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INTRODUCTION

With the opening of the North Atlantic Treety Organisation (NATO) to the countries of
Centrd and Eastern Europe, the Alliance's eastern boundary now comprises a new line of
contiguity with the Commonwedth of Independent States (CIS) as wdl as another
geopaliticd entity within—the Union of Belarus and Russa Whereas the former Sates
find grester security and regiond gability in ther new pdliticd-military arrangement,
NATO's esstward expanson has led Bdaus and Russia to reassess drategic imperatives
in ther wesern peripheries, patiadly semming from ther mutud disrugt of the Alliance
as a former Cold War adversary.  Consequently, security for one is perceived as a threat
to the other.

The decison to enlaage NATO easwad triggered a politica-military “responsg”  from
the two former Soviet daes with defence and security cooperaion leading the way.
While Bdauss military dsrategy and doctrine remain defensve, there is a tendency of
perceving NATO as a potentiad enemy, and to view the republic’'s defensve role as that
of protecting the wesern agpproaches of the Bdaus-Russa Union.  Moreover, the
Bdausan presdency has not conceded its dedre to turn the military dliance with
Russa into a powerful and effective deterrent to NATO. While there may not be a threst
of anew Cold War on the horizon, there is d <o little evidence of a consolidated peace.

This cae dudy endeavours to conduct a comprehensve assessment on both Bdarusan
rhetoric and anticipated effects of NATO expandon by examining governmentd
discourse and offida proposds associaed with politicd and military  “countermeasures’
by andysng the manifestaions of Bdauss rapprochement with the Russan Federation
in the spheres of foreign policy and military doctrine.  Security issues surrounding the
post factum of NATO expansgon have recaved little atention in the Wedt, but reman
cdody linked to Bdaus-Russa rdaions. Driven in pat by the redities of pod-
communism, Bdarus and Russa have fdt the need to define and strengthen their “sphere
of influence’ as wel as condruct joint defence, security and foreign policy modes thet
reflect contemporary security chalenges.



NATURE OF PROJECT

Too easly dignissd in the West as a béte noire, and often taken for granted in the East
as an obedient vassd, Bearus has fdlen between the proverbid cracks of maingtream
politicd discourse. Although interest in dose military cooperation between Minsk and
Moscow predate any serious progpects for NATO expanson, evidence indicates that a
widening and degpening union between the two dates was precipitated by the projection
of the Alliance's new eastern boundary. Wheress the Kremlin has been more cgpable of
coming to terms with the redity of NATO expanson and compromise with the Alliance,
Bdaus has not. Mink’s relations with the West have waned and show no particular
ggns of improvement. The adoption of rigid out-and-out rgection of NATO expanson
has |ft the republic in an ambiguous, and a times, hodtile relationship with Brusss.

Progpects for a condructive didogue have been serioudy eroded by the Bdaudan
leedership’'s rigid anttNATO rhetoric and  anti-Western  views, which often accuse
NATO and the United States of harbouring intentions to invede Bdaus NATO hopes
for accommodation with Russa but is unwilling to amdiorate rdations with the
Lukashenko adminidration, conddering Mink's poor humen rights record and US
clams of dleged Bearusan wegpons sdes to dates tha support terrorism.  Conversdy,
NATO's expandon to the borders of Beaus and Russa hes given the Kremlin an
incentive for “regbsorbing” its western flank.  Although Russa is often accused of
harbouring imperid ambitions, in the case of Bdarus it has been Minsk and not Mascow,
that is the main initiator behind integration, or more accurady, reintegration of the two
former Soviet republics. Y e, the areawith red momentum is defence.

The dud proects of NATO expandon and Bdaus-Russa rgpprochement have
fundamentaly influenced contemporary security aspects of the region. Bearing this in
mind, the levd of politica-military integraion that Beaus will underteke with the
Russan Federaion may utimady have a dgnificant impact on the geopoliticd mep of
Eagern and Centrd Europe. As a vitd conduit in the western periphery of the CIS,
Bdaus remans an aea of key geodrategic and military importance to Russan nationd
security.  Beaus provides tactica leverage within the Eastern European sub-region by



providing Russa with a forward axis on its western flank, direct access to the borders of
Centrd Europe, as wdl as a channd to project Russan influence over a region which is
increesngly looking towards NATO for its security. In addition, Bdarus brings Russa
within doser proximity to its non-contiguous endave of Kadiningrad. For these reasons,
Bdarus maintains a high profile in Russan drategic planning.

In addition to operating joint ar defence forces [PVO], Russa has acquired long-term
basng rights to Bdausan military infrestructure, induding access to newly upgraded
ealy waning radar dtes, Sovig-era arfidds and communication centres.  Accordingly,
these former Soviat ealy waning radar and communication bases have become integrd
pats of Russads defence sysem. These fadilities fill ggps in Russas defence system
left by the loss of Soviet military bases in the Bdtic States.  Other evidence points to
coordinated military activities such as the Zapad99 [Wes-99] manoeuvres hdd in
European Russa and Beaus  Subsequently dubbed a “response in the event of NATO
aggression,” the exercises were the largest of its kind in post-Soviet hisory.! Bdarus
played a tacticd role as the forward “wedge’ in a counter-offensve to a hypothetica
NATO attack, as wdl as the staging ground for a series of amulated retaiatory nuclear
and conventiond srikes on undisdosed nev NATO membes® A collective wespons
procurement programme is dso wdl under way, in addition to a joint militay corps
encompassing the Bdaudan Army and Russas Moscow Militay Didrid—al  under
the framework of a projected Bdarus-Russamilitary doctrine.

In the highly charged amosphere that prevals in the Beausan political aena, rhetoric
has tended to complicate objective devdopments and andyss  Andyss is obdructed
further dill by Soviet habits of secrecy and a generd lack of government trangparency.
Redity lies somewhere between the rhetoricd statements and the more mundane detals
of cdrcumgance. Conddering the high sekes and the new security chalenges the region
faces—the manipulation of information isitsaf a subject worthy of sudy.

L Vladimir Georgiev, “S sovetskim razmakhom” [With Soviet grandeur] Nezavisimaya gazeta. 19 June
1999.

2 Y uri Golotyuk, “Voyennye ne priznayutsya, po komu oni nanesli uchebnyi yaderny udar” [The military
will not admit who it hit with a simulated nuclear strike] 1zvestia. 29 June 1999.



CONCENTRIC SPHERES OF INFLUENCE

One of the greatest draegic impediments facing Russa following the collgpse of the
Soviet Union was the dissppearance of the defendve shidd built up by the USSR in its
western periphery to protect the Russan heartland from the Western powers. NATO
expanson caused Russa to resssess drategic imperatives and rethink security dliances in
aeas of traditionad interes. Beaus was central to that reassessment, as both dates
regard close military cooperdtion as a mgor eement of ther nationd security. As the
contemporary European security architecture took shepe, a new batle began to brew
between an expanding NATO and a Russa increasingly concerned over the compresson
of its western security space—an areawhich it has hdd long-sanding hegemony.

Bdaus borders upon a rapidy expanding Europe that is increesngly defined by the
inditutions in which it patekes. Andyds define the republic's dgnificance in its ability
to dther effectivdy join or divide these regions depending on its geopoliticd
orientation—not because of the republic’'s size or economic potentiad.®>  Given its esstern
orientetion and western geogrgphic  postion, Beauss plays an important role in
edablishing baanced rddions within the Eas-West tandem. For these reasons, the
advancement of NATO has increasngly turned the republic into an object of military and
political intere in neighbouring countries and of key European dates.  Underscoring
thexe factors ae the ggnificant chdlenges Bdaus represents to its immediae
neighbours, paticulaly when confronted with internd issues of deerioraing human
rights revarsds of politicd and maket reforms, the entrenchment of authoritarian rule
and the prospects of recondituted Russan power in Centrd Europe. Yd, it is the
advancement of military cooperation and the subsequent labdling of those rdations as
“countermeasures’ to NATO expansion that are the primary focus of this study.

Bdaus remans enigmatic to the region for severd reasons. A quick profile of the
republic's foreign policy reveds it to be drongly supportive of integration with Russa

3 Grigory Perepelitsa, “ Belorussian-Russian Military-Political Integration and its Impact on the Security of
Ukraine” Belarus at the Crossroads. Sherman Garnett and Robet Legvold (eds.) Moscow: Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace (1998), pp. 87-89.



and the CIS egudly vehement in its rgection of integration with the European Union,
compliant to Russan interests, increesngly cordid to regimes odious to the Wes, and
unwavering in its oppodtion to a NATO-centric security system.  Despite officid cdams
of a bdanced, “multivectored” foreign policy, Bdauss agenda remains focused on
Russa As the only country in the world willing to mantan an dlied rdationship with
Moscow,* Belarus represents unique geodrategic vaue for the Kremlin, as it meds
Russds security interests in its western periphery and bolsters Russan influence beyond
its borders.

As a former military dronghold in the western periphery of the USSR, the Bydorussan
Soviet Socidig Republic (BSSR) played an integrd role as the Soviet Union's western
defence shidd—a function that the Bearusan president has repeatedly aspired to recast
as the defender of Russas borders agang a hodile West.  Officd government
datements emanding from Mink have repestedly characterised the Bedaus-Russa
Union as providing the basis for an ambitious sat of “countermeasures’ to contain NATO
expanson and a peceved USled unipolar world.  Among other proposds scenaios
included mohiliang large concentrations of [Russan] conventiona forces drategic
bombers and nuclear wegpons to Bearusan soil—to a wider drategy that envisaged the
edeblishment of a Minsk-Moscow-Beijing axis  Although Bdauss ability of meatching
rhetoric with practicadl action remans quedionable a& bedt, there is no denying tha
resdua tensgonsremain in thistraditiondly divisve part of East-Centra Europe.

4 Vyacheslav Nikonov, “Belarusin Russian Foreign Policy” Belarus at the Crossroads Sherman Garnett
and Robert Legvold (eds.) Moscow: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (1998), p. 62.



FROM CORDON SANITAIRE TO STRATEGIC CORRIDOR

Not only did 1994 represent a ggnificant miletone for Beaus in light of its new
conditution and fird democraicdly elected presdent, but aso for the subsequent
reorganisttion of its defence and foreign policies Insofar as the initid pod-Soviet years
witnessad a debate on defining the parameters of the republic’'s role in the emerging
European security architecture, 1994 became a tumning point for degpening Bdaus-
Russa security cooperdtion, which ultimaidy opened up prospects for a military dliance.
Alexander Lukashenko's landdide victory in Bdauss firsd presdentid dection initiated
a radicd hift from the previous interim leadership's pragmatic, even cautious gpproach
to Beaus-Russa rddions. Lukashenko's pro-Russan views and blunt, yet charismatic
goped cas his image as a daunch defender of Savic-Orthodox unity increesingly
threatened by the West in the form of an expanding NATO.

It came as no surprise that the Belarusian presdent’s first trip aoroad as presdent was to
Moscow in August 1994.  Disstidfied with the economic and defence agreements
entered into on behdf of Bearuss interim administration” Lukashenko met with then
Russan Presdent Boris Ydtdn to discuss an dterndive framework for Bedarus-Russa
cooperation—including provisons for joint defence  Despite Ydtan's dam to have
“devdoped an dlegy” to his Bdausan counterpat and Lukashenko's persond disdain
for Ydtan's democratic reforms, a comprenensve set of documents were negotiated and
put on the teble early the following yeer.®

On 6 January 1995, Bdaus and Russa dgned a sries of accords overseeing a customs
unon and basng rights granting the Russan Minidry of Defence access to two key
srategic fadilities a Baranovichi and Vileika for a period of 25 years’ Prior to the
collgpe of the Soviet Union, both military bases had been integrd components in the

USSR's wedern defences.  The Baranovichi dte was designed to provide long-range

> “Military Coordination Treaty with Russia Signed” ITARTASS FBISSOV-94-049, 14 March 1994.

® Y uras Karmanov, “Moskva prinyala L ukashenko” [Moscow accepted L ukashenko] Nezavisimaya gazeta.
9 August 1994.

7 AnnaBanevaand Svetlana Sukhova, “Moskve—bazy, Minsku—sodeistvie” [Moscow—bases, Minsk—
assistance] Kommersant-daily. 12 January 1995.



ealy-warning ar defence in the western gpproaches of the Soviet Union, while the low-
frequency communications facility a Vileka is one of the primary control centres for the
Russian nudear submarine fleet in the Baltic Sea and the North Atlantic.® In addition to
basng rights the Memorandum on Expanding and Despening BdausRussa
Cooperation was dgned. The document outlined the need for both daes to coordinate
militay efforts within a mutual security framework, establish a joint drategic ace,
devise a colective militay supply programme, coordingte defence  manufacturing,
fecilitate wegpons dandardisation, and grants both armies access to bases and training

fadlitiesin either gate®

On 21 Feoruary 1995, Boris Ydtsn pad a return vidt to Mink to sgn a series of
accords induding the Tresty on Friendship, Cooperation and Good Neghbourliness and
the Agreement on Mutud Efforts to Protect the State Borders d Belarus. It was on this
occason that the Bedausan presdent pledged his country’s dlegiance to Moscow by
asting tha Beaus would reman in “Rusias poliicd sphere of influence™®
Paitudes notwithganding, both documents entall tangible security dSgnificance for the
entire Eagtern European subregion.  Not unlike NATO's own fifth provison, Artide V
of the Friendship Tresty provides exclusve collective security guarantees for both
Bearus and Russa in the event of armed attack on ether date. Both countries concluded
tha any act of aggresson on the ether paty would result in coordinated actions in
accordance with ther commitments under the CIS Treaty on Collective Security [DKB],
together with (undisclosed) “other agreements”

Furthermore, Minsk and Moscow pledged not to support any military actions directed
agang one another, as well as conclude any tregties or permit its territory to be used to

8 “Russia' s Bolshakov Arrives to Prepare for Economic Union” Interfax. FBIS-SOV-95-005, 9 January
1995,
® Aleksandr Koretsky, “Lukashenko mozhet oboitis Moskve namnogo dorozhe Kebicha’ [Lukashenko can
b(}/pags Moscow at amuch greater cost than Kebich] Kommersant-daily. 26 August 1994.
1% AnnaBaneva, Veronika Kutsyllo, “V *sfere politicheskogo vliyaniya' vse kak doma’ [In the ‘ sphere of
Plolitical influence’ everyone feels at home] Kommersant-daily. 22 February 1995.

“Dogovor o druzhbe, dobrososedstve i sotrudnichestve mezhdu Rossiiskoi Federatsiei i Respublikoi
Belarus’ [Treaty on friendship, cooperation and good neighbourliness between the Russian Federation and
the Republic of Belarus] Rossiiskaya gazeta. 5 May 1995.



the security detriment of the other> In retrogpect, the agreement on mutud border
protection offers dgnificant geodrategic leverage for the Kremlin, since it dlows Russan
border troops access to the “externd frontier” of the CIS—namdy Bdarus's border with
Lavia Lithuania and Poland®® A subsequent security agreement was reached in
November 1995 between the Russan Federd Security Service (FSB) and the Bearusan
KGB. The agreement provides security for Russan military formations didocaed in
Bdaus militay trangport, additiond protection to Bedauss bordeas and  joint
cooperation on opposing intelligence services from third countries™*

Evidence of the earliet manifestation of practicd action teken agang the perceived
thret of NATO expanson resulted in Mink's noncompliance to the Tresty on
Conventiond Armed Forces in Europe (CFE) in February 1995.%° Citing the desire of
some former socidid dates bid to join NATO, ovetures were tempered by
accommodeting practice when Alexander Lukashenko order a hdt to the dismantling of
Beaus's superfluous conventiond ams®® It should be noted that Bearus inherited a
vad arsend following the collgpse of the USSR, As pat of the Sovig Union's firg
echdon, the Bydorussan Military Didricc was comprised of ten Army divisons—a
250,000-member force outfitted with some of the best units and equipment the USSR had
to offe—incuding chemicd wegpons tacticd nucdear wegpons and 81 intercontinentd
bdligic missles (ICBMs). The Militay Didrict wes buttressed by 12 tank divisons—
comprised of late generation man batle tanks®’ totaling 4411 units—roughly equd to
NATO's 4,425 in France, Greet Britain, Italy and Spain combined. 2

12 | i
Ibid.

13 Sherman W. Garnett, Keystone in the Arch: Ukraine in the Emerging Security Environment of Central
and Eastern Europe. Washington: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (1997), p. 116.
14 «Russia, Belarus Sign Accord on Security Cooperation” ITARTASS FBISSOV-95-28, 27 November
1995,
15 «|_ukashenka Concerned Over NATO' s Possible Expansion” Interfax. FBIS-SOV-95-034, 20 February
1995,
16 «|_ukashenka Order Halt to Destruction” Interfax. JPRS-TAC-95-006-L, 17 February 1995.
17 Richard Woff, The Armed Forces of the Former Soviet Union. Vol. 2. Hampshire: Carmichael and Sweet
41996), p. E2-18.

8 Yuri Portnov, “V oennoe sotrudnichestvo Belarus-Rossi ya’ [BelarusRussiamilitary cooperation]
Belarusv mire. Val. 1, Issue 2, October 1996, p. 65.



In redity, however, Bdarus faced more rudimentary problems in meeting its CFE quotas.
As ealy as August 1994, reports from the Borisov tank repar factory—contracted to
destroy armoured vehicles under the CFE—damed that it had been oversocked with
sverd hundred thousand tonnes of scrgp metd.®  The plat had  dreedy
decommissoned more than 1,900 tanks and amoured vehides ou of the 3,605 units
daed for dedruction; however, Bdausan ded mills could no longer accept armour
plating scrap due to the absence of base components to melt reinforced sted.®®  Although
economic factors were laer blamed for CFE non-compliance—rather than NATO
expanson’’—Minsk eventudly acquiesced and met its ceiling quotas®®  Yet in spite of
deep cuts Bdarus continues to mantan a formidable conventiond force reative to its
geographical size and populaion.?®

The militarisstion debae surrounding NATO expanson began to hest up by August
1995, when then Polish Defence Miniser Zbigniew Okonski announced that Poland was
prepared, if it becane a NATO member, to support the dationing of foreign combat
troops and nuclear weapons on Polish oil.?* By September of the same year, a series of
reported lesks—dlegedly authorised by then Russan Defence Miniser Pave Grachev—
discussed possble Russan rediaory nucler countermessures to NATO  expansion,
including deployment of tacticd nudear wegpons in western Russa, Bearus and aboard
shipsin the Baltic Alest.®

The war of words over conventiond and nuclear deployments escdated by early October
1995, when Nezavismaya gazeta published a mgp—dlegedy originging from the
Russan Minidry of Defence—depicting a Rusian nuclear drike on the Czech Republic
and Poland, coupled with ajoint conventiond offensive on the Bdtic States.

19 «Tank Destruction Program Continues” ITAR-TASS. FBIS-SOV-94-153, 8 August 1994.
20 ||

[bid.
21 «guspension of Conventional Arms Elimination Confirmed” Interfax. FBIS-SOV-95-039, 27 February
1995,
22 «“Minsk to Honour All Obligations Under CFE Treaty” Interfax. FBIS-SOV-95-241, 14 December 1995.
3 For current holdings and CFE national ceilings, see The Military Balance 2001-2002. London: Oxford
University Press (2001), p. 305.
24 Cited in Sherman W. Garnett, “Poland: Bulwark or Bridge?’ Foreign Policy. Spring 1996, p. 71.
5 |bid, pp. 71-72.



B e v CPEAMIEMHOE MOPE Hugrospaguna “HI”

Source: Igor Korotchenko and Mikhail Karpov, “Rossiiskie yadernye rakety budut
perenatseleny na Chekhiyu i Pol'shu” [Russian nuclear missiles will be retargeted at the
Czech Republic and Poland] Nezavisimaya gazeta. 7 October 1995.

The accompanying aticle quoted sources in the Man Operations Directorate of the
Russan Generd Staff as dating that, in the event NATO expands to the Czech Republic
and Poland and nucler wegpons are deployed in those dates, Russa would target them
with nuclear wegpons and redeploy large-scde conventiond forces to Beaus.  This
sobering map dearly illugraies the influence of NATO expandon on Russan draegic
planning and the potentia drategic role for Bedaus in a hypotheticd combat scenario.
Although the risk of armed conflict between NATO and the Russan Federaion should
not be exaggerated, the war of words had |eft its mark.

In December 1995, Defence Miniger Grachev met with his Bedaudan counterpart,

Generd Leonid Mdtsev “to discuss the current date of affars and the prospects for
militay and military-technological  cooperdtion between the two dates, [and] ways of

10



wlving outstanding problems”®® A further 18 military documents on expanding military
cooperdtion were sgned a the condudon of the vist, induding the preparation of joint
ar defence patrols?’ The percdived threst posed by NATO expansion, even if regarded
by some a medy symbolic added a legitimisng gimulus to Bdarus-Russa military
cooperation. By the end of 1995 a drategic corridor had been sruck. Bearus and Russa
hed drawn doser militarily and NATO had been their excuse.

NUCLEAR BLUFFING

After being pad scant notice by the internationd community in its firg few years of
independence, Bdarus quickly became the focus of much atention in 1996 as it rapidly
evolved toward gregter politicd and military integration with Russa  The Bdausan
presdency began to voice drong initigives on contaning and countering NATO
expanson, incuding speculaion over the redeployment of nucdear wegpons to Bearus
“Nuclear bluffing’ had become an dmogt regular, dbet ineffective tectic of aticulating
Bdaruss saunch oppostion to NATO expanson.  Although such comments were, for
the most pat, quickly met by officdd disavowds® they neverthdess left a distinct
impact on the NATO expansion detate.

Spesking a the Russan Academy of Scences in Moscow, Alexander Lukashenko
threatened to redeploy Russan nucler wegpons in Bdaus should any Centrd European
naion join NATO.2° Despite Lukashenko's proclamed readiness to defend the interests
of both countries in Bearuss western gpproaches, it was an idle threat a best. Then
Commander-inChief  of Russan Strategic Forces, Igor Seargeyev  quickly  negated

26 Richard Woff, The Armed Forces of the Former Soviet Union. Vol. 2. Hampshire: Carmichael and Sweet
9996), p. E2-34.

“Russian Defense Minister Grachev PaysVist—Air Defense Troopsto Patrol Jointly “ Interfax. FBIS-
SOV-95-237, 9 December 1995.
28« ykashenka s Statement on Missiles Not an ‘ Instruction’” Interfax. FBIS-SOV-96-020, 29 January
1996.
29 Chrystia Freeland, “Belarus Warning Over Arms’ Financial Times. 19 January 1996.

11



Lukashenko's warning by confirming that al nudear missles would be returned to
Russiaby the end of 1996—leaving the Belarusian leader’ s threst hollow.®

An unforeseen hift in draegy was announced in mid-1996 when the Bdaudan
presdency rased an earlier Soviet concept of cregting a nuclear-free zone in East and
Centrd Europe3! NATO Headquarters rejected the proposd outright, however, it
underscored that the Alliance had no “intention, plan or reason” to dation nuclear
wegpons on the territory of new member states®  Brussels aso made clear that it saw no
need to change any aspects of its nuclear policy in the foreseesble future®® Furthermore,
the Bearudan presdent was diplomdicaly informed thet relations with NATO would
depend upon “progress in the area of democratic reforms’ in Belarus.®*

It is worth noting that less than a nonth prior to the unvelling of the nudear wegpons-free
zone proposd, the Russan press reported that Minsk had agan ordered a stop to the
deivery of Bdauss remaining nudear missles®® The process only resumed after a
sries of high-levd negotistions and  direct interventions by Defence Minider Pave
Grachev and then Commander of Strategic Missle Forces, Igor Sergeyev.®® Despite the
Bearusan president’s repested thrests to stop the nuclear withdrawa " the find missile
left for Rusda in late November 1996, making Bdaus the lagt former Soviet republic
(sve Russa) to become nucdear-free A dngle missle was retained for the symbolic

30 «“Belarus Threatens to Deploy Nuclear Weapons...” Jamestown Monitor. Vol. 2, Issue 13, 19 January
1996.

31 Aleksandr Lyushkevich, “Initsiativa Belarusi uprochit evropeiskuyu bezopasnost’” [Belarus sinitiative
strengthens European security] Sovetskaya Belorussiya. 5 July 1996.

32 «NATO's Solana Rejects L ukashenka s Non-nuclear Zone Idea’ Interfax. FBISTA C-97-006, 30 January
1997.

% Ihid.

34 Y uras Karmanov, “NATO ignoruet initsiativy Minska’ [NATO ignores Minsk’s initiatives]
Nezavisimaya gazeta. 15 February 1997.

35 Viktor Litovkin, “Lukashenko ne otpuskaet rossiiskie ‘ Topolya'” [Lukashenko not relinquishing Russian
‘Topols'] lzvestia. 13 June 1996.

30 «Official Says Belarus has Disrupted Nuclear Withdrawal” I nterfax. FBISTA C-96-008, 5 June 199%.

37 Viktor Litovkin, “Prezident L ukashenko priostanovil vyvod rossiiskikh strategicheskikh sil iz Belorussii”
[President L ukashenko stops pullout of Russian strategic forces from Belarus] | zvestia. 6 July 1995;
“NATO Guarantees to be Demanded if Nuke Withdrawal Continues’ ITAR-TASS. FBIS-TAC-97-001, 13
November 1996.
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withdrawal ceremony held near Lida in north-western Belarus. The Russan Miniger of
Defence attended the ceremony, L ukashenko however, did not®

Although the Kremlin later confirmed that nucler wesgpons would “never and under no
dreumstances’ return to Bearus in pescetime® President Lukashenko continued to
lament over Belarus's relinquished nuclear arsend.  Lukashenko argued that the presence
of nucdear missles in the republic was a serious redraining factor which NATO would
have had to take into account before expanding esstward.® He assessed the pullout as a
“mgor politicd miscdculation” that weskened the Kremlin's pogtion in its rdaionship
with NATO and cdled the decison to remove nucdear wegpons from Beaus “a crude

mistake, if not a crime”*!

Moot grumblings continued to erupt, ranging from retdiatory
measures in the event nuclear weapons found their way to new NATO members*? to
soeculation over covert Russan missle ddiveries to Beausan arbases®  Despite

daimsto the contrary, Belarus s non-nuclear status remainsirreversible**

38 1an Kemp, “Russia: NATO Expansion May Prompt Retargeting” Jane’ s Defence Weekly. 4 December
1996, p. 5. Thewithdrawal ceremony in Belarus coincided with the test firing of an SS-24 “ Scalpel” ICBM
in Northern Russia. Given the timing and nature of the test, there can be little doubt that the exercise was
carried out to demonstrate Russia' s continued nuclear capabilities despite the pullout from Belarus.

39 « Primakov Says Nuclear Arms Not to be Deployed in Belarus’ ITARTASS FBISUMA-97-144, 24 May
1997.

40«) ukashenka Cites Unity with Russiain Opposing NATO"” Interfax FBISSOV-97-070, 11 March 1997.
41 «|_ukashenka: Withdrawal of Belarus Nuclear Weapons a Mistake” Interfax. FBIS-SOV-98-266, 23
September 1998.

42 «Belarus Invites Russian Nuclear Weapons Back” Deutsche Presse-Agentur. 4 January 2000.

43 Aleksandr Starikevich, “Y aderny marsh” [Nuclear march] Novye | zvestia. 7 March 2000.

44 Y uri Golotyuk, “Obratnoi dorogi net” [No way back] |zvestia. 9 October 1999.
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MILITARY RAPPROCHEMENT

Ever snce NATO enlargement emerged as a redity, Bdarus and Russa have increased
cdls to enhance militay integration, and in some indances, turn ther military
cooperdion into a powerful and effective counterbdance to NATO. The subsequent
labdling of those redions as “countermeasures” together with a Sgnificant body of
military agreements, which reach beyond the rudimentary stages of cooperation clearly
illudrates an organised atempt to foster an dterndive to the emerging European security
architecture.

Sgnificant military cooperation grew gpace on the eve of the dgning of the Treety on the
Credtion of the Community of Bdaus and Russa (1 April 1996) when the ar defence
forces of both states begen operating jointly.*®> Adde from its highly symbdlic timing,
this paticular aspect of military cooperaion demondrated the efficacy with which
measures could be implemented into practica action in the fidd. Only days prior to the
dgning of the trety, the Bdaudan presdent made an explict tie between NATO
expandon and Russds security, reterding the important role the republic played in
upholding its esstern neighbour's defences by ensuring that no threat would cross
Beausan teritory.*® By the same token, Moscow cited the NATO quesion as the
primary reason behind degpening Bdarus-Russia military ties*’

A subsequent ten military accords were sgned on defining and drengthening bilaterd
militay cooperation within the framework of the Community Tresty and outlining
common defence policy concepts on 14 May 1996, a a joint collegium of the Bdarus and
Rusian defence ministries in Moscow.*®  Discussions centred on the generd principles
of militay coordination, joint activies in the sphere of regiond security, preserving

45 Aleksandr Ivanov, “Sily PV O dvukh stran okhranyayut nebo vmeste” [PV O forces of both countries
defend the sky together] Krasnaya zvezda. 3 April 1996.

¢ Aleksandr Lukashenko, “Dogovor s Rossiei predpolagaet usilenie druzhby i ukreplenie suvereniteta”
[Treaty with Russiaimplies strengthening friendship and fortifying sovereignty] Sovetskaya Belorussiya.
28 March 1996.

47 Vladimir Berezko, “ Integratsiya v voennoi oblasti prodol zhaetsya” [Integration in the military sphere
continues] Krasaya zvezda. 28 March 1996.

8 “Ten Military Agreements Signed with Belarus’ Interfax. FBIS-SOV-96-094, 14 May 1996.
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cooperation in the military-indudrid complex and training personnd in therr respective
higher military schools*®

The notion of a revived Wesern threat in the foom of an expanding NATO resonated
throughout officid policy daements by the Bdausan presdency and senior officids
dike who aticulated a srong message for unified defence against a common threst>°
Although many of these carefully scripted comments lack a sense of redism or
consequence, they neverthdess act as a strong ralying cry for action, and in some casss,
an excuse to recondruct a semblance of bygone Soviet military might. As the CIS leader
mos consgent with Russds podtion on NATO expanson, Lukashenko, for his part,
maintains the view that the security of Bdarus and Russa is indivisble Early on in the
NATO expangon debate, the Beausan presdent made a drong connection between

discourse and countermeasures.

According to Lukashenko, Bdaus was the firsd former Soviet republic to openly object
to NATO enlagement, emphadsng. “Russa dill did not know wha pogtion to teke,
Ukraine just kept slent, but Belarus spoke out.”®*  Although his use of emotive language
often exaggerates the exising military threat, the underlying message nonethdess, clearly
conveys the idea of action aganst a perceved danger. Nowhere was this more
pronounced than during a speech on the eve of Victory Day in 1996, when Lukashenko
forewarned: “...we cannot camly watch as that horrible monger [NATO] encroaches
upon the borders of our blue-eyed Belarus. ..” >

Remaning condgent with these comments the issue of countering NATO expanson
was rased in a speech to the Russan State Duma in November 1996. The Bdarudan
presdent took am a the “dangerous policy of Wesern double standards’ by quedtioning

49 “ Russia, Belarus Defense Ministry Boards Begin Joint Forum” I TARTASS FBISSOV-96-094, 13 May
1996.

%0 «| ukashenka Proposes Joint Opposition to NATO Expansion” ITARTASS FBIS-SOV-96-220, 13
November 1996.

> « Aleksandr Lukashenko: ‘Khochu, chtoby my vsegda byli vmeste!”” [Alexander Lukashenko: ‘| want us
to be together forever!’] Belorusskaya gazeta. 12 May 1997.

%2 Cited in Pavlyuk Bykovsky, “Khochesh’ mira—gotov’ VPK” [Want peace—prepare the military-
industrial complex] Belorusskii rynok. 13-19 May 1996.
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why, on one hand, the Wes percaved NATO expanson postivey, and on the other,
regarded Belarus-Russa military cooperation negdively.>®> He argued tha NATO had
not only survived, but began to advance its military infrastructure eestward towards the
Bdarusan border. Furthermore, he quedioned why the West supported military
rapprochement with former Warsaw Pact daes yet, by the same token, condemned any
organised atempt from “esstern daes’ to oppose those plans.  Refering to his ealier
proposd for a joint BdarusRussa response to NATO expandon as the “only senghble
decison,” Lukashenko confirmed that military cooperation between the two former

Soviet states would be strengthened as a countermeasure™*

Resgance to NATO expanson and its subsgquent “ripple effects’ caused Russa to
reessess its drategic imperatives. Belarus became centrd to that  reassessment,
conddeing its geographica podtion, military Sgnificance, common  security views and
the relative ease of trandating those perceptions into practicd action. As JL. Black
agues. “...there can be no doubt tha NATO expanson hestened, indeed ensured, the
RussanBedaus Union. Of dl the regions in the world where NATO activity sheped
Russian political and strategic planning, the Belarus case is the clearest.”>°

The geopaliticd and drategic sgnificance that Bearus represents was highlighted in a st
of theses authored by Russas Councl for Foreign and Defence Policy, and will be
quoted here at length:

In light of Russds difficult geopoliticad gtudtion resulting from NATO
expansgon and the potentid gppearance of threats in dose proximity to its
borders, coordinated efforts in the area of defence will dlow Russa to
Ssecure its drategic interests in the Western direction. As a result of full
integration with Bdaus Russa will acquire a number of incontestable
geopolitical privileges direct access to the borders of the Centrd
European region [other than Russa Bedaus borders Poland, Ukraine,
Lavia and Lithuanig; removad of the potentid threat of the so-cdled
Bdtic-Black Sea bdt isolating Russa drengthening of Russas pogtion

>3 1gor Lensky and Oleg Stepaneko, “Aleksandr Lukashenko: ‘Budu delat’ vso, chto otvechaet vole
naroda’” [Alexander Lukashenko: | will do everything that corresponds to the will of the people] Pravda-5.
22-29 November 1996.

> Ibid.

%5 JL. Black, Russia Faces NATO Expansion: Bearing Gifts or Bearing Arms? Lanham: Rowman and
Littlefield Publishers (2000), p. 119.
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with dates, blocs and dlies firg of dl in Europe increese in the military
resources of the date in conventiona forces due to integration with the

Bdausan Army; development of the new perspectives for manoeuvre in
the framework of the CFE Tredty; dimination of the militay dHrategic
isolation of the Kainingrad specid defence regjion. °®

Despite some reluctance in certan Russan politicd crcdles over rgpprochement with
Bearus® NATO enlargement both legitimised and acceerated the process  On the
whole, the Russan Stale Duma was supportive of the union, despite reservaions
expressed by some members over its actud effectiveness in limiting a larger NATOS®
Others, like then Russan Deputy Prime Minider Serge Shakhra, remained more
convinced, referring to the unification of Russa and Bedaus as “the mogt effective

»59

response to NATO expangon.

Further coordinated steps were taken in March 1997, when the leaders of Bdarus and
Russa issued a joint communiqué expressng their oppodtion to NATO's planned
expanson.’®  Smilaly, the NATO quesion was dited as the key factor for the
advancement of the integration process and a mgor impetus for pooling resources and
forging doser links in fordgn policy. Later that month, practicdl steps surrounding the
conlidation of Bdaus-Rusia ar defences were discussed at a meeting between then
Commender-inChief  of the Russan Air Force, Gened Piotr Denekin and  his
Bdausan counterpat, Generd Serge Sedov.  Both ddes highlighted thet they had long
been prepared for the inevitability of NATO expanson.®® Deinekin underscored this
point, meking it dear tha, “undoubtedy, we canot hdp but think about

%6 « O Rossiisko-Belorusskoi integratsii. Tezisy Soveta po vneshnei i oboronnoi politike” [On Russian-
Belarusian integration. Theses of the Council on foreign and defence policy] Nezavisimaya gazeta. 1
October 1999.

>" Y elena Tregubova, “ Gennady Seleznev: soyuz s Belorussei—mostik k SSSR” [Gennady Seleznev: union
with Belarus—small bridge to the USSR] Kommer sant-daily. 2 April 1997.

%8 « Duma Supports Y eltsin’s Initiative on Union with Belarus’ ITAR-TASS. FBIS-SOV-97-010, 14 January
1997.

%9 “Y eltsin Envoy Urges Belarus Unification to Counter NATO” Interfax. FBIS-SOV-97-008, 13 January
1997.

80 «yeltsin, Lukashenka United in Opposition to NATO Expansion” ITAR-TASS. FBIS-SOV-97-066, 7
March 1997.

®1 Ipid.

62 |lyaBulavinov, “RussiaMakes Final Driveto the West” Kommersant-daily. 13 March 1997. Current
Digest of the Post-Soviet Press. Vol. XLIX, No. 11, 16 April 1997, p. 22.
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countermeasures.  From a militay point of view, NATO's advancement esstward is

aggression, but so far without the use of arms”®*

On 2 Apil 1997 the Bedaus-Rusia “Community” was tranformed into a “Union.”®*
Despite enhanced security provisions in the Union Chater® the Bedarusan president
sought desper military  integration with Russa, mantaining: “it would be logicd to
asume that we need a military dliance to guarantee our joint policies”®® To further
enhance the security of both ndions then Russan Miniger of Defence Marshd Igor
Sageyev met his Bdausan counterpat, Colond-Generd Alexander Chumakov in
Mink for an officd one day working vist on 19 December 1997. The high-levd
meeting conduded with the dgning of a comprehensve package of defence agreements,
induding a formad military tresty and an agreement on joint regiond security.®’ Despite
officdid denids that incressed military cooperation wes directed @& NATO expanson®®
the timing of the ageements were hardly coincidentd. Marshd Sergeyev referred to
NATO expanson as “a destabilisng process, threstening our states  security.”®®
Wheress Chumakov mede the redidic assessment that defence, fird and foremost, took
priority in bilaerd rdations referring to military cooperaion as “the vanguard of dl

integration processes between Belarus and Russia”

63 |1y
Ibid.
64 “Dogovor o Soyuze Belarusi i Rossii” [Union Treaty of Belarus and Russia] Nezavisimaya gazeta. 1
April 1997.
65 See“Ustav SoyuzaBelarusi i Rossii” [Union Charter of the Union of Belarus and Russia] Sovetskaya
Belorussiya. 27 May 1997.
86 «| ukashenka Comments on Military Alliance, Integration” ITAR-TASS. FBIS-SOV-97-142, 22 May
1997.
67 Oleg Falichev, “Oboronny soyuz Rossii i Belorussii ne protivorechit Dogovoru o kollektivnoi
bezopasnosti SNG” [Military union of Russia and Belarus will not contradict the CIS Treaty on collective
security] Krasnaya zvezda. 23 December 1997; Aleksei Bezveselny, “ Sdelan vazhny shag v oblasti voennoi
integratsii Belarusi i Rossiei” [An important step was taken in the area of Belarus-Russia military
integration] Vo slavu Rodiny. 23 December 1997.
88 « Ministers Say Military Accords Must Not Worry NATO” Interfax. FBISSOV-97-353, 19 December
1997.
69 «Russian-Belarusian Military Accord Signed” ITAR-TASS. FBIS-SOV-97-353, 19 December 1997.
70 |1y
Ibid.
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There was an dmost immediate reference made to the Mind«Maoscow accords, revesled
by Mashd Sergeyev during an officid vidt to Germany in lae January 1998. Sergeyev
delivered a curt anti-expandon message, dating that NATO threstened only Russa and
a a realt, incressed military cooperaion with Bdaus and deployment of joint
Bdausan and Russan “military structures’ in westan Belarus could not be ruled out.’t
By the same token, he forewarned in no uncertain terms of a potentid “sand-off between
the two militay unions”’> Marshd Sergeyev's outburst was in reaction to the planned
multi-national  DanishGerman-Polish  North-East Corps based in Szczecin, which was
envisaged as srategic defence for the western gpproaches of the Batic Sea’ According
to Sergeyev, the move was tantamount to NATO “advancing toward the Russian border

nl4

with wegpons in hand. Aside from the fact hat Sergeyev's statement represented one
of the stronget made by a senior Russan military officid, his referrd to a “sand-off”

was in clear reference to the Savic union acting as a counterbaance to NATO.

Further evidence of how sarioudy the perceived NATO threat influenced drategic
planning emerged on 16 October 1998, a a joint sesson of the Bdaus-Russa Defence
Minigries in Moscow.  The main item on the agenda centred specificaly on coordinating
efforts of both military establishments following the accesson of the Czech Republic,
Hungary and Poland into NATO.”® A number of military accords were signed, indluding
a document on the foreign political activities of their depatments fallowing the decison
to enlage the Alliance’® The minisers dso approved a comprehensive cooperation
programme governing the joint use of military infragtructure, intelligence exchanges, as
wel as a wegpons and munitions procurement programme,’’ followed shortly theresfter

1 “Russian Minister: NATO Expansion Threatens Only Russia’ Interfax. FBIS-SOV-98-028, 29 January
1998.

2 hid.

73 « Sergeyev Worried by German, Danish, Polish Military Corps’ ITARTASS FBIS-SOV-98-028, 29
January 1998.

"4 Cited in Jan de Weydenthal, “ Russia Criticizes Plan to Create North-East Corps’ Radio Free
Europe/Radio Liberty. 4 February 1998.

> Vladimir Berezko, “V interesakh yedinogo oboronnogo prostranstva’ [In the interests of asingle defence
sgace] Krasnaya zvezda. 17 October 1998.

7 “Na zapadnom ‘fronte’ gryadut peremeny” [Coming changes on the western ‘front'] Krasnaya zvezda.
16 October 1998.

T “Russi a, Belarus Sign Defense Accords’ Interfax. FBIS SOV-98-289, 16 October 1998.
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by two consecutive upgrade packages for Belarus's air defences.® Marshd Sergeyev
announced that the defence minidries of both countries had worked out specific measures
to resst NATO expansion, but refused to daborate on account of “secrecy.”’® He would
only sy tha following the Visegrad trio's accesson into NATO, the Bdausan Armed
Forces would become the Bearus-Russa Union's “firg line of defence”®  For his part,
Chumekov  hinted that Moscow could—for dl intents and purposes—condder  the

republic as Russa s own “Belarusian Military District.”8*

Subssquent  confirmation of increesed  military  cooperdtion became apparent on 4
November 1998, when a ddegation of Bdarusan and Russan generds met in Mascow
to discuss the adjusgment of ther operationd plans in light of NATO expanson and the
cooling of relaions with Brussds over the stuation in Kosovo.®? The Rusian Ministry
of Defence announced that it was cregting a joint defence dructure with Bdarus, in
addition to making adjusments to the tacticad planning of its groupings on its western
flank.®®>  Accordingly, the Russian press reported that the generds were credting a joint
military  structure specificaly to defend againg NATO2®*  In the find andyds the
military agreements provide Bdaus and Russa with solid drategic footing in the Eastern
Europeen aub-region by fadlitating a highly integrated forward outpost dongsde
NATO's eastern border. At any rate, he NATO varigble provided both dates a reason to
ensure that a least some military provisons end up becoming more than just rhetoric.

78 «Russia Modernizi ng Belarusian Anti-Aircraft System” ITAR-TASS. FBIS-SOV-98-292, 19 October
1998; Aleksei Lyashchenko, “...I nebo odno nadvoikh” [...And one sky for both] Krasnaya zvezda. 31
October 1998; “Russia Improves Air Defense Systems Deployed in Belarus” ITARTASS FBIS SOV-98-
357, 23 December 1998.
9 “Russia's Sergeyev: Irreversible Settlement Beginsin FRY” Interfax FBISSOV-98-289, 16 October
1998.
8 “V oennye vedomstva ozabocheny aktivhost’yu NATO” [Military departments concerned over NATO
activity] Sovetskaya Belorussiya. 17 October 1998.

IlyaBulavinov, “Armii Rossii i Belorussii gotovy dat’ otpor NATO” [The armies of Russia and Belarus
areready to rebuff NATO] Kommersant-daily. 17 October 1998.
82 « Russia and Belarus Coordinate Responses to NATO” I TAR-TASS. FBIS-SOV-38-308, 4 November
1998.
83 «Russia Adjusts Tactical Troop Deployment to Counter NATO” Interfax. FBISSOV-98-308, 4
November 1998.
8 viktor Litovkin, “ Generaly Rossii i Belorussii vystraivayut oboronu protiv NATO” [Russian and
Belarusian generals build defence against NATO] | zvestia. 5 November 1998.
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ANTI-NATO OUTPOST OR POTEMKIN VILLAGE?

By 1999, the Bdausan presdent began to voice a drong interest in transforming the
Belarus-Russa Union into a viable counterweight to NATO® At the core of repeated
govenment policy datements was the desre to foser an dternative to a unipolar,
NATO-centric security system.  Insofar as the year witnessed a sharp increase in political
and military rgpprochement corresponding closdly with NATO activity, it dso fodered
discourse that went beyond the relm of military cooperation.

In a speech to the Parliamentary Assembly of the Union of Belarus and Russa in January
1999, Alexander Lukashenko focused on the drategic ams of the union and the need to
counter percaeived hegemonic threas, arguing: “the Union of Beaus and Russa should
become a red counterweight to the unipolar world that has currently developed, a
powerful driving force in bresking the aggressve transatlantic monopoly, [and] an
internationd core for the new unification of states”®  The fdlowing month, the
Bdausan presdent reterated a proposd to form an anti-NATO cadition, despite an
ealier cdl to creste a Minsk-Moscow-Beijing axis for Smilar purposes®  Lukashenko's
ubssquent proposal cdled for an dliance encompassing Russa, Iran, India, and China
which “could creste a counterbaance to the NATO and US block.”®

Minsk’s reaction to the formd accesson of the Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland into
NATO on 12 Mach 1999 was odensbly sombre.  Bdausan Defence Miniser
Alexander Chumakov repeated his government's concerns over NATO's esstwad
expandon and the gpproach of its military infrastructure to Belarus's western border.
Chumakov assated tha Minsk did not want Poland to possess ay new military units

85 «|_ukashenka Speaks in Favor of ‘New Superpower’” ITAR-TASS, FBIS-SOV-1999-0403, 2 April 1999.

86 « Nastupil kachestvenno novyi etap v yedinenii bratskikh narodov Belarusi i Rossii” [A qualitatively new
stage has emerged in unifying the fraternal peoples of Belarus and Russia] Sovetskaya Belorussiya. 23
January 1999.

87 Marina Volkovaand Y uras Karmanov, “Belorusskii lider prediozhil v tselyakh protivodeistviya
rasshireniyu NATO sozdat’ os' ‘Minsk-Moskva-Pekin'” [Belarus |eader proposed creating a Minsk-

M oscow-Beijing axiswith the aim of countering NATO expansion] Nezavisimayagazeta. 13 March 1997.
88 «|_ukashenka Advocates Union with Russia, Iran, Others” Interfax. FBIS-SOV-1999-0222, 22 February
1999; Svetlana Karpekova, “Belorusskii prezident khochet spasti planetu” [Belarusian president wants to
savethe planet] lzvestia. 24 February 1999.
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nucler ams, large-scde conventiond wegpons, [or] new military infragtructure on its
territory®®  Senior Belarusan defence and nationd security officids voiced specific
concans over Poland's entry into NATO, cdling atention to the Sze of the country’s
Armed Forces and the fact tha many senior Polish officers receved ther formd military
training in the Soviet Union®® The later point was cited as a significant security threet in
itself, dnce most senior Polish officers retan extendve knowledge of Bdausan and
Russan operdtiond at and tacticd doctrine, which remain lagdy unchanged from
Soviet times®*

Furthermore, Minsk’s falure to negotiste an individud security accord with NATO threw
into shap contragt its complete security rdiance on Russa, which blindsded any
diplomatic efforts a manoeuvring with Brussds. Whereas Russa and Ukraine obtained
explicit charters with the Alliance, Bdarus preferred ingead to have its interests brokered
by Moscow.” Despite repested attempts a a separate NATO-Bdarus treaty,® it seems
unlikely that such an agreement will be negotiated any time in the foreseegble future,
given Beauss censure in mos Europeen inditutions and Presdent Lukashenko's
dubious legitimacy in the eyesof the West.

NATO's militay campagn agangd Yugodavia over Kosovo threw BdausRussa
relaions into shap focus  Both countries spoke as one agang the hodilities and
coordinated their respective foregn and military policies towards the Alliance, induding
Moscow’s initigtion of a freeze in the NATO-Russa Founding Act.  Although musings
ranged from lending military assistance to Begrade’™ and admiting Yugodavia into the

89 «Belarus Defense Minister Concerned by NATO Expansion” ITAR-TASS. FBIS-SOV-1999-0316, 16
March 1999.

%0 vasily Krupsky, “VoiskaNATO uzhe pod Brestom” [NATO forces already near Brest] Belorusskaya
delovaya gazeta. 15 March 1999.

o 1bid.

92 « Belarus I nterests Protected During NATO Talks” Interfax. FBIS-SOV-97-140, 20 May 1997.

93 «|_ukashenka: Belarus for Direct Talks, Bilateral NATO Accord” Interfax. FBIS-SOV-97-063, 4 March
1997; “ Defense Minister: Belarus Wants Security Treaty with NATO” Interfax. FBIS-SOV-2001-0707, 7
July 2001.

9 | ukashenka: Belarus Can Provide Military Aid to Yugoslavia® Interfax. FBIS-UMA-98-282, 9 October
1998.
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BeausRussa Union™ to speculaion over whether NATO would st its sights on
Belarus next,® notable steps in military rapprochement were rapidly gaining pace®”

To this end, Bdarus and Russa formdly declared that plans were underway to establish a
joint regiond militay group—the same day as NATO's fiftieth anniversary cdebrations
in Washington.%® It was announced tha an evauation of military infrastructure in both
daes had been underteken to determine the optimd variants for the logidica formeation
of the contingent®® induding feasbility studies on the redeployment of Russan fighters
to Bdaudan arfidds induding tecticd Tu-22, drategic Tu160 (Blackjack), and Tu-
9BMS (Bear) bombers'®  Further consolidation of Belarus-Russia military infrastructure
was announced in August 1999, The former Soviet early warning radar base a
Baranovichi was recommissoned to restore the “hole’ in the single radar fidd over the
western and north-western sectors of the CIS left by the closure of the Skundra radar base

in Lavia'*

On 28 April 1999, Presdents Lukashenko and Ydtsn dgned a saies of subsequent
bilaterd militay agreements in Moscow, together with a joint security concept, a joint
wespons production programme and an accord on border security.’%?  Shortly theresfter, a
comprenensve package of Bdaus-Russa militay agreements on defence coordination
(signed in October 1998) was raified in the Russan Stae Dumal®® These srategies
were put through its paces during large-scde military exercises the following month.  The
Zapad-99 manoeuvres were hdd in European Russa and Bdarus on 21-26 June 1999 and

9 «Belarus Seeks Slav Unity to Counter US Influence” Reuters. 21 January 1999.
9%« Ilykhin Fears NATO Attack on Belarus’ ITAR-TASS. FBIS-SOV-99-0711, 11 July 1999.
%" Nikolai Kuchin, Algerd Neverovsky, “Rossiyai Belorussiyavooruzhayutsya’ [Russia and Belarus are
arming themselves] Kommersant. 23 April 1999.
%8y uri Gol otyuk, “Belorussiya stala zapadnym antinatovskim forpostom” [Belarus became a western anti-
NATO outpost] |zvestia. 24 April 1999.

Vitaly Strugovets, “Oboronnayagran’ Soyuza’ [The Union’s defence boundaries] Krasnaya zvezda. 30
April 1999.
190 «More on Possible Transfer of Russian Bombers” Interfax. FBIS-SOV-1999-0326, 26 March 1999.
101 yeraRich, “Russia, Belarus Join Forces on Radar Defence” Jane’ s Defence Weekly. 11 August 1999,
p. 6.
192 Semyon Novoprudsky, “Rossiyai Belorussiya budut vmeste protivostoyat’ NATO” [Russiaand Belarus
will counteract NATO together] 1zvestia. 29 April 1999.
103 v/l adimir K uznechevsky and Aleksei Chichkin, “ Strategichesky otvet” [Strategic response] Rossiiskaya
gazeta. 7 May 1999.
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were the largest joint military exercise of its kind in post-Soviet history.'®* Dubbed a
“reponse in the event of NATO aggresson,” Beaus played a tecticd role as the
fowad wedge in a smulaed counter-offensve agans a mock NATO atack.'®
Moreover, it became the daging ground for Smulated retdiatory conventiond and
nuclear drikes againg undisclosed new NATO members from whose territory the atacks
originated.’%®  In retrogpect, the timing, role and name of the manoeuvres had been
caefully orchedrated to demondrate a united front agang NATO action in Yugodavia,
in addition to activating the armed forces of both Satesin asmulated combat scenario.

On 6 October 1999, Russan Defence Miniger Igor Sergeyev and his Bdausan
counterpart, Colond-Gengrd Alexander Chumakov, sgned nine documents on Bedarus-
Russa military cooperation, induding a resolution on the edablishment of a wedern
regiond military codlition.®” The agreements encompass a common ar defence system,
a draft joint amaments programme, a plan for operationd and drategic development, and
a framework for the collective use of military infragtructure in both dates. In a carefully
worded datement, Marshd Sergeyev insged tha the joint military codition would not
target a specific adversary, but would neverthdess “be ready for action if [the enemy] did
appear.”'%®  Similar remarks were made by Chumakov, who deamed that a regiond army
group would provide defence for both dates in the Eastern European region “should it
become necessary;” a tak which he bdieved dather dae would find difficult to
accomplish  if atempted individudly.}%®  Semantics notwithstanding, the inference to
NATO was cler. Weeks later, Sergeyev recaved a directive from Boris Ydtsn to
“recondder” Russds military doctrine in light of NATO's new drategic concept and the
“changing internationdl situation.”*°

104 \/ladimir Georgiev, “S sovetskim razmakhom” [With Soviet grandeur] Nezavisimaya gazeta. 19 June
1999.
105 Sergei Babichev, “1 prikrytie, i karayushchy mech” [And cover, and a punishing sword] Krasnaya
zvezda. 25 June 1999; Oleg Falichev and Feliks Semyanovsky, “‘ Zapad-99': zadachi resheny, tseli
dostignuty” [ West-99': tasks determined, goals achieved] Krasnaya zvezda. 29 June 1999.
198 v uri Golotyuk, “Voennye ne priznayutsya, po komu oni nanesli uchebnyi yaderny udar” [The military
will not admit who it hit with a simulated nuclear strike] 1zvestia. 29 June 1999.
197 “ Documents on Russo-Belarus Military Cooperation Signed” ITARTASS FBISSOV-1999-1006, 6
October 1999.
igz “Russia, Belarus Set up Military Group” Interfax FBIS- SOV-1999-1006, 6 October 1999.

Ibid.
110 « sergeyev: Russia Reconsidering Military Doctrine” Snark. FBIS-SOV-1999-1020, 20 October 1999.
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By yea's end, Mink and the Kremlin enshrined military cooperation within the Union
Treaty of Russa and Bdarus''!' To ensure that gods would be achieved, a detailed and
somewhat verbose programme outlining eech step was published in both countries
dongside the Treaty.''?> The agreement requires both states to adopt a wide array of joint
military reforms, coordinate ectivities in the spheres of defence, engage in cooperdive
militay research and development, creste a regiond military codition, a joint ams
procurement programme, and esteblish a joint military doctrine'®  No reference was
made to the dationing or dorage of nucdear wegpons on Bedausan ol under the
Treaty's security clauses, however, the Kremlin confirmed that the republic would

reman under the protection of Russia's nuclear umbrella*

As the Visegrad trio embarked on ther fird year as full NATO members, 2000 was
markedly less jubilant for the Bdausan presdency. Boris Ydtan's sudden resgnation
on 31 December 1999 came as an unexpected setback to the Lukashenko adminigtration,
which had origindly hoped for a speedy merger of the two states'®  With the changing
of the Kremlin guard, Minsk was presented with a new set of varidbles Redrant
towards NATO was one of them. Unlike his predecessor, Russan Presdent Vladimir
Putin subscribes to a tough but friendly approach by openly expressng his desre for a
more amicable rdaionship with Brussels ~ Correspondingly, the Putin adminigration
foders dose rdaions with Beaus by activey mantaning cooperation in the military
gphere, on the one hand, while on the other, gpproaching sendtive agpects of the union in
amore pragmatic manner.

11 «pogovor o sozdanii Soyuznogo gosudarstva’ [Treaty on the creation of a Union state] Sovetskaya
Belorussiya. 11 December 1999; Rossiiskaya gazeta. 29 January 2000.

112 « programma deistvii Rossiiskoi Federatsii i Respubliki Belarus po realizatsii polozhenii Dogovora o
sozdanii Soyuznogo gosudarstva’ [Action programme of the Russian Federation and the Republic of
Belarus on the realisation of the Treaty on the creation of a Union State] Sovetskaya Belorussiya. 11
December 1999; Rossiiskaya gazeta. 29 January 2000.

113 | bid.

114 «Belarus Still Under Russian Umbrella’ Jane' s Defence Weekly. 15 December 1999, p. 5.

115 «Belarus Leader Says Yeltsin Resignation a Big Loss” Reuters. 1 January 2000.
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With the NATO question dealy not lad to rest, Alexander Lukashenko tabled a proposd
to counter the Alliance in his annud date of the nation address on 11 April 2000. It was
then that he announced plans concarning the formation of a 300,000-grong joint regiond
military codition envissged as the Bdaus-Russa Union's “firs drategic echdon of
defence” 11®  Lukashenko underscored that the group’s conception was prompted by “the
complicted militay and politicd gtudtion in the world, NATO's expanson to the
Belarusan border, [and] the escalation of regiond conflicts”*’ The envisaged codlition
would be set up around the Moscow Military Didrict and the Bdarusan Armed Forces,
which would be augmented by Russan troops didocaed in the country’'s wedern
regions, induding those based in Kainingrad '8

During the course of an interview with Krasnaya zvezda'® and laer with Russas
Mayak radio, Lukashenko bemoaned the loss of the Soviet military presence in Eadt-
Centra Europe and voiced traditiond concerns over encirdement, arguing:

Now that the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact have collapsed, there is
no group of Sovie troops in Gemany, there are no troops in Poland,
Hungary or the Czech Republic. [Russg no longer has Ukraine, and as
for the Bdtic States, as you know they have one foot in NATO. What is
left in the west? Only the Bdarusan Army, which is willing to guarantee
the security of its own territory and that of the Russian Federation.*?°

In spite of these remarks, Lukashenko later backtracked on his statement, stressng that
Wegsern governments had misundersood his announcement of plans with Russa for a

joint military group to be deployed on Bearus's western border!?* He contended that the
contingent would only be mobilised in sdf-defence and would not conditute a sanding

118 K ristina Shimanskaya, Algerd Neverovsky, “Lukashenko zashchitit Rossiyu ot NATO” [Lukashenko
will defend Russiafrom NATO] Kommersant. 12 April 2000.

117 «Belarus and Russia to Establish Joint Military Grouping” BelaPAN. 11 April 2000.

118 Oleg Falichev, “Voyennayaintegratsiya Rossii i Belorusii...” [Military integration Russian and Belarus]
Krasnaya zvezda. 19 April 2001.

19 y/adim Markushin, “Aleksandr Lukashenko: My budem grud’ yu zashchishchat’ matushku Rossiyu”
[Alexander Lukashenko: We will defend mother Russiawith our (bare) chests] Krasnaya zvezda. 5 May

2000.
120 Gited in VeraRich, “Russia-Belarus Force Plans Flounder” Jane' sIntelli gence Review. October 2000, p.
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121 «Belarus Says No Plans to Maintain New Force” Reuters. 17 May 2000.
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amy.’??> In subsequent atides published in 2001, senior militay officids emphesised
that, insofar as the command and control dructures gopear to be in place the joint
regiond codition would only assemble in the face of a dear and present military danger

to dither Belarus or Russa*?®

THE SECOND WAVE OF EXPANSION

While Bdaus axd Russa ultimady had to contend with the first tier of NATO
enlargement, the continued expanson of the Alliance seemed to represent yet another
round of conflict, paticulaly where Bdtic membership was concerned. Russan
Presdent Vladimir Putin reiterated this long-standing caveat, dating that “the expanson
of NATO behind the former Soviet borders would cregste a completdly new Stuation for
Russa and Europe. It would have extremdy serious consequences for the whole security
system of the continent.”*4

In April 2001, the nenmly gppointed Russan Defence Miniger Serga lvanov vidted his
opposte number, Gengrd Leonid Mdtsev, in Mink to “fill with concrete substance the
militay component of the Union State Treaty.”*?> Asde from the highly symbolic vaue
of lvanov's firg foreign trip as a Minigter of Defence, the progpect of a second wave of
NATO expanson caused the Kremlin to take a harder look a its military reaionship
with Bdarus This factor patidly explaned the need for additiond military cooperation
between the two dates. According to one Russan andyd, the predominant threat to the
Union State remained:

...the powerful military potentid of the NATO bloc and [it§ constant
endeavour a enlagement by enliding additiond Eastern European and
Bdtic daes in its ranks. Tens of divisons equipped with the most
sophidicated armaments, hundreds of NATO warships and fighter planes,

122 1pid.

123 \/1adimir Mokhov, “Po yedinym zakonam” [Along single legislation] Krasnaya zvezda. 2 February
2001; Vladimir Marzalyuk, “ Soyuznoe gosudarstvo u voennoi integratsii net al’ ternativy” [Union state: no
aternative to military integration] Vo slavu Rodiny. 12 June 2001.

124 « pytin Warns Against Eastward Expansion of NATO” Reuters. 11 June 2000.

125 Mikhail Khodarenok, “Rossiyai Belorussiya ob’ edinyayut voennuyu moshch’” [Russiaand Belarus
joint military might] Nezavisimaya gazeta. 18 April 2001.
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which mantan a high levd of combat readiness essentidly represent a
hair-trigger, which can be pulled a any moment.1

It should be noted that early in 2001, dlegations surfaced regarding the Kremlin's
movement of tacticd nudear wegpons to its military bases in Kdiningrad.'?” The move
was dtributed as an atempt to compensate for Russas weekened conventiond forces
and its nead to mantan deterence capabiliies in light of NATO enlagement.!?®
However, this move coupled with militay rgpprochement with Bdaus may be
indicative of a wider security drategy within the geographicd locde of Russds wedern
periphery.  This rationde seems to offer a patid explandion for Russan Defence
Miniger lvanov's announcement in April 2002, that Minsk and Moscow will, “in the
long tem,” merge ther amed forces under the framework of the BedausRussa

Union.*?®

A further indication of how sarious plans were being made in light of further NATO
expanson emeged in ealy May 2001, when the Bdaudan presdent announced his
decison to amend the naiond security blueprint and adopt a new military doctrine.
Presdent Lukashenko dtributed this to “sgnificant changes which took place in Bdarus
and dl over the world,” as wdl as the fact that severd Central European countries joined
NATO.*®

Accordingly, the NATO varidble had been factored into Bdauss larget military
exerciss—Neman-2001.13! Lukashenko  spedificdlly  identified increased  defence
expenditures in Poland, Lithuania and Lavia, and the rearming of their militaries adong
“NATO dandards’ as a direct threat to Beauss security, arguing: “We mudt
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demondrate to our friends, partners, egpecidly Russa, and enemies, that the Bearusan
Armed Forces has an adequate levd of military preparedness and is aile to defend its
date sovereignty and independence”®?  Berezina2002, a subsequent, abeit smdler-
scde militay exercise was held the following year. Despite the high financd codts
asociaed with the drills, the Beausan presdent announced that tacticd manoeuvres
would be hed annually. **3

The dgnificat waming in NATOUS-Russa rdations following the events of 11
September 2001, coupled with the formation of a new NATO-Russa Councl in May
202%* threw Belauss draned rdations with the Alliance into sharp contrast.
Alexander Lukashenko downplayed any gans indsing tha Maoscow's rddions with
Brussds and Washington were “now a the same levd as the development of reations
between NATO and the US and Bdaus’'®® Neverthdess, the Beausan leadership
tesed the politicd waters by sending mixed reconcliatory sgnds to Brusses tha Minsk
could charge its atitude toward the Alliance™® On the one hand, Lukashenko did not
rue out tha Bdaus might move cdoser towards NATO some day, on the other, he
argued tha it made sense to “keep one's gunpowder dry and [to] teke care of the armed
forces”™®”  For the most part, these announcements were interpreted as a thinly veiled
attempt to catch up with Moscow.

The Prague Summit in November 2002 opened the Alliance to an additiond seven
members from East-Centrd Europe, induding three former Soviet republics—Egtonia,
Laivia and Lithuania By the same token, it dso maked the falure of Bedaus-Russa

132y uri Cvirko, “Aleksandr Lukashenko nuzhdaetsyav zashchite” [Alexander Lukashenko isin need of
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military cooperation to prevent a second wave of NATO expandon esstward. Insofar as
Bdarus and Russa both expressed ther disstifaction with NATO's further enlargement
in earlier venues'®® Lukashenko's escdated rhetoric had more to do with the Alliance's

refusal to invite him to the summit than any conceivable countermeasures*°

CONCLUSION

The evolution of Bdaus-Russa security rdations obsarved under the NATO expanson
lens offers an intriguing view of contemporary pod-Sovie geopoliics Mink ad
Maoscow have concurred on a wide range of European security issues, but none so cdosdy
as the undesrability of NATO's essward expandon. Having established that, the mgor
methods examined have been militay rentegration, mobilisng  lage-scde
concentrations of conventiond forces in Belarus and invitetions to reintroduce nuclear
wegpons on Bdausan soil.  Although such messures ae widdy supported by the
Lukashenko adminidration and some consarvative dements of the Russan military, two
successve waves of NATO expanson passed without such a demondration.  Neither
Bdaus nor Russa could szioudy contemplate a large-scde military response—both for
finencd reasons and the intenationd dam such actions would invaridbly rase
Nevertheless, a dgnificant dement of the Bearusan nomenklatura continues to perceive
the nead to rekindle a traditional “Wedern threat” to regain lost resources and strategic
leverage in a region increesngly linking its security interests with NATO. In this regard,
NATO expanson became an effective vehide for channdling joint perceptions and

formulating an according response.

The Kremlin's interes in Bdaus remans predominantly geopdliticd. To this end,
Russds generds openly acknowledge the republic as a key dly and bridgehead for the
Russan Armed Forces in Eagtern Europe, as wdl as a forward platform for early warning

radar and communicaions  Russa—geographicaly separated from the rest of Centrd
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Europe—requires Bdaus as a secure conduit within a region whose politicd and military
inditutions continue to expand essward and directly chdlenge Maoscow's traditiond
“gohere of influence” In turn, Bdaus has been centrd to the Kremlin's security
resssessment in light of NATO expanson. Even though the republic no longer plays the
role of a forward garrison for large concentrations of conventiond and nuclear forces as it
dd duing the Sovig ea Bdaus nevethdess remans an integrd component of
Russas wedern defences. Although the Bdarusan and Russan Armed Forces mesh
seamlesdy and function much as they did prior to the collgpse of the USSR, what has
emerged is but a shadow of ther former Soviet military srength.  In spite of this Mink's
economic  dependence on Russa and Moscow’s heightened regiond  interests  following
two successive waves of NATO expansion will invariably keep both sates close.

Moscow continues to look upon Beaus as a security conduit in the Eastern European
sub-region and as its traditiond “western shidd.” Practica defence and security projects
continue to deveop as both militaries activdly engage in (re)cregting a single security
sysem. However, cdose militay cooperation has not come without its share of
controversy. Despite Lukashenko's grumblings over the loss of Beaus's nudear arsend
and repested invitaions to redeploy Russan nucdear wegpons and large-scde
conventiond forces on Bdausan soil to counterbdance NATO expandgon, such rhetoric
emphasses intentions over actud capabilities  As is the case with mogt aspects of
integretion, key militay decisons will continue to be determined by the Kremlin, not
Minsk.

In spite of this, each abitrary outburst further undermines any prospect a building a
condructive rddionship with NATO, while a the same time perpetuaing Bdaus's
internationd  isolation and exacerbating geopolitical fault lines By actively fogtering
Eagt-West antagonisms, Minsk is assuring itsdf a place on the outer periphery of an
expanding Europe. Despite cardind changes to the European security architecture, the
Bdausan leadership hes faled to fundamentdly rethink security by maintaining a rigid
“zero sum” agpproach to defence policy and advancing military rgpprochement with the
Russan Federdtion as the primary solution to what it perceives as a threat from NATO.
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Thus, by default and an ovewhdming focus on military issues, the definition and scqpe
of security reverts back to narrow, traditiona concepts of deterrence, power palitics and
bipolar confrontation, characterigic of the Cold War.  Although the risk of confrontation
has been ggnificantly reduced, resdud tensons reman evident in the form of suspicdous
competition and even way cooperation. Despite the odd reconciliatory gedture,
Bdarus s policy toward NATO will remain predictably the same.

During the limited discusson surrounding the Bedarus-Russa Union, it was repestedly
pointed out that the most successful aspects of integration have been in the spheres of
defence and security.  Military cooperation in light of NATO expanson has not been
lacking. To this end, the rgpid pace and scope of military rapprochement can be
atributed directly to Bdauss security policies which provide the Russan Minigry of
Defence with a virtud carte blanche to the republic’'s extendgve military infrastructure.
Clearly, rhetoric has played a diginctive role in the advancement of military cooperaion
and in many regards fashioned as a wegpon in itsdf. Evidence of this resonaes
throughout officid policy daements and the sate-controlled media, which aticulate a
drong messsge for unified defence agangt a common threst.  Although Lukashenko's
remarks have recently decreased in tone and frequency, regular anti-NATO dSatements
will undoubtedly continue in varying degrees of hodtility.

Based on recent events, it gopears tha the Kremlin is concentrating on rebuilding its
raions with NATO. If this succeeds even Mink's best atempts a convincing
Moscow of an imminent showdown with the Alliance will invarigbly fadl on desf eas
The redity is even more pronounced by the gap between Bdausan anti-NATO policy
pronouncements and Moscow's lack of will to mach it with practicd action.
Congdering Russds difficult security choices on its southern flank, the Kremlin may
choose to focus on more immediate defence issues. Neverthdess, the military aspects of
Bdarus-Russa rapprochement dearly demondrate that Moscow has the power to teke
deps to defend its national security. At any rate, Bdaus has dready made its
geodrategic presence fdt.  Given current politica-military trends and perceptions, it will
undoubtedly continue to present complex chalengesto argpidly expanding Europe.
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