The Second Wave of NATO Expansion and Post-Soviet Area Transformation: View from Ukraine
By
Oleksii Izhak, Volodymyr Golovko, Gennadii Mernikov
Smashwords Edition
Copyright 2000 Oleksii Izhak
Based on research under Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC) Fellowship 1998-2000
Smashwords Edition License Notes:
This eBook is licensed for your personal enjoyment only. This eBook may not be re-sold or given away to other people. If you would like to share this book with another person, please purchase an additional copy for each recipient. If you’re reading this book and did not purchase it, or it was not purchased for your use only, then please return to Smashwords.com and purchase your own copy. Thank you for respecting the hard work of this authors.
Chapter 1: Varying focus of the NATO enlargement
Chapter 2: The Claimants to the NATO membership
Chapter 3: Russia in the Second-Wave Area:Between Longing and Capacities
Chapter 4: Ukraine as a Key Factor of Security in Europe
Chapter 5: Seeking for Consensus
Appendix A. Ukrainian History Digest Up to Independence Loss
Appendix B. Ukraine’s Development Rate in Comparison with Russia, Germany and Poland
Appendix C. The NATO Eastward Expansion: the Ukrainian Research Periodicals of the late 1990s
ABM – Anti Ballistic Missile
AD – Air Defense
AIFV – Armored Infantry Fighting Vehicle
APC – Armored Personnel Carrier
CBO – Congressional Budget Office
CEE – Central and Eastern Europe
CFSP – Common Foreign and Security Policy
CFE – Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (Treaty)
CIA – Central Intelligence Agency
CIS – Commonwealth of Independent States
CJTF – Combined Joint Task Force
CONUS – Continental United States
DCI – Defense Capabilities Initiative
DIC – Defense Industry Complex
DoD – Department of Defense (US)
EAPC – Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council
ESDI – European Security and Defense Identity
EU – European Union
FRY – Federal Republic of Yugoslavia
FYRM – The Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
GDP – Gross domestic product
GUUAM – Georgia, Ukraine, Uzbekistan, Azerbaijan, and Moldova
IBRD – International Bank for Reconstruction and Development
IFOR – Implementation Force (NATO)
IMF – International Monetary Fund
IMS – Integrated Military Structure
INF – Intermediate Nuclear Forces/Treaty
KFOR – Kosovo Force (NATO)
KGB – Committee of State Security (former USSR)
MF – Military Forces
MT – Megaton
NATO – North Atlantic Treaty Organization
NIS – Newly Independent States (former USSR)
NMD – National Missile Defense
OSCE – Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe
PfP – Partnership for Peace
RAND – RAND (Research and Development) Corporation
RF – Russian Federation
ROC – Russian Orthodox Church
RVSN – Strategic Missile Forces
SAM – Surface-to-Air Missile
SFOR – Stabilization Force (NATO)
SHAPE – Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe
SMF – Strategic Missile Forces
SSBN – Ballistic-Missile Submarine Nuclear-Fuelled
SSM – Surface-to-Surface Missile
START – Strategic Arms Reduction Talks/Treaty
TMD – Theater Missile Defense
TRACECA – Transport Corridor Europe Caucasus Central Asia (EU)
UN – United Nations
UNPREDE – UN Prevention Force in Macedonia
USCINCEUR – Commander in Chief of US Forces in Europe
WEU – Western European Union
WTO – World Trade Organization
WWI – World War I
WWII – World War II
This study is considered by its authors as an attempt to forecast possible trends and developments in Eurasian area during the next decade.
On the threshold of millennium, issues of evolvement of the world community have become a leading theme of many research studies. This is dictated not only by significance of just the fact of humanity crossing into new millennium, but also due to dramatic changes taken place in our world during the last decade.
Among most important and significant events were as follows:
– breakdown of the USSR, one of the two world superpowers;
– self-dissolution of the Warsaw Pact;
– the EU foundation, working-out of ESDI and CFDP;
– disintegration of Yugoslavia and Czechoslovakia, two federative European states;
– beginning of NATO reformation (decision on “open-door” expansion policy, introduction of PfP, EAPC and other programs);
– realization of the bi-lateral partnership programs: NATO-Russia Founding Act, Charter on a Distinctive Partnership between the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and Ukraine, USA-Baltic countries Charter);
– first wave of the NATO expansion (Poland, Czech Republic, and Hungary);
– military conflicts in the Balkans; and
– adoption of new Strategic Concepts of NATO.
As an outcome of aforementioned events, the world ceased to be bi-polar. What kind of world will it be in future? According to prominent politician Z.Brzezinski, a single-polar world is here for a long time.
There is an opinion on static and dynamic instability of the single-polar system. Such a system has a tendency to unlimited expansion by absorbing more and more elements and expansion can lead to its self-destruction. Allowing for this factor, quite feasible is the hypothesis of emerging multi-polarity. In such scenario, an alternate power poles can be the United Europe, Russia, China or India.
Obviously, possible crises in the European area would have a serious influence on the world as a whole. While the crash of bi-polar system of maintaining security left this area empty, it is inevitable that this vacuum must be filled by a new security system. While shaping this system, it is important to reject old cold-war approaches and proceed from balance of power to a new architecture, which will accommodate for economic and political interests of all its participants. The similar approach has been launched by the Paris Charter of the 1994 OSCE Conference, which stipulated the indivisibility of security in Europe.
The separate process, taking place in the region, is transformation of the post-Soviet area, where new independent states and alliances of states have emerged (the CIS, RF-Belarus confederation, Alliance of Four, and GUAAM).
Therefore, quite apparent is the necessity to study the processes, taking place in Eurasian area, as follows:
– shaping of a new system of the Euro-Atlantic/European security;
– transformation of the post-Soviet area.
A study of these processes and their interactions, as well as the forecast of possible developments will enable us to answer the questions essential to the project in whole, i.e. what will the second wave of the NATO expansion be (its motivation, energy, main actors, etc.), and how it will the post-Soviet area affect.
While working out the most possible prediction of developments, let us also take into account global trends and factors, which undoubtedly will influence these processes and determine, though indirectly, their driving forces.
Most determinative factors of global development are: as follows:
1. Price growth and escalated struggle for natural resources, due to rise of energy consumption. Increasing role of transnational corporations.
2. Emerging of the new centers of economic growth (Japan, China, the EU, etc.). The Asian civilizations match to a new technological age more closely, and that’s one of the reasons for their advances.
3. Rising influence of the international financial organizations (WTO, IMF, IBRD, etc.) on the NIS (including the post-Soviet area) and globalization of financial system. Emerging of the new foreign exchange and capital markets, consolidated on the global level.
4. Rising importance of intellectual potential for civilization advancement (world community’s entry into informational stage of development, where the available hi-techs are a main factor of country’s development level). Emerging of the new global communication: Internet, cellular phones, informational networks, etc.
5. Serious ecological problems.
Thus, the subject of our study, i.e. the forecast of possible scenarios in European and post-Soviet areas in view of general global processes and tendencies, assumes use of corresponding methodology for prognosticating complex political and social-political phenomena. Much to our dismay, there’s no precise prognosticating methodology to be applied to this sphere of human activities.
Indeed, there is a variety of methodologies, among the most prominent are geopolitical approach (Brzezinski), Real-Politik (the most modern researchers), historic and civilization (A.Toinbee, S.Huntington) ones.
However, capacities of these approaches are quite limited and, for most part, must be applied in complex. There are other, more stringent approaches to processes of this kind that can be categorized as system analysis (operations research methods):
– mathematical games theory (Newman-Morgenstein),
– methods of analytical planning in non-formalized situations (Saaty).
While presenting results of our study, we will address the methodology that suits best for issues of the corresponding section.
General structure of this study is in accordance with Saaty methodology, which assumes consideration of the current actors, their interests and driving forces (motivations), alternate solutions (policies), determination of their preferences and building general scenario of the process being forecasted. Thus, sections 1.1 and 1.2 are dedicated to primary actor of NATO and main Alliance members, as well as to inner and outer reasons for the NATO transformation. In section 2 the second wave applicants are under consideration. Sections 3 and 4 deal with Russia and Ukraine, as well as transformation of the post-Soviet area. Section 5 in terms of this methodology presents a generalized scenario of the process prognosticated. Several references are collected in Appendices A, B, C, and D.
This study is based upon:
– results of special researches and currently available information:
a) materials of summits in Brussels, Madrid and Washington, Hearings on NATO issues before US Congress, Study on NATO Expansions, a new NATO Strategic Concept, MAPs, Individual Partnership Program for Ukraine, Ukraine State Program for Cooperation with NATO, the RF National Security Concepts, Military Doctrine of Russian Federation, NATO-Russia Foundation Act, National Security Concepts of Ukraine, NATO-Ukraine Special Partnership Charter, Strategic Course of Russia with CIS countries, Treaty on Friendship, Cooperation and Partnership between Ukraine and Russian Federation and concomitant papers.
b) papers of RAND, IISS, NDU, UNIDIR, SIPRI, RISS, NISS, NIRUR
c) periodicals of NATO and CIS countries, materials available via Internet
– conferences and seminars on relative issues;
– analysis on parliamentary and presidential elections in Ukraine and in Russia, results of sociologic studies.
Chapter 1: Varying focus of the NATO enlargement
1.1. Power of the First Wave
Any researcher studying motives and propulsions of the NATO enlargement faces inevitably a point of view that the decision of enlargement was one of the NATO’s largest mistakes, which would entail a number of others. It is interesting that among the supporters of such a view in the West there are many politicians who brought to it a victory in the Cold War, and in the East the supporters of a “European choice”, who played a considerable role in the liberal transformations of the former “socialist camp”. It is explainable: many continue considering NATO as a tool of relations between the West and Russia. If we take this point of view, we are really forced to admit that the fundamental decision of the NATO enlargement adopted at the peak of westernized moods in Russia was irrational. Hardly is it so. The relations of the West with Russia are rather the matter of price, but not the reason of enlargement. Then what is the reason?
The organization built for parrying the threat from Russia’s side is geographically extended in absence of this threat risking to provoke its revival. There are many arguments explaining this phenomenon – from mentioning sinister geopolitical plans for retraction of Eurasia into a new large-scale war up to the commentaries like cherchez la femme. It is caused by the fact of vague and discordant language of the NATO’s formal documents regarding the reasons for enlargement1.
Even such the posted motives of enlargement as deletion of artificial dividing lines in Europe and enlargement of a zone of stability are the alternatives. If there is a zone of stability it, apparently, should be separated from a zone of instability, and separated reliably. Otherwise, what is the sense in security guarantees? The problem is that equalization of a European stability zone and that one of the NATO’s responsibility would be an ideologically strained interpretation leading to drawing new artificial lines according to a new ideological principle. The NATO borders do not divide Europe into stable and unstable parts, they divide it into members and non-members of NATO. Turkey is hardly more stable than Sweden, and Greece – than Finland. There is no use of making an appeal to the Russian and Balkan factors as well. The announced additional cost of an incorporation into NATO of the three new members ($1.5 billion calculated for ten years) witnesses that neither at the moment of acceptance nor for the nearest ten years there was (and will be) no actual threat to stability of Poland, Czech Republic, and Hungary. But if the external circumstances had not been predominant, it means, that the decision on enlargement would have been caused first of all by relations inside the transatlantic community itself.
The system of European security during the Cold War period was not bipolar in full. While the Warsaw Treaty Organization had only one task – opposition to the West, the NATO functions were more diversified –“to keep the Americans in, the Russians out, and the Germans down”. Having agreed to membership in NATO of unified Germany, USSR actually signed the indulgence for the NATO existence after the bipolar system collapse. But, nevertheless, it turned out for the Alliance that to formulate a new concept of existence at the beginning of the 90-s was not easy.
The American arbitration in Western Europe was mediate and based on the Soviet threat. The threat has gone, internal functions of NATO turned out not so unique either. In conditions of reaping the peace dividends NATO met the competitors who were capable to execute its residual functions. The WEU already had got experience in controlling Germany’s military programs, and the EU, in gaining strength with its ambitious concepts of the common currency and CFSP, appeared capable to replace NATO completely. Quite good chances to exhibit themselves in the solution of European security problems appeared also for the UN and OSCE.
However, the NATO’s largest problem with the end the Cold War was that the US had no clear vision of their further policy concerning Europe. On the one hand, the NATO’s mission was completed, on the other one – the NATO’s dissolution would have meant destruction of the most efficient mechanism of the US presence in Europe. In other words, the US had to decide, what is a rationale to be in if not “to keep the Russians out and the Germans down”.
Some events pushed the process of the new guides formulation for further development of NATO:
– strengthening of Germany’s patronage over Eastern Europe, especially, the Visegrad Group;
– formation of the Eurocorps independent of NATO;
– disability of the UN, the OSCE and the EU to end the war in the Balkans.
To end the war in the Balkans, NATO needed the legitimate forms of action outside the NATO’s zone of responsibility. To avoid political-military competition with the EU, NATO needed new organizational mechanisms. To carry out its obligations regarding Germany NATO had to take into account new concerns of this country in the East.
By the time of the NATO’s Brussels Summit of 1994 the US policy concerning Europe and NATO was already clearly indicated: “the United States will continue to have a great stake in maintaining influence in the decisions and policies of Europe's governments and multinational organizations. < … > Critical to America's interests in the region is maintaining the viability and vitality of NATO as an institution which is able to deter and defend against any attacks on its members. At the core of NATO's success is the integrated military command structure, through which the forces of the Alliance cooperate, train, and plan together for the common of defense”2. To avoid the organization degradation under conditions of disappearance of a large-scale external threat and European defense integration new mechanisms were invented: Combined Joint Task Forces (CJTF), Partnership for Peace (PfP) and enlargement (originally at a level of a principled capability). In 1995, after completion of the NATO’s “Study on Enlargement”, the membership of the new democracies in the Alliance became a matter of time.
The basis for a new transatlantic agreement between the US and Europe was laid. The US gained assistance of Europe in preservation of the NATO integrated structures, by means of which the US could affect the events on the continent, and the Europeans gained US assistance in European defense integration, first of all by means of CJTF. The situation was characterized by the fact that the decision to keep NATO as a capable and active organization was made without final conceptual review of new military missions which would justify existence of the integrated military structures. NATO just lacked time for this: the processes occurring in Europe at the beginning of the 90-s forced the Alliance to make a choice – either to be and expand or to doom itself to a gradual degradation. NATO decided to be and expand, not having decided eventually for what military purposes3.
So, two the most evident motives for the enlargement initialization were as follows: to prevent Germany from looking up for a new, alternate to transatlantic, mechanism of securing its new eastern interests, and to prevent appearing of the out-of-NATO supranational integrated military structures.
The second motive is not connected so clearly with enlargement as the first one. Formally, the problem of the Eurocorps was settled by its double subordination: administrative – to the WEU, operative – to NATO. As to independent of the US military operations, the problem was solved in principle through the Combined Joint Task Forces concept. But nevertheless it was insufficient.
The EU, WEU and NATO have a non-matching system of membership. The combination of the collective defense obligations under the Washington and modified Brussels Treaties in the case of the WEU enlarging faster than the NATO, put a “back door” problem for the US as a guarantor of the European security. If, for example, the Visegrad Four were admitted into the WEU they would receive, indirectly, the warranties from the European members of NATO and, by this, from the USA. Though the problem was a little far-fetched4, nevertheless, the transformation of European defense integration into the NATO’s internal affair demanded the greater geographic universality of the Alliance5. NATO could not stop formation of the ESDI, but it could incorporate it by resorting to internal transformations and enlargement.
The fact that the focus of NATO enlargement on the countries of the Visegrad Group turned out a conterminous outgoing both from the necessity to guarantee the new eastern interests of Germany, and from intentions to keep NATO the only European organization with the integrated military structure, reflects the following. Originally, the idea of ESDI was connected with the WEU. Since the latter was a subset of NATO, the only real capability of appearance of non-matching membership could arise from lobbying by Germany of the Visegrad Group countries’ integration into the WEU. The implementation of the ESDI, cooperation between Germany and CEE countries, and eastward NATO enlargement turned out strictly tied.
The third motive of making the decision on NATO enlargement, virtually the one transformed enlargement from an event into a steady process, requires more commentaries. As a whole, it is connected with “reinvention” of NATO as a key element of the European security architecture. Four decades of development up to the end of the Cold War had transformed NATO into a capable tool of the European security, however, the legal status of the Alliance did not allow it to be the key organization of the European security.
The single unlimited right of NATO is the right for collective self-defense in case of external aggression6, and the dominating comprehension of this right leaves little space for interpretations. In all force actions different from self-defense NATO, in conformity with Article 103 of the UN Charter and Article 7 of the Washington Treaty, depends on the decisions of the UN Security Council7. The precedent law, founded on experience of last years, can give diverse interpretations, however, the letter of the UN Charter and the Washington Treaty is just like that. During the Cold War period the problem of legitimacy of NATO actions was not acute. Due to constant using the veto by the USA and USSR the activity of the UN Security Council regarding European security was quenched, and the decisions were made at the level of bilateral US-USSR conversation. After that, NATO and Warsaw Treaty Organization implemented the decisions in the zones of their responsibility.
After a bipolar system was disintegrated, the chance for more efficient role of the UN Security Council in the solution of the European security problems had appeared. Some hope existed also in connection with the CSCE8 institutionalization, even an issue of creating a “European Security Council” within its structure was debated. Most likely, for some time the NATO leaders inclined to consider a new exterritorial role of NATO as an means under aegis of the UN and OSCE. However, ineffectiveness of these organizations while resolving a conflict in Bosnia and Herzegovina made NATO take on a more active role. It got evident that the new security system demanded an automatism in fulfilling the decisions made. Step-by-step, the tendency of NATO transformation into a central forum for the European security, and the North Atlantic Council into the “Security Council of Europe” has become more distinct.
Legitimization of the NATO’s new role had two basic directions: strengthening the NATO-centricity of a new European security system and creating successful precedents for the solution by the North Atlantic Council of key problems of the European security.
Maintaining a NATO-centricity strictly required enlargement of membership, and the open one, perceived as a process. If NATO had announced single, let even broader enlargement, as France proposed, it would have meant the re-division of influence areas, and it would have limited the transatlantic community geographically. Partnership for Peace without chances for membership would not solve the problem. For the states of the post-Soviet space it would become no more than a kind of polite refusal from the side of the West to deal with their security. Besides, the single enlargement, having drawn the geographic limits of NATO, would not restrict the EU and WEU. In due course it could make European security institutes more preferential than transatlantic ones.
And the most important, open-door policy and refusal to establish principled limits of enlargement gave NATO a capability to solve the problem of Russia’s new role. The efficiency of a body, which would make the main decisions regarding European security, relies on absence of principled divergences on key problems. The North Atlantic Council is saved from many illnesses of the UN Security Council, but it is deprived also of Russia’s support. Russia cannot be skipped, and the only way to involve it into constructive cooperation simultaneously depriving it of the veto right in European affairs is not to leave it strategic alternatives to such a cooperation.
Until Newly Independent States (NIS) are in a zone of de facto recognized Russian influence, Russia, at first, remains self-sufficient, secondly, it can potentially consolidate resources of post-Soviet space for blocking the NATO actions in its new key role in the Euro-Atlantic area. If Russia loses predominant influence on the post-Soviet countries, due to political, military and economic reasons it will be extremely difficult to it to remain in opposition to NATO. With NATO having declared the process of enlargement open, the countries encircling Russia have got a chance to become a part of the attractive to them western community. The concept of the absence of the West's eastern border “blows off” from Russia its geopolitical halo and forces it to make a choice: either constructive cooperation with NATO, or destruction fraught with self-destruction.
Thus, the third motive of the NATO enlargement, and enlargement open, perceived as a process, consists in attaching NATO-centricity to a new system of European security and transformation of the Alliance into a key element of European security.
The fourth motive of enlargement doesn’t link directly to the problems of European security, it refers to lobbying from the side of different groups inside the leading members of NATO, weapons manufacturers at first turn. Each new member of NATO would have to spend a considerable part of its budget for military re-equipment with Western production. These costs are rather great, so the pressure inside Western countries for the benefit of enlargement was essential9.
The motives considered above were matched, that is, they supplemented one another in focusing the first enlargement wave on the countries of the Visegrad Group, and thus their power was added (Figure 1).
The motives considered above allow us to make an illustrative estimation of the power of the first enlargement wave. By extending NATO the countries determining this process “purchase” additional security for the price of enlargement. Obviously, for the purchase to take place, the value of the NATO enlargement for its buyer should be bigger than the price of enlargement. There are many quantitative assessments of the latter. However, what is the power of motivation? The initial supposition for a quantitative assessment can be a view at enlargement as insurance of economic interests, first of all of trade turnover and investments for the predicted term (ten years in our case).
The rate of such insurance can be assessed on the basis of a following reason. The states which do not have essential external military obligations, bear military expenses to guarantee security of the gross domestic product (GDP). That is GDP percent allocated for military purposes mirrors the rate of economic goods insurance, reasonable to the state. Where the NATO enlargement is not the only mechanism of insurance, it is possible to apply expert weighing. Let’s apply this reasoning to research concrete motives.
We can get an idea about Germany’s interests in Poland, Czech Republic and Hungary by evaluating its trade turnover with these countries. Under the data of the CIA yearbook, in 1998 it totaled approximately $47.7 billion. To calculate for ten years it is $477 billion. The value calculated mirrors the lower estimation that is not taking into account the investments and indirect interests. If to suppose that Germany would ensure the security of this interests itself, it could spend for it about 1.6% of this sum (the lower estimate of Germany’s defense expenditures in 90-s), or $7.6 billion. Considering illustrative nature of such an estimation, it is possible to speak about motivation of approximately $10 billion. As the security of Germany’s outside interests is provided almost exclusively through NATO, eastern policy of Germany, assessed at this sum, is sublimated into the motive for the Alliance to enlarge.
The incorporation into NATO of forming ESDI can be assessed outgoing from the US interests to preserve military control of the continent. The report of the US Department of Defense dedicated to the United States security strategy for Europe and NATO prepared by the moment of the decision on enlargement, indicates the scale of the US motivation, including [1]:
– about 50% of US direct investment abroad is in Europe;
– Europe ranks the second in the foreign-trade turnover of the USA.
Figure 1. Focus of the First Wave of the NATO Enlargement
Under the data [2, 3] trade turnover between the US and Western Europe in 1998 made up about $303 billion, the direct investment of the US to Western Europe as by 1997 made up $1,914 billion. The total trade turnover for the analyzed ten years’ term can be evaluated at the sum of $3,030 billion. Thus, total economic interest requiring the security guarantees makes up approximately $5,000 billion. Further, the US spend for the defense more than 3% of GDP, , however, this value already includes foreign-policy interests. If to compare the US military budget with the aggregate value of domestic and external economic interests, the insurance rate will be less. Let's suppose that it equals 2%, which are considered permissible for the NATO members10. Hence, we get an estimation of the US interest to preserve the military control above Western Europe – $100 billion. It does not mean that the US annually spend such a sum for the military presence in Europe, it reflects a scale of US motivation to maintain their predominant military role in Europe for the analyzed ten years’ term.
Apparently, the US motivation is not limited with NATO. Unconditionally, NATO is the most efficient tool, but the actual military presence can be ensured for example, by bilateral agreements and the US capacity for power projection. Besides, the problem of the NATO interaction with European security structures can be solved not only by the Alliance enlargement, but also through other organizational measures, such as the CJTF. The expert ranking conducted within the framework of research gives the following results. The ratio of priorities of European military policy of the US selected between NATO and non-NATO mechanisms makes 80% against 20%, and ratio of efficiency of organizational measures and enlargement while solving the problem of the incorporation into NATO of European defense integration makes 70% against 30%. By multiplying 0.8 on 0.3 we obtain 0.24. Therefore the motive to enlarge in connection with implementation of ESDI makes about 25% of $100 billion, or $25 billion.
Let's consider now the motive to maintain the NATO-centricity of a new system of European security. The NATO-centricity is invoked to eliminate a capability of creating the state or confederation, which is capable to exhibit a scale threat to the Alliance. Therefore the motive can be assessed outgoing from the cost for NATO of revival of such a threat. It is necessary to note the following here. The fundamental decision to enlarge NATO was made under pressure of two circumstances: appearance of new eastern interests of Germany and actual advance of European non-NATO defense integration. Both of them demanded rapid response. NATO had either to determine its new policy in Europe, or to yield the initiative. NATO-centricity was not an initial motive, it arose rather as a result of a tendency to build the expanded NATO into a new system of European security. Thus, we may evaluate the power of this motive basing on the cost estimation of revival of scale threat to the already expanded Alliance. For this purpose it is meaningful to make the analysis of the cost of different defense strategies for new members of the first wave.
The estimations made at the early stages by US Department of Defense, Congressional Budget Office and RAND varied from $10 up to $125 billion depending on the initial suppositions and techniques11. The late matched value of $1.5 billion mirrors only common-funded costs (the common-funded portion of earlier estimates was $4.9…6.2 billion) and is founded on the following suppositions:
– the current security situation will not change significantly in the planning period;
– the focus for military planning will be on collective defense against regional rather than theater-scale aggression;
– prepositioning of forces and equipment will not be necessary;
– no new NATO headquarters would need to be established on the territory of the new members.
Such a mode of minimum necessary defense posture, probably, will be adequate to the level of threat during the nearest 10 years. However, if some severe military threats from Russia’s side arises such a posture will obviously become insufficient. Traditionally, Russia perceived the security guarantees of NATO as a result of the US military presence on the territory of the states, to which ones the guarantees are given. Hardly does Russia give the same value to the very signatures under the Washington Treaty. If the Russia really becomes a problem, NATO will have to take the measures which would persuasively demonstrate irreversibility of the obligations adopted by NATO.
In the RAND’s study of 1996 four defense strategies for the new members were analyzed: self-defense support (actually realized strategy), readiness for eastward deployment of allied air forces, readiness for eastward deployment of allied air and ground forces, and forward deployment. The heart of the last alternative is a capability of large military operations in conditions of the short-term warning, and is meaningful to be mentioned only for conceptual integrity of a picture. At the same time, the cost estimations for restructuring the allied forces for possible eastward moving may be reasonably used for further calculation.
The RAND evaluated the cost of preparing the NATO’s ten wings for deployment on the territory of the new members at $10 billion, and ten divisions at $22 billion. The sum of these values should be sequentially multiplied by probability of scale threat revival in case of a new division of Europe and by “share” of enlargement among the measures preventing such a division. The probability of threat revival we assessed at 40% and the value of enlargement at 75% (the remaining 25% fell to the share of Partnership for Peace and other measures). The product of these numbers gives 0.3. Thus, we receive an estimation of motive at about 30% of $32 billion, or $10 billion.
Creation of additional markets for weapons made in the US and Western Europe may be an important factor. Under the data [2] common military budget of Poland, Czech Republic and Hungary in 1998 made up about $5 billion, in calculation for ten years it gives $50 billion. If to suppose that the new members will spend about 20% of their military expenses for technical re-equipment, the capacitance of the additional market will make about $10 billion.
Table 1. Illustrative Estimation of Power of the First Wave of NATO Enlargement
Thus, the energy of the first wave of the NATO enlargement can be evaluated at the sum of $55 billion, and this value surpasses the majority of estimations of indispensable costs. The value of the NATO enlargement proved to be larger than its price, so it became inevitable.
The enlargement was caused by relationships inside the transatlantic community. It was conditioned internally, and, as such, was not directed against anybody. The US tendency to keep priority of transatlantic security structures was the most important factor which affected the decision of enlargement. The potent impulse of the out-of-NATO European defense integration could keep NATO out of business and doom it to step-by-step degradation. The US reacted so that to transform this process into internal affair of the Alliance. The enlargement was not the main mechanism for incorporation of ESDI into NATO, but it allowed to displace the accent of the European countries' interests to transatlantic mechanisms.
The German involvement in Central and Eastern Europe increased, and it became one more factor requiring the NATO’s quick “territorial reacting”. The guaranteeing of Germany's security interests is one of the major functions of NATO, and if the organization was to keep its active role, it had to react.
The NATO policy concerning other countries, including Russia, formed based on internal imperatives of the Alliance to enlargement. Declaration of the open-door policy and attribution to NATO a key role in Euro-Atlantic security architecture have become the main expression of these imperatives. As a result, the demarcation lines formed in Europe after the Second World War, were broken.
1.2. Watershed
Ten days after completion of the admission procedure of the three new members NATO began military operation in the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. With these two events on the eve of the NATO’s Washington Summit the first wave of enlargement and the Alliance‘s new strategic concept working-out were finished.
It may be said that Poland, Czech Republic, and Hungary have entered an organization which was different essentially from the one they aspired to in the early 90-s. Both NATO and the new members passed a long way towards each other: NATO in looking for a raison d'être distinct from the collective defense, and the new members in looking for that very collective defense. A new situation in Europe demanded not so much capacity to defend own terrain, as capacity to intervene in local conflicts. If NATO had not undertaken this new activity, it should have retreated into a shadow: out of area or out of business – this dilemma was very acute. But to fulfill new missions, the legitimacy was necessary. Obtaining legitimacy demanded NATO-centricity and successful precedents. The former pushed the Alliance to enlargement, the latter promoted its involvement in Balkans.
It may be proved that operation against the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia was (at least, should have become) typical for a new role of the Alliance. There are some evidences of it. Firstly, it met completely the new Strategic Concept, secondly, the supposition about random nature of this involvement means confession of NATO's irrationality.
Really, the Alliance of leading Western democracies, which are more and more inclining to a necessity to restrict the governments sovereignty above the peoples, long before identification of Kosovo’s situation as a humanitarian catastrophe had demanded a broad autonomy of the territory as an administrative state unit instead of demanding a broad ethnic autonomy of the Albanian population of Yugoslavia. It was equivalent to replacement of one form of sovereignty with another one, and hardly could it reduce tension between the Serbs and the Albanians.
NATO also insisted on conducting the peacekeeping operation under its aegis, skipping readiness of Yugoslavia to agree with operation under aegis of the UN. Not only intuitively, but also in practice, it contradicted to a principle of the civil control over the militaries. The classic operation of the United Nations consists of three basic components: military contingents, civil police and civil administration formally subordinated to the Special Representative of the UN Secretary-General. NATO has no capacity to form civil police and civil administration. Therefore, insisting on conducting the operation under own aegis, it claimed supremacy of a military commander over the civil one.
NATO had no competitors in its capacity of forcing the belligerent parties to peace: the present UN capabilities unfit in principle for the efficient ultimatums and operations of Allied Force level. However, when the battle actions are halted and permissive environment is created, there comes time for peacekeeping, and it means absolutely different activity. NATO insisted on conducting the very peacekeeping operation by own strength. This requirement was based upon essentially distorted logic of the solution of the United Nations ineffectiveness problem. The problem of this organization consists in its absolute disability to operate by own forces in adversarial environment, when the decisive and matched military operations are demanded, but not in disability for peacekeeping and after-war renovation. In Rambouillet NATO demanded from the Yugoslavian representatives to create permissive environment for peacekeeping mission, and it was a quite reasonable demand. However, it was excessive to demand that after such conditions are created the mission should be conducted just under the NATO aegis, especially since Yugoslavia agreed to the mission under aegis of the UN. If the purpose of intervention was the prompt settling in a separate special case, for NATO it was more logical to demand (probably, using ultimatums and military force) accommodation in Kosovo of not KFOR forces, but “UNPROKOS” forces, let even with the same structure and command. In Bosnia and Herzegovina NATO pursued exactly this logic: to compel belligerents to stop fighting (peace-enforcement) and accept peacekeeping mission under UN auspices with NATO-led military component. In Rambouillet NATO demanded a greater status, namely NATO-led peacekeeping mission. I was clearly not because of ineffectiveness of IFOR/SFOR, so additional political agenda may treasonably be supposed.
If to suppose that Allied Force and KFOR operations were not considered as typical new tasks for the NATO activity, one should pay attention at one more circumstance. It is the readiness to risk on the eve of the anniversary Washington Summit, which by definition should have become a Summit of five decades of success of the most successful military union.
Now let us suppose exclusive rationality of the NATO' recent military actions. Probably, it is simple tendency of the authors of this research to exaggerate influence of the British-American case law on the logic of the NATO actions, but nevertheless we shall look at a history of the Alliance involvement in the Kosovo crisis as at an outcome of attempt to create a precedent of its new role.
The escalation of Kosovo crisis coincided on time with the NATO's new Strategic Concept development. Though the debate under the concept was closed, under the separate commentaries it was possible to judge that the main problem was to find the formula of the greater independence of NATO in the solution of European security problems. In essence, there were two capabilities. The first one was to treat the right for personal and collective self-defense so that it was spread not only at the defense of terrain, but also at the defense of interests and values. The second one was to create the standard of interventions on the basis of the very fact of the international law violation, first of all of the humanitarian one, without a preliminary resolution of the UN Security Council. At the moment, both the capabilities were not a norm of international law and both of them demanded the precedents to be created for their implementation12.
The attempts to categorize hypothetical military actions of NATO in Kosovo in summer of 1998 as an act of self-defense attempted by the US State Secretary and the Defense Secretary, met a cold reception in Europe. But the idea of humanitarian intervention step-by-step received the support of practically all the NATO members. Moreover, even Russia had not enough arguments to object to such enlargement of the Alliance missions.
A critical moment in functionality test of all the new system of relations in Europe arose in autumn of 1998, when NATO announced the ultimatum to Yugoslavia, having demanded to accommodate the OSCE mission, to open airspace of the territory for non-combat aircraft of NATO, and to start negotiations with separatists. Apart from the Balkan problem itself, this decision was also a test of Russia’s readiness to accept its minor role. Russia, despite rhetoric, did not opposed anything serious and did not leave the contact group on former Yugoslavia, thus having kept constructivism in relations with the West. It signified that the all-European compromise regarding the NATO’s new role was reached. NATO has demonstrated force of its mechanisms in making and fulfilling decisions and capacity to coordinate efforts of other European institutes.
The ultimatum nevertheless has appeared insufficient. The final settling was not reached and the situation began getting worse again. NATO could not make a step back and pass the initiative to other security institutes any more. The new ultimatum was substantiated with the requirement to withdraw the Yugoslavian troops from Kosovo and to accommodate there the NATO-led contingent of the KFOR.
The NATO actions were quite logical: the previous positive experience of Balkan involvement and the political climate in Europe favored to NATO. If the settlement had been reached by the end of April and the contingents of NATO and other countries, including Russia, had been deployed in Kosovo, the very scale of anniversary celebrations, in which Russia could hardly refuse to participate, would have become the final chord of construction of the new system of European security, in which NATO would have played a key role, and the North Atlantic Council would have been accepted the main organ making the decisions concerning the problems of war and peace. But the NATO machinery happened to come across unexpected rigid resistance of a small Balkan state and the further pathway of its motion changed notably.
Whether the operation against the FRY was a success of the Alliance? In achievement of the professed military and humanitarian purposes – unconditionally yes. However, the war during anniversary celebrations, gap with Russia, and enlargement being associated with military conflicts was hardly the thing NATO accounted on.
In Kosovo NATO demonstrated the force of its security mechanisms, but, simultaneously, the principled limitations of the Alliance capabilities have become visible.
At first, the military capabilities of NATO to conduct out-of area operations, especially in adversarial environment, have appeared insufficient (basically because of different levels of development of the US and European forces).
Secondly, the capabilities of air strikes for the solution of humanitarian problems have appeared restricted. NATO has got in the trap of one degree of freedom: everything it could control was the intensity of bombing. But what to do if the edge of intensity, behind which a humanitarian crime begins, is reached and the problem is not solved nevertheless?
Thirdly, due to very Western democracies nature the degree of efficiency of the NATO external involvement depends on the degree of rationality of the clashing parties. If the belligerent ignore air strikes causing deterioration of their life quality, therefore their motivation is based on the war per se and the edge between civil and military life is blurred. In such conditions, at first, the intervention will be inevitably linked to aggravation of humanitarian crisis, secondly, the intervening party will have to be ready to sacrifice the lives of its soldiers, and in this doing the advantage of Russia above NATO is indisputable. It means that after the Kosovo NATO has much less grounds to skip the Russia’s capabilities.
Thus, the situation arisen after the crisis in Kosovo demanded from the Alliance to revise essentially its policy. The protracted air campaign, accompanied by a set of annoying errors, the anniversary Summit sadden by war and new confrontation with Russia, and restricted efficiency of the following peacekeeping mission in Kosovo meant that NATO was not able to become what it was going to be before the Washington Summit.
1.3. Power of the Second Wave
Post-Kosovo Europe
Only one year after the maiden experience of settling armed conflict practically from the beginning up to the end under aegis of NATO, the problem of a new role of organization demands again a conceptual solution. Recently noblesse oblige appeared to become the new motto of NATO13, but now many in the West are surprised how far the new Strategic Concept has withdrawn the allies from the understandable and reliable collective defense14.
The situation which arose at the beginning of a new decade, in many respects repeats that one, which took place at the beginning of the 90-s. Relations among main actors after Kosovo are similar to that after the Cold War. Just as a decade ago, the US and Russia experience the period of mutual military and strategic interest, just as a decade ago the US show a fatigue from their European involvement and just as a decade ago the European forces, independent of NATO, are creating. If there is a lack of something, that is German economic drang nach Osten.
The term of strategic uncertainty, which arose in the early 90-s, ended with a transatlantic bargain concerning the NATO’s new key role. It took not more than two years (between December 1991, when the Union Treaty of the USSR was denounced and the Maastricht Treaty of the EU was signed, and January 1994, when the NATO Summit was held in Brussels). The latter put forward three key initiatives, through which the Alliance could carry out its new role: Partnership for Peace15, Combined Joint Task Forces and counter-proliferation. It meant that the West determined with its strategic relations among the US, Europe and Russia and selected the relevant mechanisms for it. Then the points above i seemed to have been put, however now this confidence is not so big.
The problem of the NATO’s new role appeared to be not solved with assumption of new functions, rather, the solution was simply postponed. Everything was logical and consistent in the NATO actions in the 90-s: reforming of forces to make them adequate to the changed security environment, striving for greater independence from the UN Security Council, inclining to pay more attention to people’s interests, instead of states' ones. However, the problem of universality kept in a shadow.
The collective defense that cemented NATO during decades was and remains a universal principle. No matter, who and under what circumstances would launch an aggression, and against which members, the Alliance would be obliged to act as a whole. The end of the Cold War put a complex problem before NATO. The Alliance could keep existing as an organization of collective defense, however, in this quality it could not become the key element of the European security system. Rather on the contrary, keeping existence in the previous quality could provoke the revival of extinct threats. That is, not having undertaken some resolute steps on redefining the missions, NATO would become rather a problem, than its solution.
New threats to European security were connected with local intrastate conflicts, which settling required special legal and organizational procedures. Voluntarily or involuntarily, the Alliance attempted to occupy a niche, which neither UN, nor OSCE, nor EU were able to occupy – an enforcing mechanism of security, stability and prosperity. NATO, thus, took the obligations as to involvement into the conflicts, which otherwise would not demand its reacting as a system of collective defense. But for the majority of modern conflicts it would mean violation of the sovereignty of other countries. UN had a right for it, but had not efficient means for this purpose, NATO had means, but had not the right for it. A symbiosis has failed: the forces of NATO are subordinated to the North Atlantic Council, not to the UN Security Council. It is not logical to give Russia or China the right to dispose the forces, to creation of which they have no relation. However, it is not logical as well to give carte blanche for intervention to a group of countries without a world-wide representation.
There can be two reasons for intervention. One of them is national interests of those who intervene, and the other is protection of the people, for whose sake the intervention takes place. Both the national interests and humanitarian ones are universal. But the difference is that national interests are a source of sovereignty, while humanitarian ones destroy it. To shun wars in the world where the national interests of different countries are ruling, the mutual confession by these countries of the sovereignty of each other is necessary. This truth has been attained by the mankind at too high cost to forget it. But to shun wars in the world where the humanitarian values are ruling, the sovereignty of countries should be limited, and limited as universally as the UN Charter declared it. If the right for humanitarian intervention is not accompanied by universality of its usage, therefore it was claimed in the name of national interests, but not of humanitarian ones.
For NATO to remain a predictable organization with understandable and open policy, its involvement in carrying out the new missions should be determined by explicit and universal principles. If the North Atlantic Council is ready to involve forces of the Alliance for humanitarian reasons limiting the sovereignty of countries, the decisions should be made notwithstanding national interests of the NATO members, their sympathies or antipathies.
Never from the moment of declaring its new missions have the NATO given the legible obligations as to their universality. It remained vague whether out-of-area operations and non-Article 5 operations were equivalent concepts in the Alliance’s thinking. Meanwhile, here is the problem of legitimacy of the Alliance’s new role. The choice made at the beginning of the 90-s to be out of area to not to be out of business caused the rise of a new problem: what kind of business NATO is looking for out of its area – Article 5 or non-Article 5 operations?
The UN Charter, as well as the Washington Treaty, fastens concept of the defense to the national territory. The defense of the national territory until the recent time was the only right for use of force granted by the indicated documents without necessity of the preliminary resolution of the UN Security Council. The experience of the conflict settlement during the last decade, obtained inter alia due to resoluteness of NATO, has extended the area of legitimacy of use of force. A common comprehension has been formed that the sovereignty may not be an encumbrance, when the business concerns protection of the universal human values. For this protection practically all the countries on the OSCE area, perhaps except for Russia, would be ready to accept the NATO’s role more independent from the Security Council.
Thus, by the beginning of Allied Force operation NATO had two legitimate areas of use of force: Article 5 missions in the Article 6 area and out-of-area non-Article 5 missions. Even if out-of-area Article 5 missions are not a forbidden combination, hardly do them conform with the existing system of international relations. Meanwhile, just this option tends to become the most important to NATO after the crisis in Kosovo.
Paragraph 2 of the Defense Capabilities Initiative states: “In accordance with the Alliance's new Strategic Concept, NATO must continue to maintain capabilities to deal with large-scale aggression against one or more of the members, although the probability of this occurring in the foreseeable future is low. Warning times for the possible emergence of such a threat are likely to remain long. Potential threats to Alliance security are more likely to result from regional conflicts, ethnic strife or other crises beyond Alliance territory, as well as the of proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their means of delivery”16. The matter concerns Article 5 missions, but given in a new, out-of-area interpretation. It is not professed obviously, but the unambiguously indicated new source of threats (beyond Alliance territory) and the very structure of the initiative do not allow one to doubt that the DCI is about wider interpretation of the traditional collective defense. But what will be with a universality of the external involvement of the Alliance?
If NATO strives for a key role in Euro-Atlantic Area17, it should react to all the threats arising here as the threats to itself. In essence, it is possible to consider any crisis in this area, as an aggression against NATO, however, such a possibility was disavowed18(anything else could not be expected after NATO would not risk to aggravate relations with Russia over Chechnya). Therefore, the only one universal principle of the Alliance activity remains a collective defense, and NATO new missions are not a solution to the problem of an automatic reaction of the new European security system to inter- and intra-state violence.
The cycle is closed: looking for business out of its area, NATO has proclaimed readiness to carry new non-Article 5 missions and, having achieved their legitimacy by associating them with humanitarian interventions, has used gained new rights for broadening the concept of defense, that is, Article 5 missions19. Hardly can it be a solution of the problem of the NATO’s new role. At first, such a trick creates dangerous precedents for the states and unions, less civilized than NATO. Secondly, the right for intervention in the name of national interests of the NATO members is hardly a constructive idea itself. It is difficult to imagine, that all the efforts attempted for reforming the European institutes in general and NATO in particular were directed only at giving NATO a capability to treat the right on self-defense more widely. The self-defense has already happened one day to be an insufficient raison d'être for NATO, and the cycle of transformations of the 90-s began with it.
A re-examination should be done also for the problem of relationships between transatlantic and European security institutes. The previous arrangement was as follows: the collective defense of Western Europe remains a prerogative of NATO, and for fulfillment of the new missions, where it is expedient, the WEU will use separable but not separate from the NATO Combined Joint Task Forces. Two factors made this scheme obsolete. At first, with declaration of incorporation by the European Union of the Western European Union, non-matching membership of the European states in the EU and NATO makes the defense of the EU members by NATO problematic. Secondly, the speed of implementation of the CJTF concept causes the Europeans to create independent mechanisms. Those aspects of the CJTF idea that are related with a capability of the NATO interaction with the partners were successfully tested during the NATO operations at Balkans. However, interplay between transatlantic and European institutes demands the greater advance than the test of a general scheme, the concrete procedures and gears are necessary. The CJTF headquarters are created, but their capabilities are not interesting for EU yet. The EU Helsinki Summit in December 1999 proclaimed intention of the Union to have own forces of a corps scale for conducting operations with duration about one year, that is the operations of the KFOR level. If the KFOR had been created on the basis of one of the CJTF headquarters, it would have been possible to speak that NATO had created mechanisms which are able to satisfy the EU interests, but it is not so. The Helsinki decisions of the EU made us doubt the universality of the CJTF concept as a means for European defense integration within the NATO structures.
One more aspect of uncertainty, which repeats a situation of ten years' prescription, is connected to the counter-proliferation policy of NATO. The business concerns, first of all, a new US enthusiasm for the idea of a National Missile Defense (NMD) and increased importance of partnership with Russia in arms control issues.
The US have run into a problem of increasing number of long-range-missile capable countries, but Russia is, and for foreseeable future will be, the only country able to eliminate the CONUS. That is, aiming to secure itself against new military threats, America cannot risk rationality of Russia’s behavior.
In connection with the plans for creation of a NMD, only potential Middle East threat is a principled problem for the European policy of the US. For geographic and technical reasons, the protective system against a limited attack from the Northern Korea does not require participation of European countries and does not influence the strategic balance between the US and Russia20. On the contrary, the Middle East direction cannot be reliably protected without new Super High Frequency (x-band) radars located in Europe, and it already encompasses all the complex of relationships among the US, their European allies and Russia. The firm Russia's “no” not only reduces the common level of the US security reached as a result of easing the international tension, but also drives a wedge between the US and Europe, which does not wish to be involved into a new East-West confrontation.
Russia is ready to continue the process of reduction of strategic nuclear arms on conditions of strict mutual adherence to the ABM Treaty. The US are extremely anxious with a potential vulnerability of their territory, but they would not like to risk the global arms control regime and relationships with Europe and Russia. As a result, exactly as it was at the beginning of the 90-s, the relations of the US with Russia cast a shadow on relations of the US with Europe.
The new negotiating process between the US and Russia on the problems of ABM defenses and arms control diminishes the value of the NATO's counter-proliferation program. NMD cannot be built easily into the NATO's policy. Protection against a limited nuclear strike of only one member’s territory is not a proper task for the organization of the collective defense. Besides, the counter-proliferation policy of NATO is focused on theater operations. In the middle 90-s, the US paid much attention to the Theater Missile Defense (TMD) and it mirrored in the conforming initiatives of NATO. Today, the US are anxious with intercontinental systems of “rogue” states. The new America's passion is still to be built into the policy of NATO.
Thus, there is an essential revision of all base guidelines which the Brussels Summit gave to NATO in 1994 when the period of strategic uncertainty of the early 90-s was ended. It is possible to say that new intermezzo appears in the NATO's evolution. Three aged problems demand re-examination: what is a new role of NATO, how should the new role of NATO be correlated with ESDI and what should an eastern policy of the Alliance be like?
The first cycle of the post-Cold War development is finished. The situation around the Alliance at the beginning of the new decade repeats that one before adoption of the courageous and scale solutions resulted in the first wave of NATO enlargement (Figure 2).
Three hypotheses regarding the current situation and future developments are possible:
– the new intermezzo completes a historical cycle of NATO's development which has no chances to repeat;
– history repeats itself causing NATO to patch mistakes of previous decisions;
– NATO is at the beginning of a new cycle of development that will repeat in a general way features of the previous one.
The uncertainty arisen is hardly the end of the NATO enlargement history. The analysis given above prompts that there is just a repetition of a situation, and it consists of the same elements which stimulated the first cycle of enlargement. The hypothesis about NATO’s wrong decisions that now have to be patched seems to be unreasonable. Europe is more secure, the large war in Balkans is halted, and former military opponents are united by common defensive structures. There were certain mistakes, but as a whole the internal evolution of NATO which caused the first wave of enlargement have given a positive result. It is most likely to expect a new cycle of development.
Here is a definition problem for the second wave of enlargement. There is a high probability of several rounds of admission during the next ten years. The enlargement may become time-distributed and not-batch one. It may be so due to imposition of the aftereffect impulse of the first wave on the independently developing motives of the next cycle of enlargement.
For this study we are interested not so much in hat exact countries will immediately follow Poland, Czech Republic and Hungary, as what objective laws will determine the enlargement in the decade to come. The first wave of enlargement hides beneath an almost ten years' cycle of developments. The packet admission of three countries during the first circle does not mean repetition of the same form external manifestation during the following enlargement cycle.
The event being considered now as a second wave will be most probably the result of intermezzo inertia of the first wave within the nearest years. Forces which would drive the next decade’s developments are just taking a shape, but exactly they will determine the second cycle of enlargement.
Figure 2. The Changing Posture of NATO
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