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large-scale disturbances in the Caucasus.'s? The NATO governments have °

- been unwilling to go along with Moscow’s request, in part because it would

require significant changes in the treaty that might give other states a wedge -

to press for adjustments of their own, and in part because Turkey has strongly
- opposed Russia’s efforts to establish a greater presence in the Caucasus. The
- rmassive Russian incursion into Chechnya in December 1994 has made the
* whole issue even more sensitive. o
Nevertheless, the entry of the Visegrad countries into NATO is bound
- -to raise questions about the CFE Treaty anyway, and thus the Western gov-
emments may have considerable leeway to make some sort of tacit exchange
with Russia by allowing greater flexibility on the flanks. NATO will have to
avoid any deal that would leave the three Transcaucasus republics (Azerbaijan,
Armenia, Georgia) under permanent Russian military sway, and will have to
- ensure that armed intervention by the Russian Army against separatist groups
within Russia does not become a regular practice. These two :goals may
prove to be infeasible, but if there is any hope of achieving them, delicate
trade-offs will be needed, and close coordination with Turkey and Norway
(the two NATO countries on Russia’s flanks) will be essential throughout.
Despite the many obstacles, NATO should at least be willing to consider the
- possibility of easing the flank limitations in return for Moscow’s acquies-
cence in the admission of East European states into the alliance.

There is no guarantee that such steps will be enough to overcome Rus-
sian objections, but that in itself should not be a cause for paralysis. Ulti-
mately, NATO’s policy vis-a-vis the East European states must be based on
its own merits, without interference from outside. As Vaclav Havel recently
stated:

If East and West live in proper harmony, it should not bother anyone when a
country becomes a NATO member. The Commonwealth of Independent States,
too, is a security structure, and it would be absurd if anyone [outside the CIS]
were to decide who should or should not belong to it. Similarly, Russia cannot
impose anything on NATO. ... Everyone has the right to decide on which side
to stand. This right, which is based on individual nations’ will and is not imposed
by some powerful nation, must be respected.!s?

Havel affirmed the need for a “permanent dialogue at several levels with
Moscow” to ensure that Russian leaders “understand that NATO’s eastward
expansion does not threaten their interests,” but he emphasized that “Russia
does not have the right to dictate to other countries which alliances they can
belong to.”!* Assuming that political reforms stay more or less on course in
Russia—which may be a dubious assumption—the multi-level dialogue that
Havel recommended and the other steps mentioned above will go as far as
possible toward alleviating Russian concerns. '
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NATO should not act with undue haste, but neither should it delay
indefinitely. Unless Western governments adopt a clear-cut policy soon, ad-
ditional pretexts for doing nothing are bound to arise. The alliance’s failure

~-.in August 1993 to welcome and take prompt action on Yel’tsin’s comments to
- Lech Walgsaenabled the hard-line anti-NATO forces in Moscow to regroup
- and consolidate their influence over the policy debate. Moderate Russian

officials who would have been willing to accept the enlargement of NATO
under certain conditions were put on the defensive; and they are likely to be
even more isolated if NATO continues to defer taking action. Once a new

- policy hasbeen enunciated, some tensmns with the Russian government may

persist for a while; but over time, as any lingering:doubts in‘Moscow: are
removed about the West’s desire to bolster prosperity and democratic change
in Russia, the controversy surrounding the admission of the East European
states into NATO should rapidly abate. If so, an expanded alliance not only
would guarantee Western military security, but would help ensure democ-
racy and stability throughout Europe.

NOTES

1. Although the large majority of NATO governments and outside observers
regard the Visegrad states as the most plausnb]e candidates for near-term member-
ship in the alliance, a few dissenting views have been expressed. Officials in both
Italy and Greece have maintained that highest priority should be given to southeast-
em Europe—and specifically to Bulgaria and Romania—to ensure greater stability
for the Balkans in the wake of the Yugoslav tragedy. Turkey, by contrast, has been
very leery of suggestions that Bulgaria be admitted anytime in the near firture.
Within the alliance, the greatest opposition to accepting new members has come
from France. The French government has not ruled out the possibility of expansion,
but has sought to discourage it as much as possible.

2. Interview -in Magyar Nemzet (Budapest), 13 October 1990, p. 7. Unless
noted otherwise, all translations are by the author.

3.“Zmierzch blokdéw,” Zohierzrzeczypospolitej (Warsaw), 6 September 1990,
p- 3 (emphasis in original). ,

4. See, for example, Waldemar Gontarski, “Odejscie Eduarda Szewardnadze:
Sprzeciw wobec dyktatury,” and Jadwiga Butejkis, “Moze za wczesnie Spiewac
requiem?” both in Rzeczpospolita (Warsaw), 21 December 1990, pp. 1, 7. See also
the interview with Czechoslovak Foreign Minister Jifi Dienstbier in “Vstupujeme
do dramatického obdobi” Lidové noviny (Prague), 4 January 1991, p. 7.

5. Statement by Andrzej Drzycimski, cited in Kazimierz Grobtewski, “OKP u
prezydenta: Wybory parlamentarne jesienig?” Rzeczpospolita (Warsaw), 18 Janu-
ary 1991, p. 1. On this same point, see “Prezydent Havel nie odwiedzi republik
battyckich,” Sfowo powszechne (Warsaw), 29 January 1991, p. 2.
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6.“Nic o Polsce bez Polski: Rozmowa zministrem spraw zagranicznych prof.
Krzysztofem Skubiszewskim,” Gazeta wyborcza (Warsaw), 24 January 1991.

7. Cited in Ruth Graber, “Poland Revises Defense Strategy,” The Christian
~ Science Monitor, 26 June 1990, p. 3.

8. Interview with Lajos Fiir in Népszava (Budapest), 7 December 1990, p. 4.

9. Colonel Michal Glinski, “Ku przysziosci—realnie i z wyobraznia,” Zodrierz
rzeczypospolitej (Warsaw), 14-16 September 1990, p. 4.

10. Jan Parys, “Sita wojska i ekonomii,” Rzeczpospolita (Warsaw), 10 January
1991, Ekonomia i prawo, p. 3. Parys, who later became a controversial defense
minister, was a senior official in the defense ministry at the time.

11. Interview with Hungarian Defense. Minister Lajos Fiir in Népszabadzag
(Budapest), 20 October 1990, p. 1.

12. “Setkani V. Havla,” Obéansky denik (Prague), 23 March 1991, pp. 1-2.

13. In December 1994 the CSCE was renamed the “Organization for Security
and Cooperation in Europe,” or OSCE. The more familiar acronym will be used
here unless otherwise noted.

14. See, for example, the comments of Janusz Onyszkiewicz in Dariusz Fedor,
“Nowa armia,” Gazeta wyborcza (Warsaw), 16 November 1990, p. 1. See also
Miroslaw Cielemegcki, “Manewry pod giewontem: By¢ moze wojskowym udalosie
to, co do tej pory nie wyszlo politykom,” Przeglad tygodniowy (Warsaw), no. 40, 7
October 1990, p. 6.

15. Kazimierz Woycicki, “Szansa dla Europy Srodkowej: Zblizenie polsko-
czechostowacko-wegierskie,” Zycie warszawy (Warsaw), 16-17 February 1991,
pp. 1, 4; Jan Kunc, “Tfistranny summit ve Visegradu,” Obcansky denik (Prague),
15 February 1991, p. 1; Lt.-Col. Marek Sieniawski and Capt. Apolinary Wojtys,
“Wojsko—to sprawa nas wszystkich: Konferencja prasowa ministra obrony narodowej
RP,” Polska zbrojna(Warsaw), 16-18 November 1990, pp. 1-2; Cielemecki, “Manewry
pod giewontem,” p. 6; and Yu. Gatselyuk, “Bez uchastlya SSSR,” Izvestiya (Mos-
cow), 21 September 1990, p. 3. ,

16. See “Prezidentite Zhelyu Zhelev i Vatslav Khavel razgovaryakha v Praga,”
Duma (Sofia), 5 February 1991, p. 1. See also the interview with Bulgarian For-
eign Minister Viktor Vulkov in “Varshavskiyat dogovor ostana bez mundir i pagoni:
Iztochna likvidira blokovata kolektivna sigurnost,” Otechestven vestnik (Sofia), 26
February 1991, p. 1.

17. Interview with Bulgarian president Zhelyu Zhelev in “Sudurzhatelno
sutrudnichestvo,” Zemedelsko zname (Sofia), no. 29, 19 April 1991, pp. 1, 4.

18. Budapest Domestic Service, 10 October 1990.

19. Interview with Czechoslovak Foreign Minister Jifi Dienstbier in “Této cesta
nie je na preteky,” Ndrodna obrodad (Bratislava), 23 January 1991, p. 5.
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21. Interview with Piotr Kotodziejczyk, then-minister of defense in Poland, in
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saw), 15-16 January 1994, p. 23; “Véclav Havel: Dob4 velkych spole€nych gest
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oborony,” Voennaya mysl’ (Moscow), no. 2, February 1991, p. 16. See also the
interview with the military economist V. Litov in “Nasha bezopasnost’ i parizhskii
dogovor,” Sovetskaya Rossiya (Moscow), 9 January 1991, p. 5; the interview with
then-Soviet Foreign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze in “Edouard Chevardnadze:
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22-23 December 1990, esp. p. 4; the interview with Col. -Generalleolax Chervov,
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(Bratislava), 8 January 1991, p. 4; and the interview with Army-General Mikhail
Moiseev, chief of the Soviet General Staff, in “Oborona: Korni 1 krona,”
Pravitel 'stvennyi vestnik (Moscow), No. 9, February 1991, pp. 10-11.

27. The swift redeployments in 1990 were 2n extremely impressive logistical
feat, but they absorbed so much of the USSR’s rolling stock during the harvest
season that they were one of the main factors behind the near-breakdown of Soviet
food distribution in 1990-91. See “Nasha bezopasnost’ i parizhskii dogovor,” p. 5.

28. “Zmierzch blokéw,” p. 3; and interview with Jerzy Nowak of the
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