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Introduction

Michael Zantovsky, the chairman of the Czech Senate’s Foreign Af-
fairs, Defense, and Security Committee, announced in June 2001 that
the planned modernization and professionalization of the Czech Army
would take two election terms (i.e., eight years).” A month later his
counterpart in the Chamber of Deputies (the legislature’s lower house),
Petr Necas, lamented that Prime Minister Milo§ Zeman’s cabinet had
“done nothing” to promote military reform since the country’s acces-
sion to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO).> In March
2001 General Lajos Fodor, Chief of the Hungarian Defense Forces’
(HDF) General Staff, revealed that the country’s air force would be
unable to meet NATO’s requirements for pilot training “again this
year.”3 His views were corroborated by a recent NATO report which
proclaimed that the HDF would not be able to fully participate in the
Alliance until the end of 2003.4# NATO leaders have repeatedly casti-
gated not only the Czech Republic and Hungary, but also Poland for
the relatively modest sums they spend on defense despite their earlier
pledges to reform their militaries in accordance with NATO criteria.
They have every right to do so: Since 1999 these countries have been
full members of the Alliance.

CTK (Czech News Agency, Prague), 14 June zoor1.

CTK (Prague), 11 July 2001.

Népszabadsag (Budapest), 19 March 2001.

See Péter Matyuc, “NATO-jelentés a honvédség hidnyossagairsl,” Népszabadsdg,
6 April 2000.
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2 The Future of NATO Expansion

The enlargement of NATO has been one of the most important
events in post-Cold War international affairs, American foreign pol-
icy, and East European politics. In 1997, NATO invited the three
East-Central European states in which democratization and market-
oriented transitions had progressed the farthest — Czech Republic,
Hungary, and Poland - to join its ranks.5 Two years later, the three
states became members of the Alliance on the occasion of its fiftieth
anniversary summit in Washington, D.C. As the quotations above im-
ply, Czech and Hungarian membership (Poland has performed consid-
erably better) has given NATO few reasons to celebrate the decision to
expand.

Still, NATO leaders have maintained that expansion is an on-going
process that entails the integration of additional East European states.
At its Prague Summit in November 2002, NATO invited seven coun-
tries — Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia, and
Slovenia — that are expected to become full members after the leg-
islatures of the member states and the candidate countries ratify the
Alliance’s enlargement. In order to avoid the problems resulting from
the first round of enlargement, it is important to understand the ben-
efits and drawbacks of subsequent rounds. NATO has set numerous
membership criteria and has assisted aspiring members in satisfying
them. We must gauge their preparedness to assess the impact they
will have on NATO’s cohesion, capabilities, and future role. My pur-
pose in this study is to do just that, focusing on four East European
states invited to membership: Bulgaria, Romania, Slovakia, and
Slovenia.

MAIN ARGUMENTS

This study posits two basic arguments: first, that NATO’s expansion to
Eastern Europe should continue; and second, that states should fulfill
the Alliance’s membership criteria prior to becoming full members. Let
me flesh out these arguments in a bit more detail.

5 For an examination of the states in the first round of enlargement, see Andrew A.
Michta, ed., America’s New Allies: Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic in NATO
(Seattle: University of Washington Press, 1999).
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I opposed the first round of enlargement on the grounds that it
was unnecessary and expensive, not to mention potentially dangerous
insofar as it threatened to provoke Russia. Nonetheless, once the pro-
cess had started, I became a supporter of further enlargement. I ar-
gue that extending full NATO membership to the four states in my
inquiry is desirable for four fundamental reasons. First, given its oft-
repeated promises of an “open door policy” (meaning that qualified
members would be allowed to join), NATO has a moral obligation
to deliver on its pledge. Second, the status quo divides postcommu-
nist states and could inadvertently serve to promote the cause of ex-
tremists who might create tensions between member and non-member
states. Third, including these four states in NATO will create a security
system that will increase the Alliance’s deterrent potential and ensure
rapid intervention capability in the traditional trouble spots of the
Balkans. As such, it will be more useful in strategic terms than the first
wave of enlargement in 1999. Finally, a second wave of enlargement
that includes these four states will create a geographically contiguous
NATO that links Hungary with members on its borders (Slovakia,
Romania, and Slovenia) and Greece and Turkey with the rest of the
Alliance through Bulgaria.

At the same time, I will argue that rushing the second wave of en-
largement makes little sense. Admitting unprepared countries in 1999
was, on balance, a mistake. The experiences of the three new mem-
bers have tempered much of the enthusiasm in NATO circles about
the rapid expansion of the Alliance, and for good reasons. They, with
the possible exception of Poland, have been free riders — consumers
rather than providers of security. Both the Czech Republic and Hungary
have been less than eager contributors to European security since be-
coming NATO members. Before joining, political elites in both states
were quick to promise the kinds of military reforms that Brussels re-
quired. Once they had become members, however, their incentives to
deliver on those promises had largely disappeared in large part because
NATO does not have an expulsion mechanism in place. I believe that
it is imperative that the states aspiring to NATO membership actu-
ally fulfill all stated requirements before being invited to join. Even
more importantly, there is simply no need to rush the incorporation of
Bulgaria, Romania, Slovakia, and Slovenia into NATO because they
face no serious challenges to their security. A more judicious approach
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to enlargement will ease the integration of new members and will serve
to safeguard alliance cohesion and capabilities.

The international organizations East European states want to join
(European Union, NATO) or appease (World Bank, International
Monetary Fund, Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe)
have contributed substantially to democratic consolidation in the re-
gion —after all, they have the leverage to admit or exclude them. Clearly,
it would be useful to determine the extent to which prospective mem-
bership specifically in NATO influences policies in aspiring states. Un-
fortunately, however, this is difficult to do because NATO is seeking
many of the same policy adjustments in these countries that are being
sought by other international organizations — most importantly the EU.
Nevertheless, especially since the first round of enlargement — precisely
because of the relatively poor performance of the first three new mem-
bers with respect to their military affairs - NATO has become more
keenly interested in military effectiveness, civil-military relations, de-
fense expenditures, and a host of other issues that other organizations
are not concerned with. Therefore, in these instances, a causal link be-
tween NATO and domestic policy change may be identified with some
measure of confidence.

CASE SELECTION AND RESEARCH METHODS

Why focus on these four countries and not others? After all, there were
nine aspirants in NATO’s Membership Action Plan (MAP): Albania,
Bulgaria, Macedonia, Romania, Slovakia, and Slovenia and the three
Baltic States (Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania). The choice of the four
countries is based only partly on the convenient fact that NATO turned
them down in 1997. Romania, Slovakia, and especially Slovenia were
already serious contenders at that time, though Bulgaria was not yet un-
ambiguously committed to a policy in support of joining the Alliance.
These four states also stand out as some of the least studied postcom-
munist countries. Bulgaria and Slovenia have been especially neglected
in the last decade partly because they have not been perceived as pivotal
states. Slovakia, on the other hand, has been the victim of diminishing
scholarly attention after the 1993 break-up of federal Czechoslovakia.
Of the four states in my project, only Romania can be said to have
received adequate scholarly attention in the 1990s, due to its relatively
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large physical size and population as well as its dismal failure to live
up to its potential.

An evaluation of the remaining five MAP countries’ preparedness
for NATO enlargement is beyond the scope of this book. The three
Baltic states are geographically contiguous with Russia which, in turn,
has repeatedly expressed its resolute opposition to, and since 2001,
reservations about their NATO membership. The Baltics shared much
of their recent history with the Soviet Union — having been part of the
USSR for fifty years (1941-1991) — and all of them are home to large
ethnic Russian populations which further complicates their relation-
ship with Moscow. These factors set the Baltic states apart from the
other six MAP countries which neither share a border with Russia nor
have any ethnic Russian minorities.

Albania and Macedonia, on the other hand, are handicapped by dif-
ferent factors. Political, economic, and military reforms have proceeded
at a much slower pace in these two states than elsewhere in Eastern
Europe — with the exception of Serbia and some of the former Soviet
republics. Moreover, Albania and particularly Macedonia are integral
parts of a fluid security puzzle. In 2001 Macedonia was involved in a
serious armed conflict between government troops and ethnic Albanian
rebels who, at the very least, demanded substantial changes in the insti-
tutional arrangements of the state. It is clear, however, that the ultimate
wish of many Albanians in both northwestern Macedonia and Kosovo
is secession and the possible unification with Albania proper even if it is
rarely voiced publicly. NATO troops are deployed in both locations to
maintain a fragile peace. The uncertain outcome of these conflicts
makes it difficult to predict with any measure of confidence Albanian
and Macedonian political and military-security trajectories — even in
the near future. In sum, Bulgaria, Romania, Slovakia, and Slovenia
have not only advanced considerably farther in terms of postcommu-
nist reform processes than Albania and Macedonia, but they have also
not had to face the type of security problems confronting those two
states.

This book draws on several years of field research in Eastern Europe
and dozens of in-depth interviews with Bulgarian, Romanian, Slovak,
and Slovene defense officials, military officers, academics, and politi-
cians. I have also interviewed NATO officials and numerous represen-
tatives of NATO member states’ governments. Furthermore, the book
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benefits from a comprehensive reading of official documents, newspa-
pers, and the scholarly literature published in the four states, Western
Europe, and the United States.

OUTLINE AND ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK

This book is divided into five chapters. Chapter 1 weighs the strengths
and weaknesses of the numerous arguments advancing and opposing
the first and second rounds of NATO enlargement. It briefly exam-
ines the evolution of Russia’s position toward NATO expansion and
outlines the criteria the Alliance has set for prospective members.

In order to ensure an optimal level of comparability, Chapters 2,
3, 4, and 5 examine the four cases (Slovakia, Slovenia, Romania, and
Bulgaria, respectively) according to an identical analytical framework.
All of these chapters are divided into four parts. Part I of each chapter
analyzes postcommunist domestic politics, including the main polit-
ical institutions and personalities, electoral results, and governmen-
tal changes, particularly those with a bearing on NATO enlargement.
The focus then shifts to a brief discussion of economic performance,
with particular attention to the European Union accession process. The
mechanisms of EU integration are important because they provide yet
another measure of the progress of the individual states. Finally, I ex-
amine the various challenges to the country’s security and the evolution
of its military doctrine.

Part I of the empirical chapters evaluates the state’s relations with
its neighbors, NATO members, and Russia. It also explores campaigns
for NATO membership, including levels of public and elite support
for NATO operations, the various political forces’ views on joining
the Alliance, and participation in regional organizations and NATO
programs.

Part III concentrates on civil-military relations. It begins by scruti-
nizing the depoliticization of the armed forces and proceeds to analyze
the institutional arrangements of civilian control of the military. Here
I am concerned with the role of and the relations between the pres-
ident, the government, the defense minister, the chief of the general
staff, and the legislature and its committees in ensuring balanced civil-
ian oversight of the armed forces. I then identify the deficiencies in
civil-military relations - in particular, shortcomings pertaining to the
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balanced and democratic civilian control of the armed forces — that
need to be remedied prior to joining NATO.

Part IV is divided into three sections. The first examines military
reform processes, the strengths and weaknesses of their design and
implementation, and the degree to which they fulfill NATO criteria.
The second focuses on the conditions of armed forces personnel, con-
centrating on the prestige of the profession; the training, morale, and
living standards of the officer corps; and changes in the conscrip-
tion system. The last section briefly analyzes the state of the armed
forces as indicated by changes in its manpower, equipment main-
tenance and acquisition, and the condition of the country’s defense
industry.

WHAT THIS BOOK IS AND IS NOT ABOUT

In order to prevent undue expectations I want to lay out clearly what
this book is and is not about. The focus of this study is the second round
of NATO?’s enlargement involving four newly invited states: Bulgaria,
Romania, Slovakia, and Slovenia. I will summarize the arguments op-
posing and supporting the first round and prospective second round
of NATO expansion. | am interested in arguments germane to the first
round only insofar as they form the intellectual and political back-
ground for the second round.

My objective here is to ascertain the extent to which the second-
round invitees are prepared for membership in the Alliance, using
NATO’s membership criteria as a guide. The book evaluates the four
states’ readiness for NATO membership from a comparative perspec-
tive and using the case study method. In concert with the widely recog-
nized notion that the decision to enlarge NATO - in the first round, at
any rate — was based on political rather than military-security criteria,
this book is as much if not more concerned with the four states’ do-
mestic and foreign policies, economic performance, and civil-military
relations as it is with their military reform processes and weapon ac-
quisition programs.

This study does not provide a detailed analysis of how NATO mem-
ber states reach the decision to enlarge or not to enlarge the Alliance;
nor does it present an in-depth analysis of NATO’s internal policies or
duplicate the studies already published about how the U.S. government
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arrived at its decision to expand in 1997.% I will, however, summarize
the polemics concerning initial NATO enlargement because they re-
main germane for the subsequent expansion process. This book has
also little to say about the wars in the former Yugoslavia and NATO’s
role therein. This, too, is a topic that has received ample scholarly and
journalistic attention and I will discuss it only to the extent that it bears
directly on the issues I do want to examine closely.

Finally, this book makes no pretention of building or testing theory.”
My ambition here is no more and no less than to examine the com-
peting arguments favoring and opposing NATO’s enlargement and to
assess the credentials of the four invitees for membership in the Al-
liance. This study, then, is first and foremost a comparative analysis
of the postcommunist records of four East European states from the
perspective of NATO expansion.

6 See, for instance, Gerald B. Solomon, The NATO Enlargement Debate, 1990-1997:
Blessings of Liberty (Westport, CT: Praeger, 1998); James M. Goldgeier, Not Whether
But When: The U.S. Decision to Enlarge NATO (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institu-
tion Press, 1999); and George W. Grayson, Strange Bedfellows: NATO Marches East
(Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 1999).

7 For a sample of relevant studies, see Charles L. Glaser, “Why NATO Is Still Best: Future
Security Arrangements for Europe,” International Security, 18:1 (Summer 1993): 5~50;
John J. Mearsheimer, “False Promises of International Institutions,” International Se-
curity, 19:3 (Winter 1994): 5-49; Robert B. McCalla, “NATO’s Persistence After the
Cold War,” International Organization, 50:3 (Summer 1996): 445—475; John Gerald
Ruggie, “Consolidating the European Pillar: The Key to NATO?’s Future,” Washington
Quarterly, 20:1 (Winter 1997): 109-125; Charles Kupchan, “After Pax Americana:
Benign Power, Regional Integration, and the Sources of Stable Multipolarity,” In-
ternational Security, 23:2 (Fall 1998): 40-79; idem., ed., Atlantic Security: Contending
Visions (New York: Council on Foreign Relations, 1998); Dan Reiter, “NATO Enlarge-
ment and the Spread of Democracy,” International Security, 25:4 (Spring 2001): 41-67;
and the contributions to Robert W. Rauchhaus, ed., Explatning NATO Erldargement
(London: Frank Cass, 2001).



The Pros and Cons of Further Enlargement

In 1999 three East-Central European countries — the Czech Republic,
Hungary, and Poland - joined NATO. Less than a decade prior to
the Alliance’s enlargement, these three states (the Czech Republic then
was still a part of Czechoslovakia) were members of NATO’s Cold War
nemesis, the Warsaw Pact. The expansion of NATO was the result of a
controversial decision surrounded by much public debate. Because this
debate is quite relevant to the matter of the Alliance’s further expansion,
I will briefly revisit the reasoning of its supporters and detractors in
Part I of this chapter.

NATO leaders and, more importantly, politicians in Washington,
have committed themselves to further expand the Alliance. In June
2002 President George W. Bush signed a measure supporting NATO’s
enlargement. In October 2002 the U.S. House of Representatives
passed a resolution which recommended a “big bang” expansion at
the Prague NATO Summit in the following month. Although this de-
cision is just as important as the first round of enlargement was, the
debate concerning the desirability of additional expansion has been at
best muted. It seems as if scholars, pundits, and public policy experts
had said all they wanted to say about NATO enlargement already in
the 1990s. In Part I1 I will examine the arguments (and the logic behind
them) for and against the additional expansion of the Alliance. More-
over, I will briefly address such related issues as the future expansion of
the European Union and Russian views of NATO expansion. Finally,
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the objective of Part III is to answer the question of “What does NATO
expect from the states that aspire for membership?”

The expansion of NATO has been a complex issue that reasonable
people can disagree about. As I shall demonstrate, both proponents and
detractors have made persuasive arguments and, if one fairly weighs
the strengths of their reasoning, it is difficult to be unequivocally for
or against enlargement. In other words, this is not a black-and-white
issue; both alternative decisions — to enlarge or not to — have a number
of associated costs and benefits.

PART I. BACKGROUND: NATO ENLARGEMENT, ROUND ONE

The Idea of NATO Expansion

At the July 1990 London Summit Meeting, NATO invited Hungary,
Czechoslovakia, Poland, Romania, Bulgaria, and the Soviet Union to
establish regular diplomatic liaisons with the Alliance. The founding
of the North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC) in 1991 signified
a further step in the evolution of NATO?s relationship with the former
communist states by institutionalizing the dialogue between NATO
and the former Soviet Bloc. The breakup of the USSR later that year
indicated that the NACC would scarcely be the most appropriate vehi-
cle to improve cooperation between NATO and members of the former
Warsaw Pact. The inauguration of NATO’s Partnership for Peace (PfP)
program in 1994 created a more suitable framework in which fur-
ther interaction and cooperation could be pursued.” An equally am-
bitious undertaking was the establishment of the NATO-Russia Per-
manent Joint Council in 1997. It preserved the Alliance’s latitude to
act militarily and circumvent Russian interference but also promised
collaboration and consultation between Brussels and Moscow.
Article 10 of the 1949 Washington Treaty, NATO’s founding doc-
ument, states that the Alliance remains open to new members if they

! For a more detailed discussion, see Jeffrey Simon, Central European Civil-Military Rela-
tions and NATO Expansion (Washington, D.C.: National Defense University, McNair
Paper 39, 1995), 1-9; NATO Handbook (Brussels: NATO, 1995), 31-58; Nicholas
Williams, “Partnership for Peace: Permanent Fixture or Declining Asset?” Survival,
38:1 (Spring 1996): 98—110; and idem., “The Future of Partnership for Peace,” Balkan
Forum 4:2 (June 1996) 255-283.
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fulfill certain criteria. The centerpiece of NATO is still the Treaty’s
Article 5 which considers an armed attack against any alliance member
as an attack against all of them and prescribes taking action “including
the use of armed force to restore and maintain the security of the North
Atlantic area.” As former West German Chancellor Helmut Schmidt
has pointed out, however, the territory protected by this obligation
is clearly delineated in Article 6 and it includes neither the Balkans
nor the Middle East.> With the joining of Greece and Turkey in 1952,
NATO’s North Atlantic geographical character changed irrevocably
and the Alliance’s post-1989 expansion obviously promises to shift its
posture further still.

By the early 1990s a growing number of East European states came
to the conclusion that the only logical solution to their countries’ secu-
rity dilemmas was full membership in NATO. Their governments began
to lobby the Alliance and its member states through diplomatic chan-
nels and the media, and, once PfP created a more suitable framework,
through NATO itself.

At the same time, the Alliance, in the midst of an identity crisis in the
wake of the Cold War, had to reassess its strategic concept, its views
of the types of war or hostilities it could expect to deter and fight and,
more broadly, reevaluate its role in international security and politics.?
Some observers suggested that the expansion of the Alliance, precisely
owing to its post-Cold War identity crisis, gave it a new lease on life, a
new raison d’étre. It was also important to recognize, as U.S. Senator
Richard Lugar famously noted in 1993, that “The common denomi-
nator of all the new security problems in Europe is that they all lie be-
yond NATO’s current borders.”* In other words, promoting stability
in non-NATO Europe — an effort that became linked with the Alliance’s
expansion — now became one of the key objectives of NATO. Lugar’s
colleague, Senator Joseph Biden asserted that “approving enlargement

»

See Schmidt, “The Transatlantic Alliance in the 21st Century,” NATO Review: soth
Anniversary Edition, 22. For a more general discussion of NATO’s origins see Francis
H. Heller and John R. Gillingham, eds., NATO: The Founding of the Atlantic Alliance
and the Integration of Europe (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1992).

See, for instance, Joseph Lepgold, “NATO’s Post-Cold War Collective Action Prob-
lem,” International Security, 23:1 (Summer 1998): 78-106; and The Alliance’s Strategic
Concept (Brussels: NATO, 1999).

Richard G. Lugar, “NATO: Out of Area or Out of Business,” press release, 2 August

1993.

-

ES



