should be considered individually, on a case-by-case basis.

128 Tatiana Parkbalina, ‘Of myths and illusions: Russia perceptions of NATO
enlargement’, NATO Review, No.3,(May/June 1997), p.12.

2 Perry, ibid., p.13.
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e. The decisions as to who joins NATO and when should be made exclusively by
the Alliance. No outside nation will exercise a veto.

f. All members, regardless of size, strength or location should be full members of
the Alliance, with equal rights and obligations.

Apart from these common agreed points several other principles stand out for the
candidate NATO members. The first of these is that new members must be democratic,
have market economies, protect human rights inside their borders and they must be
committed to responsible security policies outside their borders. Secondly, solidarity
within the Alliance even with enlargement should be maintained and it must continue to
work by consensus. Finally, it is stated that new members are required to have capable
and professional military forces in order to defend the Alliance.”*

Considering NATO enlargement, there are several altemnative paths to NATO
expansion for East-Central Europe within the alliance. Each of these have a different
rationale, assumptions, timetable and criteria for enlargement of NATO. Apart from the
others, Ronald D. Asmus and his peers mention about three paths, namely, Evolutionary
Expansion, Promote Stability and Strategic Response that NATO could consider for its

medium of expansion.";

In the Evolutionary Expansion model it is assumed that the main problems facing
East-Central Europe are economical and political and these states are not faced with immediate
security threat. Therefore, according to this path, the top priority is given to the incorporating
East-Central Europe into the EU as soon as possible where as membership in NATO is seen as
secondary but ultimate goal for overall integration of these countries into both the European
and Atlantic communities.

The Promote Stability model on the other hand concentrates on the vacoum created by
the collapse of communism and thus, the issue of security and political situation in Eastern
Europe is fragile. It is suggested that for the countrics of East-Central Europe a strong security
framework be established in order to develop these countrics into stable democracies thereby
not giving a way to nationalism, geopolitical competition and conflict in the region. Unlike the
Evolutionary Expansion model, this path stresses that membership in the EU is important but
not enough and NATO should play the leading role.

Finally, Strategic Response model foresces that a NATO expansion would not take
place unless Russia again poscs a military threat to these countries. In this path, the top priority
is given to stabilizing Russia. According to this path, the decision on whether and when to
expand would be based on strategic criteria and events in Russia. However, it is also stressed
that on the face of a2 new threat from Russia, NATO must be prepared to expand as quickly as

possible.

30 Cristoph Bertram, “NATO on Track for the 21 Century?’, Security
Dialogue, Vol .26, No.1, (1995), pp.68-69.

B Asmus, op.cit., pp.8-10.
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Figure 1 presents an insight into these three paths."

Figure 1. Alternative Paths to NATO Expansion

Path Rationale Assumptions Timetable Criteria Decides PiP

Evolutionary *Partof overall { *No major security | *Along with or afier | *Political *EU and *Slow

Expansion Western problems EU membership economic NATO track

integration *ECEontrack | (10 years) ‘
*EU/NATO parallel
*Avoid back door

duty 1
Promote *Provides *Security vaconm | *Along with or *Political | *NATO/ECE} *Fast -
Stability political/ *ECE unstable before EU strategic track
security *NATO precedes EU (5 years) }
anchor ‘ I
Strategic *Respond to *Expansionnot | *Situation in Russia | *Strategic | *Eventsin | *Interim
Response Russian threat | needed unless Russia is catalyst Russia step |
_goes sour ‘ |

Naturally, each of the afore mentioned paths have certain advantages and

disadvantages. Ronald D. Asmus observes these as follows"™

Evolutionary path puts the EU as the central institution for integrating the countries of
East- Central Europe to the West and also for resolving their economic and security problems,
thereby placing most of the burden on the Furopeans. The main drawback to this path is that
there is a long time span allocated for EU's expansion and the question is that whether the the
Alliance can afford to wait that long on the face of emerging security needs. Promote Stability
path on the other hand provides immediate political and security anchor to these countries.
However, this path forces the United States to take the lead and given timetable for its
implementation could disturb Russia and other excluded countries. Strategic Response path
foresees a ‘wait and see’ attitude which would enable the West to reconsider its policies. The
main disadvantage of this approach is that it does not deal with the current security concerns of
the East-Central Europeans and the future of the Alliance is linked to Russia’s attitude.

In any case, it seems that time will determine which path the Alliance will follow

int order to establish a stable security zone in Eastern-Central Europe. On the other hand,
with the conclusion of the Cold War and communism, the threat of major war is at the
lowest level among the Western European powers today. However, William J. Perry

134,

emphasizes the new security challenges for the continent as follows™

A key danger to the security is likely to stem from ethnic issues as we witnessed in
Bosnia. There is a potential threat of wider conflict in the Balkans because of the same origin.
On the other hand, the dissolvation of the Soviet Union created the risk of skirmishes among
groups with conflicting territorial claims, such as Nagorno-Karabakh, and the fate of the
Russians left in other NIS are uncertain. Additionally, Russia's continwing reforms and policics
in areas like Chechnya and the operations that Russia undertakes in those states poses threat to
the security of the region. In the same way, proliferation of nuclear weapons with the breakup

132 Ibid., p.10.
133 S
. Asmus, ibid., pp.11-13.

134 Perry, op.cit., ‘United Security Strategy...”, pp.20-21.
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of former Soviet Union represents another risk. Finally, the rising Islamic extremism and
economic deprivation on the southern Mediterrancan region in countries like Afghanistan will
put a growing pressure on the Western democratic governments.

A. NATO Expansion: Program and Criteria

The creation of the Atlantic Alliance was not only a response to Soviet threat but
also part of a larger effort to build a new stable European order. Western leaders
understood that a security framework was needed to stabilize democracy in post-
totalitarian Germany and prevent the return of nationalism and destructive geo-politics in
Europe as whole. With a stable security framework under US leadership in place,
Western Europe was able to rebuild, launch European integration and break out of old
geopolitical rivalry. Today, the emerging new challenges in the continent calls for same
logic to overcome the similar problems which the countries of Eastern Europe faces.

At present NATO expansion is regarged as a central component of the long range
vision of a unified Europe and Atlantic community. The key issue it seems for US and
Western Europe is that the vital interests that are gained at the end of the Cold War is
not lost and democracy in East-Central Europe is not allowed to fail or be crushed.'

Afterall, the alliance today is 2 community of like-minded democratic states that
share a common political culture, are contiguous to one another by land and sea, and are
convinced that a threat to the security of one would adversely effect the security of the
others. French Defence Minister Frangois Leotard put it well®®; “The possibility that the
new democracies will join the Atlantic alliance must not be viewed on the basis of solely
military considerations, but should also be viewed globailly, combining the various
political, military, economic, and even cultural dimensions of their integration with the
West’.

In the post-Cold War era there appears to be a broad consensus that the basic
criteria for membership include a stable democratic system based on a functioning market
economy; the absence of territorial or ethnic disputes; an evident respect for the rights of
national minorities; preferably, geographical contiguity to the alliance; constitutionally
grounded civilian control over the military, and transparency in defence budgets and
policy. As a practical matter, interoperability in logistics, communications, command and
control, and weaponry would be desirable, though these could be pursued after formal
admission.”’

The above mentioned criteria would also serve as a spur of desirable interpal
reforms among candidate members. Meanwhile, in the near future, only four Central
European countries- the Czech Republic, Poland, Hungary and Slovakia- is likely to be

13 Evans G., op.cit., p.127.
138 Le Figaro, September 30, 1994,

137 Brezinski, op.cit., p.33.
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considered as serious candidates, while the membership will be open for others, including
theoretically Russia as well.*®

At any rate, among the four Central European countries, Poland and Czech
Republic is more likely to make it to the Alliance than the others. It looks like Slovakia,
for internal reasons, may qualify later, and that could the effect (for geographical
reasons) of somewhat complicating Hungary’s admission.”®

Nonetheless, it stands certainly possible, to complete the political phase of the
admissions process by the years 1997-98, at least for Poland and the Czech Republic and
perhaps for Hungary and Slovakia as well- and in any case for all four by the end of the
decade.

The Bosnian tragedy showed that there was a price to be paid for moving slowly
and undecisively and yet there is a lot to be done on the face of evolving new security
challenges in Europe. Hence, one can conclude that the enlargement of the Alliance is
needed now more than ever to prevent instability and conflict arising in Central Europe
where two World Wars and Cold War originated.*’

Thus, choosing the right path for NATO enlargement will be the most important
decision facing the Alliance as it will set the rationale, timetable and criteria guiding the
process. The importance of not destabilizing Rusia while NATO expands will present the
crucial challenge for the Alliance.

Ultimately, Russia's reaction to NATO expansion will depend on three closely
interrelated factors- the modalities of expansion, the timeframe in which expansion takes
place and the content of the strategic relationship with Moscow. The latter, so far it
seems, will be extremely important from the point that if the West develops a genuine
and strong strategic partnership with Moscow, in other words, if Moscow is given a
genuine opprtunity to shape key decisions affecting the new security order in Europe-
Russia is likely to find expansion more acceptable.'"’

However, if such an approach is to be adapted, then it can be deduced that West
must reach a consensus on what role it wants Russia to play in European political,
economic and security affairs. This can be done by, as some European leaders put it, by
consultation process before the key decisions are made and not afterwards so that
Moscow's views and interests are integrated into the Alliance's decision-making process
at an early stage. Such a move should however, must not be perceived as giving Moscow

138' Ibi d
3% Ibidl

0 Ghali B., An Agenda for Peace: Preventive Diplomacy, Peacemaking and
Peacekeeping (New York, 1992), p.143.

¥ Asmus, op.cit., p.29.
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a veto over NATO decisions but a need for the Alliance to develop new mechanisms and
approaches to consultations with Russia.'#

B. The Scope of the New Security Guarantees

Article 5 of the NATO Treaty states that an attack against one ally will be
considered as an attack agaist the whole Alliance, thereby stipulating a collective
defence. However, the same article does not explicitly define how those security
guarantees will be implemented.'®

As for the security of the countries East-Ceniral Europe is concerned, the
balancing of Russian power will become an important factor in order to defend their
borders on the face of any potential threat. However, the Alliance must have to take into
account the fact that some candidate members in East-Central Europe may want NATO
troops on their soil, but others may not. For that reason, it would be dubious to state that
the NATO guarantee can be credible without a foreign troop presence or if the opposite
were true, neither it is clear that who would supply them.

In this regard, Austria, Finland and Sweden have recently joined the EU. This
progress inevitably shified the the Union’s geoplitical focus toward the North and the
East. Thus, through Finland, the EU acquired a common border with Russia.
Additionally, six countries Poland, Hungary, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Romania,
Bulgaria and as well as the three Baltic states- Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania are now
being prepared for membership.'*

As a theory, in Figure 2, Ronald D. Asmus, Richard L. Kugler and F. Stephen
Larrabee suggest 3 alternative defence concepts for defending new NATO members in
East-Central Europe according to the Europe's evolving security environment.'*

Y2 Ibid.

3 Evans G., Cooperating for Peace: The Global Agenda for the 1990°s and
Beyond (Australia: 1993), p.98.

4 yakobson, op.cit., p.66.

" Asmus, op.cit., p.16
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Figure 2. Alternative Defence Concepts Having Different Implications for

Aliance
Roles & Missions Pros Cong
Self Defence *Major responsibility | *Least provacative to | *Low defence capability
Dominant assumed by  host|Russia ‘ *Little inter-operability |
country *[east demanding on | *Uncertain political
*No or little foreign} NATO credibility
| troop presence
Functional Division | *Defence  *Comparative advantage | *Uncertain defence
Labour responsiblitics  shared | *Modest military | credibility if defence
by function between | requirements ' capabilitics weak
native and allied forces { *Easier  to obtain { *Weak inter-operability
 ¥Low forcign troop | political consensus? ¥ ncertain Alliance
presence Cohesion
Core Group Defence | *Small core group| *Credible politicat | *Unfair burden sharing
 assumes key roles and | commitment by Allies | *Uncertain Alliance
missions #Military requirements | cohesion
* imited joint posture | fall on small sub-set  *Provoke Russia?
| *Easier to obtain | *Reverse multi-national
.. ‘ political consensus? integration?
Foif ScaleMulti- { *Collective  defence | *Credible political { *Overload NATO
National Defence model  commitment politically? ‘
*Full joint posture *Credible defence | *Provoke Russia
strategyédcposture #Costly for ECE
*High integration/inter- | *Integrated command
operability upheavel ‘

As can be observed from Figure 2, the credibility of NATO's security guarantee,

as well as the kind and quality of the integration and interoperability of these countries'
forces with those of the Alliance improves as one moves from left to right. Therefore, it
can be concluded that if NATO's goal is to integrate and Westernize the armed forces of
these countries for possible future Alliance missions then achieving appropriate levels of
integration and interoperability will become important.

2. RUSSIAN VIEW OF NATO ENLARGEMENT

While NATO is in the process of expanding it is also evaluating the the impact of
expansion on Russia, as most members of the Russian elite, including both democrats
and nationalists oppose NATO expansion, mainly because being suspicious of NATO’s
plans.

For many Russians, especially those of the older generation, the problem of
interaction with the West is above all psychological, which is mainly influenced by the
Russian cultural tradition. The recognition of the technological as well as the other gaps
between the Russia and the West was seen as proof to take West’s achievements to
modernize the Russian economy, but simultaneously Russia has always feared the
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negative influence of Western values on society and culture, which limited its scope for
cooperation, ¢

There appears to be four factors contributing to the opposition of NATO's
expansion by Russia. First, Moscow is concerned about being isolated and marginalized.
Second, Russian democrats are worried that expansion might weaken reform by playing
into the hands of the nationalists. Third, the Russian military is concerned about a new
‘NATO threat’ appearing close to Russia's borders and finally there is an institutional
feeling among Russian strategists and politicians that NATO enlargement will inevitably
lead to a European security system that neither recognizes, nor leaves room for Russia's
great-power status and influence.'”’

Related with the latter point, there appears to be three schools of thought in
Russian society on Russia’s place in the world'®: one advocates moving closer to the
West and Europe; the second urges renouncing strong links with the West in favour of
the “Eastern alternative’; the third supports a balance between East and West in order to
take advantage of links with both, while preserving a distinct Russian identity.

149,

Thus, Parkhalina provides a deeper insight concerning the fractions in Russia™ :

Pro-Westerners belicve that the successful development of relations with the West is
inseparable from the process of liberal reform in domestic politics and economics. They call for
the country’s integration in Western economic and political institutions (Group of Seven, the
European Union, NATO) and sec NATO enlargement as a logical step in the process of
European integration.

The anti-Westerners pursue the goal of reviving ‘Russia’s grandeur’ by renouncing the
Western model of development and asserting Russia’s special mission in the world. They see
Russia’s involvement in the PfP programme as a betrayal of her national interests and NATO’s
advance to the East as the intrigues of anti-Russian forces in the West. They regard the foreign
policy aimed at integrating Russia into Western institutions as something that relegates the
country to the status of a second-rate power and an insult to national dignity, the economic
might of the West is scen as a means to control Russia, and security cooperation as an
instrument of interference in her internal affairs.

The moderate nationalists, on the other hand, belicve that Russia, owing to its
geographic position and cultural heritage, has to strike a balance between the East and the
West. It is natural for Russia to play the role of a “bridge’ in the Eurasian region which is in the
interests of Russians living in the countries of the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS)
and in thc Baltics. This approach is not anti-Western, but secks to draw attention to the
problem of securing Russian national interests in the East. They belicve that Russia’s joining
PP and cooperation with NATO represents a deal, concession to the West in exchange for
cooperation with the EU.

46 parkhalina, loc.cit.

W Asmus, op.cit., p.21.

8 parkhalina, op.cit., p.13.

% 1bid.
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It is evident that the Soviet attitude towards the West and NATO tend to shift in
time. At the inaugral meeting of the NACC in December 1991, Russia announced that it
saw NATO membership as a “long-term political aim’."*® This change of Russian attitude
towards the West in general and the US in particular was illustrated by Russian President
Boris Yelisin’s Jannary 1992 comments to the UN Security Council”®': ‘We are ready to
actively participate in building and putting into place a pan-European Collective Defence
System...Russia considers the United States, the West and the East not as mere partners,
but rather as Allies’.

Although President Yelisin declared that the Alliance was not a threat to Russia,
in its dying days of the Warsaw Pact, the USSR attempted to get its erstwhile allies to
sign a bilateral defense treaties that forbade them to join any alliance.'

Thus, the blow to the Russian security not only stemmed from the dissolution of
the Soviet Union but also from the loss of East-Central European buffer zones like
Belarus and Ukraine. What is more, with the shifting of the borders 25 million ethnic
Russians were left beyond Russia’s boundaries with the anticipation from Moscow to
protect their interests.'”

Therefore, it is noteworthy to point out that Russia could take steps to damage
important Western interests as a counter move to NATO's expansion. Moscow has
already demonstrated its intention of gaining her former super-power status by signing an
agreement on cooperation in defence and security issues with China.”™ Also, recently
Russian president Boris Yeltsin have ratified the agreement which foresees the
integration of Belarus with Russia.">

Moscow have repeatedly stated its opposition to NATO's expansion unless it
turns into a political bloc instead of a military one. However, during the talks between
president Bill Clinton and president Boris Yeltsin about the scope of NATO's expansion
it was stated that certain concessions were granted to Russia which were not publicized.
Recently, after the talks between NATO Secretary General Javier Solona and Russian
Foreign Minister Yevgeni Primakov it was agreed that Russia will be granted a one seat
in NATO, but it will not have a right to veto over NATO decisions and that NATO will

10 Anthony, Hartley, The Irrelevance of Maastricht: Redefining the Atlantic
Community (London: Alliance Publishers, 1992), p.40.

31 Boris Yeltsin, quoted in Stephen A. Cambone, ‘Global Ballistic Missile
Defence’, lecture, USAF Air War College, Maxwell AFB, ALA, 11 March 1992

52 Simon Lunn, “The Future of NATO’, in Otto Pick (ed.), The Cold War
Legacy in Furope (London: Pinter, 1992), p.11.

133 Dr. Steven J. Coffey, US State Dept. Deputy Director for Russian and CIS
Security Affairs, “US Policies Towards the CIS’, lecture, USAF Air War College,
Maxwell AFB, ALA, 7 April 1993.

134 Milliyet, 18 April 1997.

35 Sabah, 14 April 1997.
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not place any nuclear weapons on the soils of the new accepted members. Furthermore,
Russia will be fully informed of internal decisions on collective defence and consulted on
external developments concerning collective security in Europe. The Russia-NATO
agreement has been signed in Paris on the 27* of May 1997."%¢

These Russian counter-measures to NATO expansion on the other hand is likely
to leave Russia weaker and isolated and could in the long run jeopardize Russia's overall
political and economic relationship with the West. As far as the CIS is concerned,
Moscow lacks the economic power to subsidise the economies of the weaker members
and has clearly announced with the recent agreement with Belarus that monetary union
will not take place.”’

In the light of these developments two different views have emerged regarding
the NATO expansion. One view holds the idea that Russia is simply too big ever to join
NATO and this should be made clear to Moscow. The Alliance should, however, offer
Moscow a strategic partnership to convince Moscow that the expansion is not aimed
against Russia, but that the integration of the East-Central Europeans will be balanced by
increased cooperation with Russia in a broader all-European context.'*®

The other view, however, argues that it should still be possible for Russia
eventually to join the Alliance, even though it is unrealistic at the moment. Closing the
door now, they insist would send the political signal that the West is excluding Russia
and would therefore, run the risk of a new division in Europe.”

At any rate, in the post-Cold War arena, both Russia and NATO are realizing
that signifcant threats to their security are nontraditional and would probably come from
beyond the European area. Both of their post-Cold War strategies focus on the threats
posed by the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, the disruption of the flow of
vital resources, and acts of terrorism. '

Hence, the Alliance is forced to decide whether and how far it will respond to
Russia's proposals such as the reform of the OSCE, perhaps adapting them to correspond
to NATO's own interests while not subordinating it to the OSCE. Likewise, the Alliance
should expand the PfP programme and bilateral military contacts with Moscow so that
the defence cooperation with the West will become more attractive to the Russian
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¢ Sabah, 27 May 1997.
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. Asmus, op.cit., p.22.
2 Ibid.

160 Russia: ‘A Russian View of the World’, The Economist, 13 March 1993,
p.56.

11 Richard L. Kugler, Commitment to Purpose: How Alliance Partnership Won
the Cold War (Santa Monica, CA., 1993), p.79.
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3. SHARING RESPONSIBILITY FOR EUROPE’S SECURITY

With the demise of the Soviet system and the subsequent emergence of a
radically different international and regional security environment, today, there is need to
consider a wider range of defence and security responses than was the case before.

This has demonstrated itself tragically, in the former Yugoslavia. At the out-
break of the war, the Western governments were inclined to look upon the fighting in the
former Yugoslavia as one more chapter in the long history of savage fight between the
Balkan peoples- a civil war not answerable to outside influence.'® President Bill Clinton
during the time expressed his concerns on the matter as “Unless these folks get tired of
killing each other over there, bad things will continue to happen’,'® which also
demonstrated the inefficiency and unwillingless of the Western governments to put an
end to this massacre in the middle of Europe.

Thus, the reality is that although politicians and governments pay lip service to to
the idea of collective action in defence of common values or of the principle of collective
security, nations will take up arms only when their own national interests are directly
threatened. Hence, the Balkan crisis, in its early stages, was not perceived to constitute
such a threat.

As a result, the Muslim poulation of Bosnia-Herzegovnia, a religous rather than a
national or ethnic community that had never aspired to become a nation-state, sought
independence in order to avoid being left at the mercy of Serbian imperialist ambitions
and the struggle between the peoples of former Yugoslavia was thus transformed into a
war between sovereign states.'®

Consequently, The UN felt the urge to intervene starting with arms embargo,
economic sanctions, humanitarian missions to protect the civilian population, and finally
converted to air strikes by planes of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. In 1995,
military intervention by the Alliance and the diplomatic success of Dayton brought about
the transition from war to peace.

Although peace was attained in the end, the war left behind a message for the
nations of Central and Eastern Europe about the limits of the West’s will to use force in
defencissof common values and collective security and thus, created a mistrust and
hatred.

12 Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, The Other Balkan Wars
(Washington D.C.: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 1993).

'S Quoted by Max Kampelman in his testimony before the Senate Committee
on Foreign Relations, February 23, 1994.

164 Jakobson, op.cit., p.62.

165 Edward N. Luttwak, “Where are the Great Powers? At home with the Kids’,
Foreign Affairs, No.73, (July/August 1994), pp.23-28.
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On the other hand, the international peacekeeping operation in Bosnia and
Herzegovina demonstrated America’s political and military weight which paved the way
for peace and stability in the region. Determined military effort by the Alliance has made
peace possible and joint deployment of European and American troops depicted a
tradition of transatlantic solidarity. Thus, once again it was shown that security and
prosperity of the United States and Europe were inseparably linked and that Europe will
continue to need the United States in future as a pillar of stability and peace.’®

In the light of these changes, the United States has emphasized the term
"burdensharing” which has become associated with that of Host Nation Support (HNS)
for forward deployed troops along with the term ‘responsibility sharing’ to encompass
the whole range of contributions states make to international security in the fields of
defence spending, alliance and treaty comitments, foreign aid, peacekeeping
contributions, and preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons, as well as host-nation
suppon.m

Host nation support for US forces based in Europe presents itself as an important
aspect of responsility sharing. Such support includes the costs and foregone revenue
incurred by nations hosting US forces. As an example, Germany provided over $1.43
billion in HNS' in 1993. This consists of both foregone revenue (i.e. waived rents, fees,
and charges for land and facilities) and other payments such as labor, utilities,
construction, and logistics support and likewise other European allies make similiar
contributions. '5®

In addition to host nation support, another point to be considered is the allied
contributions to the common defence. Figure 3 shows European NATO allies' country
performance in selected responsiblity sharing areas which are essential for meeting
collective regional defence requirements.'®

16 volker Rihe, “‘New NATO, new Bundeswehr and Peace in Bosnia and
Herzegovina’, NATO Review, No.3, (May/June 1997), p.7.

7 Evans G., op.cit., p.149.
18 Perry, op.cit., p.149.

199 Ibid.



Figure 3. Country Performance in Selected Responsibility Sharing Areas
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4. PROSPECTS FOR THE COMING CENTURY

In response to the dramatic and favorable changes in European security since
1989, the US has restructured and drastically reduced its force presence in Europe. US
European Command has reduced its forces by over 200,000 troops since 1989 and US
Army forces in Europe has been reduced from 217,000 to 65,000 at the end of FY96.'™

Similarly, Army brigades in Europe have been cut from 17 to 4. Air Force
presence has been reduced from 9.25 fighter wing equivalents to 2.33 fighter wing
equivalents (666 combat aircraft to 168), with a corresponding reduction in the number
of personnel. Additionally, nuclear forces in Europe have been reduced by over 80%
since 1991.1"

Thus, it can be deduced from the above mentioned data that the majority of
Americans are increasingly reluctant to see their country play the role of international
gendarme. In today's evolving security environment, most Americans want their
government to spend their money on other items than defence, and especially defending
some others, but rather concentrate on domestic welfare and neglected issues.

It is evident that in contrast to the old Soviet threat, the new threats and dangers,
whatever they may be, are not likely to effect the vital security interests of all NATO
members. Therefore, such new threats could create divisions within the Alliance
depriving the Alliance of political and military credibility. However, as in the example of
Bosnia, if the Alliance remains inact the Western Alliance as a whole would be in
jeopardy.'”

However, today, when Americans no longer want to play the old role, some
chambers are deeply concerned that it must be impressed on US public opinion that this
is their alliance too and that an erosion of US alliances and trading partnership would
lead to widespread instability and diminished US influence over international events and
decisions that effect the everyday lives of Americans.'” Moreover, it is claimed that in
the US, two world wars and several decades of NATOQ solidarity generated a common
identity and shared a fate with Europe.'™

0 Ibid., p.29.
7 1bid,

%2 Cristoph Bertram, ‘Why NATO Must Enlarge’, NATO Review, No.2,
(March 1997), p.16.

1 Bertram, ‘NATO on Track for...’, op cit., pp.67-69.

1" James P. O’Leary, Economic Relationships Among the Allies (Boulder, Co.;
Westview Press, 1988), p.57.
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Regarding this point, Gregory D. Foster states his point of view as follows'”:
‘Despite America's tradition of isolationism, it would now be difficult to conceive of a
US unconcerned with European affairs. In Western societies that were long torn by rabid
nationalism, the Alliance fostered political thrust and a social community”.

Hence, for the time being, it looks like NATO will remain as the central
component of European security although Europeans are eager to develop their own
European Security and Defence Identity. However, for any major threat, if it would
emerge, including nuclear threats as well- the Europeans will continue to look to the
United States and to NATO as the principal guaranators of their security.'™

Today, NATO governments engage in a range of issues for the common benefits
of the European and North American democracies varying from student exchanges, to
fighting the drug trade, to resisting terrorism, to countering threats to the environment.
All of these areas are without a doubt will gain more importance in the coming years.
Therefore, if NATO can move effectively in these areas, it can gain support of the
younger generations, to whom the importance of support for NATO is not as obvious as
it is to those whose political views were formed at the peak of the Cold War.'”

"> Gregory Foster, Public Opinion: The Fulcrum of Alliance Cohesion, in Alan
" N. Sabrosky (ed.), Alliances in Foreign Policy (Boulder, Co., Westview Press, 1988),
p.67.

176 Asmus, op.cit., p.32.

7 Ibid., p.33.
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CONCLUSION: THE REQUISITE FOR A GENUINE EUROPEAN
SECURITY AND DEFENCE IDENTITY: COLLABORATION

AMONGST GOVERNMENTS AND OF ORGANIZATIONS AND
INSTITUTIONS






