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FOREWORD

HOW SHOULD THE UNITED STATES DEFINE ITINTERNATIONAL engagement with the rest
of the world? More than a decade after the abrafpamse of the Soviet Union, and more than a decdide
the renunciation of authoritarian political systeamsl statist economic policies in key developingrtaes, a
national consensus on how the United States aefpger” should navigate in the world is as elusisever.

How can we explain the irony that the United t&a at the moment of uncontested geostrategic
preponderance, has no comprehensive basis for iegghe rest of the world?

There are a number of reasons. First, mucheoptiblic debate on American international engageiserast
in iconic terms that may satisfy embedded politicéérests but do little for positioning the Unit&dates to
capitalize on a dynamic global environment. In gust-Cold War period, the critical issues have bexo
increasingly complex. New challenges have beenrsupesed on traditional issues. A constellatiorglobal
forces is calling long-standing sovereign prerogegtiand capabilities into question. All this defmsmper-
sticker articulation.

Second, the absence of a broad consensus hadqat@a greater opportunity for special interestugis to
impose their priorities on the policymaking proce$bte result is a centrifugal process that cuts ithe
capacity of leaders to formulate and carry outiad and consistent policies.

Third, in the context of today's real-time newdlture, political leaders are confronted with nmaki
complicated decisions based on a multitude of facto ever shorter time frames. The "CNN effectkes
crises across the world immediately relevant tolées who in the past would not have been affecyethdse
developments. The pressure for instant policy dattans and formulation has grown tremendously.aAs
consequence, leaders have less time to think direfiobout longer-range trends, confer with knowledlgle
individuals, and contemplate approaches that argeloterm and integrated in nature.

Fourth, the organizational "stovepipe" phenonmeabspecialized jurisdictions, competencies, amdrests
across the U.S. government (as well as other gawemts) is creating increasingly segmented analg$es
developments across the world. It is also genagdtirf battles and gridlock, infighting and parasysand lack
of constancy of purpose. The constraints createthése organizational rigidities certainly applythe range
of traditional national security and foreign policgsues confronting the United States. But they raoest
pronounced when it comes to crosscutting globaleissuch as globalization, proliferation of weapoisiass
destruction, HIV/AIDS and the cross-border movenwrither infectious diseases, and other similesds.

Fifth and last, the debate in both academiathadpublic policy community on how to position tbaited
States relative to the rest of the world has beemore productive. Despite Herculean attempts émtity
paradigms for U.S. engagement within a broadetegjia framework, no overarching theory has emerged,
comprehensive strategy has succeeded in attrapbtiical consensus, and no approach has enablked th
systematic prioritization of American interests anjectives.

Together, these five elements have limited @ugacity of leaders to think in "strategic" terms—atssess
relations with key states in a comprehensive faghweeigh both primary and derivative effects of gosed
policies, cast relations in a long-term time framed develop nn integrated approach to how Washingan
and should define its relations with the world. Teleallenge is clear: American leaders must weigh al
dimensions of complex relationships, assign piesito highly complex and sometimes competing divies,
and fashion a strategy through which those prewitian be achieved.

For these reasons, Zbigniew Brzezinski's unggagolitical insight is all the more valuable. Otlee course
of his remarkable career in government and the ipupblicy arena, Dr. Brzezinski has consistently
distinguished himself as a truly strategic thinker grounding his analysis in historical understagdi
exploring how sets of relations between countreas and should be calibrated with other sets ofiogighips,
advancing conclusions that are global in scope, fandsing on longer-range developments and trehnds.
addition, he has consistently attacked the questi@nassumptions and iconic thinking that have adtarized
public debate on some of the big issues of ourgime



Dr. Brzezinski's analysis is testament to tled flaat even in today's real-time decisionmakingr@mment, it
is possible to formulate and prosecute a strateggd on a forward-looking, interdisciplinary apmtoa

This monograph captures such an approach. Timeeptual staging point for the analysis that fobaw that
the success of U.S. international engagement ieadhlg twenty-first century will be conditioned d¢galy by the
United States' relations with Eurasia—the worldstral arena of world affairs—and in particulariwithina,
Japan, Russia, and Europe. In short, Dr. Brzeziradgerts, the United States needs a well-defined
transcontinental strategy to maneuver effectivelthe twenty-first century. More specifically, heifts to two
"Eurasian power triangles" that Washington mustettgy as an organizing structure for its future gegaent:
the first between the United States and the Europédon and Russia, and the second between thedUnit
States and Japan and China.

This monograph lays out Dr. Brzezinski's thimkion the considerations that should underlie eddhese
power triangles. For obvious reasons, each of thedationships involves separate and independent
considerations. But they also share an importaatatteristic.: Of the two countries other than thaité&d
States in each triangle, only one recognizes akesin international stability. In the United Statlapan-China
triangle, Tokyo clearly is pursuing regional antemational policies that reflect an interest inwséy. Beijing,
however, continues to favor more or less draster@tions in the geopolitical calculus. The saipglias to
Russia in the context of the United States-Europg@ion-Russia triangle. The European Union, corelgrs
serves with the United States as the axis of glskability. Also significant, as Dr. Brzezinski st is the
important contrast between the two "non-stake" twem in the respective triangles. Beijing's ecoimom
progress suggests an altogether different setiofijpes than the dire challenges—ranging from exoit to
health and demographic—facing Moscow.

In managing these differing sets of relationshijne challenge to Washington is to fashion adomgnge
vision of its interests and role in Eurasia. Thaplies, of course, an outward-based strategy Imgldin
relations with our allies in Europe and Japan.his tontext, a number of looming policy issues—NATO
expansion, European integration, the developmermnocAutonomous European defense capacity, thedealan
between Washington, Tokyo, and Beijing, cross-Stralations—are likely over time to test traditibna
security, political, and economic relations. A lengange vision also implies detailed and diffeictet
strategies for dealing with Russia and China.

What makes Dr. Brzezinski's analysis so sigaiftds the clear and comprehensive conceptual meegal he
offers to address these issues. With these esbaybas articulated a strategy for the cornerstdne.8.
policy—our relations with Eurasia—as we move forvamto the millennium. In so doing he has made a
significant contribution at & significant time, aB8&IS is pleased and proud to be able to publishvtilume.

The three chapters that make up this volume Virestepublished in successive issues of the Nalidmterest,
and we thank its editor, Owen Harries, who is @s®enior associate at CSIS, for permitting us tonporate
those separate articles into a single volume.

JOHN J. HAMRE
President and CEO, CSIS

January 2001



CHAPTER ONE. LIVING WITH CHINA

EURASIAN POLITICS HAVE REPLACED EUROPEAN
POLITICS AS THE central arena of world affairs. @rieuropean
wars became evidently threatening to America, th&es no
choice for America but to inject itself into Eurg@pe politics in
order to prevent new conflicts from erupting orastile European
hegemony from emerging. Thus America's engagenmentorld
affairs was precipitated during the twentieth centoy European
politics. Today, it is the interplay of several Bsiian powers that
is critical to global stability. Accordingly, Ame's policy must
be transcontinental in its design, with specifitatgiral Eurasian
relationships woven together into a strategicatiigarent whole.

It is in this larger Eurasian context that UChina relations
must be managed and their importance correctlysasde Dealing
with China should rank as one of Washington's fooost
important international relationships, alongsiderdpe, Japan,
and Russia. The U.S.-China relationship is bottseguoential and
catalytic, beyond its intrinsic bilateral importa&ndJnlike some
other major bilateral relationships that are eithparticularly
beneficial or threatening only to the parties diseanvolved
(America and Mexico, for example), the U.S.-Chie&ationship
impacts significantly on the security and polic@sother states,
and it can affect the overall balance of power umasia.

More specifically, peace in Northeast and Scaghdsia remains dependent to a significant degrethe
state of the U.S.-China relationship. That relalop also has enormous implications for U.S.Jagtations
and Japan's definition—for better or worse—of itpral and military role in Asia. Last but notdst, China's
orientation is likely to influence the extent to ialin Russia eventually concludes that its nationétrests
would best be served by a closer connection witiA@anticist Europe; or whether it is tempted irsteby
some sort of an alliance with an anti-American @hin

For China, it should be hastily added, the WCBina relationship is also of top-rank importarelengside its
relations with Japan, with Russia, and with Indra.fact, for China the Beijing-Washington interactiis
indisputably the most important of the four. Itaentral to China's future development and well-peiA
breakdown in the relationship would prompt a dramakecline in China's access to foreign capital and
technology. Chinese leaders must carefully take atcount that centrally decisive reality whenewery are
tempted to pursue a more assertive policy on bedfatheir national grievances (such as Taiwan) arem
ambitious global aspirations (such as seekingptace American "hegemony” with "multipolarity").

In essence, then, in the complex American-Cleineguation, Beijing should be prudent lest its darg
ambitions collide with its more immediate interesighile Washington must be careful lest its striteg
Eurasian interests are jeopardized by tacticaltapssin its handling of China.

FOR HISTORICAL CLARITY

It follows that the United States, in defining itnger-term China policy and in responding to theren
immediate policy dilemmas, must have a clearly fdated view of what China is, and is not. There is,
unfortunately, enormous confusion in America ont thery subject. Allegedly informed writings regardi
China often tend to be quite muddled, occasiorallgn verging toward the hysterical extremes. Assalt, the
image of a malignant China as the inevitably antigkican great power of the 2020s competes in therAsan
public discourse with glimpses of a benign Chinatlyetransformed by U.S. investors into an immeHsag
Kong. Currently, there is no realistic consenstisegiamong the public or in the Congress regar@iniga.



In recent years, inconsistency has also charaetethe attitude of the U.S. government. It isSoutunately
the case that the Clinton administration has baghygof "vacillation and about-faces on China, erftin
response to popular and congressional pressuia,'ttie President himself was "not willing to pratetsS.-
China relations from tampering by Congress," arat tsome in Congress would destroy the relationghip
given the opportunity to do so."1 The presidentidshandling in late spring 1999 of the World Trade
Organization (WTO) negotiations with the Chinesd #re persisting inclination of Congress to graaddton
the China issue validate that indictment.

In addition, public perception of China tenddtodefined by spectacular symbols that allegedbapsulate
the essence of today's and tomorrow's China. Tlougnany Americans Tiananmen Square and Tibet have
come to reflect the central reality of enduring coumist oppression and of intensifying national chaigm.

For others, the Chinese economic "miracle,” draredtiby the skyscrapers of Shanghai, and by China's
growing free-market openness to the world through Ihternet, travel, and foreign investment, synzesl| a
transforming nation that is progressively sheddiaggommunist veneer. Which China, then, is thé @ana,

and with which China will America clash or cohabithe years to come?

Having digested much of the available literatoneChinese political, economic, and military prests, and
having dealt with the Chinese for almost a quasfea century, | believe that the point of departioward an
answer has to be the recognition of an obvioudimdamental reality: China is too big to be igngrea old
to be slighted, too weak to be appeased, and tdatiams to be taken for granted. A major and aricien
civilization—encompassing 20 percent of the worpiipulation organized in a historically unique ¢ouity as
a single nation-state, and driven simultaneouslyalsgnse of national grievance over perceived (antany
cases, real) humiliations over the last two ceafiyrbut also by growing and even arrogant selfidente—
China is already a major regional player, though stmng enough to contest at this time either Acaés
global primacy or even its preponderance in theHzetern region.

China’'s military strength, both current and lijkever the next decade or so, will not be capalblposing a
serious threat to the United States itself, un@ssa's leaders were to opt for national suicidén2 Chinese
nuclear force has primarily a deterrent capabilithe Chinese military build-up has been steadynmither
massive nor rapid, nor technologically very impressit is also true, however, that China is capabt
imposing on America unacceptable costs in the etextta local conflict in the Far East engaged Gtanese
interests but only peripheral American ones. Irs thense, China's military power is already regignal
significant, and it is growing.

Nonetheless, unlike the former Soviet Union, Rleeple's Republic of China (PRC) is not capableosing a
universal ideological challenge to the United Stagspecially as its communist system is incre&senplving
into oligarchical nationalist statism with inherdgntnore limited international appeal. It is notewy that
China is not involved in any significant internat& revolutionary activities, while its controveiarms
exports are driven either by commercial or bildtstate interests. (As such, they are not veryedzffit from
those of France or Israel, with the latter actuakporting weapons technology to China.)

Moreover, in recent years China's internatiammasiduct has been relatively restrained. China diderercise
its veto to halt un-sanc-tioned military actiongiagt Iraq over Kuwait. Nor did it block the Sed¢yrCouncil’'s
approval of the international protectorate in Kasol approved the deployment of UN peacekeepeisast
Timor, and—unlike India in the case of Goa, or Inésia when it seized East Timor—it peacefully rqeaed
Hong Kong and more recently Macau. China also asgonsibly during the Asian finan-ci.il crisis 1998,
for which it was internationally applauded. Last bot least, its current efforts to gain membersbighe
WTO, whatever the merits or demerits of China'sotiatjng stance, signal the PRC's growing inteiregiobal
multilateral cooperation.

Internal Contradictions

The picture becomes more mixed when the domestisessr China is scrutinized and when current Clenes
views of the United States are taken into acco@fina is basically unfinished business. Its comrsiuni
revolution has run out of steam. Its post-commumiirmation has been partially successful, padity at the
urban-industrial-commercial levels, but this hagureed major doctrinal concessions and compromigas.



result is that the Chinese system is a hybrid, witbng residues of communist dogmatism in the strchl

sectors and in the state bureaucracy coexistingsilgewith dynamic, capitalist entrepreneurshipven by
foreign investment. China's future systemic origatais thus yet to be fully defined, but it iseddy evident
that the cohabitation within it of communism andneoercialism is inherently contradictory.

The trajectories of China's economic changednts$ political evolution are thus parting. At serpoint, the
distance between them will become too wide to susomething, then, will have to give. Moreovére t
existing political elite—itself not so young—willoen be replaced by a generation that came to gulliti
maturity neither during the Great Leap Forward duoring the Cultural Revolution, both epiphenomeia o
communist doctrinal exuberance. The emerging palitelite matured during Deng Xiaoping's pragmatic
upheaval in the Chinese economy, and hence mayobe imclined to correct the political trajectory ©hina's
evolution, bringing it closer to the economic tcy.

The issue of human rights is thus likely to bmeomore acute as the political regime seeks one avay
another to close the gap between itself and itdveng socioeconomic context. The constraints orspeal
political liberty, the denial of religious freedorand the suppression of minorities—most notablyilmet—
cannot be sustained in a setting of growing scama economic pluralism. The recent efforts to seppithe
Falun Gong movement testify to the regime's sefisgeological and political vulnerability. Accordifty, the
issue of freedom is bound to become both morecaliind more difficult for the existing regime tanage.
Indeed, it is almost safe to predict that in tharneiture—probably within the coming decade—Chind w
experience a serious political crisis.

In any case, whatever its political prospectsn@ will not be emerging as a global power in fibreseeable
future. If that term is to have any real meaningnust imply cutting-edge superiority of a trulyoghl military
capability, significant international financial amtonomic influence, a clear-cut technological Jemd an
appealing social lifestyle—all of which must combito create worldwide political clout. Even in thest
unlikely circumstance of continued rapid economiovgh, China will not be top-ranked in any of these
domains for many decades to come. What is morbaitkward and debilitated social infrastructuranbmed
with the per capita poverty of its enormous popatatrepresents a staggering liability.

One should note here that some of the currarestongering regarding the alleged inevitabilityChina's
emergence as a dominant world power is reminisaénearlier hysteria regarding Japan's supposedly
predestined ascendancy to superpower status. Vetria was similarly driven by mechanical projecs of
economic growth rates, without taking into accoother complex considerations or unexpected conticigs.
The Japanese purchase of Rockefeller Plaza bedaome @oint the symbol of the paranoiac, one-dinoerad
glimpse into Japan's future.

Be that as it may, China's unsettled domesteneds likely to reinforce an inherently ambivalemtd
occasionally antagonistic attitude toward the WhiBtates. Though Chinese leaders recognize thanted a
stable and even cooperative relationship with thi#dd States if their country is to continue depaig, China
is no longer America's strategic partner againgitraatening Soviet Union. It became so after than§hai
breakthrough of 1972 and, even more so, afternbemalization of relations in 1980, which dramatica
transformed a three decade-long adversarial rakstip into a decade of strategic cooperation.' yoad#h the
Soviet Union gone, China is neither America's aslgr nor its strategic partner.4 It could become an
antagonist, however, if either China so choosesnoerica so prompts.

Accentuating the Negative

Currently, Chinese policy toward the United States combination of functional cooperation in ar@s
specific interest and of a generally adverse dafimiof America's world role.5 The latter has praetp
Chinese diplomatic initiatives designed to underdu$. global leadership. Chinese policy toward Russ
ostentatiously friendly on the rhetorical leveltlwfrequent references to "a strategic partners@pch is also
the case (perhaps not surprisingly) with Sino-Fneredations, with both sides proclaiming (as, faample,
during the October 1999 Paris summit between ReagsdChirac and Jiang) their passionate fidelityhe
concept of global "multipo-larity"—not a very subtlam at the disliked American "hegemony."



Indeed, the word "hegemony" has become the if@v@hinese term for defining America's current Mor
role. Chinese public pronouncements and profeskjonanals that deal with international affairs uéayly
denounce the United States as an overreaching,ndomiarrogant and interventionist power, increglgin
reliant on the use of force, and potentially terdfteintervene even in China's internal affairs.

The NATO action in Kosovo precipitated espegiadl massive outpouring of Chinese allegations that
America has embraced the concept of interventionsnthe expense of respect for traditional national
sovereignty, with dire implications for China. Asepalarmed Chinese expert put it:

Suppose serious anti-Communist Party or anti-gewenm domestic turbulence erupts in China, whichhoan
be quickly brought under control, and, at the séime, the international community commonly joing #mnti-
China stream. In this case, the hegemonists (psrjoaqtly with their allied nations) could launchnalitary
invasion of China.6

The above was neither an extreme nor an isokselrtion. Such charges have been accompanied\wing
concern that the United States is acceleratingiatedsifying its efforts to construct an anti-Chseecoalilion
in the Far East, embracing what is representeddamgerously rearming Japan, South Korea and alsean,
a coalition "that resembles a small NATO of EaseAZ American, Japanese and South Korean disqussio
possible collaboration against theater missilecktahave intensified these Chinese suspicions. siutal
American and Taiwanese press speculation that Tamight be included in such a collective effort ladso
further aggravated the Chinese, who see it asiadditevidence that the United States is incre&gimglined
to make permanent the current separation of Tafveen China.

Perhaps the most striking example of the cur@mnhbese inclination to stress the negative dinmrssof the
U.S.-China relationship is the attempt to provideleeper intellectual or cultural rationalizatiorr fihe
seemingly intensifying antagonism. The Chinese-alvHeng Kong daily, Ta Kung Pao, published a major
editorial entitled "On the Cultural Roots of SinoSJ Conflict” in September 1999, advancing the ithésat
"the conflict between Chinese and American civii@as is at a deeper level one between sacred enudas
lifestyles.” Amazingly for a nominally communistgime, it is China that is said to represent themfan
"Chinese civilization has always stressed an i@tggn of heaven with man."” This identity is saidctntrast
sharply with "the consumerist and hedonist modkedfavior that grew out of American Civilization,"aking
Americans "look down on Oriental Civilization, hotd that it is backward and ignorant.” The polinference
that was drawn from the foregoing was stark: "inn@kJ.S. relations, it will be absolutely impossikio
permanently resolve conflicts of political viewsareas such as human rights, democracy, and fre&&lom

To be sure, the foregoing views are in partrumental, for they are also meant to serve thesati€hinese
efforts to put America on the ideological defensiVaey do not define for Beijing the overall chdexf the
U.S.-China relationship. Since China seeks to redhe scope of America's global preponderance ftsnd
resulting leverage on China), it needs some saatdadctrinal legitimation for controlled antagonisyat China
also wants to retain for itself, for obvious reasafi domestic self-interest, the vital benefitscoflaboration
with America. Striking a balance between the twaaos easy, especially given the fact that Chinafaraunist
leaders have not found an effective substitutetlfi@ir previous Marxist world-view. That central liga
imposes a severe restraint on Chinese anti-Amepoaaiivities.

Hence, U.S.-China military links are being preed, economic ties enhanced and political relatikapt
relatively congenial—even while "multipolarity” isailed and "hegemony” condemned in joint declanatio
with Moscow, Paris and whoever else cares to joive result is a confused amalgam, involving comstuni
terminology and Chinese nationalist sentiments.t iiahmash reflects the ambivalent position in \whice
Chinese leadership finds itself both at home andrge, given the unresolved ambiguities of Chirdksmestic
and foreign policy.

Doubtless, China's leaders, generally intelligemd hardheaded, sense that inherent ambiguityy Tust
realize that Paris, rhetoric aside, will not jomsome fanciful Beijing-Moscow-Paris anti-Americemalition.
They have to know that Russia does not have mucifféo to China, except perhaps some technologiceit
very advanced military equipment. Ultimately, thegve to understand— and their conduct reflects ttiayt



do—that at this historical juncture the relatiopshiith the United States is central to China's reit@utright
hostility is simply not in China's interest.

The foregoing points toward a further observatiGhina today, in relationship to the wider intdranal
system, is neither the militarist Japan of the BOB0r the ideologically and strategically threatgnSoviet
Union of the 1950s-70s. Though all analogies, ynd®n, are partially misleading, there are sommgortant
parallels between China's current situation anceimapGermany's circa 1890. At that time, Germalicgavas
in flux, while Germany itself was a rising powelké today's China, Germany's ambitions were drivera
resentment of a perceived lack of recognition agpect (in the case of Germany, especially on &neql a
haughty British Empire, and in the case of tod&téna, on the part of an arrogant America), by Jeair
encirclement by a confining and increasingly antagfic coalition, by rising nationalistic ambitions the part
of its predominantly young population, and by theulting desire to precipitate a significant reagement in
the global pecking order.

One will never know with any certainty whethlee tEuropean war of 1914, a quarter of a centuey,labuld
have been avoided by wiser policy in the 1890s.il8ity, one cannot be certain about which direct@mna
will head over the next quarter of a century. Hogrewalready at this stage it should be self-evideich
prospect is to be avoided. For America, that regua strategically clearheaded management of tisstise
issue of Taiwan and, even more so, of the longegeaask of fitting China into a wider and morebtta
Eurasian equilibrium.

What China Is and Is Not: A Decalogue

1. China is neither an international adversary r@ostrategic partner of the United States, though hostile to
perceived U.S. "hege mony."

2. China is not going to become a global powerygtoit is a regional power capable of assertingnégional
interests.

3. China is not a direct security threat to the tedi States.
4. China does not pose a global ideological chajketo the United States.

5. China is not regionally destabilizing and is fi;ct behaving internationally in a relatively ressible
fashion.

6. China is neither totalitarian nor democratic gadally but an oli garchic-bureaucratic dictatorgh

7. China is not in compliance with universal start$aof human rights and of tolerance for minoritiegplaces
such as Tibet or Xinjiang.

8. China is evolving economically in a desirableedtion.

9. China is not likely to avoid serious domestiditmal strains because commercial communism is an
oxymoron.

10. China does not have a clear vision of its pritevolution or of its international role.

FOR STRATEGIC PROPORTIONALITY

The Taiwan Question

For America, Taiwan is a problem; China is the lgmge. Taiwan complicates U.S.-China relations, ibig

U.S.-China relations that will determine in largeasure the degree of stability or instability ie fhar East
and, more generally, in Eurasia. Admittedly, how fhaiwan issue is handled will influence—and in som



circumstances could even determine—the evolutiod.8t-China relations. But, except for its impacttbose
relations, the status of Taiwan itself is not atnnternational concern.

Still, it is important to take both history asttategy into account when addressing the senstigdevolatile
issue of Taiwan's relationship with the mainlandaflissue is a direct legacy of China's civil wars also an
unresolved legacy, for Taiwan's separate existegroends that neither side involved in the civil veaicceeded
in totally eliminating the other. Though one sidenaby gaining control over the mainland, and thuerdhe
vast majority of the Chinese population, the lossnde still preserved itself not only as a politieatity but
also as a potential political alternative, everutfitoentrenched on a relatively small island inteblty only 2
percent of China's people.

That Taiwan succeeded in preserving its indepecel from the side that emerged victorious in then€se
civil war has been due mainly to the United Stafaserica, though indirectly, continued to be invadvin that
war even after its termination on the mainland 84 It both protected and bolstered Taiwan. Eptsod
military clashes in the Taiwan Strait occurred utite de facto suspension of the civil war in tf8¥ds—a
suspension attained by direct U.S.-China talksat@tl under President Nixon and later formalizedugh the
normalization of U.S.-China relations under Presid€arter.9 The resulting arrangement was genuinely
creative, for it enabled the winning side to acqoé&to the de facto partition of China as the ttamsl
outcome of the civil war without accepting it asegmanent de jure reality.

That sensible accommodation was made possiblbhdacceptance on both sides of the intricate dam
whereby (1) the United States acknowledged th#tenview both of the mainland and of Taiwan therenly
one China; and (2) the United States affirmed ithexpects the issue of reunification to be restlgeacefully
(and that U.S. national interest would be engafj@édshould be otherwise); whereas (3) the Chimesterated
that reunification is an internal Chinese matterpée attained by whatever means China deems ajguepr
though their preference is also for a peacefullutism.

Once that hurdle had been traversed it follothed the officially recognized government of Chhred to be
the one that governs 98 percent of the Chinesel@edmd it also followed that Taiwan could not be
recognized as a separate "sovereign" state, thinegbinited States could maintain practical and tional ties
with it. Such ties were then formally legislated the U.S. Congress in the "Taiwan Relations Act'1880,
which regularized U.S. relations with Taiwan withaefining it as a sovereign state. In effect, tiécome of
the great bargain preserved the formal unity ofn@hwvhile practically respecting the current reality a
separate status for Taiwan.

That arrangement has proven to be a blessingdnvan, while simultaneously permitting the deyefent
of extensive U.S.-China ties. Taiwan's resultingsperity hardly needs documenting. It has blossobaogid as
an economic miracle and as a democracy in the mecare setting of abated Sino-American tensions, of
continued U.S. arms sales, and of the openly proeld U.S. stake in a peaceful Taiwan Strait. Talgvan
success has also provided stunning and encouragidgnce for the proposition that democracy anch€de
culture are compatible, an example that has sgmti long-term implications for the future evolutiof
mainland China.

Taiwan has not only prospered economically daodred politically but has become a respectedaatide
participant in various international organizatioRer example, it is a full member of the Asian Depenent
Bank, APEC and the Central American Bank for Ecoicoimtegration, and is currently seeking accesthéo
WTO. It maintains regular economic, technologicadl &ultural ties with more than 140 states with ckhit
does not have formal diplomatic relations.

An even more impressive testimonial to the bigmetcruing from the U.S.-China normalization elations
has been the actual pacification of the TaiwanitStracontrast to the sporadic clashes that usesttur prior
to normalization, there has been a massive flowapital and people across the hitherto separataigmiO
These socioeco-nomic ties, in turn, have permittedemergence of an informal but serious dialogtevéen
representatives of the respective authorities.



Lee's Unilateralism

That informal accommodation was jeopardized in sbeond half of 1999 by the unilateral redefinitioin
Taiwan's relationship to the mainland, abruptlynizhed by the Taiwanese authorities. In a highlylipizied
interview, President Lee Teng-hui of Taiwan sudgeathandoned the "One China" formula, redefining the
Taiwan-mainland relationship as involving "statestate relations.” The import of the new formulatiwas
self-evident: one China was brusquely redefinedivas separate states. Moreover, Lee in a subsequen
statement insisted that the inhabitants of Taiwawehacquired a "fresh national identity based @ New
Taiwanese consciousness."11

Lee's initiative was launched without any preansultations with the United States. It was imratady
followed, however, by stepped-up efforts by Taiwsmneupporters in the United States, encouragedvwsila
financed Taiwan lobby, to induce the U.S. governmémough congressional pressure, to take a siand
support of Taiwanese "sovereignty."12 Various suigpe of Taiwan also launched a public campaigegatig
a growing Chinese military threat to Taiwan, urgipgrticularly the Republican presidential candidatie
support the so-called "Taiwan Security Enhancement' introduced earlier in the year in the U.S.nQeess.
That proposed act aimed at nothing less than tHaae revival of the 1955 Mutual Defense Treatyimthe
Republic of China (terminated following the U.Scagnition of the People's Republic of China), wii
specific and non-discretionary provisions desigtwedestore Taiwan as a U.S. military ally againkin@.

It should be noted that these alarmist pressutecs disregarded the fact that the PRC curréatlys, and in
the foreseeable future will not have, the airliftlasealift capability to effect a successful 120emeross-strait
amphibious invasion. One need only recall the ewnosrdifficulty of the Normandy landings in 1944 @ss3
the narrower English channel, in spite of overwhegrallied air and naval supremacy as well as dhative
weakness of the German forces. In contrast, thevareése ground forces that would be resisting angita
communist forces are relatively better armed andenmobile. Taiwan also has the means to contest PRC
efforts to assert air and naval superiority inTla@van Strait.

It is also noteworthy that the U.S. secretargefiense, in an assessment issued in February ¢888luded
that only "by 2005, the PLA [People's Liberatiom®s will possess the capability to attack Taiwarihwair
and missile strikes which would degrade key miitaacilities and damage the island's economic
infrastructure."13 Even then, the acquisition affsa capability would not mean that the PRC couketate an
effective invasion. One must also take into accoleitvan's capacity to retaliate effectively by lstrg or
mining China's major ports, thereby cutting Chinedsle links with the entire world.

In any case, whatever may have been Mr. Leetvesoin publicly venting the formula of "state-state
relations,” there was no pressing security needhifounilateral initiative. Hence the question: bono? Since
the Taiwanese leadership had to know that it wooldplicate U.S.-China relations and generate nesidas
in the Taiwan Strait, one has to assume that ftiiative was taken (at least in part) on the catioh that any
U.S.-China military confrontation, even if provokied Taiwan, would work to Taiwan's political advageé.

For the United States, acquiescence to the wemulation and passage of the proposed "Taiwan rigcu
Enhancement Act"14 would mean that Taiwan has gesmed nothing short of a carte blanche to redats
status as it wishes, with the United States ol#igiad defend the island, come what may. It wouldamhto a
de facto unconditional guarantee of U.S. protectomrwhatever provocative step Taiwan might takejuding
even a formal secession from China, and thus itldvba a repudiation of prior U.S.-China undertakinlg is
also important to note that in any ensuing hossdiin the Taiwan Strait, the United States wouhd fitself
altogether isolated internationally.

For China, the proposed U.S. legislation woughal America's re-engagement in the Chinese eowai,
while Beijing's acquiescence to the new "statet&be$ formulation would mean the formal acceptaotéhe
permanent partition of China. Neither is a palaatiioice for Beijing. It would also mean that, ve teyes of
the Chinese, the grand bargain with the UnitedeStatd been exploited by Washington, first to closie
Taiwan, and then to transform a separatist Taiwan & permanent U.S. protectorate. No current Gleine
leader could accept such an outcome and normaiomgabetween the United States and the PRC would
thereby be jeopardized.



The Clinton administration was, therefore, fylgtified in repudiating the new Taiwanese formatal in
reassuring Beijing that previous U.S.-China undedings remained in force. For some time to come,
Washington will have no choice but to navigate fidle between the risk inherent in any unconditibna
assurances to Taiwan's security and the obligatadiscourage any Chinese attempt at coercive aatifin.
Perhaps an additional bilateral Washington-Beigfagification regarding Taiwan might be helpfuitifvere to
involve a clear-cut Chinese commitment (expressatijrally, as a unilateral Chinese decision) ndévense
force in order to achieve national 'unity, match®d a simultaneous—and similarly "independent"—U.S.
commitment to terminate all arms sales to Taiwait ghould formally declare itself to have secediedn
China. However, even then, the U.S.-China relahgns/ould still remain vulnerable to disruption bese of
the unresolved and always sensitive issue of Tasafature. That is why it is unlikely that eithedes would be
willing to exchange such mutual assurances.

Democracy: The Essential Condition

Ultimately, the issue of Taiwan will be determinaimarily by what happens in China itself. A Chihat fails
to evolve politically, or that flounders socially-einto speak of a China that regresses ideologicalill not
attract Taiwan. Nor will it intimidate Taiwan, fdahe United States will continue to have a tangiidéonal
interest in the prevention of warfare in the Taiv&tnait. It follows that Taiwan will, and shouldyrtinue to
have prudently measured access to the necessaryilitdry wherewithal for self-defense.

In contrast, a successfully developing and msgjvely democratizing China may eventually be &bleach
some practical arrangement with Taiwan. It mightsddoy enlarging the "one country, two systemstida
(currently applied to Hong Kong) to "one countrgysral systems."

The "one country, two systems" formula was uleggiwith considerable publicity, by Deng Xiaopidgring
my meeting with him in Beijing in 1984. It was eiqiily designed to accommodate Taiwan. In 1997|rdua
visit to Taiwan, | used the phrase "one countryesal systems," having in mind—in addition to Chinldong
Kong, Macau and perhaps eventually Taiwan. In @aenmew with the London Times (October 18, 1999),
President liang tantalizingly observed, in spealdhfthe main objectives for China by the middletio¢ next
century,” that, "We will ultimately resolve the ati®en of Taiwan and accomplish the great causeatbnal
reunification by adhering to the policy of 'peadefaunification and one country, two systems' attes
successful return of Hong Kong and Macao." (Thhciged passages [my emphasis] clearly hint aohisal
patience.)

At this stage, it is not possible to be morecm® but Taiwanese spokesmen are generally coimect
postulating that China's democratization is theforal precondition for any arrangement that mayrapimate
(and eventually become) reunification. It thusduals that the real strategic challenge for the WnBtates—
more important than the issue of Taiwan—pertain€hona's evolution, both in its domestic politiasda
especially with regard to the global mindset ofitkng elite.

That evolution can be subtly influenced from thueside, even if a democratic transformation oin@ltannot
be so imposed. Positive change in China will comehe main, from socioeconomic pressures, unlehgine
part, unintentionally) by the ruling elite's othéses rational economic reforms. Their cumulativeeeff
especially because of modern mass communicatiansnhierently incompatible with enduring political
repression. In that context, the cause of humahmtgigan be, and should be, deliberately supportad the
outside, even at the cost of some friction withr@s rulers.

China, however, is not America's client stater Noes it pose a global ideological challenge the former
Soviet Union, in which case it was useful to puttbountry on the defensive by making human rights a
major issue. Indeed, a policy of sustained ideakgtonfrontation with China is more likely to dgldesired
changes by stimulating more overt regressive re@astirom an increasingly insecure political eli@ven the
ongoing changes within China, including its evidegahd toward more openness to the world, the ptiomof
human rights in the country is likely to be morteefive if pursued with deliberate indirection.

For example, extensive programs to assist theeSh in embracing the rule of law are bound toehav
significant democratizing impact. Indeed, as th@atiee experience of post-Soviet Russia shows, loud



emphasis on electoral democracy can prove to lhelseéptive. In contrast, the institutionalizedesat of the
rule of law can create enduring foundations foruge® democratization while enhancing the prosptuta
functioning market economy. Since the ruling efitels the latter to be in its interest, the progegyeaof the
rule of law is both politically easier and in tloag run more effective.

Similarly, the development of functional assistato local officials, who in increasing numbems subject to
election, should be a major focus of an enlightelbednot strident program on behalf of human rigftse
stronger and more democratic the local governnitbet,weaker the central controls. Yet here, too,ttpe
political elite is susceptible to seductive co-oipta since it realizes that an effective local goweent is
necessary for successful modernization. Humangighh thus be piggy-backed onto China's own domesti
ambitions. The U.S. Congress would be well adviedokar the above strictures in mind, while prawidmore
support for various nongovernmental organizatiamgaged in helping the Chinese to develop a geriinke
society.

The matter of Tibet is more intractable, esgbc&nce a strategy of indirection is not respeedio the more
immediate grievances of the Tibetan people. Hemeehis issue a public stance of disapproval is/aitable.
At some point, the Chinese government may condhaethe costs to China's reputation are too hagh,that
some creative application of the "one country, sveystems" formula would provide a more constwect
solution to what is clearly a major violation oftasished international norms for the treatmentetifnic
minorities. Direct talks with the Dalai Lama woutdpresent a significant step in the right directiand
continued U.S. support for the Tibetan people istin order.

The Japan Factor

Effective management of these delicate issues ige nikely if the United States sustains a policytth
progressively enhances the Chinese stake in a fopé&b@theast Asia and in a constructive Chinede no a
stable Eurasian power equilibrium. Only in thagkr context can the salience of the Taiwan isseateally

be subsumed and the formula of a democratic anspprous China as "one country with several systems"
become reality. Moreover, just as the United Statadd not have conducted a successful policy tdwae
Soviet Union without simultaneously calibrating moarefully its relations with liuropc, so Americgolicy
toward China must also be, almost by definitiotrjangular policy, shaped with Japan very much indn

China is especially sensitive to anything pertaj to Japan and its changing international rGleina views
Japan both as a historic rival and as an extersidd.S. power. The character and scope of the Bp&n
alliance is hence a matter of the utmost importaadgeijing. And, not surprisingly, the Japanese similarly
preoccupied with China and its relationship with thnited States. Particularly striking was the obetgon by
Democratic Party of Japan President Yukio Hatoy#mag "We should make more efforts to reinforcerats
confidence in Japan because we are not certain thkatuture holds for U.S.-China relations." Hatoya
added: "It cannot completely be ruled out that Wagtion and Beijing will not compete with each otlomer
hegemony. Thus, it is potentially somewhat dangetowconsider it safe to always side with the WhB¢ates."
It is no exaggeration to say that whether Japamirgsrprimarily allied with America, or instead aritself and
acts largely on its own in Asia, will be predomitigndetermined by how well or badly the United $tat
handles its relations with China.15

The consequences of this triangular realityteat ways. For China, the key implication is thatjidg would
be wise to exercise self-restraint in its anti-Aican "hegemony" campaign. It could backfire badly €hina.
Overheated Chinese rhetoric about an anti-Amercatition with Russia (and perhaps also with Inanaght
prompt even stronger pressures in America on betiah anti-Chinese, U.S.-led alliance embracingamy
Japan and South Korea but even Taiwan. Some in idaemight also advocate a strategic counter toward
India, on the grounds that India is wary of Chimal dhat it shares America's democratic credentibife
Chinese should also be aware that latent but ingramti-Chinese sentiments, once given the oppdytuni
could quickly come to dominate Japanese politics.

In fact, anti-Chinese sentiments in Japan, eslbe its foreign policy establishment, are Vali on the rise.
In the words of Nobuo Miyamato, the Director of themura Research Council, even though a joint
declaration by Japan and China talks about a dlyeand cooperative partnership’, Japan and Chihaet be



able to extricate themselves from a relationshippaolitical and strategic competition for the nexa-HO0
years.16

Open Sino-American hostility would most likedgur an intense arms race between Japan and @it
detriment of both the stability of, and the Amengaosition in, the Far East. Though neither AmenicaJapan
can exclude the possibility that China may, inddegtome a threat—and hence their alliance is afsona of
insurance—it is neither in America's nor in Japamtsrest to precipitate that threat. Hence an-@htnese
alliance with a rearmed Japan should be Ameriaats &nd not first, strategic option.

Accordingly, for America the key implication tlsat the United States has to be very deliberatelancing
the inevitable readjustment in U.S.-Japan defermsgperation, pointing toward an enhanced internation
security role for Japan, with the imperative ofsewity for Chinese concerns. The Chinese are cwed that
Japan is irrevocably committed to significant retailzation and that its sharp edge is pointed l@nh& The
Chinese press very deliberately plays up any Ja@gastatements that can be construed as anti-Chifless
even the most authoritative Chinese newspaper iwenparoxysms of anger when the newly elected gawe
of Tokyo, Ishihara Shintaro—known also for his elt& on the United States—referred to Taiwan asniapa
"peripheral state."17 The United States, therefomast be especially careful to make certain thahae
militarily powerful Japan is fully integrated intolarger cooperative security system in Northeasa And is
not poised primarily as America's anti-Chinese.ally

It follows also that increasing U.S.-Japan siégaooperation in the Far East should be designedmanner
that does not mimic NATO's originally overt focus the Soviet Union's aggressive intentions. Formptiesent,
China does not have the capacity for genuinelyssrregional aggression. Accordingly, ongoing W&pan-
South Korea defense planning as well as joint esescshould avoid an overtly anti-Chinese casaddition,
China should be included, as much as possibleheénemerging multilateral dialogue regarding regiona
security. It has taken years, and much Americaorigffo precipitate serious three-way U.S.-JapantS&orea
military discussions. Some four-way U.S.-Japan-@t#iouth Korea defense consultations have also beel
initiated, and these may become gradually more drimhe key point to bear in mind here is that cegl
security in Northeast Asia is not a zero-sum gahwmy China is treated might well become a self-fiirify
prophesy.

The politically sensitive issue of Theater MisdDefense (TMD) is very germane to the above comse
Handled well, a TMD system could be regionally 8izing; handled badly, it could spark intense UChina
hostility while setting off in Japan a polarizingdadestabilizing debate over Japan's relations thghUnited
States and with China. Accordingly, two importargqautions are in order. The first is that no regldJ.S.-
Japan-South Korea TMD should include Taiwan eitbemally or through direct deployment. Taiwan can b
de facto covered by a TMD located on U.S. navatf@ims, thereby avoiding the Chinese charge that th
United States is reverting by the back door to eméd defense arrangement with Taiwan. Secondly,
consultations with the Chinese regarding any exanmissile system should be held on the same la&sis
proposed to Russia. There is no compelling reasoreat China differently.

More generally, it is also important to make tiost effort to stimulate a comprehensive stiatdlogue
with China regarding not only the security of N@dlst Asia but of Eurasia more generally. Whenewussiple,
it should be a triangular dialogue, involving atee Japanese. Appropriate subjects should incheléuture of
Russia (a topic rarely discussed in depth withGhenese—yet of vital importance to China, givenfaislarger
population, rapidly growing economy, and the enmg#sof the neighboring Russian Far East18), thasstd
the Central Asian states (with their energy resesifzeing of great interest to both China and Jastadility
in Southeast Asia, and the unstable relationshipvden nuclear-armed India and Pakistan. Developimd
institutionalizing such a dialogue, and especialgking it truly trilateral, will require a majorfeft and much
time, but promoting it should be viewed as a higB.trategic priority.

Over time, a successful three-way dialogue, elsas a cooperative (and not unilateral) appraadche TMD
issue, may foster a greater Chinese inclinatioresmlve peacefully the division of Korea. That dionh, the
last major unresolved territorial-political legacy the Cold War, is increasingly anomalous. However
constructive resolution requires not only Chinasseat but its actual participation. That partiaguatwill



become more likely when China begins to view itsedfpart of a larger security scheme in the Fat iBas
which America and Japan are not perceived as tenpial adversaries.

A three-way strategic dialogue could in turn @dlle way for a broader Eurasian security foruransmg
America, Europe, Russia, China and Japan. The efetfite Eurasian continent is already highly orgediz
through NATO and the EU, and these integrated &tres overlap with Eurasia's volatile "middle zone"
through the fifty-four member Organization for Seguand Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), which inesd
Russia and the Central Asian states. In the essttutionalized security cooperation involves otilg formal
U.S.-Japan and U.S.-South Korea treaties as wétleamformal Japan-South Korea consultations. &smot
formally engaged, and there is no equivalent tddbsely cooperative OSCE. At the very least, #ossrfive-
way strategic dialogue might prompt the redefimtwf the letter e in OSCE from "European” to "Ewan%
through the inclusion in an expanded and redef@8CE of a dozen or so Asian states.

Ten Basic Principles and Premises for U.S.-China Raions
1. The future orientation of China, and not theufatof Taiwan, should be America's central strateggincern.

2. An anti-Chinese defense arrangement with Taislaould not be indirectly revived, and U.S. armssal
should be carefully cali brated in relation to thate of U.S.-China relations and PRC capabilities.

3. Peaceful reunification can be promoted only bgeanocratizing and increasingly prosperous PRClan t
basis of a "one country, several systems" formula.

4. Respect for human rights in China should beefest by a policy of indirection focused on the lignef the
rule of law.

5. The U.S.-China-Japan relationship is highly ratgive, in a manner reminiscent of the U.S.-Eusipe
Soviet relationship.

6. The United States should promote a trilaterabtsgic dialogue with China and Japan regarding the
security of Eurasia.

7. A pre-emptive anti-Chinese defense coalitiosedaon TMD, could become a self-fulfilling prophetya
hostile China.

8. The OSCE should be expanded to include Asiawiolg five-way security talks involving the UnitSthtes,
Europe, Russia, China and Japan.

9. The G-8 should be enlarged to G-9 by the inolusif the PRC.

10. The ultimate U.S. goal should be a China thaties into a genuinely vested partner in an insnegly
cooperative Eurasian system.

Dealing China In

The task of assimilating China into a wider Euraseguilibrium has to be pursued on other frontsvel. In
addition to shaping a more sustained triangulaati@ship with China and Japan, China's accessiaihe
WTO and the regularization of normal trade relagibetween the United States and China would béfisgnt
steps in the gradual integration of China intowleld economy.

Much the same applies to the question of Chinalssion in the G-8 (which | have been advocaforgmore
than three years). The G-8 summit has become adhytwither a forum for the democracies nor a crelof
the most advanced economies. That dual formula cgagpromised by the politically expedient decision t
include Russia, hardly an advanced economy andtiqgoably a democracy. Similar political expediency,
therefore, should dictate the inclusion of the @toically much more dynamic China, with the G-9 disr



becoming a more genuine global power forum. Thatld/qropitiate China's quest for status while also
enhancing its stake in the emerging global system.

In some respects, China's international behasi@iready no worse, and may be even better, lthdia's.
New Delhi over the years backed various forms afi@aggression, went to war with its neighbors enoiten
than China, flaunted its disregard for nuclear pooliferation, used force to resolve some coloieglacies
such as Goa, has been careless of human rightashrkir, and has proved no less obstreperous thexa ¢h
the WTO negotiations. Yet no leading presidentaldidate in America has labeled India as Amerigegor
"competitor,” as was the case with China in lat®990bviously, India's democratic credentials gitge
external ambitions a more benign cast, but the ewis@n with India—like China a very poor, develapibut
also politically aspiring power—should help to man perspective the somewhat over-heated feaChiia.

Still, it is important to reiterate that China uinlikely to become America's strategic partneairagn the
manner that it was during the decade starting théhlate 1970s. The most that can reasonably beceqgh
barring a serious domestic or international crisss,that China will gradually become an increasmgl
cooperative player in the international "game,Mnich the major participants play according to sldarules
even while each keeps his own score. As a majaomatplayer, China will occasionally collide withe
United States, but it is also likely to find thét long-run interests are better served by obsgreommon
standards. China may thus become neither a forllyahar a declared enemy of America but an impdrtan
partici-pant in the evolving international systantreasingly meeting and grudgingly accepting naré more
of that system's conventions.

Such an internationally more cooperative Chinlalvave an important geostrategic effect on Ew@a§iven
Russia's evident fears of China's larger econorypapulation, such a China will be much more likielypush
Moscow toward the Atlanticist Europe than a Chimat is antagonistic toward the United States. Atsame
time, such a China will reinforce Japan's staka istable alliance with America without frightenimgkyo
either into rapid rearmament or into divisive tems with the United States.

It follows that the central strategic task ofSU.policy toward China should be nothing less tliag
attainment of a fundamental, truly historic shiftthe mindset of the Chinese elite: to view Chindanger as
the self-isolated Middle Kingdom, or as the CeldsiEmpire, or as the aggrieved victim, or as theldi®
revolutionary center—but, more prosaically, as ste@ partner in Eurasian stability and as a keyeplan the
global system.
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CHAPTER TWO. LIVING WITH A NEW EUROPE

THE TRANSATLANTIC ALLIANCE IS AMERICA's MOST
IMPORTANT GLOBAL relationship. It is the springbahfor U.S.
global involvement, enabling America to play theideve role of
arbiter in Eurasia—the world's central arena of @ewand it
creates a coalition that is globally dominant il tie key
dimensions of power and influence. America and Rertogether
serve as the axis of global stability, the locom®tof the world's
economy, and the nexus of global intellectual eps well as
technological innovation. Just as important, theg l@oth home to
the world's most successful democracies. How tt&-Buropean
relationship is managed, therefore, must be Wastirgy highest
priority.

In the longer run, the appearance of a trulyitipally united
Europe would entail a basic shift in the distribatiof global
power, with consequences as far-reaching as trersergted by the
collapse of the Soviet empire and by the subsecerergence of
Americans global preponderance. The impact of suBurope on
America's own position in the world and on the Biaa power
balance would be enormous (see the table on thawiolg page
for an indication of how a united Europe would dinéie United
States), inevitably generating severe two-way #aHastic

tensions. Presently, neither side is well equipfedhandle such potentially significant change. Acsers
generally do not fully comprehend the Europeanrddsr an upgraded status in the relationship aagl tack a
clear appre-cialion of the diversity of Europeaews concerning the United Slates. Europeans otgricf
grasp both the spontaneity and the sincerity of Agats commitment to Europe, infusing into theirgagption
ol America's desire to sustain the Euro-Atlantlaate a European penchant for Machiavellian ditglic

Table 1. Comparing the United States with a Unitedeurope

United States

Population 272,639,608

GDP

(purchasing

power parity

(in $ trillions) $8.511
GDP

per capita $31,500
Military

expenditures

EU 27* EU 27 + Turkey

374,324,512479,779,201 545,378,407

$8.747 $9.172

$20,927 $15,061 $14,759



(in $ billions) $267.2 $166.3  $221.6 $228.4
Military

expenditures

as % of GDP 3.4% 1.84% 1.97% 2.06%

Total exports

(in $ trillions) $0.905 $2.032  $2.189 $2.233
Exports
as % of
world total 16.5% 37.0% 39.9% 40.7%

Total imports

(in $ trillions) $0.757 $2.028  $2.146 $2.174
Imports
as % of
world total 13.5% 36.0%  38.1% 38.9%

Sources: The World Factbook, 1999 (Washington, DO@ntral Intelligence Agency, 1999). Export angbort
estimates are calculated from 1998 trade figureiiaction of Trade Statistics Quarterly (Washingt®.C.:
International Monetary Fund, December 1999), 2-5.

* EU 27 consists of current members and all theepitdtl candidates for membership in Central andetas
Europe.

It should be noted, however, that the operatived&an the preceding paragraph regarding the saamtie of a
truly united Europe are "would be." A European Uniwith genuine political weight and unity is not
foreordained. The emergence of such a Europe depenthe depth of its political integration, on gwpe of
Europe's external expansion, and on the degreénichvieurope develops its own military as well asitjpal
identity. The decisive steps in these regards lgavéo be taken.

Currently, Europe—despite its economic strengtpnificant economic and financial integrationdaime
enduring authenticity of the transatlantic friengshis a de facto military protectorate of the UditStates.
This situation necessarily generates tensions esehtments, especially since the direct threatutofe that
made such dependence somewhat palatable has dgwoarsed. Nonetheless, it is not only a fact thed t
alliance between America and Europe is unequal,itbist also true that the existing asymmetry in pow
between the two is likely to widen even furthe”Aimerica's favor.

This asymmetry is due both to the unprecedestezhgth of America's economic expansion and to the
technological innovation that America pioneers uctls complex and diverse fields as biotechnology and
information technology. What is more, the Ameridad-technological revolution in military affairs leences
not only the scope of the military reach of the tgdiStates, but also transforms the very natureuaed of
military power itself. Regardless of any collectaetion on the part of the European states, iigkl unlikely
that Europe will be able to close the military gegh America at any point in the near future.



As a result, the United States is likely to remthe only truly global power for at least anotlgemneration.
And that in turn means that America in all likeldtbwill also remain the dominant partner in thesatlantic
alliance for the first quarter of the twenty-ficsntury. It follows, therefore, that transatlardebate will not be
about fundamental alterations in the nature ofréi&ionship, but rather about the implicationsanficipated
trends and the corresponding yet somewhat moreingm@gdjustments. That said, it hardly needs tadeed
that even incremental adaptations can breed ct®fliwhich should be avoided if the U.S.-European
relationship is to remain constructive and trulpgerative.

HISTORICAL DIFFERENCES

A basic historical mystification both inspires andmplicates the ongoing dialogue between Americd an
Europe. Both sides instinctively think of Americhen they dream of a united Europe. The Europeangcr
America’'s continental scale and global standing, antheir more effervescent moments, they evefisage a
future Europe as a global superpower co-equal terkia. The Americans, when welcoming—occasionally
somewhat skeptically—Europe's future unity, ingiiredy draw on their own historical experience. Thision
renders some U.S. foreign policymakers uneasytterinescapable presumption is that Europe—when it
"unites"—will become America's peer, and potenyiéh rival.

The American experience is often invoked by pesn statesmen in Europe's march to unity (one fegpote
recently declared to me that the European Uniomydd somewhere between 1776 and 1789). Yet mosit
European political leaders realize that the Eurnpdaion lacks both the ideological passion and divec
loyalty that inspired not only the framers of Anwa's Constitution but—and this is the crucial tdspolitical
commitment—those prepared to make the ultimatefsacfor the independence of the American colonks
of now, and for the foreseeable future, it is siyrple case that no "European” is willing to die'féurope.”

It follows that Europe, as it integrates, wid Bomething altogether novel in the history of fpedi entities,
both in form and in substance. It will doubtlessagolity, in addition to being globally a nioshgsificant
single economy. As a polity, however, it will lathe emotional and idealistic commitment that thatéth
States evoked when it look shape. That commitmeas @xpressed in a transcendental concept of @blitic
liberty, proclaimed to enjoy universal validity athprovided both the philosophical foundation armbhtically
attractive lieacon lor a new nation-state. The cament ol those who lonnded that stale, and of éheko
later flocked to it and became assimilated by @swalmost religious. In short, the American reviolutcreated
a new kind of nationalism, one that was open toaafiationalism with a universal face.

The Preamble to the U.S. Constitution conveys gimgular character of that American commitment to
national unity and liberty:

We, the people of the United States, in order tosnfa more perfect Union, establish justice, insimeestic
tranquillity, provide for the common defense, praenthe general welfare, and secure the blessinhjsenty to
ourselves and our posterity, do ordain and estahblis

Nothing quite like it characterizes the drumbeathaf European nations' march toward a common Eutbfse
striking that the Treaty of Rome, the historic 198&dge of six European nations "to lay the fouruhet of an
ever closer union,"” places emphasis in its verynope on ensuring "economic and social progress,” on
"constant improvements of the living and workingndiions,” on "the removal of existing obstacles" t
"balanced trade and competition,” on "the progressibolition of restrictions on international trddand so
on. It is an admirably pragmatic, but also pedastrdocument.

To emphasize this essential difference betweererfkca and Europe is not to denigrate the histbrica
significance of Europe's undertaking. Nor is itgoestion the good faith of those Europeans engaged
creating a new architecture. It is to note thatdagning motivation of the European enterprise, lva®r time,
become one of convenience and practicality. Thealnimpulse for European unity was more idealistic
Europe's "founding fathers" of the late 1940s amdyel950s were inspired by a transnational palitic
conviction and very much motivated by the deteriamato end, once and for all, the nationalistioftiots
that twice in this century came close to destroyugopean civilization. They were also fearful tAaberica,
disenchanted by European feuds, might simply albrarile European nations to the other great historica



option—also "unifying" in its own ugly way—the oreast of the Cold War's new dividing line "from 8teto
Trieste."

Today's Europeans are serious about Europemora pragmatic way, though some—as noted earlier—do
dream of an entity that will match America. Frersthtesmen, at times unable to conceal their hypey-ef
America's global standing, see in Europe the ragoeEFrance's past grandeur. The Germans havehtaug
Europe their own redemption. The British, more sikap have finally concluded that there will b&arope of
sorts and that they must be in it if they are tluse some genuine significance into their own sgeci
relationship with America. Other peoples on the @@@mmt—including the recently liberated peopleeintral
Europe—also wish to be European, because they giargew that to be part of Europe is to be me®use,
more prosperous and free. None of these motivatmadase, all are historically justified, and tlimgerve
America'’s respect.

Nonetheless, pragmatism differs in substanosedisas in its effects from patriotism. A polity mstrued on
convenience is bound to be different from a potigrived from conviction. The former can still gester
loyalty. It can create a shared community. Bus ilso likely to be less ambitious, politicallydesssertive and,
above all, less inclined toward idealism and peabsacrifice. Despite some similarities in scate, tEurope”
that is actually emerging is thus likely to be podlly quite different from America: a hybrid of lauge
transnational corporation, to which it is prudemidaconvenient and even gratifying to belong, andaof
confederated state that over time may also gairgémeiine loyalty of its hitherto distinctive comnitigs. In
short, the European polity of convenience will bsslthan a United States of Europe, though morejtisa a
European Union Incorporated.

Indeed, it is no aspersion on anyone or ang stasuggest that on | he global scene the emekEgimgpe is
likely to be more similar to a Swit/.erland writrd than to the United States. The Swiss congitatiwhich
ended inter-communal strife—stresses that the ethni differentiated Swiss Cantons resolved "toergn
[their] alliance,"” ihal they were "determined tadi[their] diversity in unity respecting one anath@nd won |
on to identify the practical purposes of the Coefation. Abroad, ihe main emphasis of Switzerland's
international engagement has been in the impodeeds of international finance and trade, whileidiag
engagement in this century's global political-psdphical conflicts.

Integration, Not Unification

In any case, it seems reasonable to conclude Ewabbpe,” in the foreseeable future, will not be—ded,
cannot be—"America." Once the implications of trestlity are digested on both sides of the Atlarttie, U.S.-
European dialogue should become more relaxed, @v¢he Europeans address the dilemmas connected wit
their simultaneous quest for integration, expansiath some militarization; and even as the Americalpgst to

the inevitable emergence of a novel European polity

Unification of several peoples normally occurs a result of external necessity, shared ideolbgica
commitment, domination by the most powerful, or sooombination thereof. In the initial phase of the
European quest for unity all three factors werplay, though in varying degrees: the Soviet Unias\a real
threat; European idealism was nurtured by the sgdh memories of World War Il; and France, expigi
West Germany's sense of moral vulnerability, wale ab harness Germany's rising economic potential i
support of its own political ambitions. By the eofdthe century, these impulses have perceptiblyedaAs a
result, European "integration"—largely a procesgegfulatory standardization—has become the altemat
definition of unification. Yet while integration ia perfectly sensible way of achieving an operaign
effective merger, a merger still falls quite shafran emotionally meaningful marriage.

The plain fact is that bureaucratically speadeedintegration simply cannot generate the politik needed
for genuine unity. It can neither stir the imagiaat(despite the occasional rhetoric about Europeoining
America's peer) nor develop the mortal passiondaatsustain a nation-state in a time of adver$itg 80,000
page-long acquis communautaire (organized into @ity sectors)— which a new member of the European
Union must ratify—is not likely to)provide the aege European with the needed nourishment for paligi
energizing loyalty. However, it should be reitechtbat by now, given the absence of the other thmeee



traditional ways of seeking unity, integration ist only necessary but is the only way that Euroge move
forward toward "unity."

That gap between "unification" and "integratioin, turn, explains why integration is bound to $lew; and
why, were it somehow accelerated too sharply, ild&d@ven divide Europe once again. Indeed, anyniteo
accelerate political unification would probablyensify internal tensions between the leading staitsn the
Union, since each of them still insists on preseguts sovereignty in the critical area of foreglicymaking.

At this stage, anti-Americanism as the impetusuioity—even when disguised by talk of "multipo-lgi#—
cannot be a unifying force as anti-Sovietism onaes wbecause most Europeans do not subscribe to it
Moreover, with Germany reunited, no one in Eurapgside of Paris, still regards France as the pat&ader

of the new Europe—nbut also no one in Europe deSisgmany to become Europe's dominant leader.

Integration, however, is not only a slow procésg each successful step increases the very esihpbf the
undertaking. Integration inherently means an inemeta and highly balanced progression toward deegen
interdependence among constituent units, but trewing interdependence is not infused with thefyumg
political passion required for the assertion ofigea global independence. That may happen eveptweatien
Europeans come to view themselves politically aopeans while remaining, for example, German onéhe
as a matter of linguistic and cultural peculiarity.

Horizontal Expansion

In the meantime, because of Europe's slow progmessxternal expansion is likely to become a plartia
compensation for the crawling pace of internal grééion. Europe will grow, but more horizontallyat
vertically since, as a practical matter, the tworgd significantly advance at the same time. Thisfol reality

is a sensitive point among Europe's true beliewatisen Jacques Delors dared to declare llally ityez000
that "the pace [of enlargement] is unquestional@ing forced ... we thus risk diluting the blueptifor
European integration, with the result that "we wikvitably move away from a political Europe agired by
Europe's founding fathers,” he was almost immelyiaded publicly taken to task by a compatriot EU
Commissioner, Michel Barnier.

The Commissioners in Brussels hope that burafinsstreamlining and institutional renewal willvigorate
the process of integration. Buoyed by the modestess of the euro—despite some apocalyptic prediti
from its largely American and British detractors—4Bsels has moved forward, in anticipation of sigaiit
expansion, with the long-standing inter-governmleataference on the renewal of the European irgiits.
Key institutional decisions are to be made by thd ef the year. But even the most forceful proptmeri
expansion concede that, at best, politically sigaift integration will have to be confined for ailghto the
smaller inner core of the EU, thus perhaps creaisg-called "multi-speed and variable geometryfoge.1
Yet even if that were to happen, it is doubtfultttf@is formula would resolve the basic tension lesw
integration and expansion in so far as the devedopirof a common foreign policy is concerned. Suéluepe
would mean division into first and second-class fners, with the latter objecting to any major forefplicy
decisions taken on their behalf by a directoratallejedly more truly European states.

In any case, enlargement, too, is bound to becamincreasingly absorbing and complicated tasih $¥6me
two hundred EU teams about to begin the tediousga® of negotiating the modalities of accessioh wie
dozen or so new aspirant nations, expansion walbably slow down, both because of its inherent derity
and because of a lack of will on the part of EU rhbenstates. In fact, the admission of any Centteibpean
state by 2004 is becoming increasingly problemati¢he longer run, however, expansion cannot lmedad.

An amputated Europe cannot be a true Europe. Adigicpl void between Europe and Russia would be
dangerous. Moreover, an aging Western Europe wbalgin to stagnate economically and socially.2 No
wonder, then, that some leading European planrers hegun to advocate a Europe of as many as-fiviety

to forty members by the year 2020—a Europe thatldvbe geographically and culturally whole, but atho
certainly politically diluted.3

A Decalogue Regarding European Developments and Fpects



1. For most Europeans, "Europe" is not an objectpefsonal affection. It is more a convenience tlaan
conviction.

2. On the global scene, the EU will not be like Aoaebut more like a Switzerland writ large.
3. Most Europeans do not partake of anti-Americangs the impulse for unity.

4. Integration is essentially a bureaucratic prog@sd not the same as unification.

5. The EU's expansion inevitably collides with de®pg integration.

6. The EU needs to expand for demographic and enmn@asons.

7. A federated inner core of foreign-policymakirtgtes within a larger EU of 21 or more states ig no
politically workable.

8. Slow expansion plus bureaucratic integratiorikely to produce a Europe united economically baty
confederated politically.

9. The EU is unlikely to acquire an autonomousteryi capability.
10. The EU will thus be a novel type of polity hwis global influence primarily economic and firezad.
A Question of Muscle

Thus, neither integration nor expansion is likecteate the truly European Europe that some Eargperave
and some Americans fear. Indeed, an increasing auoflEuropeans do sense that the combinationeoétino
and integration with slow expansion can only crestenomic sovereignty. Political awareness thatemsr
needed prompted the three leading European statesied; Great Britain and Germany—to join in 199@m
effort to create a credible European military calitghand to do so even before an integrated Eerofth a
defining foreign policy of its own emerges. Thejpobed European military force is meant to put sonuscle
behind a common foreign and security policy (ClyS®hich is to be shaped by the newly created pbst o
Europe's High Representative for External Relatenm$ Common Security.

The proposed joint European rapid reaction fondech is to be operational by 2003, will be tirstftangible
manifestation of a political Europe. In contrastthe already existing, but largely symbolic, "Ewnqus"—
composed primarily of French, German, Spanish @hdradraftees and possessing neither mobility eaf r
military capability—the planned force would be ambéed when needed from pre-dedicated combat units,
would number up to 60,000 men deployable within d&ys, and would be sustainable in a theater of
deployment "in or around Europe” for at least arykaeffect, according to various European estasasuch a
force would be equivalent to a full corps, suppbriy some 150 to 300 aircraft, 15 large combatelsess
strategic air transport capability, and the redeis§i3l (command, control, communications and iigefice).
European military experts are to conduct an acatddraudit of the inventory of the available Euaopassets
so that the force can engage in peacekeeping an @vesome (otherwise unspecified) limited combat
operations. Its appearance would mark the emergeheegenuine European Security and Defense Igentit
(ESDI), capable of military action outside of NATO.

However, the European defense initiative—drilsgrihe genuinely felt sense of Europe's militagdequacy
revealed by the Kosovo wi;ir, fueled by French ambg, but tempered by British and German inclinatito
reassure the Americans—has yet to pass three testc will the force be rapidly deployable, will be
militarily capable, and will it be logistically stanable? Europe has the means to create suchce; fitre
guestion is whether it has the will.

At this stage, skepticism is very much in ordeuropean defense leaders have stated that the ¢arc be
assembled without additional expenditures througrery deliberate reallocation of existing defenseldet
items, a proposition that defies common sense. dvident to serious European commentators thatlémned



force will require improvements in central logisticontrol, joint military depots, and presumablyngojoint
exercises. That would entail additional costs, toatnention the more basic need for adequate recssaree
and intelligence as well as for a more competiamel more consolidated European defense industryinYe
recent years the overall percentage of the Europadgets allocated to defense as well as to defetasied
R&D has actually been declining, with European dséeexpenditures having fallen in real terms byual2@
percent since 1992.

The critical fact is that political parsimonydermines the military seriousness of the venture.Daniel
Vernet wrote in Le Monde in September 1999, forEueopean force to come into being, the Europeansst'
know exactly what they want, define defense re#iinimy programs (politically sensitive and finarlyia
costly), and, finally, allocate the budgetary rases to match their ambitions." In addition, totausa force of
60,000 men in the field for more than a year, atrobal pool of about 180,000 combat-ready European
soldiers must be available. It is not.

A further complication, casting additional doudst the credibility of the proposed enterprisethiat some
European states are members of (he HU but not afi®Ifhe "neutrals™), and others of NATO but not(log¢
HU (America's "Trojan horses," according to somedpeanisls). Their prospective relationship to ESDI
thus unclear and, in any case, il inevitably coogiks the picture. Finally, but perhaps mosl ingyarbf all,
the meshing of the proposed force with existing KDA@&rrangements could become disruptive operatipnall
and divisive politically.

Ultimately, the most probable outcome for ES®that the proposed force will produce neithervalrto
NATO nor the long-missing second European "pilfar' a more equal alliance. Although the Europeaits w
probably somewhat enhance their own military plagnand joint command structures, especially after t
expected absorption of the Western European Unyoiind EU itself, more likely is the piecemeal enesrce
over the next five or so years of a somewhat impdo¥uropean capability to provide for non-NATO
peacekeeping in some not overly violent Europeanblie spot (most likely in the Balkans). In effeitte so-
called European pillar will be made less out oestnd concrete and more out of papier-mache. Aesalt,
Europe will fall short of becoming a comprehensiyebal power. Painful as it may be for those whauldo
like to see a politically vital Europe, most Euraps still remain unwilling not only to die but evenpay for
Europe's security.

FOR STRATEGIC DIRECTION

U.S. policymakers should keep in mind a simplengjion when shaping American policy toward Europe:

not make the ideal the enemy of the good. The ifteat Washington's point of view would be a pokdig
united Europe that is a dedicated member of NATOre spending as much on defense as the United State
but committing the funds almost entirely to the tgating of NATO's capabilities; willing to have NATaxt

"out of area" in order to reduce America's globatdens; and remaining compliant to American geaoigali
preferences regarding adjacent regions, espedialgsia and the Middle East, and accommodating oh su
matters as international trade and finance. Thedgea Europe that is more of a rival economicatlhat
steadily enlarges the scope of European interdegpeedwhile lagging in real political-military indepdence,
that recognizes its self-interest in keeping Anmeedeployed on the European periphery of Eurasen &hile

it chafes at its relative dependence and half-kdbriseeks gradual emancipation.

U.S. policymakers should recognize that "thedjoactually serves vital American interests. Thégpudd
consider that initiatives such as ESDI reflect Bugopean quest for self-respect, and that carpijumpctions—
a series of "do nots" emanating both from the Stmeé Defense Departments—merely intensify European
resentments and have the potential to drive then@es and the British into the arms of the Frencbrddver,
American opposition to the effort can only servetmvince some Europeans—wrongly—that NATO is more
important to U.S. security than it is to Européast but not least, given the realities of the fpean scene,
what ESDI poses for NATO are problems of procedsomes of principle, and problems of process aite no
likely to be constructively managed by elevatingnthinto issues of principle.

Hence, dramatic warnings of "decoupling” arentetproductive. They have a theological ring torthand
as such they threaten to transform differencesdiatbe accommodated into ones involving doctuehlates.



They are reminiscent of earlier NATO collisionsttla@complished nothing good—whether over the aborti
Multilateral Nuclear Force initiative of the ead®60s, which accelerated the French nuclear prggsammore
recently, the brief spasm in 1999 of American-pdsétorts to revamp NATO into some sort of a glofalt

of area") alliance, which quickly came down to kanith the outbreak of the Kosovo war. Such dispute
detract and distract from a fundamental reality:TXDA a truly remarkable success, may be far fronfepebut

it does not require a dramatic overhaul.

One should pause here and ask: Even assumihghthaew European force were to come into being by
2003, where and how could it act on its own? Whatlible scenario can one envisage in which it caad
decisively, without advance guarantees of NATO suppnd without some actual dependence on NATO
assets? Let us assume e conflict in Estonia, viigh Kremlin stirring up the Russian minority and rthe
threatening to intervene; Europe would not lift iagér without direct NATO involvement. Suppose
Montenegro secedes and Serbia invades; without paBicipation, the planned European force would
probably be defeated. While social unrest in sommjgean province say, Transylvania, or even Cdrsica
might prove more susceptible to € deployment ofogean peacekeepers (much as has been the case
Bosnia), such an intervention is hardly an exampieEurope becoming "an independent actor on the
international stage,” to quote French Defense N&ni&lain Richard.

In a genuinely serious mission, the planned pemo force still would have to rely heavily on NAESsets
in the key areas of reconnaissance, intelligena® airift. These assets are primarily American, udjo
dedicated to NATO. Thus, NATO would be de factooiwed, even if initially it had exercised its opitiof first
refusal. In brief, if the crisis is serious, ther&oean reaction will not be independent; if thectiem is
independent, the crisis will not be serious.

To be sure, adjustments within NATO will be uoigable as Europe slowly evolves into a more define
polity. ESDI will make NATO's decision-making pr@ses somewhat more cumbersome, and Europeal
contributions to NATO's own military enhancementynexen marginally suffer as the EU seeks somedfort
force of its own. ESDI, especially after the Eurap® organize within the EU some sort of a Europkdanse
organism, will also have the effect of stimulateghared European strategic perspective, which lsmaiill
have to take into account. But a shared Europeauriggposture is more likely to emerge through ginadual
consolidation of the European defense industry4iatahsified European military planning than thrbuany
precipitous leap—especially by 2003— into an autooos European combat capability.

Indeed, of greater consequence to NATO's futiae the European under-performance revealed dtimg
Kosovo war is Europe's nonperformance after theokosvar. The staggering fact is that "Europe™ nalyo
cannot protect itself but cannot even police its€He inability of the European states to engageeiy on
their own in effective peacekeeping in a small arehk region—and their reluctance to provide thedede
financing for its economic recovery— poses a mer@ss long-term challenge to NATO's cohesion ttiaes
ESDI. Itis likely to breed growing American ungasss regarding the proper role for U.S. forces cittedhto
Europe's defense.

In the nearer term, an even more divisive issope-of greater strategic import—may be generated.By
plans to deploy a missile defense system. The aggdebate in the United States over missile deféiase
been driven primarily by domestic political cons@éns, and a unilateral American decision, madihe heat
of a U.S. presidential race, would doubtless bdybezteived in Europe. Indeed, American unilatsralion
this matter could have far graver consequences ¢lran the most intense U.S. concerns regarding 'ESDI
alleged "decoupling" effect on American and Eurepsgecurity. If transatlantic security ties are &dostained
as America's central strategic priority, it is clgdetter at this stage to engage in compreherdisgussions
with America's allies regarding the feasibilityetloosts, the defense trade-offs, and the poliasalell as
strategic effects of a missile defense deploymienény case, it is too early to make a prudent nueigt as to
how urgently needed and how practicable such andefe shield may be. That is a decision for thet hess.
president to make.

In the meantime, a basic strategic priorityhsd tUnited States should be the continued expamgidiATO.
NATO enlargement offers the best possible guaramiteentinued transatlantic security ties. It serte create
a more secure Europe, with fewer areas of geogalliéimbiguity, while increasing the European sialke vital



and credible alliance. Indeed, the case can be riadethe 1999 NATO decision to return to the issfie
enlargement no earlier than 2002 should be reviesed that a serious effort to decide on new memdiersld

be made in 2001, once a new U.S. president isfioeofSeveral countries appear to be ready fomusioh,

meeting not only the standards set recently foaithlthe Czech Republic and Hungary, but even quety

for Spain. An earlier resumption of the procesemfargement would provide a clear signal that mby does

the transatlantic security link remain vital, biét America and Europe are both serious about stapsecure
Europe that is truly European in scope.

American support for the resumption of NATO egémnent is consistent with the American stake in
expansion of the EU. The larger Europe becomedgti®likely it is that either external or interiateats will
pose a serious challenge to international peacaedder, in the longer run the more overlap therénis
membership between NATO and the EU, the greatdrbeilthe cohesion of the transatlantic community an
the more compelling the complementarity of the Alilcist and Europeanist visions. It is a felicitdast that
some of the candidates currently qualified for eittNATO or EU membership happen to be the same
countries. The United States can argue persuadiatySlovenia, Slovakia and Lithuania already meetre
close to meeting, the criteria for NATO membershijccording to a comparative study prepared by
PricewaterhouseCoopers, several Central Europeatesst(including Slovenia and Estonia) are more
gualified—in terms of macroeconomic stability, GN&onomic interaction with the EU, and economic
infrastructure—for EU membership than was Greeaari®l and the Czech Republic—both already NATO
members—were recently listed in the Economist asgbmore qualified than Italy! Which makes it dtlet
more egregious that "the present accession regeirenare more numerous and stringent than thosevéa
faced by the South European countries that joihed=U earlier."5

A Decalogue of Basic U.S. Policy Premises and Guithes
1. Europe remains America's natural and pre-emiradigt
2. An Atlanticist Europe is essential to a stabledsian equilibrium.

3. An autonomous European defense capability, incase unlikely in the near future, should not ppased
by the United States.

4. Allied political unity is more important thanelenhancement of NATO's capabilities.

5. The United States should defer any deploymaesisida regard ing a ballistic missile defense systantil
consensus is reached with NATO allies.

6. The United States should seek an enlarged NAEDiope but not an "out of area" NATO.
7. The United States has a bigger stake in Euragdargement than in Europe's integration.
8. NATO and the EU should work together on joianglfor further expansion.

9. Eventually, Turkey, Cyprus and Israel mightroguded in both entities.

10. There should be no a priori limitations or axgibns on NATO and EU memberships.

That some countries merit entry into the EU BRI O should facilitate and encourage stronger Support
for the enlargement of both. High-level NATO-EU eaftations regarding a staged, progressive andntong
expansion therefore would be very much in ordet.iBis premature at this stage even to speculate avhat
might be the eventual outer boundaries of the twopefully overlapping, entities. Much will depend the
evolution of Russia, for whom the doors to an AllEst Europe should be kept open. An expanded EU
overlapping with NATO can encourage Russia's pasigvolution by dampening old imperial temptations.
Russia may then recognize its own interest in accodating and becoming associated with NATO. Ifaesl
not, then a larger NATO will provide the neededusiyg for a larger Europe. But in any case, theriarp
exclusion of any qualified European state fromesitiATO or the EU would be unwise.



Moreover, from a geopolitical as well as ecoromoint of view, it is not too early to note thatce both
NATO and the EU have expanded to include the Baltid some southeastern European states, the sebhsequ
inclusion not only of Turkey but of Cyprus (follomg a Turkish-Greek accommodation) and of Israel
(following a comprehensive peace with all its néigis) may also become desirable. In addition, a®eu
expands, the transatlantic community at some pwilithave to respond to signals from countries sash
Ukraine, Georgia and even Azerbaijan, that theigleerm objective is to qualify for participation ihe great
historical undertaking occurring within the EU amwtler NATO's security umbrella.

In promoting this great project, the United 8sashould remain supportive of the EU's quest &wepér
integration, even though that support will be mgainhetorical. The United States has wisely avoided
identifying itself with the conservative British pgsition to Europe's political as well as monetanity, and it
should likewise avoid the occasional temptatiordigplay Schadenfreude when Europe stumbles. Phgcise
because European integration will be slow and ksx#iue European polity will not be like America, Anca
need not fear the emergence of a rival. The tremat relationship is more like a marriage tha¢nus
together mutually respected differences—includiogne division of labor—as well as commonalties, bath
in fact serve to consolidate the partnership. Haat been the case over the last half century,tamitl remain
so for some time to come.

In fact, the evolving character of the interonél system should reinforce the transatlantic b&uwlope and
the United States account jointly for less thanpgbcent of the world's population and are highlsible as
islands of prosperity and privilege in a seethimgl aestless global environment. In this age ofainist
communications, an awareness of inequality canapéally translated into political hostility targeted those
who are envied. Hence, both self-interest and aeseh potential vulnerability should continue t@yde the
underpinning for a durable U.S.-European alliance.

The European polity, situated on the westerreeafgEurasia and in the immediate proximity of A#; is
more exposed to the risks inherent in rising gldbatult than the politically more cohesive, militarmore
powerful and geographically more isolated Amerithe Europeans will be more immediately at risk if a
chauvinistic imperialism should again motivate Rarisgoreign policy, or if Africa and/or south-ceaitrAsia
suffer worsening social failures. The proliferajiaf nuclear or other weapons of mass destructiso will
endanger luirope more, given Europe's limited amjitcapabilities and the proximity of potentiallye¢atening
states. For as far as one can see, Europe wilincento need America to be truly secure.

At the same time, a close relationship with Perphilosophically legitimates and gives focus toekica's
global role. It creates a community of democratates without which the United States would be lpinethe
world. Preserving, enhancing and especially emarghat community—in order to "secure the blessiofys
liberty to ourselves and our posterity"—must therefremain America's historically vital task.

Notes

1. "Variable geometry implies that the willingnda able will be permitted to deepen the level @irth
integration in specific policy areas, while the uliwg will not be obliged to follow suit. A mulspeed
approach implies that, while the willing and able®geed with integration in a given policy area, théling
but unable will have a clear road-map of how they ¢oin at a later date.” Robin Niblett, "The Euszm
Disunion,"” The Washington Quarterly (Winter 1993), 104-5.

2. The OECD estimates that the EU will need 3&om immigrants in the next 25 years to keep the
population at 1995 levels, and an additional 150iom by 2025 if it wishes to keep the current ocadff retirees
to workers. Moreover, it is estimated that by 203@te pensions will absorb 5.5 percent of the GiDBritain,
13.5in France, 16.5 in Germany and 20.3 in It§ljhe equivalent estimate for the United States@s 6

3. According to a report prepared by JacqueslAtt the request of the French foreign ministérance—
"combining continental generosity and strategic e@mce"—should deliberately "promote what it can no
longeravoid," namely, a Europe that embraces 3®wen 40 members, including among others Ukraine and
Georgia, thereby opting for "pluralism” over fedésan. Contrarily, Werner Weidenfeld has warned ralein



Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung that "this clear allbning of any attempt to deepen the European itgemtll
turn out to be Europe's Achilles’ Heel."

4. A significant step in that direction was takduring 1999 through the merger of AerospatialetisleSA
and DaimlerChrysler Aerospace AG to create the aem Aeronautic, Defense and Space Co., with
resources and capabilities that are competitiveAbnyerican standards.

5. Eva Ehrlich and Gabor Revesz, The StateeoEtonomy in Central and Eastern Europe Comparéd wi
the EU's Requirements (Budapest: The Hungarian é&ecgdof Sciences, 1999), p. 4.

Annex: A Dialogue
Daniel Vernet, director for international relations, Le Monde

Zbigniew Brzezinski knows exactly where a Europdafense force could be deployed: in Corsica! Thank
Doctor. We already have the French gendarmeriénc &f national guard that is in great demand irsiida
and Kosovo, for that.

More seriously, Brzezinski represents the beletoside of the American attitude toward the Eemp
integration process, including the attempt to buldropean projection forces allegedly capable dingc
independently of NATO. He does not criticize thexbion. He does not recommend that Washingtonldhou
undermine it. He does not transform it into a peablof principle, which could divide the two sidefstioe
Atlantic. Being more than skeptical about the &pitif the Europeans to accomplish what they havieagked
upon, he gives the American administration a piecsound advice: do not fear the emergence of al.riv
Brzezinski has a good case, underpinned by arguntieait are hardly dismissible. Let me stress adetiem:

1. Integration has replaced unification as thénuate goal of the Euro pean process. It will beslaw
process, as a too speedy one could divide Eu raiper than unite it.

2. Europe will grow horizontally rather than weally, and widening is not compatible with deeipen

3. ESDI—the European Security and Defense ligentioes not represent a threat to NATO because,iave
the most optimistic hypothesis, it will be effexiiwly in unserious crises.

4. NATO and the EU should extend at the same,paxcluding no country a priori and including atos
association with Russia. Russia should recognizd this combined NATO-EU enlargement does not
contradict its owninterests. If it does not do 8&\TO and EU enlargements will be needed to prosatririty
to an expanded Europe.

Brzezinski seems to accept the Attali visioneofEurope from the Atlantic to Vladivostok, which is
inconsistent with the dream of the founding fatr@rthe Common Market and the European Communitgat T
dream envisaged the new Europe not only as a ifage-zone but as an international actor, a pdlifesner
for America—maybe not a global power for this gatien or the next one, but a regional power, ndy on
overcoming the historical conflicts between its nbemstates but exporting security and possiblygent/ to
its "near abroad."

Brzezinski is right: there is a contradictiontveeen this vision—traditionally supported by evéigench
government but not necessarily shared by all itlpes in the EU—and the present shape of Europes ldlso
right to point out that this situation will probgbhot change in the next few years. In some maf(ies
institutions, for example) Europe is more likely docommodate the existing framework than to male th
profound changes needed by a grand bond en avanthér matters (such as defense), it lacks eittgewill or
the means, or both, to have a common policy; itiqdar, it lacks the political will to allocate m®resources
to defense budgets, without which it will be impbgs for Europe to have a common foreign and séguri

policy.



All these points are indisputable. However, filteire of the European Union does not look quitdlask as
described by Brzezinski. Up to now, Europe hasreathed a point of no return, which could makeattginal
vision impossible. Furthermore, every measure takdhe last decade— single market, euro, freeutaton
of people inside Europe (the so-called "Schengeli)amomination of a High Representative for Extdrn
Relations and Common Security, a modest but realstep toward a European defense—leaves open the
possibility of future improvements, even if theywla not be spectacular ones. All options are gtilthe table.

Take the projection forces. Brzezinski rightiptes that the European reaction will not be inddpeanif the
crisis is serious. For the time being, that isaialy so. But an independent reaction in a less thil conflict
would be a major step forward compared with théiiitg and unwillingness of the Europeans to acsame
low-intensity crises of recent years. Let us tdleefirst step before the second.

Europe will not be a military power, but it wilbt set limits to its ambition and be a soft povike kind of
larger Switzerland Brzezinski refers to.

Since the end of World War Il the American atlg¢ regarding European integration has always beer
ambiguous: unify, but not too much. The end of @wdd War has not altered this ambivalence: pooopgerr
that is incapable of going beyond a limited intéigig happy America that has such an ally.

Christoph Bertram, contributing editor, Foreign Policy

For all its many good points, Brzezinski's predaip for the future U.S.European relationship msthe final
analysis, a complacent and hence a flawed onanlbe summed up in one sentence: Europe, far fnommg
into a rival for the United States, will remain epgéndent variable, a useful tool for U.S. stratepgpread
stability to as many countries outside Russia asipte by incorporating them; it should be humadbet! not
regarded as an equal partner by the United States.

On one issue Brzezinski is right: there is nechéor Americans to panic as the EU tries to spgedefense
integration. The angry fluster in some Washingtomidors caused by plans for modest if urgent improents
in European capabilities for "out of area™ militangervention has no justification: whatever coroéshe plan,
in the event European forces will have to draw o8.@dssets and hence to gain prior U.S. agreement.

But to make military power the litmus test ofrBpean integration is to repeat Stalin's mistakgidging the
Catholic Church by the number of its divisions. &vBrzezinski, that most European of American
realpolitikers, does not understand what this emgrgurope is really about. For him, it is "a ppltonstrued
on convenience," not "conviction," a pragmatic devior shared prosperity and stability. But pragsmatfails
to explain the extent to which proud states, stéepetheir respective histories, have sacrificediomal
autonomy for European interdependence. What droem tto submit to the authority of common laws and a
common supreme court, to create a common curreéaaynite the western part of the Continent, totmvhe
new democracies of the rest of Europe into thettstpiand now to try and develop the means for auntamus
military action was never merely convenience. Isyand is, a certain idea of what Europe should be.

The power of this idea should not be underratgdericans used to recognize this, patiently busigeently
encouraging efforts at European integration dumtigthe decades of the Cold War. Now, perhaps dut o
irritation over Europe's new-found confidence, dedpwith a one-track fascination with their own itaity and
technological prowess and the dizziness of granttairhas descended upon the world's only and phplbest
superpower, Americans seem to have lost both ttieng@ and the vision. Sadly, Brzezinski here piesia
strategic rationale for this loss.

It is shortsighted nevertheless, and for they vetasons the author himself states so eloquetithea
beginning of his article: "America and Europe tbgetserve as the axis of global stability.” Thered other
similar partner for an America that cares abougrimational order, prosperity and democratic pragrésd
Europe, whatever its shortcomings, is a much sgomgrtner today than during the Cold War. It viaé
stronger still in the future.



Therefore it should be America's prime inteteday the foundations today for a partnership wiité Europe
of tomorrow. U.S. supremacy may last for a genenatiut it will not last forever. What better usentake of
this temporary advantage than to establish novinigtéutional framework for a partnership in whiatEurope
that will be stronger than it is today and an Aroaitihat will be weaker can work together for orgeosperity
and democracy in tomorrow's world? That, Dr. Braeki, would be imaginative realpolitik!

Timothy Carton Ash, fellow of St. Antony's College Oxford

As | would always expect from Zbigniew Brzezingkiis essay is lucid, incisive, far-reaching andhstating.

| have the problem of agreeing with most of itslgsia and policy recommendations, especially those
NATO and EU enlargement. Let me nonetheless, akraglish European, tease out five points, partly in
disagreement, partly in necessary elaboration.

First, | am always in favor of saying thingstthge true, even if they are politically unhelpfilihe statement
that Europe is a "de facto military protectoratehsd United States” seems to me neither true nipfutielf |
say "Xanadu is a French protectorate,” this is g@lyeunderstood to mean that the French run Xanate
Americans do not run Europe. Even in the weakeseaf "being dependent for military protection”sthi
statement is scarcely true since, chaotic thouglof&ls defense arrangements are, there are no majent
threats to our security against which the majorogaan powers could not defend themselves and Etir
partners.

Second, it is, however, true that even the gigehEU countries are still pathetically reliant tbe United
States in the case of any actual military actioyobe the frontiers of the EU, even in a small paitbur own
backyard such as Kosovo. | think one could usefsiigll out that one major reason for this is thatleaders
of Western Europe set the wrong priorities at thd ef the Cold War, putting the creation of a commo
currency before that of a common army. With theseng initiatives for improved foreign policy andfelese
coordination, the EU is doing in 2000 what it slitbbbive done in 1990. (I make the argument in metaildn
my new book, History of the Present.)

Third, Brzezinski is absolutely right about tingent need for the United States to be seen supporting,
rather than carping at, these belated initiatiespecially in the defense field. The top-level foxdi message
from the new administration in Washington shouldebérely and emphatically positive: "We want Eugdp
have a stronger defense identity and effectivedragection force." The supplementary stick migtefully be:
"and we now expect you to look after Kosovo youwrss!l" Justified reservations about NATO compatipili
can all be explored at lower, more technical levels

Fourth, yes, Europe will never be a country. gatrtly by means of introspection) | am not sospasstic as
Br/el/inski is about the possibilities of positiven@tional identification with Europe. Indeed, | thiwe have
mutual friends in Central Europe who could well gime "dying for Europe.” Malgre tout, Europe hasoal.
There is a struggle going on for this soul. Crudshted, this is a new version of the old argunhbetmiveen the
Atlanticist, liberal, global free-trading orientati, and the Gaullist, etatist, protectionist onestdtically, the
balance of advantage has been moving from the tatthe former.

Fifth, by what it does and says, the United&xtatill significantly affect this struggle, for Ibet or for worse.
Neither expecting a United States of Europe, noepitng a Europe as Greater Swit/.er-land, it shoudrk
toward two goals best defined by one George Busl (Partners in leadership™ and "Europe whole &ied."

Brzezinski replies:

Actually, in the main | agree with the basic poimtsde by my friendly European critics. | do wislatth
America had Europe for a genuine partner, but wisttfinking is not a good guide to real policymakin
Creating a larger and gradually more integratecdpean space, closely allied to the United Stasetha only
game in town; the alternative to it is stagnationthe European venture, and a renewal of geogmsllitic
uncertainties in the area between the Euro-Atlardiee and Russia.



CHAPTER THREE LIVING WITH RUSSIA

THE PROGRESSIVE INCLUSION OF RUSSIA IN THE
EXPANDING TRANSATLANTIC

community is the necessary component of any long-t8.S.
strategy to consolidate stability on the Eurasiaegaa
continent. The pursuit of that goal will requiretipace and
strategic persistence. There are no shortcuts enwty.
Geostrategic conditions must be created that coevihe
Russians that it is in Russia's own best inter@diecome a
truly democratic and European post-imperial nastate—a
state closely engaged to the transatlantic communit

Of the major Eurasian entities (the EuropearbnRussia,
China, and Japan), only Europe and Japan can betsai
recognize fully their fundamental stake in interoaal
stability. The case is somewhat more ambiguous respect
to China and Russia, which still favor more or lesastic
alterations in the distribution of global power.tButh are
also cognizant of their limitations and aware dithnterest
in cooperating with the West. China is so inclinadgely
because it is an ongoing economic success; Russaube it
is not. China thrives on foreign investment; Ruskars
potential threats from its immediate south and,east senses
the diminished utility of its nuclear forces. Chima self-
confident; Russia is self-conscious.

Hence, both Russia and China may be suscepbbbe strategy aimed at their inclusion in coopegeati
international structures. To that end, two Euragawer triangles must be steadily managed and, e,
more directly connected: one involving the Unitetit&s, the European Union and Russia; and the othe
involving the United States, Japan and China.ltRkairlinkage to be effective, the constructive eyegaent of
Russia is essential.

To be sure, neither America nor, even less, ircan by itself seduce or transform Russia. Rgssia
epiphany must come from within, much as was the easlier in the twentieth century with the collapd the
Ottoman Empire and the emergence of the modernisfudtate. But both America and Europe can helatere
not only a congenial but a compelling context fesidable change. And for that reason, despitefipisie
short-term pessimism regarding the outlook of Ralssiurrent political leadership, there is a reabtbasis
for longer-term optimism.

THE HISTORICAL SETTING

The emergence of a democratic, Europe-orientedi-ipgeerial and national Russian state would provide
historically relevant and strategically stabiliziagswers to the two questions that haunt poliyeainded
Russians today: what is Russia, and where is RusHi@se questions are being posed in an environmen
bordering on social catastrophe and in a contegeopolitical vulnerability.

One cannot underestimate the cumulative damafijeted on the Russian people by seventy years of
communism. Russia's current condition should notuagged by the superficial glitter of Moscow or St.
Petersburg, the primary beneficiaries of Westanarfcial inflows, or by occasional ups and downRurssian
growth rates. The painful reality is that the conmmstiexperiment has bequeathed to the Russian @eopl
ruined agriculture, a retarded and in many placesifive social infrastructure, a backward economy
increasingly facing the risk of progressive de-istdialization, a devastated environment, and a
demographically threatened population.



To measure precisely the cumulative effectdaf kegacy is impossible. They are both massiveesaldiring.
Russia's current crisis coincides with the collapsehe five hundred year-old Russian Empire, whicd
expanded in the Soviet era into an even larger camshempire. The domestic crisis threatens thé-leshg
of the Russian people; the imperial collapse, whdsing a potential geopolitical challenge, confugempts
and frustrates the country's political elite—arteethat for decades was not only doctrinally stigakfbut at
times also lethally purged.2 That elite grew acoongtd to the privileges and satisfactions of Rusgbal
status, a status for which today there is no dolishdation.

The last ten years have compounded rather thsmived these challenges. Russia's relative opgrires
made the Russian people quite aware of the trubyneous gap separating their condition from thathefr
West European neighbors. The increasingly widespageareness that a densely populated China nextisloo
also doing incomparably better is an additionalrsewf anxiety. Finally, for a state long accustdnie
thinking of itself as America's principal rival,ig galling to contemplate the fact that Russid®3PGmeasured
in terms of purchasing power parity, is only abaue-tenth of America's, roughly half of India's,dan
somewhat less than Brazil's.

It must also be troubling for informed Russiandearn that last year China benefited from mbant$43
billion in direct foreign investment (bringing tHE992-99 total to about $350 billion)—and that thecim
smaller post-communist Poland was the beneficiad999 alone of $8 billion in such investment—wiuldy
$2-3$3 billion was directly invested from abroadRossia during the same period (making for a metgal of
$11.7 billion over 1992-99). Flagging foreign intregnt derives in part from Russia's poor intermetio
economic image. In the 1999 Global CompetitiveriRgport, Russia was ranked last among the 59 cesntri
surveyed (China was 32, Zimbabwe 57, and Ukraine B8a comparative assessment of corruption in 99
states, Russia was placed at 82 (behind Armenia).

It is telling that there have been no major dstically funded investments in Russia over the festyears.
By 1997 overall capital investment in the productsctor had fallen to about 17 percent of the 1896l, and
only lately has risen slightly. Moreover, it hassheestimated that it would take roughly $25 trilliover the
next 25 years to renew Russia's industrial infeestire, which, on average, is three limes olden that of ihe
OECD countries. Indeed, even with sustained econagatovery proceeding at an annual rate of 5 pércen
Russia would still account for only about 2 percefithe world's GDP by 2015. By contrast, the Ushi&tates
and the EU together will account for approxima#hy50 percent, and Japan and China combined faaptp
another 25 percent or so. The qualitative gapseahriological innovation and economic competitivenes
between Russia and its western neighbors may bersiil.

The social picture is even bleaker. Some 70ionilRussians live in urban areas affected by lewaéls
pollution that exceed U.S. maximum contaminatiorele by a factor of five or more. About 75 perceht
Russia's consumed water supply is polluted by kt&hdards. Russia's health system, long a sounmedef, is
malfunctioning, with many hospitals (especiallynan-urbanized areas) lacking hot water and unabledet
even minimal hygienic standards. Some 100,000 aafseeserculosis have been registered, and onlya40
percent of all recent births have resulted in fililbalthy babies. According to one study, some 20gme of
Russian first graders have been diagnosed with Jome of mental retardation. Male life expectan@sh
declined from approximately 64 years in 1990 tow&® years in 1999 (alternative data suggestdigee
might be about 61 years, still very low by Weststandards). The World Health Report 2000 on nationa
health systems ranked Russia's at 130, barely aifeaatlan’s.

Indeed, Russia's population has dropped frommiiion in 1990 to about 146 million in 1999—witdnnual
deaths in recent years exceeding births by slightitye than 50 percent (about 2 million deaths aBdriillion
births per annum). While economic recovery andmaprovement in public health programs could evehtual
slow the steep population decline, some demograsgtuidies anticipate that Russia's population calijd
below 135 million by the year 2025. Then, too, m&ussians are moving out of the exposed northedrfam
eastern extremities of Russia to the more secun&rateregion west of the Urals, thereby reversioggh
standing efforts to settle the sparsely populatathern and eastern peripheries.

Russia, then, is confronted by a menacing coation of demography and geography. Its far eastern
neighbor, China, not only has a population of sdn#billion, but an economy that in GDP terms ieatly



four times larger than Russia's. It is also no sewf geopolitical reassurance for Russia thatagaeonomy

is about five times larger than its own; and tloathie west an expanding European Union is takimgeahwith

an economy already approximately ten times the efz®ussia's and a population of some 375 million.
Moreover, the much more prosperous Europe is altigle United States, which has a population tuhee of
Russia and a GDP more than ten times as large.

To the south prospects are, if anything, evenrenominous. That area is currently organized inte rstates
inhabited almost exclusively by Muslims. Their candal population totals about 295 million, not congtthe
population of the Europe-oriented Turkey, whichaisout 65 million. An additional 20 million Muslims
currently live within Russia's borders. At currdmith rates, by the year 2025 the Islamic poputatiging
immediately to the south of Russia could numbdmigh as 450 million (not counting the projectedr8lion
Turks).

It is probable that most of the neighboring Ntusktountries will be economically weak, enhancihg t
likelihood that they will also be politically voié&. Their populations—composed in the main of yleeinger
generation, which is restless, increasingly natignaelf-conscious and more intensely Islamic inf-se
definition—could prove quite susceptible to extrstrappeals. Unless handled with great skill andumpen
moderation by their formerly imperial neighbor, ithgolitical awakening could acquire a fervent aRtissian
cast, of which the Russian mishandling of Chechmight be only a harbinger.

Much, therefore, depends on the performancéeturrent Russian political elite—an elite thastiskingly
different in composition and outlook from its p@stmmunist counterparts in Central Europe. Russiatent
leadership includes no former political dissidenmtst even one. Moreover, in Central Europe the-anti
Communist opposition—Solidarity in Poland, SajuisLithuania, and Charter 77 in Prague—represeated
critical mass that was subsequently capable of neklag democratic reforms. In most Central Europea
states, the Communist parties also quickly condetteemselves into social-democratic ones, generally
supportive of reforms and of closer ties wilh bblIATO and the EU.

In contrast, the current Russian political elgelargely an alliance of former apparatchiki,nunalized
oligarchs, and the KGB and military leadership. if henunciation of the Soviet past has been petbrmgcthe
retention of a mausoleum in the middle of Moscowmdrong the embalmed corpse of the founder of tHagyu
neatly encapsulates their mindset. Indeed, Presidadimir Putin's new team is composed of indiattuwho,
with no exception, could now be serving in the leiglechelons of the Soviet government (particulénky
KGB) if the Soviet Union still existed. Putin's ovpolitical lineage is quite suggestive in that megde is a
third-generation apparatchik: his father was ayP@mmctionary, while his grandfather even servedLenin's
and then Stalin's personal security detail.

The present Kremlin leadership matured in thgi€&dUnion's waning years. By and large, it no leng
believed in the crudities of Soviet ideology, butalished Soviet power. The fall of the Soviet miwas for
most of its members not only a historical shock &walamity that could have been, and should haen,b
averted. While many of them dried their tears wtbfits derived from the kleptocratic dismantlingtbe
state-owned economy, they nonetheless felt deprye&ussia's loss of international status. Putiptwad
their pent-up feelings at his inaugural when hekepaostalgically of Russia as "a great, powerfud amghty
state."”

In rebuilding a Russia "which commands respacthe world," Putin's good tactical sense dictated
outright hostility to the West is to be avoidedddéed, some accommodation with the United Statdegsable,
particularly in order to draw it into an anti-Islanalliance in the event that Russia's problemhénsouth spin
out of control. President Clinton's easy seducinbdo the anti-Chechen camp, in 1995 and again 89 16ffers
a case in point. Russia's residual nuclear capahiso provides the basis for a special dialogiik the United
States, thereby enhancing Russia's prestige ahdgmeeven creating the impression of a specidioakhip.3

Russia's selective accommodation with the Unates can be pursued in parallel with carefudliybcated
efforts to cultivate anti-American sentiments in $4gn Europe, in order to dilute Western resolgareding
any further expansion of NATO and to exacerbatestang cleavages within the Euro-Atlantic community.
Traditional diplomacy in dealings with Berlin andthvParis can also be exploited to fuel Europewalries, in



order to impede the emergence of a politically mmtegrated EU, tied to NATO, on Russia's western
frontiers. In any case, a detente with the Weghés sine qua non of continued Russian access todedee
Western financial assistance.

Above all, a breathing spell in relations wilte tWest is needed if Russia is to achieve Puteriéral goal:
the restoration of a powerful Russian state. To gresent rulers, the appearance of a dozen or wty ne
independent states following the Soviet Union'dagale is a historical aberration that should bedgmfly
corrected as Russia recovers its power. Althougloiild appear that they realize that the end resait not be
a single imperial state, they seem determinedtéinathe gradual subordination of the post-Sowigties within
the framework of the Commonwealth of IndependenteStin a way that limits their practical sovergygim
the key areas of security and external economatiogls.

That aspiration is the root cause of Moscowtseweent opposition to any Western economic presenttee
space of the former Soviet Union. The Kremlin'stade in this regard is still based on the old Inésti zero-
sum approach: it is better for the non-Russiansaned to develop economically if such developmenéaiés a
Western presence. That is why direct access ohéwdy independent states to the global economyutiiro
multiple pipelines from the Caspian Sea regioniesved by the current Russian elite with almost aghm
hostility as that shown toward Ukraine's flirtatisith NATO. As one Russian Foreign Ministry offitjaut it,

The significant volume of funds already investeglamned by American companies for investment in
Caspian oil business is defining a tendency toveabdiild-up of a political, and on its heels a raiijt,
U.S. presence in the Caucasus. In essence, wiphioutconsent, the incorporation of the Caspiamnareg
into the sphere of 'the United States' vital id&3'as taking place.4

Note particularly the quaint insinuation that Rassi’consent” is required lor Western investmernhenewly
independent states.

Strategically, Russian policy toward what theefdtin calls "the near abroad" has essentially timemgs.
The first is to exercise pressure on both Georgid Azerbaijan, increasing their vulnerability toeetal
destabilization after their current presidents defram the scene. Second, Ukraine's return to ssomeof a
special "Slavic" relationship with Moscow shoulddrecouraged, with the Russo-Belarusian "union" ipliog
a model of the "brotherly Slavic solidarity” to whi Ukrainians should aspire. Third, pressure iseg@pplied
to prevent the Baltic states from joining NATO, thre grounds that they were once "legally" a parthef
Soviet Union.5

In brief, the Kremlin's current occupants bedig¢liat the "mighty" Russian state should be muctertitan a
national state coexisting with others within thenfer Soviet space. Although most members of theeotr
elite realize that economic recovery is a necespaggondition for regaining historical grandeurmsoalso
place special emphasis on Russia's military powehea basis for its claim to global status. Nofssmgly,
that view is strongly held within the top Russiaflitary leadership and was explicitly reflected time new
military doctrine adopted in December 1999. Toptany leaders are also particularly strong propdsien re-
established Russian political power in a new "Earagnion."6

It would appear, therefore, that the currenteeils more preoccupied with the restoration of anid@ant
Russian state than with a historic reorientatiorRagsia. As a result, there is an obvious discanipetsveen
the leadership's ends and the country's meanse@gotrary Russia is simply too weak to sustain regio
domination while nostalgically reclaiming superpowttus. Despite numerous internal shortcomirgsnew
post-Soviet states are determined to retain timeiependence. It would take an enormous effortpéond
Russia's present means, to subordinate them. Mereivis unlikely that the West, even were it ined to
accept some of Russia's regional aspirations @#hadge, would remain entirely passive if the indadence of,
say, Ukraine or Georgia—not to speak of the Baltates—was threatened.

Further, Russian proponents of reliance on anjlipower greatly underestimate the economical§iniing
effects of any renewed arms competition with Ameerignd overestimate the political leverage thatsRusan
exercise through its essentially one-dimensiormatesgic capability. The fact is that Russia—alreapggnding
about 5 percent of its GDP on the military—cannotpete with the U.S.-pioneered revolution in mita



affairs. And while its nuclear weapons can serve aeterrent, they are not an effective politicall;t their
value is gradually being diminished by nuclear fpeohtion, especially in Russia's immediate neighbod.

A Decalogue on Russia's Geopolitical Condition

1. Russia's economy is about one-tenth the si2enefica’s, and its industrial plant is about thrig@es older
than the OECD aver age.

2. About 70 million Russians live in urban areashwevels of pollution 5 times higher than U.S. mmaxns,
and about 75 percent of Russia's consumed watemtminated.

3. Only about 40 percent of all recent births insRa have resulted in fully healthy babies.
4. Russia's population has dropped from 151 milio®990 to 146 million in 1999.

5. Russia's immediate neighbor to the east, Cliiaa,a total population of 1.2 billion; to the weste EU has
375 million; and to the south live pproximately 380lion Muslims.

6. China's economy is already four times largemtiRussia's, while foreign investment in China dyitime last
decade has beenthirty times higher than in Ru3sia.EU's economy is ten times larger than Russia's.

7. Unlike post-communist Central Europe, the curiRassian political elite is an alliance of the K@&litary
leadership with former apparatchiki and criminalizeligarchs; all the current top Russian leadersiicbbe
serving in the Soviet government if the Soviet bsidl existed.

8. The present Russian government has made it thaaits central goal is the restoration of Russipower
and not democratic re form.

9. Russia desires an accommodation with the Westdier to gain a free hand in dealing with the neates in
the former Soviet space.

10. Defiance of demography and geography could einBussia in conflicts menacing to its future asajor
territorial state.

A prolonged delay in providing realistic answérsthe two questions that confront post-imperiab§la—
What is Russia? Where is Russia?—could prove ctdasi Social mobilization on the basis of naticsralican
only be a short-term remedy. Russia, underpopulatedsocially deprived, could become entangledaimihg
collisions with the Muslims in the south and morgnerable to Chinese territorial encroachmenthedast,
while also antagonizing Europe (and America) towmest. An "alliance" with China would only subordta
Russia to China without solving its problems.

As a result, it may be only somewhat hyperbticuggest that the ultimate consequence of angmyed
failure to confront the full implications of Russianenacing geopolitical context and of the dediididl state of
its society could be the emergence not of "a Eutopke Urals" (as once envisaged by General ddl&aut
eventually of a beleaguered and imploded Russkatorthe Urals.

FOR STRATEGIC DIRECTION

In considering Western policy toward Russia, we Modo well to reflect briefly on the collapse ofeth
Ottoman Empire and the subsequent emergence diuttkesh national state. That experience is morérnpant
to Russia's dilemmas than either Germany's anchdaptier 1945, or Great Britain's and France'sr dftey
ceased to be empires.

Unlike Germany and Japan, Russia was neitherpoed and subjected lo political "re-education'tig Cold
War's victors, nor treated lo large-scale sociabnstruction under their direct supervision. |;arsnRussians,



the outcome was more ambiguous and confusing. Etostst did not feel defeated; many later felt eiged,;
few were receptive to Western tutelage.

Like the Russian Empire, the Ottoman Empire westorially contiguous. Both Ottoman and Russian
imperial elites drew many members from the subpettonalities. The boundaries of what was spedifica
Russian or Turkish territory were not very preciseboth cases, the empire was not a remote realtyseas
but a seamless extension of the homeland itselicélethe sudden loss of empire was both more geand
directly disruptive.

In contrast to the efficiently repressive SoRetssia, however, the long, slow decline of the@t#n Empire
spawned a significant minority of dissident intetleals and young officers determined to model Tyide the
West European nation-states. The Young Turks, dnganized in the late nineteenth century, gainedeasing
political influence, especially in the wake of tinditary defeats suffered by the Ottoman rulersn8mf them
at first sought to re-create a modernized versibthe old empire. But the defeat suffered in WoAtr |
prompted the next generation of reformist leadeosably Kemal Pasha (who later became known asuéiat
to embrace the concept of a modernized, post-irapstate, patterned on the European nation-stiteshort
order, the Swiss civil code, the Italian penal cadd the German commercial code were adopted, ardy—Vv
important to note—irredentist claims, derived frtima imperial past, were explicitly renounced.

Three timely conclusions can be drawn from theergence of the modern national Turkish statet, firs
Turkey would not be contending today for membergifithe European Union were it not for the factttha
Ataturk and his bold reformers represented a alliticass capable of effecting a psychological breik the
past; second, this effort would not have enduretthef West had continued to spurn Turkey; and, thind
process of historical self-redefinition is necesgar prolonged one, to be measured in decadesyeas, and
is likely to be punctuated by periodic setbacks.

These conclusions contain important lesson®kimsia. Although Putin displays a picture of PéterGreat
in his office, his reliance on & KGB entourage 4l professed admiration for his KGB predecessar, Y
Andropov, indicate that Putin is no Russian Atatitlis geopolitical mindset reflects the thinkingtbe last
Soviet generation and not of the first post-Sogeneration. Nonetheless, a new outlook is beingurea
beneath the existing political surface in the maoutre open conditions of post-Soviet Russia. Anghify for
actuarial reasons, the next generation of Russadels is unlikely to be the product either of KiegB or of
the apparat.

That generation will come of age at a time wReissia's past imperial and global status will haeeome a
distant memory rather than an entitlement. Thisitably will create a different global outlook. Theext
generation of leaders is much more likely to ineligtaduates of Western universities and businessvitan
genuine international (but not criminal) exposugiearing a more widespread desire for Russia ngt tonbe
like the West but to be a part of the West. Nostigtne Russian public will increasingly demand fteaoverall
lifestyle begin to match at least that of Centratdpe, and that Russians not be deprived of freesacto the
enlarging Europe next door. In short, a criticassaupportive of a genuine break with the pastksg shape.

To encourage that process, Western aid to Rgésiald be continued. But such assistance shouldeo
directed to the central government. Russia is Wgahough to be able to address its basic probleroagh its
own resources, and Western aid has the tendenmgrpetuate the worst inclinations in the currereeAlso,
since financial aid is fungible, its diversion tdlitary programs and operations (such as thosehiacinya) is a
likelihood. Instead, Western aid should concentaiehelping Russia's nascent NGOs, which promate th
emergence of a new, younger and more open-mindiiCaloelite—an elite that understands its owreneist
in a society based on the rule of law.7

The United States should also expand its ongeisgor programs for younger Russian political and
economic aspirants. In 1999 the Library of Congiegisated a program to bring to the United Stadesne
2,000 younger Russian local officials for visitsigmed to ac-c|uain( them with the complexitief\oferican
democracy. This initiative deserves lo be enlatgadold, and it should be complemented by é sinptagram
lor the newly independent states. After World Watédns of thousands of young Germans and Japaverse



made familiar with American democracy, with an inmeely beneficial impact. Younger Russians, espgcial
from outside Moscow and St. Petersburg, should tizysame opportunity.

However, the reorientation of Russia's outlodlk e delayed if Russia's current political lesstep gains the
impression that its priorities can be successfpllysued, especially in the space of the former &advnion.
That such illusions and nostalgia tend to be setpgtuating makes it all the more important thatsi&fe
policy both engage Russia and drive home the nee@ tbasic redefinition of Russia's role in Eura3ia
facilitate Russia's historical transformation, Véestsupport for the consolidation of the new statespecially
Ukraine, Georgia, Azerbaijan and Uzbekistan—mustustained.

Admittedly, the necessary strategic balance moll be easy to strike. In fact, some Russian esuhave
claimed that Clinton administration officials aimmgs have encouraged Russian efforts to regain andam
position in the former Soviet space." Even therimtonally condemned Russian assault on Chechidyaad
produce a single noticeable U.S. response, on tbends that it would be contrary to the policy of
"engagement.” It may unfortunately be the case thaing the latter phases of the Clinton admiaisin, the
one-sided U.S. emphasis on the West engaging Rubsianot on Russia engaging the West—could delay by
some years the day when Russia comes fully to teithsits current historical condition.

To hasten rather than delay that moment, thes#étéantic community must patiently keep the graption of
an ever widening and deepening association op&ussia, while persistently re-inforcing an envir@mnthat
discourages any Russian efforts to turn back thepagéical clock. Only then may the next generatimin
Russian leaders—no longer the products of the $eveeand more likely to represent a new criticaltigal
mass—draw the sole realistic conclusion to the dengosed by their country's internal malaise attdreal
vulnerability: namely, that in order to recover Biasmust opt for the West. What is more, Russiatidasso
unambiguously and unconditionally, as a post-inglestate. Russia's imperial baggage cannot be €edaigio
Europe. Russia cannot be at once imperial and [Earop

A Decalogue of Strategic Guidelines
1. The lessons of the collapse of the Ottoman Engse highly relevant to Russia's contemporarynditeas.

2. Turkey's historic self-redefinition was madegole by the presence of a reformist critical masd by the
West's eventual responsiveness.

3. The next generation of Russian leaders may @eothe critical mass needed for a decisive, popeiml
choice in favor of the West.

4. To that end, Western financial assistance shoaltentrate almost exclusively on the advancewfeannew
democratically-minded elite through the promotidrgrassroots democracy and expanded visitor exabsing

5. Propitiation of Putin's regime will only delape desired evolution of Russia into a democratia,ope-
oriented, national Russian state.

6. Support for the newly independent states wifp) keeadvance the historical self-redefinition afdia.

7. The EU and NATO should formally propose Rus&eemntual as sociation, and both the EU and NATO
should explore with Russia specific initiativeshat end, including a special EU status for Kaligrad.

8. In the meantime, both EU and NATO expansion Idhoontinue, thereby eliminating any geopolitical
ambiguities or temptations in the areas immediatedgt of Russia.

9. A transcontinental security dialogue on stratedoctrine, build ing on a closer NATO-Russia catios,
eventually could link the two key Eurasian securigngles.



10. Effective engagement cannot be pursued thraugdisided courtship but only by shaping a decisive
geopolitical context, in which a choice for the Wescomes Russia's only viable option.

To prepare the ground lor ih.n hisloi ii choideis crucial that the West signal clearly thagé ttonliiuiell
enlargement of the EU and of NATO does not exciigeiori llie possibility of Russia's eventual peigation.
Although Preside-ill < llinlon gave such a signalhis "Charlemagne” speech in Aachen in liinc 20@0does
not speak for the EU or even for NATO. E Ai4i slalemcnl to that effect should be made, perhaipsly by
both organisations. Clearly, a truly democratic faushat desires to be pai | of (he West shoulahbe option
of becoming, in some mutually acceptable fashisapeiated closely with both the EU anil NAT(). Tgrecise
modalities need not be spelled out now; in factegiRussia's present condition and orientation,edfort to
do so would be counterproductive. But the optioousth be held out.

In the meantime, a strategic selling favorallethat prospect should be fostered. Steps can Ken tt
enhance gradually the role of the Euro-Atlantict®enship ( €i0fi33, which sponsors joint securitgygoams
between NEO() slates and Partnership for Peace emsmihile the United Slates in particular shouddakert
not to fall into the trap of becoming Russia's alfjainst the Muslims (or the Chinese), the senmssibility of
conflicts spreading like grass fire throughout CalnAsia might, over time, dilute Russia's hostilib greater
Western involvement in the region. Moscow mighttiveew more favorably not only greater economicessc
to the region, but also a larger role for peacekeppy the Organization for Security and Cooperatio
Europe (OSCE) and eventually perhaps even by NATO.

The EU's forthcoming expansion to Central Eurapen if somewhat delayed, is bound to includeabl
and eventually the Baltic states. In that contdiggussions with Russia regarding a possible spEtisstatus
for the Kaliningrad region could prove fruitful, honly resolving the region's persisting economicbems
but also initiating closer EU-Russia arrangemeiitee same is true regarding the EU's ongoing efftarts
promote Baltic regional cooperation that embradd biwe St. Petersburg and Kaliningrad provinceRussia.

In the meantime, President Clinton's initiatimenviting Russia to join both the EU and NATO hgisen
greater urgency to the task of enlarging both. daot,fit is altogether unrealistic to contemplatessta's
inclusion in either structure without Central Euetspfull and prior inclusion. It is equally unrestic, and even
risky, to envisage delaying Central Europe's fudinnbbership until Russia either grants its permissioitself
opts for Europe. That would be tantamount to granfRussia an indefinite veto, with the likely etfexf
stimulating the Kremlin's geopolitical aspiratioreggarding the Baltic states and Ukraine. The botliom is
that the consequence of any inclination to make QA@nlargement contingent on Russia's permissian is
prescription for the perpetuation of geopoliticalkaguity on the western fringes of Russia, which impede
Russia's own internal evolution. Indeed, Russidlingness to acquiesce to the further eastwardaegin of
NATO, particularly regarding the Baltic states,aslitmus test of the sincerity of any declared choby
Moscow in favor of a European and a transatlamdmmection.

Constructive initiatives toward Russia thus willly be credible if they are matched by tangilgs toward
the enlargement of both the EU and NATO. That dudargement is desirable in itself, and also bezatus
eliminates the risk of a possible collision betwemmpeting notions of "europeanism” and "atlantici's
Moreover, several European countries immediateth¢owvest of Russia—the Baltic states especially-rti@
be, and have the right to be, part of both the B @ NATO. The next president of the United Statlesuld
therefore urge our allies to move promptly on thenesion of any democratic European state that sribet
criteria for NATO membership, even before the y@802 (the date previously set by NATO for the
consideration of further enlargement).

The enlargement of NATO, in any case, has ajrgadven beneficial for Europe's security, incluglin
Russia's. Most notably, it has made post-Cold Wappge more stable, anchoring Germany more solidiysi
middle rather than making it a "border state," @me German leaders feared might happen after reatndi.
NATO enlargement has consolidated a sense of $g@mong the new members and promoted betteroakati
between them and their non-member neighbors. lehesuraged aspirant nations to improve theirrmeat of
minorities and to settle their territorial disputdislias also stimulated closer Polish-Ukrainiamoperation,
reinforcing Ukraine's declared interest in its guahassociation with the West. Last but not leBsthania and
Bulgaria, because of their desire for membershigedadecisively during the Kosovo conflict to pret/¢he



unilateral deployment of Russian paratroopers Hristina—a deployment thai could have precipitaatsky
collision between Russia and NATO.'1

The West should not be timid in affirming thaidRia's acquiescence to the expansion of the TidUo&
NATO will hasten the day when Russia itself will Bble to choose & more comprehensive associat®n. |
precise form and extent will have to be negotiabed,a constructive Russian response should atsogrboth
NATO and the EU to begin a systematic review asvt@t kind of a shared security system, spanning
"Vancouver to Vladivostok,"” might be both feasilsled desirable. The enhancement of the OSCE, and it
transformation from a "European” to a "Eurasiadhfework, could likewise become timely; and NATlits
may eventually become a core element of a transmorial security system.10 Given a positive Russian
attitude, it may not be too early to initiate infaal explor atory discussions regarding these lomgage
prospects in the con text of the NATO-Russia Jd@auncil, a step that would enhance the Council's
significance and also gratify Moscow.

Thus, step by step, a linkage of the two ciitgdabal security ti i angles—involving the Unit&tates, the
European Union and Russia; and the United Stateisa@nd lapan—maybe constructed. That processbmay
hastened by the ongoing revolution in military teclogy, which raises the serious possibility the tnore
than forty year-old reliance on mutual deterren@y mave to be fundamentally revised in favor of edorm
of strategic defense. Given that such a developrbeats directly on the immediate security interegtthe
three nuclear NATO powers, as well as of Russia @htha, a comprehensive dialogue among them will
become necessary beyond any bilateral U.S.-Russtassions. That need will itself generate presstoe a
standing Eurasian security forum.

It is important to reiterate that, while it sthdie the policy of the UnitedjStates to engageskRum an ever
closer relationship with the West, such policy ddonot be confused with one-sided courtship. Eifect
engagement should strive to create a geostrategiogin which the Russian elite itself comesdalize that
Russia's only option is its best option: to becg®euinely "engaged" to the West.

It takes only a little imagination to conjurevihdeneficial it would be for Russia if one day tkeemlin
startled the world by announcing that it welcomlee ¢nlargement of the EU and NATO to include atisth
who wished to join, and that Russia itself hopegualify for membership of both. Such an epipharould
liberate Russia from its ominous geopolitical cahtand create favorable conditions for its acuteéeded
social rehabilitation.

The policy of effective engagement should bébaehtely designed to make that choice Russiaisdidice.
Notes
1. See chapter 1, "Living with China," and ptea 2, "Living with a New Europe."

2. Few in the West fully appreciate the scop&talin's purge of the social elite. In one ¢hdl example
from the Soviet archives, the NKVD's Moscow headgrsa set quotas for the number of people to be
immediately arrested and shot. That quota for Masgothe fall of 1937 was 5,000; for Leningrad 40€or
Vladivostok 2,000; for Sverdlovsk 4,000, etc. Sulpsently, some of the NKVD regional offices sulmahitt
appeals, requesting increases in their quotas!

3. The current Russian leadership seems mkitkeds than its predeces sors in influencing Waster
policymakers and opinion shapers, apparently rgJymmore on the KGB's intelligence apparatus, thoaméd
by the Soviet Institute on the U.S.A., easy adee¥gestern centers of influence enjoyed by Rusdigarchs
holding dual citizenship, and even on hired pubdilations firms. It stands to reason that the RaiIsdeaders
are not in different to the outcome of U.S. presi@e elections and may be sensitive to the Wdlsit'st for
electoral campaign funds.

4. S. |. Chernyavskiy, "Washington's Cauc&ustegy," Mezhdunarod-naya zhizn (January 1999).



5. Disturbingly, the official position of Russs that the Baltic states in 1940 gained "adnois$ to the
USSR. See, for example, the official state mahiedRussian Foreign Ministry, February 2, 2000.

6. A good example of such thinking is the alattdissertation of the influential head of the fBrese
Ministry's Main | )irectorate of International Miiary Cooperation, General Leonid Ivashov, tilleciVblution
of Russia's Geopolitical Development” (May .".§)¢)(

7. For a compelling case lor .1 much more dismating Western aid policy toward Russia, seelel
Md'anl, "(letting Russia Right,"” Foreign Policy (M#er 1999-2000), pp. 65 7.

8. "Off the record, Stale Department officiaiten talk unequivocally in favor of a Russian esghof
influence in Knrasia." Andrei Kortunov, "The U.$idaRussia: A Virtual Partnership,” Comporative $&gy
(October-December 1996), p. 347.

9. See Zbigniew Brzezinski and ChristopheftSi#ussia and the Kosovo Crisis” (Washington, DESIS,
October 1999), pp. 14-16, 19.

10. The case for the further expansion of thewas$ made in chapter 2. On expanding the OSCE &om
European to & Eurasian organization, see chaptdt 4dhould also be noted that the 111 has initisdgdtegic
consideration of a long-term security relationskh Russia, through its "Common Strategy of theogean
Union on Russia" of June 4,1999.



NOTES
Ceopolitical Realities
What China Is and Is Not

1. China is neither an international adversary r@gostrategic partner of the United States, though fostile to
perceived U.S. "hegemony."

2. China is not going to become a global powerugioit is a regional power capable of assertingnggional
interests.

3. China is not a direct security threat to the teni States.
4. China does not pose a global ideological chaketo the United States.

5. China is not regionally destabilizing and is fi;ct behaving internationally in a relatively ressible
fashion.

6. China is neither totalitarian nor democratic gadally but an oligarchic-bureaucratic dictatorghi

7. China is not in compliance with universal starttqmf human rights and of tolerance for minoritieplaces
such as Tibet or Xinjiang.

8. China is evolving economically in a desirableedtion.

9. China is not likely to avoid serious domestiditmal strains because commercial communism is an
oxymoron.

10. China does not have a dear vision of its pritevolution or of its international role.
European Developments and Prospects

1. For most Europeans, "Europe" is not an objectpefsonal affection. It is more a convenience tlaan
conviction.

2. On the global scene, the EU will not be like Aoaebut more like a Switzerland writ large.
3. Most Europeans do not partake of anti-Americangs the impulse for unity.

4. Integration is essentially a bureaucratic prog@sd not the same as unification.

5. The EU's expansion inevitably collides with de®pg integration.

6. The EU needs to expand for demographic and enmn@asons.

7. A federated inner core of foreign-policymakirtgtes within a larger EU of 21 or more states ig no
politically workable.

8. Slow expansion plus bureaucratic integratiorikely to produce a Europe united economically baty
confederated politically.

9. The EU is unlikely to acquire an autonomousteryi capability.



10. The EU will thus be a novel type of polity hwis global influence rimarily economic and finaadc
Russia's Geopolitical Condition

1. Russia's economy is about one-tenth the siZerarica's, and its industrial plant is about 3 snoéder than
the OECD average.

2. About 70 million Russians live in urban areashwpollution levels 5 times higher than U.S. maxms
about 75 percent of Russia's consumec water isigonated.

3. Only about 40 percent of all recent births irs&la have resulted in fully healthy babies.
4. Russia's population has dropped from 151 miiinoh990 to 146 million in 1999.

5. To the east, China has a population of 1.20bijlto the west, the EU has 375 million; to thetbdive
approximately 300 million Muslims.

6. China's economy is already 4 times larger thassR's, while foreign investment in China durihg tast
decade has been 30 times higher than in RussigEUseeconomy is 10 times larger than Russia's.

7. Unlike post-communist Central Europe, Russiaisent political elite is an alliance of the KGBiitary
leadership with former apparatchiki and criminadizdigarchs; all current top Russian leaders chelderving
in the Soviet government if the Soviet Union siisted.

8. The present Russian government has made claitdtcentral goal is the restoration of Rusgawer and
not democratic reform.

9. Russia desires an accommodation with the Westder to gain a free hand in dealing with the s¢ates in
the former Soviet space.

10. Defiance of demography and geography could einRussia in conflicts menacing to its future anajor
territorial state.

Strategic Priorities
Guidelines for U.S.-China Relations
1. The future orientation of China, and not theaufatof Taiwan, should be America's central strategincern.

2. An anti-Chinese defense arrangement with Taislaould not be indirectly revived, and U.S. armssal
should be carefully calibrated in relation to thtate of U.S.-China relations and PRC capabilities.

3. Peaceful reunification can be promoted only bgeanocratizing and increasingly prosperous PRClan t
basis of a "one country, several systefostula.

4. Respect for human rights in China should beefest by a policy of indirection focused on the lignef the
rule of law.

5. The U.S.-China-Japan relationship is highly ratgive, in a manner reminiscent of the U.S. Eusope
Soviet relationship.

6. The United States should promote a trilateredtsigic dologue with China and Japan regarding seeurity
of Eurasia.



7. A pre-emptive anti-Chinese defense coalitiorsedain TM, could become a self-fulfilling prophexdya
hostile China.

8. The OSCE should be expanded to indude Asiayriofg five-way security tate involving the Uniteti8s,
Europe, Russia. China and Japan.

9. The G-8 should be enlarged to G-9 by the inolusif the PRC.

10. The ultimate U.S. goal should be a China thatves into a genuinely vested partner in an inshegly
cooperative Eurasian system.

Guidelines for Transatlantic Relations
1. Europe remains America's natural and pre-emiradigt
2. An Atlanticist Europe is essential to a stabledsian equilibrium.

3. An autonomous European defense capability, incase unlikely in the near future, should not ppased
by the United States.

4. Allied political unity is more important thanetlenhancement of NATO's capabilities.

5. The United States should defer any deploymerisida regarding a ballistic missile defense systantil
consensus is reached with NATO allies.

6. The United States should seek an enlarged NAEDiope but not an "out of area" NATO.

7. The United States has a bigger stake in Euraggdargement than in Europe's integration.

8. NATO and the EU should work together on joianglfor further expansion.

9. Eventually, Turkey, Cyprus and Israel mightroguded in both entities.

10. There should be no a priori limitations or axgibn; on NATO and EU memberships.

Guidelines for U.S. Russia Policy

1. The lessons of the collapse of the Ottoman Engwe highly relevant to Russia's contemporaryrdifeas.

2. Turkey's historic self-redefinition was madegioi$ by the presence of a reformist critical massl by the
West's eventual responsiveness.

3. The next generation of Russian leaders may @eothe critical mass needed for a decisive, pogpenml
choice in favor of the West.

4. To that end, Western financial assistance shoaittentrate almost exclusively on the advancerhamew
democratically-minded elite through theomotion of grassroots democracy and expandetbvieskchanges.

5. Propitiation of Putin's regime will only delape desired evolution of Russia into a democratia,ope-
oriented, national Russian state.

6. Support for the newly independent states wifp) keeadvance the historical self-redefinition afdia.

7. The EU and NATO should formally propose Russ&aéntual association, and both the EU and NATO
should explore with Russia specific initiativeghat end, including a special EU status for Kaliningrad.



8. In the meantime, both EU and NATO expansion Idhoontinue, thereby eliminating any geopolitical
ambiguities or temptations in the areas immediatedgt of Russia.

9. A transcontinental security dialogue on stratedoctrine, building on a closer NATO-Russia conioeg
eventually could link the two key Eurasian securigngles.

10. Effective engagement cannot be pursued thraugdisided courtship but only by shaping a decisive
geopolitical context, in which a choice for the Weascomes Russia's only viable option.

ABOUT THE AUTHOR
ZBIGNIEW BRZEZINSKI is a counselor at CSIS and anfier national security adviser to the presidens Hi

many books include The Grand Chessboard: Americemaey and Its Geostrategic Imperatives (BasicBpoks
1997) and The Grand Failure: The Birth and DeatGa@hmunism in the Twentieth Century (Scribner, 989



