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Yuzuru Kaneko

Foreword - Road to the extended European Integration

Quest for a new European security order is in progress following the changes in the strategic
environment after the explicit “enemy” has extinguished in the post-Cold War world.  The period
after the Second World War had been characterized by two elements that regulated the politics
and diplomacy, namely “the Cold War” and “Integration.”  The current efforts to create a new
security order coincides with the process of  the latter surfacing to the front line while the former
is retro-ceding.  For the West European states that had been confronted by the mighty Soviet
military power and had no other options but to secure their safety and stability under the protection
of  the United States through the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), the end of  the
Cold War has cleared way to the creation of  a unified Europe, a symbol of  establishment of  a
firm identity while gradually keeping distance from the United States.

The heads of  the States and Governments of the twelve European Community (EC) members
met at Maastricht, the Netherlands in December 1991, and adopted the amendment proposal
for the Rome Treaty and agreed on the establishment of  the European Union (EU).  EC, having
already planned to complete the integration of  the economic market by the end of  1992 at this
point, decided to establish the European Monetary Institute (EMI) in January 1994 to enhance
further economic and monetary union, and reached agreement on the outline of  the introduction
of  a single currency by January 1999.  EC (and its former body EEC), which had devoted every
effort to recover from the devastated conditions after the Second World War and to achieve
steady economic growth, planned to strengthen the unity in the field of  economy first following
the current international principle of  the market democracy in the post-Cold War world.  The
process to “deepen” integration as a matter of  course was linked with the “politicization” of  the
integration that restricts part of  the specific, innate sovereignty (most notably, financial policies)
of  each member state.

At the same time, EC has commenced another “politicization.”  EC had restricted its activities
only in the economic field since the idea of  the European Political Community (EPC) collapsed
in the mid-1950s.  EC, however, enacted a Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) for the
member states and reached agreement on the principles required for the execution of  joint actions,
and in particular, requested the Western European Union (WEU) to elaborate and implement
decisions and actions of  EU at the Maastricht meeting.  Furthermore, EC announced that WEU
would gradually strengthen its role as part of  EU with the objective to develop a genuine European
security and defense identity and at the same time it would form an integral part of  the process
of  the development of  the EU and would enhance its contribution to solidarity within the Atlantic
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Alliance.  It was an indication of  the beginning of  the shift in the emphasis of  the security issue
in Europe that WEU, which had been established as a modification of  the Brussels Treaty at the
approval of  the rearmament and participation in NATO of  the Federal Republic of  Germany,
started such new relations with EU in addition to its existing relations with NATO.  With the
subtle differences in the interests on security between the United States and Europe which had
surfaced in the last years of  the Cold War, WEU held the first joint meeting of  foreign and
defense ministers in October 1984 and announced the intention to assure the European specific
security interests.  Furthermore, in October 1987, WEU issued the Platform on European Security
Interests and began to contrive the means to establish the security keeping distance from the
United States.  WEU thus has presented a firm intention to be the main actor in the security field
with eyes set on a unified Europe in the future while demonstrating the stance to assure the
existing security relations with the United States through NATO.

It should not be neglected that this choice by WEU comes with another aspect, namely the
realistic measures for the uncertain future.  In the agreement on the basis of  a new force structure
at the ministerial meeting of  NATO’s Defence Planning Committee and Nuclear Planning Group
held in May 1991, the United States Government agreed that it would reduce the U.S. forces
stationed in Europe from two corps to one, and from 300,000 effectives to 100,000, disband the
special corps (that should have been regarded as the basic unit for battles by the U.S. Army), and
create multinational corps with Germany with the division as a unit.  This transformation of  the
military setup of  the United States not only suggested the possibilities of  further reduction or
withdrawal of  the U.S. forces in Europe that had been the core of  the defense in the Western
Europe, but implied the danger of  weakening of  the unified military organization which NATO
had been nurturing.  Therefore, energization of  WEU was not a simple establishment of  identity
in security, but it also had concealed significance of  creating a “receptacle” in the defense setup
for Europe taking due consideration to the future trend of  the U.S. forces in Europe.

After the first phase of  “deepening” of  the union that directly links to the assurance of
identity in Europe has completed, EU has launched “enlargement” of  Europe by inviting new
member states.  The opportunity to achieve the long cherished dream of  a unified Europe has
come because the dividing line that separated Europe to East and West in the Cold War period
has disappeared and the former Eastern European states have begun to adopt a principle of
market democracy.

The European Council meeting held in Luxembourg in December 1997 agreed on the
fundamental policy of  gradual enlargement of  EU which consisted of  fifteen states at that time
in accordance with the “Agenda 2000” announced in July after the EU summit in Amsterdam
held in June 1997, and agreed on the new establishment of  the European Conference that would
conduct the deliberation of  that the enlargement.  The European Conference which would meet
each year at the level of  Heads of  State or Government and the President of  the Commission
and, where necessary, ministerial level, would provide a multilateral forum where the
representatives of  the EU member states and other states that wish to be admitted into EU
would meet to discuss organizational crime and terrorism, the judicial cooperation on drug
trafficking, environmental protection and other common issues, and aim at the enhancement of
the international position and intensified influence of  Europe through the discussion on the
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EU’s objective, “Common Foreign and Security Policy.”
In accordance with this epoch-making decision, the First European Conference held in

March 1998 in London invited the representatives from a total of  eleven states, namely Poland,
Hungary, Czech Republic, Slovenia, Estonia and Cyprus which had been officially nominated
as the applicant states decided to begin the negotiations at the European Council in December
1997, and Romania, Bulgaria, Slovakia, Latvia and Lithuania which had been appointed as
applicant states for preparation of  the negotiations.  Turkey, which is a member of  NATO and
had been applying for a membership to EU since 1987, did not attend the Conference because
although it was invited, it was displeased at the exclusion from the list of  the applicant states
decided to begin the negotiations owing to its alledged oppression on human rights and other
reasons.

At the end of  March same year, the EU foreign ministerial meeting was held in Brussels,
which accelerated a full fledged efforts on the negotiations for the new admission.  For the
original member states of  EU, if  this “enlargement” succeeded, they would not only obtain the
market equivalent in size of  that of  the United States (GDP conversion), but it should increase
the political influence of  Europe to the level of  the United States’ as well.  On their part, the
former East European states located inside Europe, this attempt to overcome the East-West
division by the Cold War would not only mean acquisition of  certificates of  official members of
Europe in addition to the admission to NATO discussed later, but it would make it possible to
enjoy the benefits of  standardization of  the citizens’ life level which is one of  the mottos of  EU
as well.  Thus, the interests of  both parties on the enlargement coincided although the expectations
were different.

The meeting at the sub-ministerial level that started at the end of  March was upgraded to
the ministerial meeting among EU member states and the six candidates for new admission in
November.  At the same time, EU agreed on the principles of  the policy for preparations of  laws
on seven areas, including industry, communications and education respectively proposed by the
six states at this ministerial meeting.  In the negotiations on the preparations of  these laws, there
naturally remained the needs for further coordination on up to thirty areas including the Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP) on which even the EU members had always been disputing.  There
were other problems on the modification of  the organizational structure, such as the issue on the
allotted expenses to be borne by the new members and the alteration of  the decision making
system, and it seemed unlikely that admission by the end of  2002 which Hungary and Poland
wished would be achieved.  It is, however, no longer probable that this process of  enlargement to
the East would vanish although there may be some delays in the agenda.

1. The Birth of  a New NATO

(1) Background of  enlargement arguments

If  EU’s enlargement to the East is a product of  the Europe-led dynamics that schemes the
creation of  a unified Europe, NATO’s enlargement to the East would go through in a different
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context altogether.  As a matter of  fact, as discussed below, while this issue had been caused by
the external conditions including the applications for admission by the former Eastern-bloc states
who were frightened by the shadow of  Russia where political instability continues, it strongly
reflect the intentions of  the Clinton Administration during the process of  the decision for
subsequent enlargement.  The United States still appoints itself  as the leader of  the world in the
post-Cold War period, and regards NATO as a major mechanism in continuation of  participation
in the European politics and in eastward enlargement of  the international order which the United
States expects.  As a result, under the new strategic environment in the post-Cold War world, the
problem of  the enlargement which had not been listed as a rational option for NATO at first has
considerably been dominated by the domestic situations of  the United States, rather than by the
negotiations with Russia which abhors it as enlargement of  military alliance against it or by the
framework of  diplomacy among the NATO member states.1

After the Cold War, the former East European states which broke off  the fetters of  the
severe control by the Soviet Union started to lean further toward the West while they accepted
the principle of  market democracy which the Western advanced states hold up as that of
international order in the post-Cold War world.  Under such circumstances, what they expected
of  the West was their admission to EU.  EU, which placed a higher priority on deepening of  the
union, however, could not possibly afford to approve unconditional admission of  these
economically underdeveloped states at that point of  time.  As a result, it was NATO that became
the new focus of  attention for these former East European states as their admission to EU was
denied.  As in the case of  the Spanish government where it defined that admission to NATO and
admission to EC were the two wheels of  a vehicle to become the “formal member” of  Europe at
the time of  the referendum for the question of  whether to continue the membership of  NATO or
not, and thus succeeded in winning the support by the public, the former East European states
followed suit to this Spanish precedence, choosing the option to tactically withdraw their
applications to EC, and place the priority on admission to NATO taking advantage of  the anxiety
against Russia where political confusion continues (in other words the military threat from Russia
in the future) with the hopes to open the door to admission to EC later.

That policy, however, created a curious reversal phenomenon in NATO.  It was because
while the existing NATO states had begun to seek for structuring of  new relations with Russia
and the former East European states through attempts to transform the former “military alliance”
to the “political framework for an international alliance”2  since the apparent enemy had vanished
with the end of  the Cold War, the former East European states began to expect admission to
NATO as a “military alliance” with apprehension of  recovery of  Russia as the expressed reason.

1  See Yuzuru Kaneko, “NATO Enlargement and the U.S. Administration,” Journal of  National Defense, Vol. 24,
No. 3 (December 1996), pp. 83-98 for the initial development of  the NATO enlargement which derived from the
U.S. domestic politics rather than NATO-Russian negotiations or consultations among NATO allies.
2  In North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), Facts and Figures (Brussels: NATO Information Service, 1989)
published around the time of  the Malta Summit between the United States and the Soviet Union in December 1989
where both states announced the end of the Cold War, NATO changed its raison dêtre from the previous ‘framework
for a military alliance’ to ‘political framework for an international alliance’.
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Thus, the issue of  NATO’s enlargement came to contain theoretical contradiction from the
earliest stage.

(2) Enlargement and the U.S. response

During this period, the influential Republican Senator Richard Lugar, chairman of  the Sub-
committee on European Affairs in the U.S. Senate Foreign Relations Committee, had strongly
advocated admission of  Poland, Hungary and Czech Republic to NATO since these three states
had already started to adopt to market democracy.  He argued that it is inevitable that NATO
adapted to the new environment, otherwise NATO would lose its raison d’être.  It was the
question in the same context as the argument of  “out of  area or out of  business” discussed on
NATO which had rapidly been losing its roles as the Cold War ended.  On the other hand,
although NATO had fully realized the necessity to fill the power vacuum generated in the former
East European states by the end of  the Cold War, there was apprehension that such action by
NATO would cause Russia to defy it as a new “containment” measure, which might provide
another excuse to the nationalists in Russia and trigger new confrontation.  Furthermore, the
NATO authorities believed it was premature because there were great risks that NATO’s
enlargement to East might bring the ethnic problems in those states into NATO, it might cause
loss of  the cohesion within NATO that had taken many years to build up, and in the military
aspect, it might expand its defense area defined in the Article 6 of  the North Atlantic Treaty.

Meanwhile, at the end of  August 1993, it was reported in the press that at the talks with
President Lech Walesa during his visit to Poland, President Boris Yeltsin gave an “implicit
approval” to Poland’s participation in NATO which the Polish government had been expecting
for.3  Such external conditions touched off  the sudden surfacing of  the NATO’s enlargement
arguments which had not been the topic of  official discussions.

As for President Clinton himself, it was later revealed4  that he had solidly made up his mind
to support the enlargement of  NATO at an early stage after his talks with the heads of  the former
East European states who were invited to the opening ceremony of  the Holocaust Museum held
in the South Garden of  the White House, especially the talks with the Czech President Vaclav
Havel and Polish President Walesa in late April 1993, but President Clinton had not expressed
his opinions at this point.  There were a variety of  opinions inside his Administration as well.  In
the White House, the National Security Advisor to the President Anthony Lake was advising
the President to promote enlargement.  Although Secretary of  State Warren Christopher

3  Washington Post, September 1, 1993.  Brian D. Taylor states that since President Yeltsin did not refuse Poland’s
request for participation in NATO clearly, Foreign Minister Andrei Kozyrev was astonished and urged the President
to oppose it in the evening. The movements inside the Russian government on this matter are unknown, but the
President sent a letter to the United States, United Kingdom, France and Germany to the effect that Russia would
oppose to the enlargement of  NATO in which Russia was not admitted to join. Brian D. Taylor, “Russian Civil-
Military Relations after the October Uprising,” Survival, Vol. 36, No. 1 (Spring 1994), pp. 3-29.
4  See Zbigniew Brzezinski and Anthony Lake, “For a New World, a New Europe,” New York Times, June 30, 1997.
This is a joint article by the two who were strong advocates for the enlargement of  NATO.
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announced in August that this issue was not a subject to talk in the government, the situation
was changing every moment.  As a matter of  fact, the U.S. Ambassador to Germany Richard C.
Holbrooke, who would later devote himself  in resolution of  this issue as Assistant Secretary for
European and Canadian Affairs, agreed on the enlargement since it may contribute to the stability
in the Central Europe.  Lynn E. Davis, Under Secretary of  State in charge of  security policies,
proposed a plan to treat the states who wish for admission should be treated as associate members
for the time being with an implication of  official admission in the future.  On the other hand,
Strobe Talbott, Special Adviser to the Secretary of  State on the New Independent States, strongly
opposed to the enlargement since he attached great importance on the relations with Russia.
Thus the disputes inside the Department of  State were drawing much attention.  Talbott had
been close to President Clinton since their school days and held the position of  great personal
influence to the President that went beyond his official post.

Meanwhile, the Department of  Defense was basically reluctant to this matter with the reasons
of the issue of  application of  the Article 6 of  the North Atlantic Treaty and the expected increase
in the burden from the enlargement.  Similarly, at the Joint Chiefs of  Staff, Chairman John
Shalikashvili was also against the addition of  a new mission for the U.S. forces expected from
the enlargement, and proposed loose military cooperation with the former East European states
as an alternative.  This proposal would later develop into the “Partnership for Peace (PFP),” but
Shalikashvili himself  believed that what the former East European states needed were economic
support, not military cooperation.5

In October, 1993, the U.S. government decided the policy that the immediate issue was not
enlargement of  NATO but promotion of  PFP, and proposed the unofficial meeting of  defense
ministers for the first time in NATO’s history to discuss the opinions of  the allied states.  As a
result, this proposal by the U.S. was approved at the Travemünde talks, and the North Atlantic
Council made a decision on PFP in December 1993.  In January 1994, NATO officially announced
its policy for PFP.6  It was not a good idea to openly promote the NATO enlargement issue at this
point of  time considering the conditions of  the former East European states that contained a
number of  uncertainties, and the expected opposition by Russia.  For this reason, the approved
document contained reserved expressions that while the immediate goal is the structuring of
cooperative relations in the peace keeping activities which NATO expected to place in its new
activities with some connotation of  future enlargement, NATO would individually consult with
any active participant in the PFP if  that partner perceived a direct threat to its territorial integrity,
and thus the issue was carried forward.

The arguments on enlargement of  NATO appeared to have accomplished certain settlement.

5  See Washington Post, July 5, 1995 and Washington Post Magazine, July 9, 1996 for the differences in opinions
among the U.S. Government officials concerning the enlargement.
6  This document consists of  ‘Invitation’ that mentioned inevitability of  the future enlargement and invited
participating states with the immediate goal of  cooperation in the peace keeping activities and ‘Framework Document’
which stipulated specific action guideline for the participating states.  See NATO Review, Vol. 42, No. 1 (February
1994), pp.28-29.
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It, however, did not resolve the dissatisfaction of  the former Eastern European states.  In October,
incidentally, instability of  Russian domestic situation became apparent by the forceful suppressive
actions against the Russian White House by President Yeltsin.  There was apprehension that
such firm attitude of  Yeltsin might drive Russia to take hard-line foreign policies again.  There
was also a risk that the reactionaries in Russia that had started to rise with the slogan of  a
resurrection of  strong Russia might cause the Yeltsin Administration to be disturbed.  Political
and diplomatic cooperation through North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC) which NATO
established in November 1991 was insufficient, and PFP did not satisfy the expectations of  these
former East European states.

At the same time, the United States government showed a new movement to accelerate
enlargement of  NATO.  At the end of  1993, National Security Adviser Lake advised enlargement
of  NATO to the President with the support from Zbigniew Brzezinski, a leading figure of  Polish
origin who served as the National Security Adviser to the President in the Carter Administration.
Meanwhile, President Clinton announced that the issue of  enlargement of  NATO was a matter
of  “when and how to execute” during his visit to the Czech Republic in January 1994, which
communicated subtle changes in the U.S. government’s stance.  In early 1994, Talbott, who had
been promoted to Deputy Secretary of  State, gradually converted his opinion to agree with
enlargement for the reason of  avoidance of  disagreement within the Administration.  While
there existed a mixture of  ulterior thoughts, including U.S. sense of  rivalry against the European
identity that is behind deepening and enlargement of  EU, primacy awareness of  the United
States that appeared as if  it were exercising hegemony as the sole superpower after the Cold
War,7  and latent victorious pride from the end of  the Cold War, the Clinton Administration
appeared to have converted its stance drastically during the short period between the
abovementioned Travemünde talks and the North Atlantic Council where PFP was adopted.
The remaining issue was the intention and timing to specify the time of  enlargement and the
target states.

It was the U.S. domestic factor, namely the Presidential election, that determined the intention
and timing.  In 1994, this issue became the subject for active arguments in the Congress.  At the
same time, the deliberation shifted its emphasis from rivalry between the Democratic Party and
the Republican Party to the dispute between the pro-enlargement faction that included the majority
of  both Parties against the minority liberalists and conservatives (isolationists).  As a result,

7  See Zbigniew Brzezinski, The Grand Chessboard: American Primacy and its Geostrategic Imperatives (New
York: Basic Books, 1997). In this book, the author defined the diplomatic affairs of  the United States supported by
primacy awareness as execution of  ‘hegemony of  a new type’ and attempted to justify it. There is a tendency to
understand ‘hegemony’ as the force which a group exercises against another group, but Antonio Gramsci, who
proposed this word for the first time in the context of  sociology and a guideline for political revolution, conceived it
as the condition in which a certain class strengthened its political control with ‘force’ by obtaining active ‘consent’
from other classes for its ideology (that is, moral, political and cultural values).  In that sense, it would be appropriate
to understand that the Brzezinski’s concept of  ‘hegemony of  a new type’ follows suit to Gramsci’s, but at the same
time, it should be an interesting phenomenon that symbolizes the end of  the Cold War in the ideological aspect that
such concept which had been regarded as a taboo due to its communism logic was quoted at all even though the
contexts are different.
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while both Parties where the advocates for enlargement were the majority announced the approval
for it as their own party policy and devoted themselves to gain support from the public, there
arose the competition for “earlier” achievement of  enlargement.  Thus, the eastward enlargement
of NATO, which had been regarded improbable to be realized in the 20th century at first, surfaced
as the immediate realistic issue.  While such U.S. domestic factor accelerated the enlargement
movement, it deprived the time available for careful discussions with the allies as well as with
Russia concerning the future of  NATO.

In July, the United States Senate passed the bill, the “NATO Participation Act of  1994”
which had been proposed with the objectives to transfer surplus arms and military equipment to
the PFP participants, Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic which had accepted the
regulations by March, in particular, and prepare standardization and interoperability of  the
equipment and military system with the NATO member states, in other words to support the
future participation of  these states to NATO in the military aspect, and the bill was enacted into
law in November.  At the end of  September 1994, the Republican leaders in the House of
Representatives criticized the policy of  the Democrat Clinton Administration and announced
the fundamental stance to the 104th Congress that was to start in January 1995 encouraged by
the victory of the midterm election, presenting the stance in the ten-item proposal.  In the proposal,
they made it clear that although there were certain conditions including democratization and
promotion of  market economy, they would resolve the issue of  admission of  the Visegrad states
to NATO by January 10, 1999.8  This Visegrad states issue had been ambiguously carried forward
at the decision of  PFP by NATO in January 1994.

While the Congress promoted the enlargement, President Clinton visited Poland in July,
1994 and announced that Poland was the first candidate for the new member of  NATO and that
Russia, who opposed to enlargement of  NATO, had no authority to refuse it.  The U.S. government
took this opportunity to unify the intentions of  the government members and established the
Interagency Working Group with Holbrooke as leader, and decided to employ a separate policy
to meet Russia’s reaction.  Although the U.K. and France had been still frowning upon the
United States’ attempt to accelerate the enlargement movement, German Chancellor Helmut
Kohl officially supported enlargement in November after he had finally managed to unify the
opinions in his administration by placing priority on the stability in the neighboring states. In
December, less than a year after adoption of  PFP, the North Atlantic Council agreed to the
enlargement policy.  Thus, the issue had transformed itself  from the early stage of  the question
of  pros and cons of  the enlargement to the specific decision stage of  “who and when.”

Meanwhile, the U.S. - Russia summit meeting was held in May 1995 in Moscow to persuade
Russia which had stiffened its stance by the series of  events.  At this meeting, President Clinton
told the Russians that the birth of  a new NATO would not threat Russia and the process of
enlargement would be developed carefully and openly.  In his effort to make Russia compromise,

8  See ‘The National Security Restoration Act’ which was incorporated into Republican Contract With America
(September 27, 1994).
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President Clinton also offered Russia the chance of  participating in the NATO enlargement
debate if  Russia would sign up for PFP.  Clinton was in a hurry to obtain Russia’s agreement,
and before the summit held in May 1995, he also wrote to Yeltsin a conciliatory letter in which
he explicitly raised the possibility of  future NATO membership for Russia if  Russia would firmly
proceed with democratization and liberalization and achieve stability.9  The gap between the
two leaders, however, was not easily filled because there was a pressure from the Russian Duma
which insisted that Russia should abandon the START-II if  NATO was to enlarge.  During this
summit meeting, Yeltsin agreed to participate in PFP.  Clinton, however, could not obtain any
pledge but only the expression, “delaying the process of  enlargement is indispensable” from
Russia.

(3) Decision to the enlargement

There was, however, a sudden turn on the issue of  enlargement which was about to be
shelved again when NATO sent a document on its enlargement policy to the twenty-six member
states of  NACC and PFP in late September 1995.  The official text of  this document was written
in English and French, and for the first time in Russian as well.  It stipulated that the objectives
and principles of  the NATO enlargement were to build an improved security structure, embracing
political and economic as well as defense components, to provide increased stability and security
for all in the Euro-Atlantic Area, to protect the further democratic development of  new members,
and to safeguard the freedom and security of all its members in accordance with the principles
of  the UN Charter without causing division of  Europe by a new conflict.  This document also
stipulated the rights and duties for the members of  NATO, and urged further efforts for the states
that seek new participation in accordance with the Article 10 of  the North Atlantic Treaty to
satisfy those conditions.10

Why was this timing selected?  The United States decided a military solution to the prolonged
former Yugoslavia conflict, and started large-scale air operations against the Serbs through NATO
in the summer of  1995.  The United States gave an impression again that only it had the intention
and capability to involve in the European politics and it outrivaled the European states that had
not been able to demonstrate their own solution enforcing capability, and at the same time,
succeeded in deterring Russia with traditionally cordial relations with the Serbs from exercising
leadership in this issue.  Under such strong leadership of  the United States, the peace talks that
started in early November at Dayton, Ohio succeeded in reaching agreement by the three
concerning parties involved in the conflict, and NATO dispatched the Implementation Force
(IFOR) with the level of  60,000 effectives mostly consisted of  the U.S. forces to replace the UN
Protection Forces (UNPROFOR) to Bosnia.

9  See Washington Post, May 7, 1995.
10  NATO Press Service, Introductory Remarks by the Secretary General at the Presentation to Partners on the
Enlargement Study (Thursday, September 28, 1995).  ‘The Study on NATO Enlargement’ in 6 chapters was sent to
the concerned states along with the ‘Fact Sheet on NATO Enlargement.’
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While the external conditions developed as such, in the U.S. domestic politics, the Clinton
Administration that had suffered tremendous defeat at the midterm election in 1994 praised its
achievement of  maintaining good domestic economy to fight back the inferior position and to
win reelection in November 1996, and considered it necessary to make clear-cut achievement in
diplomacy as well.  It may be pointed out that it was essential for the Clinton Administration not
to create any dispute in the diplomatic field that might become disadvantageous.11  In that sense,
promotion of  enlargement of  NATO would provide Clinton not only the advantage by impressing
the American public of  the influence of  the United States but the means to shatter the Republican
candidates who had been planning to raise the issue of  early achievement of  NATO enlargement
as well.  At the same time, promotion of  enlargement could prevent estrangement of  the former
Eastern-bloc ethnic votes which was listed as one of  the reasons for the defeat of  President
George Bush who had been regarded as pro-Russian at the Presidential election in 1992, and
should assure winning their support back.12  As a result, enlargement of  NATO, which had been
considered difficult to achieve within this century because of  the Russian opposition in spite of
the implicit understanding that no nuclear weapons would be deployed in the soil of  the new
members of  NATO, has become realistic again.

In December 1995, immediately after the announcement of  the enlargement policy, the
North Atlantic Council mentioned the “cooperative security” that stipulated the new relations
with Russia for the first time and sought understanding of  the Russians.13  Russians, however,
were unlikely to accept this announcement of  NATO that stipulates structuring of  a security
system where assurance of  security of  one party would not damage the other’s.  Furthermore,
since both the United States and Russia were obsessed with their own domestic affairs, and
Yeltsin’s ailment became serious, the gap between the two was not easily filled.

At the U.S. - Russian summit meeting in Helsinki in March, 1997 after the successful
reelection, Clinton advocated the signing of  the “NATO-Russia Cooperation Act” in an attempt
to eradicate the nuance of  alliance “expansion” which the Russians feared, and tried to obtain
Russia’s agreement with the bargaining offers that included the U.S. support to Russia’s admission
into the World Trade Organization (WTO) which the Russians had been longing for and support
to Russia’s official participation in the G-7 (Denver Summit) scheduled soon after and other
cooperation for restructuring the worn-out Russian economy.  Clinton also explicitly indicated
his intention to proceed with the amendment of  the Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty
of  November 1990 with due consideration that the Treaty would become substantially
disadvantageous to Russia due to the dissolution of  the Warsaw Pact and new participation of
the former Warsaw Pact members in NATO.  Russia did not have any effective means to counter

11  In view of  the linkage between obtaining the public support and the Presidential Election, when it became widely
assumed that the Republican Party led by Chairman of the House of  Representative Newt L. Gingrich was responsible
for the political confusion that accompanied failure of  the federal budget at the end of  1995, the Clinton side
enjoyed advantage of  it.
12  See Washington Post, July 7, 1995.
13  See Final Communique, M-NAC-2 (95)118(5 December 1995).



90

NIDS Security Reports

these measures as the leadership of  the talks was in the hand of  the United States.  Thus at the
end of  May, NATO and Russia signed the “Cooperation Act.”14   The parties agreed first on the
establishment of  the “Permanent Joint Council (PJC)” and the deliberation system (joint
chairmanship by the Secretary General of  NATO, a representative of  one of  the NATO member
states on a rotation basis, and a representative of  Russia).  They also agreed the PJC would meet
at the level of  Foreign Ministers and that of  Defense Ministers twice annually, and also monthly
at the level of  ambassadors/permanent representatives to the North Atlantic Council.  It may
also meet, as appropriate, at the level of  the heads of  State and Government.  It was also stipulated
in this Act as a unilateral announcement of  NATO that no nuclear weapons would be deployed
in the new member states although the expression was subtle.  Thus, the large obstacle in the
immediate enlargement appeared to have been removed.

In July 1997, the NATO summit held in Madrid made deliberation to decide the new member
states.  It was inevitable that the opinions of  each state contradicted because NATO, unlike EU,
did not have clear standard for admission.  While there was a dispute with the United States
concerning the post of  the Commander-in-Chief  Allied Forces Southern Europe, France, placing
great importance on security in the Southern Europe and the Mediterranean regions,
recommended the admission of  Romania in addition to Poland, the Czech Republic and Hungary.
Italy demanded addition of  its neighbor Slovenia.  The Northern European states demanded
mentioning the possibility of  participation of  the Baltic states.  It was mainly because they were
concerned about the future military reaction from Russia as well as the increase in their own
commitment and wished it to be the last opportunity to discuss the matter that the European
states proposed further increase in target new members.  On the other hand, the United States
expected to limit the admission to the three states, namely Poland, the Czech Republic and
Hungary as the immediate targets for the new membership and remain open-ended for the future
enlargement.  Therefore, as the United States realized these European intentions and became
frustrated, the admission of  the above three states was unilaterally announced immediately before
the NATO summit without any prior consultation with those European states.15  In the end,
however, the summit NATO summit reached consultation on admission of  the above three states
along with the existing image and the intention of  the United States.  At the same time, they
drew up the policies to nominate Romania and Slovenia which were not selected this time as the
most likely candidates, to confirm the aspiration of  the Baltic states to join and to utilize the
“Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC)” which was newly established in May with the
objective to strengthen the functions of  NACC as a means to ease the anxiety of  these states
whose wish for participation had been rejected.  After the NATO exchanged the protocol to the
above three states and sent official invitation to these states in December 1997, the enlarged

14  The formal title of  this document is Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation and Security between the
NATO and the Russian Federation.
15  See International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS), Strategic Survey 1997/98 (London: Oxford University
Press, 1998), pp. 29-36 for the differences in intentions between the United States and Europe concerning the range
of  enlargement.
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NATO with a total of  nineteen members was to be born in April 1999 at the 50th anniversary of
signing the North Atlantic Treaty.

2. Challenge to a new NATO

(1) Contradictions in open-door policy

On March 12, 1999, the foreign ministers of  Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic who
gathered at the Harry S. Truman Library in Independence, Missouri deposited the NATO
participation related documents to the U.S. government in accordance with the provision of
Article 14 of  the North Atlantic Treaty.  On March 16, the prime ministers of  these three states
visited the NATO headquarters in Brussels together and attended the first special Council meeting
by the representatives from nineteen states held after the flag-raising ceremony.  NATO achieved
the first stage of  enlargement without further problems.

From this moment, however, the newly-born NATO must face a number of  problems. The
first problem is the uncertain characters of  the newly-born NATO which adopted the open-door
policy that went along with the intentions of  the United States.  NATO defined its own
enlargement as the creation of  “cooperative security structure” at the North Atlantic Council
meeting held in December 1995 to ease the harsh opposition by Russia triggered by the
announcement of  the enlargement policy in September 1995, and tried to eradicate the image of
“traditional alliance” on which Russia felt apprehensions.  NATO expressed that it would structure
a security system where assurance of  security of  one party would not damage that of  the other.
As a result, NATO replaced the word “expansion,” which connoted advancement of  the defense
line that had been pointed out at various occasions since this issue was first brought forward,
with “enlargement” which implies simple increase of  the members, and employed the word
“opening” to indicate that it would not close the door to the states which wish to be admitted
and which satisfy the conditions for admission.  By such means, however, NATO ironically had
to take up the issue of  participation of  Russia, although it was considered improbable.16

Furthermore, while the Clinton Administration devoted its effort to obtain early approval for the
enlargement from Russia, it had to promise the Russians even at the process of  the U.S. - Russia
negotiations that Russia would not be excluded from participating in NATO after its
democratization and market economy have been accomplished and stability has been achieved
as discussed earlier.  Such “opening” policy deprived NATO of  the means to logically refuse the
participation of  Russia in the future.

In reality, on the other hand, it must be recalled that the enlargement arguments were initiated
by the approach of  the former East European states who feared revival of  a hard-line Russia.
Therefore, NATO chose to create a framework for cooperative security in relation to Russia

16  NATO Review published the result of  the survey on the trend of  the public opinions in the United States
concerning the enlargement, and it included the issue of  admission of  Russia to NATO as one of  the options.  See
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while containing the bottom line of  the (military) Alliance symbolized in the Article 5 of  the
North Atlantic Treaty and expanding the application area of  the Treaty.  It is doubtful if  this
choice by NATO would fill the difference in the mutual images of  NATO and Russia.

A good example of  this problem is the issue of  admission of  the Baltic states.  It is inevitable
that a new tense relation would be created if  the second phase of  enlargement is specifically
discussed to determine the schedule and if  the Baltic states that border with Russia are included
in this second phase.  It is because if  that should happen, Kaliningrad would be caught between
Poland and Lithuania and severed from Russia, and it would make Russia face the difficult
situation similar to the one experienced by the West with former West Berlin,17  and if  Estonia
and Latvia join NATO, even if  the NATO troops are not to be stationed in these states, it would
create a situation where the NATO’s defense line directly contact Russia.  Thus, this problem
presents a risk of  intensifying the tension in Europe again regardless of  the NATO’s intention on
enlargement.  In this sense, the “U.S. - Baltic States Charter”18  signed in January 1998 contains
sensitive problems.  The overall tone of  this Charter gives the impression that it is a simple
expression of  the individual, specific target states along with the spirit of  EAPC that supports
the logic of  the cooperative security, but on the other hand, the phrase in the Charter “the
United States welcomes the enthusiasm of  Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania to participate in NATO
and supports their efforts” can be interpreted as the strengthened commitment of  the United
States which hurried the enlargement of  the Alliance.19

(2) “Military alliance” that surfaced in the process of  the ratification in the U.S.

The second problem arouse in the process of  the procedure for the Congress at approval of
the birth of  the enlarged NATO.

NATO member states, led off  by Canada and Denmark which completed the ratification in
early February 1998, started the ratification procedure for the amendment of  the Treaty to welcome
the new members at the 50th anniversary ceremony in April 1999.  In the United States, in late
February, the start of  the ratification proceeding at the Senate, Secretary of  State Madeleine K.

Steven Kull, “The American Public, Congress and NATO Enlargement, Part I: Is There Sufficient Public Support?”
NATO Review, Vol. 45, No. 1 (January 1997), pp. 9-11; Jeremy D. Rosner, “The American Public, Congress and
NATO Enlargement, Part II: Will Congress Back Admitting New Members?” NATO Review, Vol. 45, No. 1 (January
1997), pp. 12-14.
17  Poland seems to refuse the installation of  a corridor through Belorussia which Russia is demanding.
18  The formal name of  this document signed on January 16,1998 was A Charter of  Partnership among the United
States of  America and the Republic of  Estonia, Republic of  Latvia, and Republic of  Lithuania.
19  As the admission of  the Baltic states to NATO becomes more realistic, Brzezinski who had been supporting the
enlargement policy of  the Clinton Administration in the backstage changed his stance to a more cautious one. In
other words, he insisted that as EU which started to take the enlargement policy chose only Estonia among the
Baltic states as the first candidate, NATO should consider only Lithuania as the immediate target for enlargement so
that it would delay the subsequent enlargement schedule and give Russia time to understand the new reality.
See Zbigniew Brzezinski, “NATO The Dilemmas of  Expansion,” National Interest, No. 53 (Fall 1998), pp. 13-17.
He added in the article that Russia might be admitted to NATO if  conditions were met.
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Albright explained the significance of  the enlargement of  NATO at the Senate Foreign Affairs
Committee as follows and sought understanding.20  First, she expressed that “a larger NATO
will make the U.S. safer by expanding the area of  Europe where wars do not happen, second, a
larger NATO has given the nations of  Central and Eastern Europe an incentive to solve their
own problems, and third, the new member states will add strategic depth to the alliance, not to
mention well over 200,000 troops, and we will make NATO itself  stronger and more cohesive.”
At the same time, to the criticisms that concern the opposition of  Russia, she mentioned that
“NATO has no plan, no need, and no intention to station nuclear weapons in the new member
states, nor does it contemplate permanently stationing substantial combat forces,” and added
that “if  we do not enlarge NATO, they would probably create their own mutual security
arrangements, possible anti-Russian in character,” and explained the rationality of  the
enlargement.  The expression of  Albright in this testimony that “NATO is a military alliance,
not a social club,” however, actually emphasized the character as a “military alliance” which
NATO had been trying to cover up with due consideration to Russia and for the stability of
Europe, although it was an expedient to persuade the Senators.

Meanwhile, there was a problem in the ratification deliberation at the Senate that had
commenced two month earlier than expected in mid-March, 1998.  They failed to deliberate
completely on the core matters for the military and security because the enlargement issue was
no longer a political dispute between the Democratic and Republican Parties, but most of  the
Senators had already expressed agreement on the enlargement even before the start of  deliberation
holding out the rationale that the post-World War II dividing line drawn artificially in Europe
should be resolved and the market democracy that agrees with humanity should be extended.
Thus, at the end of  April, the Senate passed this bill with approval of  the remarkable majority of
80 to 19.21  As a result, however, the Congress added several conditions on enlargement that
included, “NATO is first and foremost a military alliance,” “ a strong United States leadership
of NATO promotes and protects the United States’ vital national security interests,”  “The United
States maintains its leadership role in NATO through the stationing of  the United States combat
forces in Europe, providing military commanders for key NATO commands, and through the
presence of  the United States nuclear forces on the territory of  Europe,” and other traditional
“military alliance” characters to NATO.22  This shortened the deliberation process as the

20  For the statement by the Secretary of  State Albright given below, refer to U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on
Foreign Relations, Administration Views on the Protocols to the North Atlantic Treaty on Accession of  Poland,
Hungary, and the Czech Republic: Hearing before the Committee on Foreign Relations, 105th. Cong., 2nd. Sess.,
February 24, 1998, pp. 7-13.
21  After deliberation, 45 Republicans and 35 Democrats approved and 9 Republicans and 10 Democrats declined.
Most of  the Democrats who opposed to the enlargement were liberalists and most of  the Republicans were
conservatives.
22  The additional conditions proposed by the Senate contained the view that the policy of  the United States concerning
this enlargement must not deviate from the ‘New Strategic Concept’ which NATO adopted in November 1991, and
it was included in the items to be confirmed that the characteristic as a ‘military alliance’ must be maintained even
after renewal.  Refer to U.S. Congress, Senate, Protocol to the North Atlantic Treaty of  1949 on the Accession of
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic, 105th. Cong., 2nd. Sess., Executive Session, Congressional Record, Vol.
144, (30 April 1998): S 3756-S 3782.
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Government had intended, and facilitated the ratification procedure that requires approval by
over two-thirds.  Such policies based on the emphasis on the immediate national interests, however,
failed to produce strategic judgment that could link the reality of  the post-Cold War Europe and
the long-term prospect.23

(3) Problem of burden sharing and risk of  over-commitment

The third problem concerns the burden sharing that accompanies enlargement and over-
commitment that comes with the enlargement of  the defense area.  Now that the Cold War has
ended and the principle of  democracy is dominating, it is only natural to contemplate the effective
utilization of  the limited resources (financial resources) of  each state.  Therefore, it is highly
likely that the states that have finally been liberated from the heavy burden of  the Cold War
hesitate to make new commitment to the “alliance.”  As a matter of  fact, there were voices in the
U.S. Department of  Defense and the Joint Chiefs of  Staff  that expressed apprehensions on this
matter when the issue of  enlargement of  NATO first arose.  For this reason, while the United
States Department of  State announced the estimates on the expenses that would accompany the
enlargement of  NATO and explained it would not be so high in February 1997,24  the Department
of  the Treasury that had not been explicitly concerned with the NATO issue except in its early

The U.S. (tactical) nuclear forces deployed in Europe which the Senate stipulated as indispensable continues to play
an important role of  deterrence as Under Secretary of  Defense Slocombe pointed out in view of  the fact that the
reduction of  weapons of  the same type in Russia is not progressing.  See Walter Slocombe, “Is there still a role for
nuclear deterrence?” NATO Review, Vol. 45, No. 6 (November/December 1997), pp. 23-26.  However, after adoption
of  the ‘New Strategic Concept’, the number has decreased considerably.
23  See John Lewis Gaddis, “History, Grand Strategy and NATO Enlargement,” Survival, Vol. 40, No. 1 (Spring
1998), pp. 145-151. He criticized as a historian NATO enlargement and especially the Clinton Administration
policy on that by likening to the policies of  the victorious states after the First World War that neglected leniency to
the losers and obstructed their perfect restoration to the international community.
24  Various estimate will be made on the new cost incurred from the enlargement of  NATO depending on the
conditions of the weapon deployment and calculation methods, but in the estimation of the RAND Corporation by
Ronald D. Asmus, Richard L. Kugler and F. Stephen Larrabee, “What will NATO Enlargement Cost?” Survival,
Vol. 38, No. 3 (Autumn 1996), pp. 5-26, the cost for ten to fifteen years was estimated to be 10 to 110 billion U.S.
dollars after considering the condition of  the weapon deployment with the assumption of admission of  the Visegrad
states.  The Clinton Administration proposed in February 1997 in opposition to the cost estimation by third party
organizations such as the above-mentioned RAND Corporation, Report to the Congress on the Enlargement of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization, Rationale, Benefits, Costs and Implications (Department of  State, Bureau of
European and Canadian Affairs) and requested agreement for the enlargement.  According to the trial calculation of
the Department of  State, the direct cost required for the enlargement (interoperability, installation of  the headquarters,
installation of  communications facilities, installation of  surveillance stations, etc.) was estimated to be 700 to 900
million U.S. dollars (9 to 12 billion dollars in the next 13 years), and the allotment for the United States would be at
the low level of  150 to 200 million dollars a year.  At the same time, it was estimated that the allotment of  the cost
for improving their weapons for the new members would be 800 million to 1 billion dollars a year (10 to 13 billion
dollars in the next 13 years) and the allotment for NATO would be 600 to 800 million dollars a year (8 to 10 billion
dollars in the next 13 years).
In addition, the U.S. Department of  State published a pamphlet titled Why Adding Poland, Hungary, and the
Czech Republic to NATO strengthens American National Security in February 1998, immediately before the start
of  the ratification procedure in March.  It asserted that when these three states are admitted to NATO, the stabilizing
function of  NATO would be strengthened and reduce the opportunities for invasions and conflicts in Central Europe,
which would contribute to the security of  the United States to whom Europe is a target of  vital interests, and at the
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period emphasized the merits of  the enlargement from the economic point of  view.25

Even if  it is supposed that the standardization of  weapons in the new member states after
the enlargement would bring profit to the defense industries in the United States and Europe, it
was easily expected that the actual burden of  expense for the United States and the Allied states
would exceed the early estimates, and that it was also natural that this expense would increase
when enlargement continues.  While it is speculated that no confrontation would surface for the
time being between the military/strategic issues and economic/financial issue, which symbolizes
the post-Cold War world, the apprehensions about over-commitment by the United States go
beyond the military aspects but contain possibility of  demand for further burden sharing to the
existing Allied states, thus reflecting upon the meaning of  the alliance policy itself.

(4) Added new missions

The fourth problem concerns the fact that the United States has begun to expect new missions
to NATO which is trying to transform into the cooperative security organization while containing
the characteristic as an existing military alliance.

At the North Atlantic Council meeting in December 1998, the U.S. Secretary of  State Albright
presented seven agenda to be solved to harmonize the intentions of  NATO and in particular,
proposed to add the countermeasures against the proliferation of  weapons of  mass destruction,
ethnic and regional conflicts and other diversified threats as NATO’s main missions at the summit
meeting held in April 1999 in Washington D.C.26  It implied as if  NATO were to restore the role
of  the “world’s policeman” which President Bush must have denied immediately before leaving
the office under the leadership of  the United States.27  It was also interpreted that the United
States suggested the direction to unify the forces of  the Allied states to counter the problems to
replace the UN Security Council which was beginning to find it difficult to solve conflicts promptly
as the excessive expectation to the UN the world held immediately after the end of  the Cold War

same time it pointed out that it is a mistake to exclude the democratic states that had been driven behind the iron
curtain against their will and enlargement of  NATO will resolve the outdated and unlawful dividing line created in
the Cold War.  It was also added that democratic states which seldom resort to wars will provide opportunities for
the business and workers of  the United States as they develop their free market economy.
25  See Lawrence H. Summers, Deputy Secretary of  the Treasury, “American Business, the Promise of  Europe, and
the Case for NATO Enlargement,” speech at International Forum U.S. Chamber of  Commerce, Washington D.C.
(April 11, 1997).
26  Refer to Secretary of  State Madeline K. Albright, Statement to the North Atlantic Council (Brussels, Belgium,
December 8, 1998).  The seven agenda discussed here were ‘to speak in clear about NATO’s future role and purpose,
to develop an updated Strategic Concept (Identify threats from areas beyond NATO’s immediate borders, and find
the right balance between affirming the centrality of  Article 5 collective defense missions and ensuring that the
fundamental tasks of the Alliance are immediately related to the border defense of  our common interest), to maintain
commitment to NATO enlargement, to reach agreement on a long-term program to adapt NATO’s defense capabilities
to carry out the full spectrum of  missions in the new Strategic Concept, to address the threat by weapons of  mass
destruction, to work together developing a European Security and Defense Identity within the Alliance, and to
further intensify and strengthen relations with European partners.’
27  Upon leaving office in January 1993, President Bush made a speech at the West Point and asserted that the
United States should not play a role of  a ‘world policeman.’  Refer to President Bush, “America’s Role in the
World,” Dispatch, Vol 4, No.2 (January 11,1993), pp. 13-15.
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died out, and as the opposition against the coercive attitude of  the United States intensified.
The direction indicated was thought to be security co-operation backed by the strength of  the
Alliance, rather than structuring of  the co-operative security policy of  OSCE which defines
itself  as a regional arrangement expressed in the Chapter 8 of  the UN Charter.

The member states in Europe maintained a cautious stance in general against the enlargement
of  engagement to the out of  the area which the United States proposed.  The European states
were cautious of  the possible outcome where out-of-area activities with no internationally
approved backup would become customary as a result of  placing priority on the promptness
required in military actions.  Furthermore, they feared that the “crisis management” measures
that included even military actions to prevent proliferation of  weapons of  mass destruction
which the United States adopts as a platform would be expanded to the Middle East and Africa
as seen in the air operations to Iraq by the U.S. and British force, and that it might develop
beyond the limitation of  the national strength and the national interests.

Thus, in early February 1999, NATO Secretary General Javier Solana, who was deeply
concerned about this problem proposed by the United States, emphasized that they should not
regard the activities that aroused in regions outside the joint defense area stipulated in the Article
6 of  the North Atlantic Treaty, i.e., out-of-area operations, as the “world policeman” activities
by NATO.  He also announced that the NATO activities of  this nature would require approval of
all members for each item in accordance with the existing consensus system, and confirmed that
such actions should be along the spirits of  the international law and the UN Charter as well.28

In Europe, the activities have been expanded into the crisis management and preventive
diplomacy before the Council of  Security Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) changed its name to
the Organization of  Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) in December 1994 triggered
by the breakout of  the former Yugoslavia conflict.  It was also obvious, however, that the area
was limited to within the OSCE regions excluding the former Soviet republics, in other words
the disputes inside Europe that directly concern the national interests of  all member states.  As a
result, the “New Strategic Concept”29  which NATO adopted in April 1999 stipulates that the
member states shall review item by item whether NATO should be engaged in the crisis
management activities that includes military operations and it would be selected only when the
entire members agree on the engagement, and in those occasions, the Article 7 of  the North
Atlantic Treaty that stipulates the priority in the role of  the UN Security Council must be
observed.30

28  See Secretary General Solana, “NATO : A Strategy for the 21st Century, Secretary General’s Wallenberg Lecture”
(February 1, 1999) sponsored by the Aspen Institute, Berlin.
29  The Alliance’s Strategic Concept, approved by the Heads of  State and Government participating in the meeting
of  the North Atlantic Council in Washington D.C. on 23rd and 24th April 1999, NAC-S (99) 65, 24 April 1999.
30  NATO, however, started air operations with the objectives of  supporting the Kosovar Albanians exposed to the
threat of  ethnic cleansing and of  prevention of  the enlargement of  the conflict to the surrounding states without
clear backup by the UN Security Council to approve execution of  force against Federal Republic of  Yugoslavia
although there were UN Security Council Resolution 1199 that called for cease-fire in Kosovo on March 24, 1999
and Resolution 1203 that supported surveillance activities in that region by NATO and OSCE.  This issue thrusted
before the international society the unsolvable contradiction between the traditional principle of  non-interference in
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It must be added here that an interesting movement is beginning to emerge in Europe
concerning issue of  the this crisis management.

In early December 1998, the heads of  the U.K. and France announced the “Joint Declaration
on Defence in Europe,”31 and announced their intentions to add original military function to
EU.  For the U.K., which had been placing importance on the alliance with the United States (in
other words, NATO) and demonstrating reluctant attitude toward WEU led by France and
Germany, this declaration meant that Tony Blair’s Labour Party Administration started to convert
to pro-Europe stance in the aspect of  security in return for the recovery of  the leadership in
unification of  Europe which it had lost by being outdistanced due to non-participation in the
common currency (Euro) as well as gaining more influence.  On the other hand, for France,
which had maintained distance from the United States throughout the Cold War period and
pursued its own security policy, this decision by the U.K. provided a wonderful opportunity to
expand the European identity that covers all the political, economic and military fields.  The two
states agreed to establish a rapidly deployable joint formation with 30,000 troops with such
political intentions in the background.  When such Euro-origin troops were to be born with the
assumption of  military operations out of  the area, they should eradicate the agony they had to
experience by being subordinate to the United States at the Gulf  War.  At the same time,
cooperation of  these two states which have experienced wars overseas through management of
their former colonies brought about the opportunity to recover the leadership in the EU
management from Germany which has just started sending its troops overseas.32

domestic affairs and justification of  military intervention created by the regional, ethnic conflicts that became
apparent in the post-Cold War world.
In October 1998 when the Kosovo conflict became more intensified, NATO urged Federal Republic of  Yugoslavia
to compromise implying further air operations with the precedence of  Bosnia conflict measures that led to the
Dayton Agreement.  As a result, in mid-October, a cease-fire was accomplished by the Slobodan Milosevic and
Holbrooke Agreement, and cease-fire surveillance activities led by OSCE started.  But since the conflict resumed in
Kosovo at the end of  1998, NATO made a decision to attach the authority for the decision for air operations to the
Secretary General at the end of  January, and forced a cease-fire again.  NATO succeeded in holding the Kosovo
Peace Talks at Rambouillet under the auspices of  the Contract Group that consisted of  the United States, Russia
and four European states, but the peace talk was ruptured as the Federal Republic of  Yugoslavia government, the
other concerned party of  the conflict, disapproved of  the ex post facto measures led by NATO.  The United States
and other NATO member states began to hold a sense of  growing crisis against the Federal Republic of  Yugoslavia
government which had been steadily accumulating faits accomplis in Kosovo.  Director Tenet of  the U.S. Central
Intelligence Agency (CIA) stated that if  the international society fails to reach a political solution before the expected
intensification of  the conflict in spring 1999, they would be forced to send ground forces. Refer to Statement of  the
Director of  Central Intelligence Agency George J. Tenet As Prepared for Delivery Before the Senate Armed Services
Committee, Hearing on Current and Projected National Security Threats (February 2, 1999).
Under such urgent circumstances, NATO dared to start air operations without obtaining agreement from Russia
and China who are the permanent members of  the UN Security Council.  If  the argument is limited to the internal
issue of  NATO, the intervention was a deviation from the guideline of  the ‘New Strategic Concept’ which NATO
itself  adopted in April, and there is a possibility that it might lead to the crisis where the cohesion of  NATO is
questioned depending on the progress of  the issue.
31  Joint Declaration on European Defence, Joint Declaration issued at the British-French Summit, Saint-Malo,
France, 3-4 December 1998.
32  In addition to re-activation of  WEU and establishment of  the Combined and Joint Task Force (CJTF) inside
NATO, agreement on the establishment of a rapidly deployable joint formation by the U.K. and France would mean
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Conclusion: Strategic implication to Japan

Finally, the author shall examine the direct and indirect impacts of  the transformation of
the security structure in Europe, changes in NATO, in particular, on the security of  Japan located
in the Far East in two aspects.

The first concerns the “perception” of  Russia as the defense range of  NATO expands.  Russia
under the Yeltsin Administration maintained the stance of  opposition to the first enlargement of
NATO, but they practically accepted it.  As described earlier, however, the perception of  Russia
would change and the situation would also undergo a complete change if  the second enlargement
include the three Baltic states which directly border with Russia.

Russia seemed to have selected strategic stability in East Asia to prepare for the possible
deterioration of  the strategic environment in Europe, which reminds us of  the development of
the international relations concerning Russia in the second half  of  the 1960s.  In early March,
1969, the long smoldering conflict between China and the Soviet Union became conspicuous at
the Damansky Island incident.  When the communist world, which had somehow been believed
to be monolithically solid, broke up, the Soviet Union chose the detente policy in the Western
front to avoid two-front operations as the military preparation against China had to be built up.
As a result, CSCE, which had been inaugurated as a fruit of  compromise between the Soviet
Union on the one side and the United States and Western European states on the other, managed
to establish the “Helsinki Final Accord” in August 1975.  The Accord, together with a series of
the confidence building measures (CBMs), achieved stability by the actual demarcation of  the
borders after the Second World War that the Soviet Union had long hoped for while maintaining
the possibility for peaceful changes in the future.

On the other hand, the present strategic environment for Russia which holds apprehension
over the enlargement of  NATO indicates a totally different logic from those in the late 1960s.
Russia has started to seek strategic stability in East Asia due to the emergence of  such new
situations in addition to the difficulties caused by the ending of  the Cold War and dissolution of
the Soviet Union.  This led to the signing of  the Incidents at Sea Agreement with Japan in
October 1993, followed by the recent joint maritime rescue exercises and other actions that
indicate improved relations in the military and related areas.  Although it is still uncertain whether
the final settlement will be reached, there have been a number of  political efforts to resolve the
territorial issue and toward signing a peace treaty.  In the Sino - Russia relations, it has been

a clear indication of  the characteristics of  the security issues in the post-Cold War world where the danger of world
wars has virtually disappeared.  There is something else to be added to this British-French concept.  The troops to be
deployed outside the territory normally consist of  volunteers, not conscripted forces.  In addition, realization of  this
concept requires establishment of  combat troops of  a considerable scale unlike those for the PKO activities.  In that
sense, the U.K. has no problem since it abolished the conscription system in early 1960s.  But it was reported that
France, which had experienced political confusions due to the dispatch of  the conscripted forces in the Algerian
War with the excuse that it was a domestic issue, is slow in shifting to the volunteer system scheduled in 2002.  Refer
to “Volunteers Versus Conscripts: The Transformation of  NATO forces,” Strategic Comments, Vol. 4, No. 10
(December 1998).
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reported that new relations have been built up in the military management and arms reduction
levels through a military technology cooperation treaty (including reduction of  the numbers of
troops and soldiers as well as the CBMs), and a disengagement treaty in the border areas and
other treaties.  Such improvement in the relations between these two states must bring about
positive results to the peace and stability in the region.  It is necessary for Japan to bear in mind,
however, that such stance of  Russia has provided opportunities for China to plan a long-pending
hope of  expanding its naval capability.

Furthermore, it must be noted that Russia has started to bring up the collective security in
East Asia again.  OSCE started to expand its action range to crisis management and preventive
diplomacy that are beyond the peace-time military stability measures, and positioned itself  at
Lisbon Summit in December 1996 as a regional arrangement stipulated in Chapter 8 of  the UN
Charter, that is a framework for collective security which the UN proposed as the desirable
international security at their establishment.  Russia had been unable to take effective measures
and hidden behind the presence of  the United States in the resolution of  the former Yugoslavia
conflict although it is a permanent member of  the UN Security Council.  Therefore, the concept
of  collective security that supports OSCE which is the only institution where Russia can be
involved in the security of  Europe in the equal standing with the United States as well as the
logic for its own security against the enlargement of  NATO now plays important roles for Russia.
Furthermore, it must be understood that such weakness of  Russia may transform into strength
with the excuse of  “legitimacy” in the international society.  Collective security as a concept is
positioned higher than the right to individual and collective self-defense stipulated in Article 51
of  the UN Charter, and the North Atlantic Treaty stipulates the same in Article 5.  In short, this
concept of  collective security contains the elements that could theoretically undermine the Japan
- U.S. Security Treaty and other alliance frameworks although it is still academic.

It must be carefully observed that there is a risk where the eastward enlargement of  NATO
might affect Japan in a totally reverse way from the above.  Russia is expected to overcome the
present economic, financial difficulties and recover its national strength eventually.  The risk lies
in the possibility that Russia might propagate the tension created in the process of  opposition to
the enlargement of  NATO toward East Asia.  The author has already described the possible
problems if  the three Baltic states are included as targets for NATO enlargement in the future.
Future of  Russia after Yeltsin is also unknown.  If  it should develop into new conflict between
the United States and Russia, it would not be a mere fabulosity that it might lead to a conflict
between China and Russia on one side and Japan and the U.S. on the other depending on the
relations between China and the United States.

The second aspect concerns the enlargement of  NATO’s mission.  At the North Atlantic
Council meeting in December 1998, U.S. Secretary of  State Albright proposed to add the “crisis
management” activities into NATO’s mission.  It was an effort to draw the prospect of  the future
NATO in the balance between the “collective defense” which had been the basis of  existence for
NATO and the “crisis management” activities.  Such proposal might be regarded as a specific
response from the United States concerning the role of  the “collective security” which had been
carried over in an ambiguous manner even though it was announced at the time of  NATO’s
eastward enlargement.  The other allies, however, did not hesitate to express surprise and confusion
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concerning this proposal that strongly reflects the national interests of  the self-appointed world
leader United States.  They were apprehensive that such actions might proceed without
authorization or approval of  the UN Security Council or the international society and
automatically involve NATO in the disputes that are beyond the national strengths or the range
of  national interests for them under the strong leadership of  the United States.

At the same time, however, if  the stance of  the United States which wants to impetuously
proceed such crisis management becomes even stronger, and if  it is regarded as execution of
“hegemony” of  the United States, the activities of  the UN Security Council will be suspended as
in the Cold War, let alone the possible strong opposition from Russia.  There are apprehensions
that it might lead to create a vicious circle where the United States would deliberately select to
take actions without waiting for the decision of  the Security Council in order to promptly resolve
the regional or ethnic disputes and the problems of  proliferation of  weapons for mass destruction.

This difficulty which the allies in Europe are facing through NATO will certainly be
propagated to other alliances.  It should not be forgotten that after this momentary stability as
the tense East - West confrontation has been resolved, a new danger of  contradiction is being
born where intentions and actions to maintain world peace might create new conflicts and disputes
in various phases contrary to their original intentions.
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