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| nt roducti on

It has now been well over a decade since Mkhail S. Gorbachev unl eashed
denocratic transition in the former Soviet Union culmnating in the collapse
of the Berlin Wall and a new epoch in East-Wst relations. Russia and the West
were presented with the opportunity to bring about a transition froma
rel ati onship of adversarial confrontation to constructive engagenent or even

“partnership.” In responding to these changing circunstances, in 1990, Dr.
Manfred Worner nmade the first ever visit by a Secretary General of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization to Moscow, stating that: “I have cone to Moscow

today with a very sinple nessage: we extend our hand of friendship to you. And
| have come with a very direct offer to cooperate with you. The tinme for
confrontation is over. The hostility and mistrust of the past nust be buried.
We see your country, and all the other countries of the former Warsaw Treaty
Organi zation, no |onger as adversaries but as partners.””[1l] NATO faced the
chal | enge of forging a new relationship with Russia and other nations of the
former Warsaw Pact. [In 1994, NATO woul d | aunch the Partnership for Peace
program for developing mlitary-to-mlitary exchanges with Russia and other
new y i ndependent nations of the forner Soviet Union and East-Central Europe.
Under the auspices of Partnership for Peace, Russia's mlitary forces would
engage in first-ever consultations at nultiple |evels, joint exercises,
training in peacekeepi ng and ot her areas and educati onal exchanges. The
initial mlitary-to-mlitary exchanges between Russia and NATO were an

i npressive synbol of a newy energing post-Cold War international conmunity
and the potential for future cooperation. These early nmilitary-to-nilitary

pr of essi onal experiences woul d establish the foundation for the joint

depl oyments of Russian and NATO peacekeepers in response to the inplosion of
fornmer Yugosl avi a.

Wiile the initial mlitary-to-nmlitary exchanges were quite encouraging
fromthe point of view of both Russian officials and nilitary officers and
their Western counterparts, serious tensions surfaced early on in the new
Russi an- NATO rel ati onship. Two issues generated the nost difficult strains--
the use of force against Russia s historic Eastern Orthodox Slavic Serb allies
in Bosnia (1995) and Kosovo (1999) and NATO s announced intention to expand
the Alliance. Wile Russia had worked with the United States and European
nati ons as a nenber of the United Nations Security Council and Contact G oup
and in supporting the inplenentation of the Dayton Accords ending the war in
Bosnia, NATO s decision to resort to the use of airstrikes agai nst Bosnian
Serbs in 1995 elicited sharp criticismand strong public reaction from Russi a.
In addition, NATO s adm ssion of Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic and
di scussion of the possibility of extending invitations for nenbership to other
East-Central European nations, Baltic nations or Ukraine has been consistently
and vociferously opposed by Russia' s |eadership. Opposition to NATO
enl argenent reaches across Russia's political spectrumto enbrace not only
conmuni st and extrenme nationalist elenents, but also nore noderate patriots



and the new pro-denocratic and reformforces. Anticipating Russia s reaction
George F. Kennan, principle architect of America’s post-Wrld VWar |

contai nnent strategy, described the decision to undertake eastward expansi on
of NATO as the “nost fateful error of American policy in the entire post Cold
War era.”[2]

The new Russi an- NATO rel ationship plunged to the | owest point during
NATO s Operation Allied Force air war against Serb | eader Slobodan M osevic
i n Kosovo during Spring 1999. Russian officials responded to the first full-
scale mlitary intervention in the 50 year history of the Al liance by
suspendi ng relations with NATO. NATO s representati ve was asked to | eave
Moscow i nmedi ately and Russia’'s military liaison representatives were renoved
fromBrussels. Objection to NATO airstrikes in former Yugoslavia generated
adamant and even enotional outrage throughout the Russian political-mlitary
elite and society. The revision of NATO s Strategic Concept to enable NATO to
intervene in situations beyond the borders of nmenber nations |led Russians to
conclude that the Alliance had becone an offensive, rather than solely
defensive, mlitary organization that could one day threaten the Russian
Federation. “Today Serbi a/ Yugosl avi a- Tonorrow Russi a” becanme a popul ar thene
inthe nedia in the inflamed atnosphere in Moscow during the Spring of 1999.
Wil e the Yeltsin governnent was concerned with maintaining valuable bilatera
security and economic relations with the United States and NATO i n ot her
areas, the Russian President came under increasing pressure, throughout
Russia's foreign policy establishnent, and especially from nationalist/patriot
and forner conmmuni st forces and the nilitary, to resist the Wst in responding
to the Kosovo war. The Russian State Duma had voted 279 to 34 in April 1999 to
demand t hat the Russian governnent supply weapons and military advisors to
Yugoslavia. While the crisis appeared to be on the verge of resolution with
the intercession of Finnish President Marti Ahtisaari and Russia's envoy
Vi ctor Chernonyrdin, tensions escalated to near confrontation as Russia’'s
par atroopers that had been serving in the peacekeeping Stabilization Force
(SFOR) in Bosnia made a bold march to assume control of the Slatina airport in
Pristina Kosovo preenpting the arrival of NATO forces.

The 78 day Kosovo air canpaign in 1999 appeared to dash alnost all hope
of building the “partnership” relationship between Russia and NATO t hat had
been so often referenced in the official statements of the early 1990s issued
from Moscow, Washington and Brussels.[3] The use of military force agai nst
Serbs—t oget her with i npendi ng NATO enl argenent --woul d rekindl e historica
Russi an suspicions regarding the intentions of the Wst and pronpted Russia’s
foreign and nilitary-defense communities to reconsider the potential for
cooperative engagenment with the US/ NATO

Despite the difficulties in the diplomatic/policy relationship, Russia's
participation in joint peacekeepi ng and peace enforcement al ong side
Ameri can/ NATO forces first in the Inplenentation Force/ Stabilization Force
(1 FOR/ SFOR) in Bosni a-Herzegovina and later in the Kosovo Force (KFOR) stand
as perhaps the nost positive and encouraging feature of the contenporary
Russi an- NATO rel ati onship. Russia’s contributions in SFOR and KFOR i nvol ved
the [ argest conmitnent of peacekeeping forces outside the Russian Federation's
bordering “near abroad” or nations of the former Soviet empire. The
operational and tactical acconplishnments in SFOR and KFOR nmust be examined in
the context of the political/diplomatic Russian-NATO bilateral relationship to
eval uate the potential inportance of these joint peacekeepi ng engagenents for
the broader strategic relationship

This study will analyze the evolution of the contenporary Russian-NATO
rel ati onship focusing especially on joint peacekeepi ng experiences in Bosnia-
Her zegovi na and Kosovo. The initial efforts to establish the foundation for
mlitary-to-mlitary ties between Russia and NATO and perceptions of the
conplications created by the announced intention to expand the Alliance will



be set forth. Russian reactions to NATO s response to the conflicts follow ng
the inplosion of the forner Yugoslavia and the Russian-NATO military dispute
over Pristina provide the context for the Russian-NATO participation in SFOR
and KFOR. The study wi Il exam ne the SFOR/ KFOR experiences in ternms of
traditional measures for assessing success in peacekeeping and set forth sone
concl usi ons concerni ng these experiences with potential application in future
conflict situations. The final section will explore Russian perspectives
concerning the | essons of Kosovo and subsequent devel opnents in Russia’'s

of ficial security and defense statenents and strategy toward the West. The

i mportance of Russian and NATO experiences in responding to the wars in

Bosni a- Her zegovi na and Kosovo, SFOR and KFOR, and further expansion of NATO
likely to commence in 2002 will be explored as a new transatlantic European
security architecture energes in the transition from20'™" to the 215 century.

The devel opnent of the Russian-NATO rel ationship in the com ng years
will be critical not only for regional European security, but also arguably,
for the capacity of the US/NATO to respond effectively to the chall enges of
the conplex 215 century global security environment. Thus, the inportance of
exam ning the early post-Cold War Russi an-NATO rel ati onshi p, focusing on the
Yugosl av conflict and joi nt peacekeepi ng experiences, mght yield conclusions
of interest in considering future devel opnent of a constructive Russi an- NATO
“partnership.”

Russi a and NATO After the Cold War: Devel opi ng Foundati ons for
Mlitary-to-Mlitary Cooperation

The col | apse of the Soviet Union and disintegration of the Warsaw Pact
| eft NATO searching for a new mssion. Wth the dem se of the Soviet enpire,
what woul d be NATO s raison d' étre? Sone argued that absent the Sovi et
t hreat, NATO should sinply dissolve. O hers argued that NATO nust “expand or
die.”[4] The establishnment of the North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC)in
1991, coinciding with the break up of the Soviet Union, represented NATO s
first response to the changing circunmstances. The NACC was open to all NATO
menbers, nations of the former Warsaw Pact, and newl y i ndependent nations of
the former USSR It was tasked to serve as a consultative forumto begin to
address the security interests of post-Cold War Europe. The NACC s
acconpl i shnments were nodest, but it did provide a channel for initiating
di al ogue between foreign and defense ministers previously separated by
i deological-mlitary rivalry. In 1993, NATO and the Russian M nistry of
Def ense woul d establish terms for cooperation in mlitary training. The
i ntroduction of NATO s 1991 Strategic Concept signaled the capacity of the
Alliance to begin to adjust to the post-Soviet strategic environment. The
1991 Strategi c Concept established the objective of transforn ng NATO s
m ssion from concentrating on deterring the Soviet challenge to devel opi ng the
capacity for rapid response to out-of-area security challenges with a
mul tidirectional and nmobile force structure.[5]

Bui | di ng on the NACC foundation, the |aunching of Partnership for Peace
(PfP) at the January 1994 summit in Brussels provided for developing mlitary-
to-mlitary contact at the operational and tactical |evels between NATO and
former Soviet and Warsaw Pact nations for peacekeepi ng and ot her joint
security missions. The key requirenents for nembership included (1)
preserving denocratic control of defense forces; (2) agreeing to ensure the
accessibility of national defense planning and budgetary processes to the
Alliance; (3) conmitting to develop the capability to contribute to
peacekeepi ng, search and rescue, and hunmanitarian operations under the
authority of the UN and/or the Conference on Security and Cooperation in
Europe (OSCE); and (4) devel oping the capacity to carry out nmilitary m ssions
nore effectively in concert with NATO nmenbers. [6] Partnership for Peace (PfP)



signal ed confirmati on of Western consensus that there was still a need for
NATO in the post-Cold War era. It also constituted a response to the appeals
of aspiring nations of Eastern and Central Europe for the protection of and
integration into the West.

The first ties between NATO and former Warsaw Pact nations invol ved
mlitary-to-mlitary nmeetings and exchanges at all levels, joint exercises and
training to enhance cooperation in peacekeeping and ot her areas and di al ogue
and educational exchange with officers fromthe nations of the former Eastern
bl oc. For exanple, under the auspices of the Partnership for Peace (PfP)
program Russia joined NATO forces in a series of “BALTOPS’ exercises in the
Baltic Sea beginning in 1994 with the purpose of inproving interoperability
bet ween NATO and non- NATO nenbers in peacekeepi ng and humanitari an
operations. [7] “Cooperative Tide 96,” a NATO sponsored exerci se conducted in
Houst on Texas, involved mlitary officers of eight PfP nations, including
Russia, with four officers from NATO countries to introduce themto NATO
regi onal control of nerchant shipping doctrine policy and its relationship to
peacekeepi ng and hunmanitarian mssions.[8] In 1998, Russia agreed to send
ground troops for the first tine to a NATO conbat exercise involving a platoon
of Russian infantry for “Operation Cooperative Jaguar” held in Denmark.[9]

In terns of Russian-Anerican mlitary-to-mlitary cooperation follow ng
the disintegration of the USSR, a Menorandum of Understandi ng and Cooperation
on Defense and Security matters was approved in 1993 during a visit of Defense
M ni ster Pavel Grachev to Washington. [10] This agreenent established the
basis for the first exchanges between the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Russian
Ceneral Staff and | ower level officials. Agreenents reached between US
Secretary of Defense Les Aspin and Russia's Defense M nister Pavel G achev
i ncl uded pronmotion of joint exercises and training for peacekeeping forces.

Subsequently, in August 1994, a Russian field grade teamvisited US
Mari ne Corps base, Kaneohe Bay, Hawaii, for briefing on Marine corps
capabilities.[11] The neeting was held to facilitate mlitary-to-mlitary
contacts between USPACOM (United States Pacific Command) and Russian Far East
forces. US Marines also participated with Russian Naval Infantry in joint
training exercises in Vladivostok Russia as a part of “Cooperation fromthe
Sea 94.7[12] Two joint US-Russian ground force training exerci ses “Peacekeeper
94 and 95" were held in Totskoye, Russia, and Ft. Riley, Kansas, marking the
first instance that Russian troops trained on US soil.[13] US Secretary of
Def ense, W/l Iliam Perry, observing the exercises at Ft. Riley, offered the
foll owi ng description: “I was in awe of the spirit of cooperation that had
devel oped between our soldiers in so short a span of tine. But the nost
remar kabl e moment was when the Russian military |eader (then--Defense M nister
Pavel Grachev) traveling with me gathered the Russian soldiers around himfor
atalk. He told themthat what they were doing with the Americans was the
basis for creating a peaceful world for their children.”[14]

Russi an and American participants offered favorabl e apprai sals of these
early early ties. For exanple, a Russian Naval officer involved in the
“Cooperation fromthe Sea” exercises in Vladivostok stated: “It is good to
work together like this.Not only for our two countries, but for neighbors as
well. Qur teammrk sends a positive nessage around the world.”[15] A US
participant, Corporal Dale R Strunks, stated: “I| really didn’t know what to
expect, but | was inpressed. It was the opportunity of a lifetine to see
Russi an Naval Infantry in their daily routine on their own turf.”[16]

The Russi an Federation al so began to send the first mlitary officers to
US professional mlitary education war colleges and to the George C. Marshal
Center in Garm sch-Partenkirchen Germany. Not only did Russian officers
participate in the curriculumwth their US counterparts, but del egations of
American officers began to travel to Russia for mlitary-to-mlitary exchanges



and academ ¢ di scussions as a part of their War Col | ege academ ¢ experience.
Begi nning in 1991, a Programfor Ceneral O ficers of the Russian Federation
commenced on an annual basis at the Kennedy School at Harvard to provide an
opportunity for Russia’s general officers to neet with American policy nekers
and national security experts to discuss issues concerning defense and

nati onal security natters.

US Defense Secretary WIlliamPerry traveled to Moscow in April 1995 for
a neeting with Russia s Defense M nister Pavel Grachev resulting in a
statenment affirmng nmutual commtnent to continue to devel op cooperation in
peacekeepi ng and joint exercises.[17] In 1997, Defense Secretary W/II|iam Cohen
signed an agreenent with Russian Defense M nister |gor Rodi onov establishing a
wor ki ng group to explore cooperation on mlitary reform counterproliferation
and theater defense, peacekeeping and mlitary education.[18] Rodi onov,
marking his first visit to the US after becom ng Defense M nister, indicated
that Russia’'s defense |eaders were interested in Anerica’s experience in
rebuilding the mlitary after Vietnam the methods Anericans use to divide
responsibility between the mlitary and civilian branches of governnent and in
al | ocating resources anong conpeting branches of governnent.[19]

NATO and the United States had a stake in seeing that Russia's ambitious
ref orns unl eashed by Gorbachev, and continued under Yeltisn, were not
reversed. The denocratization wave engul fing the forner Soviet bloc pronised a
potentially nore secure and cooperative Europe reflecting the denocratic
val ues that had served to bond the 16 NATO nenber nations throughout the years
of the Cold War. Both NATO and Russia were interested in noving forward with
concrete efforts to shift the relationship fromadversarial confrontation to
partnership, not only in words, but in fornm ng the concrete cooperation that
woul d ensure the end to the East-Wst divide. These early exchanges woul d
establish the foundation for the joint deployments of Russian and NATO
peacekeepers in response to the inplosion of fornmer Yugoslavia.

Russi a and the Probl em of NATO Enl ar genent

VWil e progress was certainly taking place in initiating cooperation at
the mlitary-to-mlitary level, NATO s affirmation of the intention to expand
the Alliance to the East at the sane tinme created serious tensions in the
Russi an- NATO rel ati onship.[20] Wile Boris Yeltsin had signaled early on in
1993 in Warsaw that the admission of Poland into NATO woul d not be
obj ectionable, he reversed this position shortly after confronting objections
following his return to Moscow.[21] Despite efforts to downplay Russia’'s
opposition to NATO enlargenment in the West, the stated intention to expand the
Al liance to the East has been received with sustained objections from Russi an
officials and pro-reformparties, with even stronger opposition being voiced
fromnore conservative and nationalistic mlitary/security and |egislative
| eaders. Post-Soviet Russian political party platfornms left, center and right
have evol ved over the past several years to include unified opposition to NATO
enl ar genent .

In a conversation with the author in April 1999, forner Soviet
President, Mkhail S. Corbachev, offered the reninder that he had a
“gentl emen’ s agreenment” with Bush administration officials and subsequent
assurances that rempoval of Soviet forces from Eastern Europe and German
uni fication would not be foll owed by NATO expansion.[22] Follow ng the
announced intention to enlarge NATO Corbachev has repeatedly expressed
concern regardi ng the energi ng European/ gl obal security architecture and
NATO s intentions:

Instead of prioritizing the creation of European structures,
creating a security council for the CSCE, its own peacekeeping



force etc., and subsequently looking into the possibility of using
NATO structures in that context, the factors are being inverted
and NATO, which was created for purposes of the Cold War, is being
extended, quite apart fromeverything else. Is this nerely an
error? | fear sonething nore serious, a prolongation of the old

| ogi ¢ of supremacy that the West is continuing to inpose.[23]

In 1994, Russia's President, Boris N Yeltsin warned of a “Cold Peace” falling
over Europe. Yeltsin stated:

NATO was created in Cold War tines. Today, it is trying not
without difficulty to find its place in Europe. It is inportant
that this search would not create new divisions.We believe that
pl ans of expandi ng NATO are contrary to this |ogic.

Wiy sow t he seeds of distrust? [24]

Russia's former Ambassador, Yuli M Vorontsov, nade quite clear witing in The
Washi ngton Post in 1998:

..Russia’'s attitude toward NATO enl argenent has been and renmi ns
unequi vocal |y negative...

Naturally we do not expect a NATO attack now. But NATOis a
mlitary alliance, and its military nmachine is getting closer to
t he boundari es of Russia.\Wether we want it or not, we shall be
obliged to react to these devel opnents if the process goes on

Few people take account of the psychological factor—the
historic nenory of Russians. It was from the West that rea
threat continuously cane to Russia, bringing to our people
i measurabl e | osses and destruction.[25]

In a discussion with the author concerni ng NATO enl argenent, long tine
speci ali st on Anerican-Russian relations, Dr. Henry Trofim enko, stated: *“How
many conproni ses has our nation nade in foreign and security policy since
Cor bachev introduced reforns? And how many conpromi ses has your country nade
in response? Not one. And now NATO wi |l expand..” [26] Former menber of the
CGeneral Staff and anal yst of the Institute of USA and Canada Studies, Russian
Acadeny of Sciences, Maj. Gen. (Ret.) Valentin V. Larionov, while suggesting
that Russia must “search for forns of partnership with menbers of the NATO
alliance,” at the sane tine warned that “the history of relations anong
nati ons of Europe provides no basis to anticipate a | ong post-Cold War period
and predicts a new division of Europe.” [27] Larionov concludes the point:
“I's it not valid to assert that NATO s plan for eastward expansi on causing
tensions with Russia points to the beginning of a new division of
Eur ope?” [ 28]

The proposed expansi on of NATO pronpted the first serious reassessnent
within the Russian foreign policy and defense establishnents concerning
security challenges that mght be anticipated from NATO and United States.
During a visit to NATO headquarters in |late 1996, former Defense M nister |gor
N. Rodi onov discussed Russia’'s perceptions of the consequences of NATO
enl argenent for altering the geostrategic mlitary balance in Europe. Rodi onov
opened t he exchange stating: “Wen Mkhail Gorbachev made his decision to
wi t hdraw Sovi et forces from Eastern Europe, the West verbal |y guaranteed never
to expand the North Atlantic Alliance toward the East..Soviet troops are gone
from Europe, whereas clearly we are discussing the issue of NATO expansi on
right up to Russia's borders.” [29]

Sone of the adverse results cited by Rodi onov and ot hers speaking in
behal f of the Russian military and defense establishnent included
significantly reducing Russia’s early warning tine available for anti-



ballistic mssile systens; providing NATOw th the option of carrying out a
surprise air strike on Kursk, Bryansk and Snol ensk; hemming in Russia's Baltic
fleet as a result of NATO assuning control of Poland' s strategic Baltic ports;
and that NATO s tactical nuclear weapons coul d be deployed in the “new
territories” for conbat use | eaving Russia “conpletely exposed to nucl ear
attack. " [ 30]

In response to NATO s stated intention to enlarge, Russian mlitary and
def ense pl anners have suggested that “adequate counterneasures” m ght be
necessary. [31] Rodi onov, for exanple, stated that the “logic is quite sinple.
NATO expansi on deprives Russia of the ability to defend herself with existing
anti-mssile and anti-aircraft systens. The only remaining defense option in
the event of an irreconcilable conflict of interests between NATO and Russia
is to plan for a crippling first strike.” [32] In Spring 1997, Russia staged
mlitary exercises in a sinulation involving hypothetical invading NATQ
Li thuanian and Polish mlitary forces, with counterattacks using nucl ear
weapons. [ 33]

Wil e Russians were willing participants in PfP, NATO enl argenent has
been interpreted by many Russians as rejection by the West or even as an
effort by the Wst to take advantage of Russia’'s present turnmpil and weakness.
This had led to discussions within Russian foreign and mlitary/security
policy circles concerning the formation of counter alliances anong the
Conmonweal t h of | ndependent States (CIS). Potentially nore threatening in the
| ong-term are Chinese and Russi an overtures for cooperation in security
matters. Russia’s concern with NATO enl argenment contributed to pronpting Boris
Yel stin to sign a joint declaration in 1997 with China' s President Jiang Zemn
obviously directed toward the United States calling for a “nultipolar” world
conmunity where no country shoul d “seek hegenony.” [34]

In May 1997, the NATO Russia Foundi ng Act was signed establishing a
Per manent Joi nt Council (PJC) as a part of the agreenent. [35] The NATO Russi a
Foundi ng Act was intended to serve as recognition of the inportance of the
NATO Russi an rel ationship and to provide for routine consultations and to
manage nutual security interests. Section IV of the agreenent reiterated a
prior Decenber 1996 statenment indicating that there would be “no intention, no
pl an and no reason” to deploy nucl ear weapons on the territory of the new
nmenbers. [ 36] The Permanent Joint Council (PJC) was to be chaired jointly by
the Secretary General of NATO w th rotational representation of one of the
NATO menber states and a representative of Russia, creating a forum for
ongoi ng di al ogue and consultation on security issues between NATO and
Russia.[37] The PJC al so established provisions for neetings at the |evel of
foreign and defense ministers, anbassadors and military chiefs of staff and
liaison officers.[38]

Wiile it was hoped that the agreenment mnight assuage Mbscow s concerns
regardi ng expansion, differences in interpretation failed to put to rest
central issues of contention. Al though the agreenent indicated that Mdscow was
to be “consulted on all security issues affecting its interests,” another
section in the agreement stated that such consultation confers no authority
and woul d not enable Russia to veto NATO decisions. [39] Fromthe point of
view of NATO officials, Russia would have a “voice” in deliberations, but
certainly no “veto” authority. President Yeltsin, however, contended that the
agreenment woul d give Mdscow a decisive voice in inter-NATO councils.[40]

It is only reasonable to anticipate that any major power would grow
appr ehensi ve about a security alliance noving closer to its borders. G ven
NATO s original mssion, one could not expect Russians to believe that they
shoul d view enl argenent as “.the West taking a step toward Russia, not against
it” as some have suggested.[41] In fact, as the assessnents suggest, Russian
may believe that willingness to offer trust in working with Western nations



may not have been adequately reciprocated. Fromtheir perspective, concrete
strategi c concessions, pursuing |arge scale political, market and societa
reforns and of fering genui ne expressions of openness to the Wst shoul d not
have been matched by expansion of an alliance that had so | ong served the sole
m ssion of countering the Soviet threat.

Statenments by Western officials put forth in support of NATO enl ar genent
such as suggesting that one “should not disniss the possibility that Russia
could return to the patterns of the past.” do not set well in a society that
has recently experienced vast territorial |osses, societal dislocation and
materi al and human sacrifice all in the pursuit of Wstern-oriented
reforns.[42] Even for those Russian denocrats who coul d accept the argunent
t hat NATO enl argenent presents no security challenge to Russia, expansion has
underm ned their influence in Russia’'s post-Soviet political configuration
| endi ng support to those who have used NATO s expansion to serve as validation
of the worst intentions on the part of the Wst. Developnents in establishing
the first mlitary-to-nilitary ties between the new Russia and NATO conbi ned
with the initiative to enlarge the Alliance would set the stage for the first
maj or chal | enge for the Russi a- NATO post-Cold War relationship in confronting
the disintegration of Yugosl avia.

Russia and the Conflicts in Bosnia-Herzegovi na and Kosovo

The wars of secession in former Yugoslavia presented the first major
test for the post-Cold War Russi an-NATO rel ati onship. For NATO menber
nati ons, the inplosion of former Yugoslavia threatened to destabilize the
Bal kan region. The exodus of refugees to neighboring nations follow ng the
out break of conflicts raised concerns that growi ng ethnic divisions could
exacerbate tensions el sewhere in Europe. Reports of forced relocation and
mass killings taking place in fornmer Yugoslavia confronted the nations of
Europe and the United States with a humanitarian crisis that woul d becomne
increasingly difficult to ignore. NATO possessed sufficient force capability
with the | ong-standing political ties anobng nmenber states to hold together a
coalition for orchestrating nmilitary intervention in the former Yugosl avi a.

Fol l owi ng the i mredi ate col |l apse of the USSR, Russia, at |east
initially, did not present a challenge to Western interests outside the
territory of the former Soviet Union. Developnments in the Mddle East, Korea,
Africa—the regions of traditional Soviet activism—evolved without
significant Russian participation during the period inmediately follow ng the
col l apse of the Soviet enpire. The Russian government was consumed wth
sorting through the political and econom c chaos ensuing after the
di sintegration of the USSR Russian policy toward the forner Yugoslavia becane
the first exception. Despite initial reluctance in responding to the Serbo-
Croatian conflict in 1992, Russians becanme increasingly involved in the
Yugosl av quagmi re throughout the past decade, in Bosnia-Herzegovina and then
nore recently in Kosovo. While the official Russian position had been nore
neutral in responding to the Serbian-Croatian war in 1992, by the tinme war
br oke out in Bosni a-Herzegovi na and Kosovo, the Russian position had becone
deci si vel y i ndependent.

Moscow s policy toward the conflicts in Bosnia-Herzegovi na and Kosovo
was driven by a confluence of variables |leading to a posture that at tines
actually supported the efforts of the United States and NATO, but al so evinced
mar ked di vergence wi th US/ NATO strategy. Russia had worked with the United
St ates and European nations as a nenber of UN Security Council and Contact
Group and in supporting the inplenentation of the Dayton Accords ending the
Bosni an war in 1995. While joining in US/ European diplomatic efforts, Russia
al so pursued i ndependent initiatives and opposed the use of military force to
force Serb compliance. NATO s decision to resort to the use of airstrikes in



Bosnia in 1995 and Kosovo in 1999 elicited sharp criticismand even outri ght
condemation from Russi an officials.

It was not so much that Russian officials were willing to keep conpany
with the “pariah states” of the world conmunity by rendering support to Serb
| eader Sl obodan M | osevic as sone Western anal ysts have suggested.[43] In
fact, Russia had joined the West in the Contact Group, the UN and ot her
pronouncenents criticizing the policies of both Bosnian Serb | eader Radovan
Karadzi ¢ and Sl obodan M| osevic. Russians opposed NATO s unil ateral decision
to enploy military force as an instrunent for attenpting to settle what they
viewed as a civil war involving historic Serb allies taking place within the
territory of a sovereign nation state. As reiterated tinme and again
t hr oughout the series of Yugoslav conflicts, Russia's Foreign Mnister, |gor
I vanov, reaffirmed in April 1999 with regard to the Kosovo conflict:
“Russia’s position is correct. There can be no nmilitary solution to the
probl em.”[ 44] Defense expert and Duma nenber, Dr. Alexei G Arbatov, expressed

the widely shared perspective that: “To try to resolve a humanitarian probl em
as the West is trying to do is tantanount to an attenpt to put out a fire by
fuel. The aimis to stop the conflict. Russia nust seek a cessation of

hostilities and resunption of the Kosovo peace tal ks through the United
Nati ons, Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) and ot her
i nternational organizations.” [45]

The new thinking foreign policy strategy introduced by Gorbachev pl aced
a high priority on breaking the barriers of confrontation with the Wst.
Cor bachev’s notion of the “commopn European honme” viewed forgi ng constructive
ties with Europe as a priority. The Altlanticist school of thought, popular
inthe first years of the Yeltsin era, reflected the perspective of Andre
Kozyrev and ot her pro-Wstern reform m nded Russi ans who believed that
Russia's future was best served by enbraci ng Western val ues and deepeni ng
security and economic integration with Western nations. In fornulating
Russia's foreign policy choices, Yeltsin and his coll eagues, attenpting to
i mpl enent a reformproject for rapid transition to a market econony, assigned
consi derabl e weight to Russia' s potential cooperation with the European Union
G7 (G8) and in securing | oans and econonic investnent fromthe US/ West.
Thus, the possibility of jeopardizing bilateral ties with the United States
and nations of Europe that might result in adverse consequences in terns of
security and perhaps especially econom ¢ cooperation always factored in
formul ating Russia’'s responses to the Bosnian and Kosovo conflicts.

The crisis in former Yugoslavia was the first major conflict outside the
territory of the former Soviet Union where Russia assuned a highly visible and
active presence. The question is why Russia's response would have diverged at
all with the US and other Western nations, potentially derailing existing or
future devel opnent of advantageous ties in other bilateral areas.

I n approaching the conflicts in former Yugoslavia, Russia' s posture is
in part explained by concerns with regional and world status follow ng the
col | apse of the Soviet enpire. Though Russia remmi ned a superpower like its
predecessor, at least in terns of nuclear capacity and vast physical size and
resources, Russians find it difficult to cone to terns with di mnished
capacity for regional and global influence in the mdst of profound econonic
and societal dislocation. Russians throughout the government, defense and
security establishnents believe that Wstern | eaders have failed to adequately
take account of their sensibilities regarding Russia's traditional role in
gl obal and European affairs. For exanple, colleagues in Mdscow express di smay
that Western nations would be conmitted to rendering assistance to Bosnian
Musl i ns8 and Kosovar Al banians while at the same tinme ignoring the interests
and obj ections of Russia, still a major European power. Conmenting on the
conflict in former Yugoslavia in 1994, Russian President Boris Yeltsin nade
clear that “Certain people are trying to deci de Bosni an questi ons without
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Russia's participation. W wll not allowthis to happen.” [46] Suggestions
on the part of sone US officials that Russian objections to airstrikes were
“irrelevant” aggravated Mbscow s defense and security elite citing Russia's
traditional role in the Bal kans and proxinmty to the region as factors that
shoul d have nmade their interest obvious. The continued sense of “great power
status” inplied that Russians could not stand on the sidelines anong the
concert of external powers seeking to influence the Yugoslav crisis. Thus,
Russi ans were pronpted to pursue an anbitious role anbng European powers in
responding to the Yugoslav conflicts and to conplain often of Wstern offenses
in failing to take account of their historical and contenporary inportance in
Eur opean security issues.

At the sanme tinme that Russia was experiencing the national psychol ogica
struggle of comng to terns with its post-Soviet international status, NATO s
expansion and NATO s nmilitary response in former Yugosl avia conpounded
Russi a’ s apprehensions regarding the regional strategic configuration
followi ng the collapse of the USSR While not directly bordering the Russian
Federati on, Russians possess historic geostrategic interests in the Bal kan
region. From Moscow s perspective, devel opnents in the Bal kans are certainly
critical to the political and strategic balance in Europe. Operation Allied
Force, marking the first mlitary intervention in the history of the Alliance,
confirmed the worst suspicions concerning NATO s intentions for nany Russians.
Moscow reacted to the commrencenent of the air canpaign in March 1999 with the
i medi ate expul sion of the NATO i nformati on representative from Mdscow and
closing the NATO Information O fice that had been established in Russia.
Russi a suspended participation in the PJC and renoved mlitary |iaison
representatives fromNATO in Brussels. The April 1999 revision of NATO s
Strategi c Concept to enable the Alliance to intervene in out-of-area
situations or in ethnic conflicts beyond the borders of nenber nations such as
i n Kosovo hei ghtened insecurities about Moscow s ability to counter the
Al liance. Russians were concerned that this new strategic focus would
establish the basis for the possibility of future intervention in Russia’'s
bordering “near abroad” or even in Russian territory. There were al so
guestions raised about the capacity to protect Russia s diaspora in the event
of subjugation by majority groups in neighboring nations in face of perceived
i ncreasi ng NATO assertiveness.

The sharing of the comon Eastern Orthodox Slavic ethnic/religious
identity with Serbs also factored significantly in Russian posture.[47] As
hi storian and former Soviet Army officer Victor Gobarev characterized the
relationship in a recent article: “Russian-Yugoslav (Serb and Mntenegrin)
ties represent an historic, 1,500 year-long alliance that began with the first
joint mlitary canpaigns of the Eastern and Southern Sl avs |ong before the
year 1000. The alliance endured the 500 years when the Turks oppressed the
Serbs and Montenegrins, a period when Russia represented the only hope of
liberation for their fellow Orthodox Slavic brothers.” [48] The nenories of
the Second World War establishes another basis of commpn association as
Russians still recall Serb resistance to the Croatian Ustashe allied with Naz
Germany. Anniversaries of the October 1944 |iberation of Bel grade by the
joint operation of the Soviet and Yugoslav arm es have been solemly
celebrated in the 1990s, a practice which has becone nuch | ess inportant in
Eastern Europe since 1989.

Al'l en Lynch and Reneo Lukic have argued that clainms of a “specia
Russi an- Serbi an rel ati onship of solidarity” have been exaggerated. [49] They
pointed to the facts that no Serbian or Russian state existed from 1918-1991
and to conflicts between Stalin and Tito to support their assertion. However,
for many Russians today, history began long before this century. The
conversion of Russians and Serbs to Eastern O thodox Christianity established
an associ ation spanning centuries preceding conmuni st rule. Panslavism
devel oped in Russia by Nicholas Danil evsky and Rostislav Fadeyev, involved the
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application of Slavophil philosophy to foreign affairs calling for the
extension of a kingdomto unite Orthodox Christian Slavs under a single
enpire. [50] Wiile the “solidarity” between Russians and Serbs may be based
nore on sentinental ties and nyth than concrete assistance rendered by

Russi ans to Serbs, the sharing of the cultural-religious affinities is

i nportant for understandi ng Russia's perception and response to the inplosion
of Yugosl avi a.

There were repeated Serbian appeals to Russia for support as Yugoslavia
disintegrated into war. Anpong many exanples, in 1994, Patriarch of Mdscow
Alexsiy Il and Patriarch of Serbia Pavel signed a joint conmuni que enphasi zi ng
Russi an- Ser bi an solidarity and called for an i mmediate end to the arned
conflict in Bosnia and peace tal ks anong all warring sides. The spokesman for
Patriarch Pavel, Bishop of Bach Iriney, nmade the follow ng appeal for Russian
support: “Russia ought to play the part not only of peace nediator in the
Bal kans, but also a kind of defender of the Serbs. As the Germans defend the
Croatians, and the Americans the Mslenms, so the Russians nmust defend the
Serbs.” [51]

Serbian attitudes regarding Russian intervention in East-Central Europe
differ significantly fromother nations of the region. Poland, the Czech
Republi ¢ and Hungary, fearing resurgent Russian nationalism w sh to distance
t hemsel ves from Russia and thus see adm ssion into NATO and ot her Western
structures as a neans for doing so. The fact that Russian assi stance was
actively solicited by Serbs reaffirned for the Russians recognition of their
continued inmportance in Europe and was thus well received by many politicians,
di plomats and the nmlitary.

Charl es Jelavich argued in Tsarist Russia and Bal kan Nationalismthat
Russi an national interests, as opposed to Othodox Slavic kinship, would
prevail in determ ning Moscow s policy in the Bal kans. [52] He al so suggested
that in certain instances while the Russian public would have gladly supported
“Orthodox brothers” in the Bal kans, the Russian government was not free to act
in accordance with public will because of strategic considerations. |n fact,
in responding to the contenporary wars of secession in former Yugoslavia
during the past decade, the prospects for adversely influencing politica
relations and economic ties with the United States and ot her Western
countries, did lead to significant conpronise on the part of the Russians. 1In
the end, the Russian governnent did not provide advanced anti-aircraft systemns
and other forns of mlitary support to Bosnian Serbs and Bel grade. Mscow
ultimately pressured Sl obodan MIlosevic to retreat from Kosovo, thereby
enabl ing NATO to avoid a ground war that could have involved substantial human
and material losses. Still, this should not inply that these |ong-standing
religious and ethnic ties were inconsequential in the Russian reaction to the
crisis in former Yugoslavia.

Tradi tional Russian-Serb ties explain the inpassioned response NATO
airstrikes evoked in Russia. Professor Marshall |. Goldman of the Davis Center
at Harvard University offers the observation that it is difficult for “nost of
us in the West to appreciate why the Russians are so dedicated to the Serbs,”
resulting fromfactors such as “long-standing protective feelings,” “.sense of
Slavic identity” and Russia’'s support for “Orthodox Christian Serbs in their
effort to gain freedomfromthe Qtoman Enpire.”[53] Goldman recounts a
conversation with a Russian friend during the Kosovo war noting that after
expressing his “disapproval of the Serbs,” his friend defended them“fiercely”
and “with anger” said that “You can’t understand, it is a genetic problem
You are not a Slav.” [54] The presence of Russian Othodox priests at
departure cerenmpnies for deliveries of humanitarian aid during the Kosovo war
illustrates the synbolismof such ties. There were evening television
broadcasts during the Spring 1999 war between Mdscow and Bel grade i nvol vi ng
enoti onal pl edges of support for peoples of comon cultural heritage. The
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public denmonstration triggered in response to US/NATO airstrikes in Bosnia in
1995 and the sustained daily protests and pelting of the American Enbassy in
Moscow during the Kosovo air canpaign is to a great extent explained by the
close affinity Russians have with Serbs. Absent the Serb religious-ethnic tie,
even given Russia’'s opposition to NATO s unilateral use of force against a
soverei gn European nation, one might still have expected that there woul d not
have been such intense interest, inflamed enotions or activismon the part of
Russi an | eadershi p and society in responding to the Bosnian and Kosovo
conflicts.

It is difficult to define precisely the extent of Russian opposition to
airstrikes in Kosovo. Public opinion polls at the tinme had indicated that
sone 90% of Muscovites opposed NATO action in Kosovo unifying an otherw se
di vided political spectrum | was teaching at the Mdscow State Institute of
International Relations of the Mnistry of Foreign Affairs during the Spring
1999 Kosovo conflict. The university students in ny course on Russian-Anerican
rel ati ons were unani nous in opposing the airstrikes, but differed with respect
to preferences concerning Russia's response. Approxinmately half my students
argued that Russia should assist the Serbs even in the event that there were
serious mlitary or econom c consequences, while others argued that Russia’'s
current econom c problens and need for assistance fromthe Wst nmade it
difficult if not inpossible for Russia to intercede in behalf of Serbs. The
Voi ce of Russia collected interviews with Russians on the streets of Mscow
providing typical perspectives in March 1999 shortly after the initiation of
Qperation Allied Force. [55] According to the Voice of Russia report, one
Muscovite replied: “If they drop bonbs in Kosovo, they could do the sanme to
us. W shoul d hel p Yugosl avia, perhaps even with arms.” Anot her respondent
stated: “This is of course terrible, especially for us, for Russia. Sone help
shoul d be given. Anerica takes too nmuch upon itself, telling everyone el se
what they should do.”

Sone di scounted Russia’'s opposition as insignificant suggesting that
whi | e Russi ans may have expressed dissatisfaction with the bonbings, they were
not prepared to support rendering assistance to the Serbs. While recognition
on the part of Russian citizens that providing support to Serbs nmay not have
been possible given Russia's current donestic problens, or that the risks in
terms of Western responses would be too great, still the NATO air canpai gn
woul d make a significant and lasting inpact in Russian perceptions of the
Al liance and its intentions.

Russia's official, nmedia and public perceptions of the war differed
fundanentally fromthe characterizations of the war in forner Yugoslavia in
Western nations. In the United States, the overwhelming najority of blane in
policy statenents and nmedi a coverage was assigned to the Serbs. The US nedia
pl aced enphasis on Serb atrocities agai nst Kosovar Al bani ans hardly nenti oning
Kosovo's original Serb population that have been forced fromtheir hones nore
recently in face of Albanian retaliatory attacks. The Russian nmedia tended to
gi ve much greater enphasis to covering the plight of Serb victins and
casualties of the conflict. Russian policynmakers and nedia anal ysts tended to
downpl ay the inportance of humanitarian atrocities against Croatians, Bosnian
Musl i ms and Kosovar Al bani ans. During the Spring 1999 air canpaign, the US
media made little mention of the well documented crininal associations and
activities of the Kosovo Liberation Arny (KLA).

Russi ans often called for a nore bal anced appraisal of the conflicts.
For exanple, comrenting on Bosnia in 1994, Russia's Foreign Mnister, Andre
Kozyrev, stated: “.it was not reasonable to mark everyone as good and bad
guys as in a Western. It is not a Western but an ethnically colored civil war
with no right, no wong, no angels, no devils.” [56] Director of the
Institute of Slavic and Bal kan Studi es/ Russi an Acadeny of Sciences and nenber
of the President’s Security Council, Dr. Madimr K Vol kov, described the
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wars in forner Yugoslavia as resulting from“the struggle of enthnocratic
clans, created in the years of comunist rule for power, territory and
property” rather than describing the origins in terms such as the “quest for
Greater Serbia” and other conmon Western acadeni ¢ expl anations assigning the
i mpul se for the conflict to Serbs. [57] In referring specifically to Bosnia,
he notes that the “Muslimnation was built by the communi st regi ne” and that
the “Croat-Serb confrontation and the slogans of establishnent of an Islamc
state in Bosnia led to explosion in that peaceful region.” [58] Vol kov cites
interference on the part of Wstern nations pronpting separatism (Sl oveni a,
Croatia) and giving an “anti-Serbian” slant to the crisis.[59] Fromthe
perspective of many in Mscow, what for the US and NATO nations were “victins”
of humanitarian catastrophe, were for nany Russians considered to be
“separatist” and “terrorist” forces instigated by the Kosovo Liberation Arny
(KLA) .

Sanmuel Huntington's argument that the post-Cold War era would usher in a
period in world history in which cultural identification, based on shared
nationality, religion, |anguage and custons, transcendi ng nation-state,
econom ¢ and i deol ogi cal all egi ances does seemto hold sone credence for
under standi ng Russia’s posture toward fornmer Yugoslavia. [60] The resurgent
prom nence of the Russian Othodox Church and ancient Slavic Othodox
synbolismin contenporary Russia are evidence of the inportance of nationali st
religio-ethnic identity in defining the character of post-conmuni st Russia.

For Huntington, the Russians and Serbs of the Orthodox civilization would
naturally unite when facing challenges fromthe Islam c world, or perhaps the
West. Many Russians view these conflicts in “civilizational” terns with
Othodox Christian Slav Russians and Serbs confronting Muslim Chechen, Bosnian
and Al bani an “separatists” or “terrorists” followi ng the break up of nation
states resulting in considerable territorial |osses for both Russians and
Serbs. The coincidence of these cultural based conflicts strengthens Russian
identification with Serbs.

In reacting to the conflicts in Bosni a-Herzegovina and Kosovo, the
Yeltsin governnent was increasingly torn by the interest in maintaining a
constructive relationship with the United States and the West, while
si mul taneously pressured by the nore decisively pro-Serbian or anti-Wstern
national i st/patriot and communi st forces in the government, defense
establ i shnent and society. Wile Yeltsin and those surroundi ng himhad pl aced
a high priority on working to be “team players” with the Wst, beginning with
the airstrikes in Bosnia and reaching extreme |evels during the NATO air
canpai gn i n Kosovo, Yeltsin would encounter ever greater denmands for resisting
the West.

The first evident disagreenent between the executive and parliament
occurred in May 1992 when Russia failed to exercise its veto power in the UN
Security Council to oppose sanctions agai nst Serbia for supporting Serbian
conbatants fighting in Bosnia-Herzegovina. [61] Forces in the parlianent,
under the | eadership of Yevgenniy Anbartsunmov, charged that the action
violated the traditional tie Russia had to “Slavic” Serbs. Anbartsunmov had
been one of the | eading experts on Yugoslavia at the Institute of
International and Economic Political Studies. He was vigorously supported by
a former institute coll eague who al so becane a proni nent nenber of Parlianent,
the Constitutional Comnission Secretary O eg Runyantsev. It is noteworthy
that both of themwere not fromthe “red-brown” (communist-nationalist)
coalition, but belonged to the denocratic faction, and had been wel|l known for
their liberal pro-Wstern views and ties to dissidents during the Brezhnev
era.

In 1994, the Duma adopted the resolution calling for the lifting of
sanctions agai nst Serbia and expressed support for Bosnian Serbs. Viktor
Sheinis, who |l ed and investigative parlianentary del egation to the forner
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Yugoslavia in 1994 representing the denocratic/reform st Yabl oko faction
descri bed the UN sanctions against Serbia as “unfair and one sided.”[62]

In Septenber 1995, a del egation of Russian |legislative representatives went to
t he Bal kans and returned denanding that Russia supply arns to the Serbs and
that Foreign Mnister Andrei Kozyrev be fired for succumbing to Western
demands in Bosnia. [63] Representatives of the communi st party, nore extrene
nationalists and other anti-Wstern forces in Russia’'s parlianent condemed
the Russian Foreign Mnistry for “caving in to UN pressure.” In response to
NATO ai rstri kes agai nst Bosnian Serbs in 1995, sone Russian |egislative
officials offered to act as “human shields” in support of Serbs.[64]

In 1998, Russian Duna Chairman CGennadiy Sel eznev threatened that the
Duma woul d initiate a rupture of the NATO Russi an Founding Act in the event
that force was used in attenpting to resolve the situation in Kosovo. [65]
Sel znev argued that the “precedent whereby NATO inflicts a bl ow on a sovereign
nation state w thout consultation with the UN Security Council nust be
prevented...” [66] Further, he added that nations of Europe nust denobnstrate
“greater interest in learning to tackle problens wi thout the United States’
active interference.” [67] Selznev again called for using the OSCE as the
preferred nechanismfor resolving the crisis. Russian | awmmakers characterized
t he Kosovo air canpai gn as “NATO bonbardnent” resulting in “genoci de” agai nst
the Serbs. Russian | awnakers pushed for a Russi a-Bel arus-Serbia alliance,
based on shared Slavic Eastern Orthodox ties and geopolitical interests as a
response to the perceived threat fromWstern nations. The State Duna voted
279 to 34 in April 1999 to denand that the Russian governnent supply weapons
and mlitary advisors to Yugoslavia. [68] Yeltsin's spokesman, Dmitriy
Yakushki n, responded that arns shipnents would lead to a “slow draw ng of
Russian into war” and “inevitable escalation of conflict with unpredictable
consequences.” [69] Yeltsin affirned that our “fundamental position is not to
get sucked into a big ground war and not to deliver arns...”[70] Yeltsin
confirmed that Russia would “take the noral high ground” enpl oying diplonmatic
neans, rather than nmilitary force, as the preferred option for responding to
the crisis. Yeltsin's dispatch of Viktor Chernonmyrdin to negotiate a
settlenent to the Kosovo crisis net with staunch objection in the Duma with
many believing that the Russian envoy had sinply served the US and NATO s
i nterests.

Several factors contributed to escalating pressure fromparlianmentarians
on the President. First, Russians becane disillusioned by the fact that the
United States and other Western powers had not denonstrated the willingness to
provide large scale aid to conplinment the abundant advice offered to “support”
their reforms. The failure to nmeet early expectations concerning financia
assi stance coupled with the severe dislocation and hardship suffered by the
econom c reforms, created increasing aggravation and aninosity toward the
West. The invol venent of the US government and academ ¢ advi sors in backing
radi cal reforners cane to be perceived by nmany Russians as contributing to the
econom ¢ disaster culmnating in the August 1998 financial collapse. This
perceived “nmeddling” in Russia' s society |led to disenchantnment and surging
anti-Americanisnfanti-Wsternism As the US/ NATO stepped up the use of
mlitary force in dealing with Yugoslavia, Russians increasingly identified
with Serbs as victinms of Western “interference.” Wiile the wars in former
Yugosl avia intensified, the new Russian inperialists and nationalists had
coal esced, defined their agendas and were gai ning increasing prom nence in the
donestic political arena. Yeltsin would surely stand to | ose political ground
in appearing to bow to Wstern pressure.

Tensi ons between the executive branch of the government and military
reached t he hi ghest level during the Kosovo conflict. Statenents cane from
mlitary officials, both retired and active, reflecting dissatisfaction with
either the unwillingness or inability of the President to respond adequately
to what was a perceived as a challenge to Russia’s interests. The Russian
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Def ense M nistry's Head of International MIlitary Cooperation, Colonel Genera
Leonid Ivashov characterized NATO s action in Kosovo as “open aggression”

agai nst a “sovereign state” and had raised the possibility of providing
mlitary assistance to Belgrade. [71] Retired Arny General and Governor of

t he Krasnoyarsk region, Al exander Lebed, noted in an interview published in
Der Spiegel in April 1999 regardi ng the Yugoslav situation that the

rel ati onship between Russia and the United States “has | ong since ceased being
a partnership. It is the relationship of master and dog.."[72] Lebed argued
t hat Russians “shoul d announce to the entire world” that they would “provide
mlitary and technical aid to Yugoslavia” in order to “unite our nation and
regain our self respect.” [73] An article published in Rossiyskaya Gazeta, at
the outset of the Kosovo crisis, indicated that conmander of the Far East
Mlitary District (and actually a former Presidential hopeful), Victor
Chechevatov, sent a letter to Boris Yeltsin stating that:

At the tine of the severe trials which have befallen the
Sl av peopl es of Yugoslavia as a result of NATO s arned aggression
| consider it my duty to state ny readi ness to head up any
formati on—of volunteers or of regular Russian Arnmy units—to
provide themwith nilitary assistance. There is no sense today in
m nimzing what i s happening in the world and an urgent need
exists to admit that World War 111 is erupting and extending to
newer and newer regions, as in 1934-1941. The bonbi ng of
Yugosl avia could be a rehearsal resulting in simlar strikes in
the not too distant future on Russia.[74]

The differences expressed between the executive and military resulted in
strong adnonitions aired in public. For exanple, Al exander Vol oshin, the
Krem in chief of staff, issued a statement in the mdst of the Spring Kosovo
crisis warning that top mlitary officers nmaking coments that are not
consistent with Yeltsin's position would be “dism ssed i mediately.” [75]
The desire on the part of the nmlitary to pursue a nore forceful posture
toward Western nations would beconme visibly evident in Russia’'s

unexpected march to Pristina in June 1999.

Russia’s Bold March to Pristina

The Kosovo conflict reached a point of potential NATO Russian
confrontati on over the novenent of Russian forces fromBosnia into Pristina
Kosovo to occupy the Slatina airport preenpting the planned arrival of KFOR
The Russian military was, w thout question, outraged by NATO nilitary action
in Kosovo and NATO s resolve in setting the terns for the peacekeeping
intervention in Kosovo. As Victor Gobarev put it: “.the surprise nmarch by the
nmechani zed colum to Pristina airport..underscored the di senchantment of the
Russian military with what they perceive as NATO aggressi veness, offensiveness
as opposed to defensiveness, outright bullying, and arrogance toward
Russi a.”[ 76]

There has been a great deal of specul ation about how the decision was
made to nove the Russian paratroopers from Bosnia on June 11-12, 1999.
Contrary to the suggestions of sone analysts, the Russian paratroopers in
Bosni a, knowing full well the consequences of such action, would never have
made the decision to nove forces to Pristina, violating the terms of SFOR
wi t hout orders fromtheir superiors. Gven the tensions between the mlitary
and President, others have suggested that the nilitary |eadership m ght have
made t he deci sion w thout consulting President Yeltsin. Russia's Foreign
Mnister initially clained to have no know edge of the troop novenent and, as
tensi ons nounted with NATO of fered assurances to US Secretary of State
Madel ei ne Al bright that the Russian force of sone 200 personnel en route from
Bosni a woul d not continue into Kosovo. The fact that Russia's Foreign
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M ni ster lvanov referred to the arrival of the force in Kosovo as a “m stake”
| eft serious questions about where decisions were being nmade on the Russian
side.[77]

Evidently the march to Pristina involved nmarked assertiveness on the
part of the Defense Mnistry, circunventing the Foreign Mnistry all together
According to the detail ed personal account of former Suprenme Allied Commander,
CGeneral Wesley K Cark, his source in Mdscow indicated that the signals
provided fromRussia’s Foreign Mnistry were “decidedly softer” than that of
the mlitary.[78 ] |In fact, General Ivashov had said just prior to the
noverment of forces from Bosnia that “W are not going to beg the United States
to give us a specific sector in Kosovo.we will work out wth Yugosl avia what
sector we control.”[79] Ivashov had been talking in terms of Russia depl oying
sone 10,000 troops, far greater than some 3,600 Russi an peacekeepers
eventually sent to forma part of KFOR in Kosovo. [ 80]

In an interview published in Konmsonol skaya Pravda shortly after the
sei zure of the Slatina airport in June 1999, General Ivashov inplied that
Presi dent Yeltsin approved the novenent of paratroopers.[81] |I|vashov stated
that “this is a president’s decision” and Yeltsin made the decision on the
basis of “briefings by Mnisters of Defense and Foreign Affairs.”[82] Victor
CGobarev supports Ivashov's claimthat the President had approved the seizure
of the airport, offering a |ogical explanation for Yeltsin' s decision

He was certainly infornmed about the plan, which was clearly an
initiative of the Russian high mlitary conmand, he approved it,
and then stepped aside to wait and see whether it woul d succeed.
Once it was clear that the nmeasure had succeeded, Yeltsin stepped
forward anid the confusion and clained full responsibility for the
deci si on..Had the adventure failed, Yeltsin would have quickly
identified scapegoats anpng the Russian mlitary.[83]

Cobarev’'s argunent is consistent with the fact that Yeltsin rewarded the
officer who led the narch to Pristina, Viktor Zavarzin, with a pronotion to
t hree star general

Why woul d Yel tsin have approved the nove to Pristina? Yeltsin would be
af forded considerable credit in the world community for the contributions of
his envoy, Viktor Chernonyrdin, in bringing about the cessation of conflict.
However, this would not have constituted nmuch of a diplomatic victory at hone
where the fornmer Prime Mnister enjoyed little popularity and was criticized
widely for sacrificing Russian and Serbian interests in negotiating with the
West. In ternms of donestic consunption, Yeltsin stood to benefit by this bold
assertion toward NATO. The largely synbolic seizure of the airport by the
“Heroes of Pristina” was received with jubilation at home. Yeltsin, already in
the m dst of inpeachment pressures, had suffered further erosion of his
popul arity as a result of perceptions that, as tine and again in the past, in
deal ing wi th Kosovo, the Russian President had nade too many conpronises with
the West. In addition, Yeltsin had frequently displayed an erratic style and
did seemto take delight in springing surprises fromtine to tinme. But was
Yeltsin ready to risk military confrontation with NATO in Kosovo if it cane to
it? The President and his nmilitary advisors could not have been at all certain
t hat NATO woul d not attenpt to bl ock Russian occupation of the airport.

Surely there would be even nore danage to Yeltsin's reputation in the event
that Russia was visibly forced to retreat.

It is clear that Russians took great pleasure in preenpting NATO s nove
to Kosovo and in denobnstrating to a wide international audience
i nstantaneously via televised broadcast that Russia was still a major player
not to be discounted. Russia s NIV reported that the unexpected depl oynent of
forces in Kosovo ahead of NATO inplied that “Russia stole from NATO t he
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victory in the Kosovo conflict.”[84] The giant of the East, possessing a |ong
history of involvenent in the geopolitical devel opnments and wars of Europe,
had made quite clear that it was by no neans prepared to conmply with NATO s
plans so easily. But still this bold display of “bravado” certainly involved
sone risks in | eaving Western | eaders unprepared for such a nmove. In this
regard, the entire episode nmay have had less to do with rational calculation
and everything to do with Russians reacting as a result of nounting

resent ment .

If the President did approve the action, whatever his notives, the fact
that Russia’'s Foreign Mnister and NATO were not provided with reliable
advance notice concerning Russia s intentions hei ghtened uncertainty and ri sk.
US Navy officer Derek Reveron recalls the day a fax cane into Suprene
Headquarters Allied Powers Europe (SHAPE) fromthe Russians indicating that
they had “.arrived in Pristina.” [85] After receiving assurances a few hours
before fromUS Secretary of State Albright that Russia’s Foreign Mnister |gor
I vanov had “prom sed” her that “Russians would not cross into Kosovo
prematurely,” General Wesley K Cark indicated that he received a call from
his special assistant to informhimthat the Russians were in fact in
Pristina.[86] Cark recalls that he i medi ately contacted NATO Secretary
CGeneral Javier Solana. He recounts his conversation: “Javier, have you seen
the Tv? The Russians are in Pristina..n[87]

Subsequently, Cark had in fact issued an order to block the runways at
Pristina with an Apache force to prevent the Russians fromreceiving
addi tional reinforcenents or taking control of a sector in Northern
Kosovo.[88] Cark’s account indicates that this order was rejected by UK Arny
Lt. Ceneral M chael Jackson, Conmander of the Allied Conmand Rapid Reaction
Force, who, according to Clark, offered the following reply: “Sir, |I’'mnot
starting World War 1l for you.” [89] According to Cark, subsequent phone
calls resulted in affirmati on of Jackson’s position by British Defense
M nister, Charles GQurthie. General Hugh Shelton, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, evidently agreed in confirmng with Cark by phone that “.we didn't
want a confrontation.” [90] dark provides his rationale:

| didn't want to face the issue of shooting down Russian transport
aircraft if they forced their way through NATO airspace. |If they

were able to land a large force, then we would be in the position

of having to contain them which could force a confrontation where
the odds were |l ess favorable to us. [91]

Clark’s testinmony al so underscores the inmportance of the “surprise” and “risk”
factors in leaving a traditionally defensive alliance unprepared for rapid
securing of political backing in nmenber countries and agreenment on an
appropriate response for such a development. C ark explains sone of the
factors that had prevented NATO fromgetting a force to the Slatina airport
prior to or to neet the Russians:

There were too many unresolved i ssues. There had been no detail ed

back-brief, and no rehearsal. The air and ground el ements hadn’t
wor ked toget her before. The logistics were uncertain. M
conmanders were full of doubts and reservations. | couldn’t

recormend a plan like this until nmy comanders and | could review
the plan and believe in it.[92]

For Russians, the fact that they were not assigned a separate sector in
Kosovo along with the Anericans, British, French, Germans and Italians
represented only nmore confirmation that NATO was not offering due respect for
Russia and the Russian military. The Russians had initially put forward a
pl an that woul d have given themcontrol of the North-East portion of Kosovo,
an area originally with a mgjority Serb popul ati on and val uabl e m nera
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resources.

However, the possibility of a separate sector for Russia in Kosovo was
evidently ruled out. Deputy Secretary of State, Strobe Tal bott, had been firm
in stating this would “anmpunt to partition of the province.” [93] US Arny
Col onel Greg Kaufman, forner Director of the Bal kan Task Force, OSD/ Pentagon
i ndi cated that assigning a separate sector to Russia was “never a
possibility.”[94] Kaufnman suggested that it was anticipated that Russians
woul d have |ikely encountered difficulties with | ocal Al banians in nmanagi ng
their sector and there were al so concerns that such an arrangenent could have
resulted in partition of Kosovo.[95] Kaufman also pointed out that it was not
wi dely publicized that Russian troops arrived at the Pristina airport without
sufficient supplies to sustain their 200 personnel --the obvious inplication
bei ng that one woul d question the capacity of the cash strapped Russian
econony to maintain a major deploynent of forces in Kosovo.[96] Kaufnman said
that this was a “NATO operati on” and NATO would “set the terms of engagenent”
and that “there was never any question about that..”[97] dark nade his view
clear: “NATO command and control is required.lf we give the Russians any
possibility of an independent sector, no nmatter how snmall we say it is
initially, we've lost the principle of NATO command and control.”[98] dark
noted that:

| had cl osely observed the double standard the Russians had
applied while working for us in the Bosnia mssion. They took
care of the Serbs, passing theminformation, tipping themoff to
any of our operations, and generally doing their best to | ook
after their “fellow Slavs” while keeping up the full pretense of
cooperation with us. And in Bosnia we hadn't given themtheir own
sector. If they had their own sector in Kosovo, they would run it
as a separate mssion, and Kosovo woul d be effectively
partitioned.[99]

What appeared as Russia’'s “success” rapidly turned about as Bulgaria,
Romani a and Hungary supported NATO s requests to deny Russia access to their
ai rspace thereby bl ocking the Russians fromflying in reinforcenents.
Utimtely, the decisions regarding Kosovo's future and the arrangenent for
t he depl oynent of peacekeepers would be finalized at the political |evel.
Moscow woul d eventual |y concede to participate in KFOR without actually
controlling any single sector. By late June, Yeltsin was in Col ogne for the
neeting of the Group of Eight commenting with respect to Yugoslavia that “W
need to make up after our fight.”[100] At this neeting, Russia achieved
permanent status as a full nenber of both the political and econom c circle of
the G8. It was announced that the grouping of the world s wealthiest seven
nati ons plus Russia would no | onger be referred to as the G 7, but from now on
as the G8.[101] VYeltsin also received assurances that the | M- woul d be
pressed to release $4.5 billion of Wstern aid that had been bl ocked after
Russi an financial narkets had collapsed i n August 1998 and di scussi ons t ook
pl ace concerni ng Soviet-era debt relief.[102] Russian officials signed an
agreenment with their Anerican counterparts in Cologne limting the depl oynment
of Russian troops in Kosovo to 3,600 and renoving their demand for a separate
sector establishing a nore limted role for Russia in the peacekeeping
operation.

Russi a and NATO Peacekeepi ng i n Bosni a- Her zegovi na and Kosovo

Wi | e Russia and NATO had experienced serious strains at the politica
diplomatic level in responding to the disintegration of Yugoslavia, mlitary-
to-mlitary cooperation in peacekeeping in both Bosni a-Herzegovi na and Kosovo
constitute overall a quite positive aspect of the relationship. The prior
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mlitary-to-mlitary exchanges and joint exercises under the auspices of the
Partnership for Peace program made it nuch easier to establish the
interoperability and working rel ati onshi ps necessary for functioning
effectively in these difficult situations.[103] Even in Kosovo, while
Russia’'s mlitary | eadership was not at all satisfied with the final agreenent
denyi ng Russia a sector, reports of those who were involved indicate that
Russi an and NATO forces were able to work well together. The internationa
conposition of the NATO and partner nation forces in Bosnia-Herzegovi ha and
Kosovo woul d correspond with the diversity of the popul ation of forner

Yugosl avia contributing to the efforts to gain the trust and w llingness of
the local inhabitants to cooperate with the peacekeepers. The presence of
Russi ans as a part of the peacekeeping nissions contributed to |egitimzing
the settlenent and forei gn presence in Bosni a-Herzegovi na and Kosovo and woul d
prove val uabl e for engendering sone confidence anong | ocal Serbs who were not
so willing to accept NATO presence in the inmediate aftermath of the
airstrikes.

The end to the East-West confrontation created the necessary
i nternational circunstances for Russia' s cooperation in nultinationa
peacekeeping efforts with Western nations. Follow ng the dissolution of the
Warsaw Pact and the renpval of barriers to deepening security cooperation wth
non- Sovi et bloc nations, the official mlitary and foreign policy docunents of
t he Russi an Federation assigned i nportance to peacekeepi ng. Prior to the
early 1990s, peacekeeping had been a relatively insignificant aspect Russia’'s
international activities. More recently, in spite of severe budgetary

constraints, the Russian Federation still allocated personnel and equi pnent to
supporting peacekeepi ng operations in the CIS and for UN and nultinationa
forces. In 1995, Russia established a |law setting forth the provisions for

the allocation of civilian and military personnel for participation in
peacekeepi ng. [ 104] Russia established a “special contingent” for peacekeeping
within the Arned Forces in 1996.[ 105]

Wil e the nunbers and size of peacekeeping operations did increase in
the 1990s, nobst of Soviet/Russian involvenent took place in conflicts on the
territory of the former Soviet Union. Figures as of 1998 indicated that the
| argest representati on of Russian peacekeeping forces were deployed in Georgia
and Abkhazia (11,000), Tajikistan (8,000), Arnmenia (4,000) and in the Ml dova-
Transdni ester region (2,500).[106] Conmitments beyond the territory of the
former Soviet Union were significantly nore nodest such as Angola (135),
Western Sahara (25), Irag-Kuwait (10) and so forth.[107] The peacekeepi ng
contingents in Bosnia and Kosovo are the exceptions in representing the
| argest commitnment of forces outside Russia’'s bordering “near abroad” or
nati ons of the forner Soviet enpire. The peacekeepi ng depl oynents in support
of inplenentation of the Dayton Accords in Bosni a-Herzegovi na and UN
Resol ution 1244 and the MIlitary Technical Agreenment concluded between NATO
and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia for Kosovo not only provided the first
tests for Russia and NATO to cooperate at the operational and tactical |evels,
but also created the opportunity for nations that had been adversaries for
several decades during the Cold War to establish trust through actually
working jointly in the daunting task of attenpting to secure peace in these
war ravaged areas where | ocal grievances and resentnents had hardly subsi ded.

Sust ai ni ng these costly peacekeepi ng operations given Russia s cash

st rapped econony and increasing comitments in Chechnya would be difficult.
Russi a provi ded carefully sel ected experienced volunteer soldiers and officers
for the peacekeeping forces in former Yugoslavia. The disciplined airborne
vol unteer forces deployed to forner Yugoslavia should be clearly distinguished
fromthe younger inexperienced conscripts that the Russians have sent to the
war zones in recent years in Chechnya and Dagestan. The pay incentives were
better than other assignnents with reports rangi ng from $300-$1000 a nont h,
far nore significant than the typical nonthly salaries.[108] Russians and the
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Russi an nmedi a sources often aired conplaints about conceding to a di m ni shed
peacekeeping force in Kosovo. At the sane tine, nedia coverage during that
time had also indicated that a considerable portion of the public did not
bel i eve that Russia shoul d devote resources to support the depl oynent of
peacekeepers to Kosovo. Nevertheless, a total of 158 Senators of the
Federation Council voted in favor of Russian participation in KFOR, wth three
abstentions and no votes against participation.[109] Sone | awrakers did raise
obj ections, however, that Russian comranders would serve in “junior”
capacities to NATO commanders. [ 110]

Moscow s agreenent to participate in the nultinational peacekeeping
nm ssions in Bosni a-Herzegovi na and Kosovo derived from several considerations.
First, the peacekeepi ng presence would provide a synbolic renm nder of Russia's
continued inmportance in Europe, the international community and of its
interests in the Bal kan region. Russia’ s peacekeepi ng presence was vi ewed as
one neans of guaranteeing participation in defining the terns for eventua
resol ution of these conflicts. It was inportant that Russia, viewed by nmany in
the world community as a wani ng world power, provide a credible and effective
mlitary presence in this European conflict zone that had been the focus of so
much attention throughout the world comunity. Initially, at the conclusion of
t he Dayton Agreenent, Russia was especially interested in denmonstrating
wi |l lingness to nmove beyond the divisions of the Cold War to cooperate in new
areas with the West. Finally, the traditional ties with Serbs nmeant that
Russi ans were not only a val uable asset in securing Serb cooperation in
achieving diplomatic settlenment but that they also had an interest in ensuring
that Serbs would not be victims of retaliation and considerabl e human and
material |osses following the cessation of hostilities.

Russi a’ s peacekeepi ng depl oynents to the forner Yugoslavia actually
began shortly after the collapse of the Soviet Union with participation in the
United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR) in 1992 in Croatia. Beginning in
1996, Russian forces were deployed to work with NATO i n Bosni a- Her zegovi na.
Russia presently contributes sone 1,200 of the 20,000 peacekeepers in the
Stabilization Force (SFOR) (successor to the original |nplenentation Force
| FOR) in Bosni a-Herzegovi na and nai ntai ns sonme 3, 000- 3,600 soldiers of the
sone 40,000 forces deployed in the Kosovo Force (KFOR).[111] In Bosni a-

Her zegovi na, the Russian brigade was based in the US sector, Miltinationa

Di vi sion North which includes a border area between the predoninantly Croat
and Muslim Federation and the predom nantly Serb popul at ed Respublik
Srpska.[112] The Russian brigade headquarters was established in Ugljevik
near Tuzla. |In Kosovo, the Russians are deployed in the US-led Miltinationa
Bri gade East, in the French-led Miltinational Brigade North and the Gernan-|ed
Mul tinational Brigade South. The Hel sinki Agreenent also established that both
NATO and Russia woul d share responsibility in managing the air field
operations at the airport in Pristina.

As a condition of participation, Russians would not concede to putting
their forces under NATO conmand. The command arrangenent worked out with the
Russians differs fromall other non-NATO participants in the multinationa
forces.[113] In an agreenent between US Secretary of Defense WIIliam Perry and
Russi an Defense M nister Pavel G achev, Russian peacekeepers in Bosnia woul d
receive their orders through a Russian General based at SHAPE, and woul d be
under the tactical control of the US General for routine daily operations. The
Russi an General would work with SACEUR and SHAPE in nanagi ng strategic and

operational issues pertaining to Russia' s participation in SFOR |In Kosovo,
as in Bosnia, Russian |iaison representatives at SHAPE woul d coordi nate issues
pertaining to Russian participation in KFOR It was agreed that the Russian

battal i on cormander woul d approve orders along with the respective NATO
comuanders working with the Russians in the respective US-M\D East, French-M\D
North and German- MND Sout h. Bilateral planning neetings between the Russian
Head of Del egation at SHAPE and SACEUR di stinguish the consultative process
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with Russia from other non-NATO nations participating in SFOR and KFOR. Wile
this command arrangenent is unprecedented and unique, evidently it has not
hi ndered successful cooperation at the tactical |evel.

Russi an and NATO peacekeepers participating in both SFOR and KFOR were
tasked with creating a safe and secure environment for |ocal inhabitants and
the conditions for restoration of elected civilian governnment in multiethnic
nati ons that would enable the ultinate renoval of NATO and NATO part ner
nati ons. Toward these objectives, the peacekeepers perfornmed a multitude of
tasks. NATO and NATO partner forces collaborated in assisting in the
i npl enentati on of the peace agreenents; nonitoring and enforcing ceasefires;
confiscating weapons fromboth sides in accordance with the nandates of the
peace agreenents; patrolling; guarding sites and checkpoints; clearing mnes;
delivering aid; offering nedical support; providing security during elections
and so forth.

In terns of evaluating the capacity of NATO and Russi an peacekeepers to
wor k together effectively, with few exceptions, and by nbst accounts, reports
have been quite favorable. Though not without certain strategic and
operational challenges in coordinating decisions and planni ng, accounts
i ndicate that the Russian and NATO forces functioned quite well in the day to
day tactical |evel tasks of peacekeeping and peace enforcenent.

Maj or CGeneral (Ret.) WIlliamL. Nash, fornmer US comrander of the
nmul tinational force in Bosnia charged with enforcing the Dayton settl enent,
descri bes several factors contributing to success with the Russians:

The partnershi p worked because 1) our nations had
conmon strategi c objectives 2) we were professional soldiers
fulfilling our nations’ mssion 3) after fifty years of
studyi ng each other, we were very know edgeabl e about each
other; and 4) frankly, we did not get too nuch help from
Washi ngton or Moscow. CQur |eaders gave us a job to do, and
for the nmost part, left us alone to do it.[114]

In terns of strategic priorities, Nash notes that US forces viewed the Bosni an
operation as an opportunity to denonstrate the “potential of US-Russian
strategi c cooperation.”[115] Nash said that as for American forces under his
comand, he made clear his concern for the well being of Russian peacekeepers.
Such rapport would certainly contribute to establishing respect and worKking
relationships in these first joint engagenents.[116] Nash praised the
contributions of Russian forces in Bosnia describing the Russians as “very
professional” and “equival ent to any NATO nati on and better than other partner
nations.”[117]

Reports indicate that joint participation in peacekeepi ng provided an
opportunity for former strategic adversaries to beconme increasingly famliar
wi th one another on both professional and personal levels. US Arny officer
Tom Wl helmwites about his experience working with the Russians in Bosnia.
W hel m descri bes the Russian officers in Bosnia as “superb” and offered the
point that: “This environment hel ps create professional bonds between nyself
and the Russians, and, by way of exanple, it establishes a | evel of expected
professionalismfromthe factions.”[118] Col. Stanislav G ebenyuv, chief
surgeon for the Russian Separate Airborne Brigade at the Russian headquarters
i n Bosni a- Her zegovi na, noted that: “Some of us go to the American Field
Hospital in Tuzla Eagle Base weekly, and we visit other nedical detachments in
the division on a regular basis. It is very interesting to see how ot her
nations do things. Serving with SFOR is an excellent opportunity for us to
neet other doctors with whom we can discuss clinical and other nedica
cases..’[119] Lt. Kyle Stelm who served in Bosnia in 1996 and 1998 offered the
foll owi ng description: “.in the nunmber of interactions | had with the Russian
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soldiers | personally had a great tinme. They were as at ease with us as they
we were with any other nationality. Al of themspoke a little English and we
usual ly had a Russian linguist with us, and so we all took advantage of the
opportunity to get to know the Arny we had only read about.”[120] Sgt.
Christopher Fillipelli noted that they had celebrated a traditiona

Thanksgi ving dinner with the Russian soldiers in Bosnia: "It was great to
share our custons with them once they understood the nmeaning..” [121]

Because of the strong opposition to the NATO air war in Kosovo, Russian
objections to terns for the depl oynent of peacekeepers, the unexpected
devel opnent at the Slatina airport, the climte between Mscow, Washi ngton and
Brussels was nore strained at the outset of the Kosovo peacekeepi ng
depl oyments. The grudgi ng participation of Russia’s mlitary |eadership was
especially evident at the operational |evel where issues of control in
pl anni ng and coordination would periodically arise. However, as in Bosnia,
tactical |evel cooperation was evidently excellent. In discussing Russian
work with NATO forces in Kosovo, Col. Greg Kaufnman, Director of the Bal kan
Task Force OSD-Pentagon, notes that as “soldiers on the ground.in terns of day
to day joint patrolling etc...we have a very good working relationship...there
is a professional understanding that transcends national |ines..m[122]
Simlarly, Russian Major Al exander Koshel ni k describes interaction in the
Anerican sector in Kosovo as follows: “We work with each other as soldiers
must. There are no contradictions between us, and there cannot be..The
mlitary are not interested in politics. Wat we are interested inis to
acconplish the tasks set forth for the peacekeepi ng operation.”[123]

The peacekeepers did confront certain conmand, tactical and linguistic
chal | enges. For exanple, US peacekeepers note that the Russian top-down
conmand structure (not unlike other former Warsaw Pact nations) provided |ess
flexibility in responding to changing | ocal conditions than woul d have been
the case in the US chain of conmand arrangenent.[124] Captain Vincent H
Torres, who served in both | FOR and SFOR and worked with the Russian brigade,
noted that there were clear differences in terms of training, comunication
and nethods for distributing information, but that once these obstacles were
surmounted, tactical |evel cooperation was “snooth.”[125] While Anerican
peacekeepers report that many Russi an peacekeepers had basi ¢ know edge of
English or they were often acconpanied by linguists in joint tasks, |anguage
was a barrier at times. Sgt. Fillipelli recounts dealing with the
conmuni cation issue: “Wile trying to convey ny concern over area security to
a Russian lieutenant, we used rocks and sticks to draw on the ground to create
our defensive scheme. Fromour design, the soldiers inplenmented our security
nmeasures. " [ 126]

Accounts indicate that |anguage, cultural affinity and prior Russian
experi ence in peacekeeping in the conflict zones of their neighboring newly
i ndependent countries often nade the Russians an asset in dealing with |oca
authorities and citizens in carrying out the practical tasks in forner
Yugosl avia. For example, one incident in Bosnia in June 2000 invol ved a
request to destroy a grenade found in the garden a few neters fromthe hone of
locals in Sredna Trnova near the Russian headquarters in Ugljevik. 1t was
reported that the fact that the Russians could understand and be understood by
the | ocals hel ped considerably in resolving this problem and other such
routine incidents.[127] Wl helmalso reflects on the inportance of the
“personal tones” in the Russian style of dealing with |ocals representing the
“harsh reality of their own near-border conflicts”...and proving “very
effective with regard to getting the factions (Serb and Muslim to neet each
demilitarization nmilestone in turn.”[128]

A source of mmjor concern was whet her Russian peacekeepers woul d be able
to function as inpartial professionals given Russian perspectives concerning
the conflict and traditional Russian-Serb ties. In a nmeeting with the author
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in Moscow in July 1999, Lt. General N kolai N. Zl enko, Deputy Chief of
International MIlitary Cooperation, Mnistry of Defense, affirmed that the
conmtment to approach the task in Kosovo w thout bias toward either side
woul d be essential for the success of the peacekeeping effort and that this
nust be anong the highest priorities.[129] In fact, several Anmericans with
know edge of working with Russians in Bosnia-Herzegovi na and Kosovo of fer
assessnments that differ with Cark’s claimof Russian partiality toward the
Serbs in Bosnia and his sinmilar concerns for Kosovo.

Maj or General Nash indicated that while the Bosnian Mislins did
periodically create difficulties for the Russians, the Russians displayed a
pr of essi onal “even-handed approach.”[130] Kaufrman shares Nash's favorable
assessnment on this issue and suggested that any instances of bias would be
exceptions. According to Kaufman, reports of favoritismanong |ocals may have
nore to do with conmmon | anguage, custons and fanmiliarity than deliberate
i nconsi stency or lack of professional interaction on the part of Russians
toward all different groups in former Yugoslavia.[131] Anbng nany instances
that mght be cited, both Russians and Anericans were put to the test early on
in an incident in the Eastern sector of Kosovo in Kanenica in August 1999 when
t hey encountered both I ocal Al banians and Serbs attenpting to block a road.
Reports indicated that American and Russi an peacekeepers consulted on
di ffusing the situation while |ocal inhabitants, both Serb and Al bani an
accused the Anericans and Russians in KFOR of ethnic bias. [132] Reports
i ndi cate that Russian checkpoints have cone under fire by | ocal Al banians in
Kosovo. [ 133] KFOR comuander, US Brigadi er General John Craddock, working with
t he Russians in Kosovo, offered the follow ng point:

There appears to be a significant disinformtion canpaign
agai nst the Russian unit. There is a preconceived Al banian notion
that the Russians will favor the Serbs.W have not seen it. They
have shown restraint and control (in confrontations with ethnic
Al bani ans). [134]

As the KFOR mission proceeded with the participation of Russian forces,
there have still been ongoing protestations fromthe highest |evels of the
Russia mlitary concerning 1) the terns of their participation in KFOR, and
2) the treatnent of Serb inhabitants of Kosovo. For exanple, just prior to a
neeting with NATO Secretary General Lord George Robertson in Cctober 2000,
Russia's Mnister of Defense Marshall |gor Sergeyev nade the foll ow ng comrent
to journalists: “W cannot understand NATO s | ogic which, on the one hand,
nmakes statenments about the inportance of Russia's participation in the Multi-
Nati onal Forces for Kosovo (KFOR), but on the other, is trying to reject
Russia’s planning in the peacekeepi ng operations..”[135] Sergeyev al so charged
that the Al banians were “conmitting the same crines agai nst Kosovar Serbs that
M | osevi c had committed agai nst themjustifying the use of NATO military force
agai nst Serbia.”[136] General I|vashov has issued repeated calls for KFOR to
take a tougher stand against anti-Serb retaliation. Follow ng the bonmbing of
a bus of Serb civilians in February 2001, in calling for KFORto respond to
Al bani an assaults agai nst Kosovo’'s Serb popul ation, |vashov stated that:
“Further delay to this process and the vagueness of KFOR s actions only
encour ages the separatists..”[137]

I f the Russian-NATO peacekeepi ng m ssions, SFOR and KFOR, are to be
assessed in terns of the capacity of former adversaries to cooperate, then
t hese instances nust be deened a success. In terns of traditional neasures
for assessing the performance of peacekeepers in conflict zones such as
restraint in the use of force, even handed treatnment of |ocal inhabitants, and
prof essi onal conduct, then again, with few exceptions, these joint
peacekeepi ng engagenents have been successf ul
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Peacekeepi ng ni ssions have al so been evaluated in the literature on the
basis of the extent to which the stated mi ssion was acconplished. O course,
it is not the professional mlitary | eadership and peacekeepers that set forth
the objectives of their mssion, but rather the political/diplomtic
| eadership, and certainly not always fully taking into account the judgnents
of the nmlitary professionals. If the peacekeeping m ssions in Bosnia-
Her zegovi na and Kosovo are to be judged in terms of acconplishing the
obj ectives of creating a safe environnment for |ocal inhabitants and the
conditions for the eventual exit of peacekeepers, then the record is nore
nm xed. The Dayton agreenment and UN Resol ution 1244 and ot her agreenments set
the terns of the cessation of conflict in both Bosni a-Herzegovi na and Kosovo.
The UN and NATO have provided the adnministrative and security support for
enforcing these agreenents. Citizens of Sarajevo and other cities in Bosnia-
Her zegovi na are no |longer residing in war zones. A large portion of the huge
exodus of Al banian refugees returned to Kosovo. Anpong the few statistica
reports available, figures fromthe American sector-VMNB East based in Gijil ane
for the period July-Decenber 1999 indicated that instances of crinme and mnurder
had decreased fromover 80 incidents per nonth to only 15.[138]

However, | ocal inhabitants in Bosnia-Herzegovina today fear that if the
peacekeepers | eave (nhow six years into the SFOR presence) fighting would
resume. The area remmins effectively divided in two states including the
Bosni an- Croat Federation and the al nost entirely Serb popul ated, Republik
Srpska. Each state naintains its own army, police and |egislative organs. The
Dayt on Agreenent stipulated that a denocratic nultiethnic nation would be
created in Bosnia, but nationalist tensions renain along with considerable
resi stance to such integration. For exanple, nost recently, in March 2001
the nationalists of the Croatian Denbcratic Union (HDZ) nade a bid for the
creation of an independent Croatian state in the Bosni an- Croat
Federation.[139] It was reported that sone 7,000 soldiers of the Croat
contingent of the federation army left their barracks in support of the
national i st separatist novenent.[140] |In April 2001, Serb protestors
prevented the transfer of a disputed Sarajevo suburb to the Mislim Croat
Federation.[141] In May 2001, Bosnian Serb nationalist protestors assaulted
UN staff menbers in Trebinje to disrupt a cerenpny commenorating the
destruction of a Muslimnmosque in the war of 1992-1995.[142] Many of those
di spl aced by the war have yet to return and those returning overwhel m ng
reside in areas where their respective ethnic group conposes the
maj ority.[143]

KFOR has encountered considerable difficulty in protecting |oca
i nhabitants in Kosovo. To a certain extent, the task for the peacekeepers
nm ght have been nmade easier in Bosni a-Herzegovina than in Kosovo given that
the terms of settlement established for interimbroad territorial divisions
bet ween warring groups (the Bosni an-Croat Federation and Respublik Srpska),
whereas in Kosovo, Western nations had resisted any suggestion of partition or
initially even creating safe havens or zones for the different ethnic groups.
There are still daily reports of harassnment, killings and desecration of
religious sites in Kosovo agai nst Al banians and Serbs and other minority
groups. Reports indicate that only 60, 000-100,000 of the original Serb
popul ati on of 200,000 remain in Kosovo, nmany having fled as a result of the
threat of Al banian retaliation.[144] KFOR encountered difficulty in obtaining
conpl i ance of the Kosovo Liberation Arnmy (KLA) in disarmng in accordance with
the terms of the peace settlenent. Wile the KLA no |onger exists, the Kosovo
Protection Corps (KPC), Liberation Army of Presevo, Bujanovac and Medvedja
(UCPBM, National Liberation Arny (NLA) and (UCK) continued to operate in
Kosovo and Macedoni a.[145] Reports allege that KLA successor organizations
have engaged in periodic intimdation of locals, violation of terns for
mai nt ai ni ng peace and illegal activities. During his July 2001 visit to
Kosovo, US President George Bush sought to distance the US fromthe KPC by
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announci ng that five of the group’s top level |eaders would no | onger be
permtted to enter the United States.[146]

Further, while one of the stated strategic rationales for US
participation in the air war agai nst Bel grade was to contain the spread of
conflict beyond former Yugoslavia's borders, the Al banian National Liberation
Army UCK has | aunched a separatist struggle in nei ghboring Macedoni a
threatening to plunge the country into yet another Bal kan religio-ethnic war.
The UCK, possessing conbatants with former experience in the KLA is
promul gating an arned struggle to bring about concessions fromthe Sl av-
dom nant governnent. \ile NATO has pledged to provide a force of 3,500 to
di sarm i nsurgents, NATO would deploy to carry out the task only after the
rival sides had agreed to a peace settlenent.

The fact is that the objective of establishing multiethnic denbcratic
governance in the i mediate afternmath of these conflicts set forth by the
architects of the peace settlenents was not realistic. Those who figured
prom nently in establishing the conditions for the settlenent of the 1992-1995
war in Bosnia, Richard Hol brooke and others, insisted that nothing less than a
single multiethnic nation nmust be established. However desirable this goal is
froma US or Western European frame of reference, ethnic enmty in forner
Yugosl avi a has not subsided.[147] For Kosovo, the terns of the peace
settl enent nmandated that Kosovo would renmain a part of the Federal Republic of
Yugosl avia. No one should have anticipated that the Kosovar Al bani ans, having
suffered such loss as a result of the actions of MIosevic, woul d have been
willing to accept an arrangenment that would have themrenain tied to the
M | osevic regi me. The recent success of the Serb pro-denpcracy opposition
coalition in ousting MIlosevic for noderate Serb nationalist Vojislav
Kostuni ca certainly enhanced the prospects for maintaining unity anong the
entities remaining in the FRY—Serbi a, Mntenegro and Kosovo. However,
Kostuni ca has di scouraged Kosovo's Serbs fromparticipating in the schedul ed
Noverber 2001 el ections until certain conditions are satisfied including
1) concrete inprovenent in basic safety for Kosovo's Serb popul ation; 2) the
return of displaced Serbs; and 3) investigations of nissing Serb civilians and
soldiers.[148] In addition, the transition from M| osevic to Kostunica has
hei ght ened anxi ety anong Kosovar Al bani ans who vi ew Kostunica's victory as
di m ni shing the potential for ultimately enlisting support for politica
i ndependence fromthe FRY

SFOR and KFOR were expected to facilitate the creation of the conditions
for ethnic groups, bitterly divided by brutal secessionist conflicts, to
coexi st and to sonehow establish functional denocratically elected nultiethnic
governance ultinmately leading to the renoval of the military presence.

Pr of essor John Mearsheiner has rightly noted that “History records no instance
where ethnic groups have agreed to share power in a denocracy after a |arge-
scale civil war.”[149] Mearshei ner argued that while not desirable, the “best
alternative” would be a “three way partition of Bosnia.”[150] The societies
envi sioned by Cinton era officials for Bosnia-Herzegovina and Kosovo will be
well in the future, many years beyond the tragedi es of these recent wars. The
will to work toward the creation of a diverse ethnically integrated society
nust exi st on the part of the local population. Al so, both Bosni a-Herzegovina
and Kosovo will require long termcomitments of Western financial support to
rebuild fromthe devastation of these wars and to generate econom ¢ growh and
devel opnent. For the United States, eventually, there is likely to be
pressure for reevaluation of these commitments as the issue of the exit plan
is revisited and questions arise concerning the distribution of resources in

t he Bal kans anmong other vital regional areas that could vie for even greater
US attention in the future—for exanple, the Persian Gulf or the Taiwan Strait.
The fact is that the peacekeeping presence is likely to be necessitated over a
long termin both Bosni a-Herzegovi na and Kosovo. At nost, the peacekeepers

m ght serve the valuable function of preventing the recurrence of full-scale



26

wars and providing safe havens or zones where | ocal ethnic groups nmight be
protected in their homes, their work and daily Iife fromthe bitter
aninosities that will continue to plague Bosni a-Herzegovi na and Kosovo for
many years to cone.

SFOR and KFOR, however, forman inportant di mension in the broader
Russi an- NATO rel ati onship. The fact that these first nmmjor engagenents in
j oint peacekeepi ng between Russia and NATO were successful hel ped to | essen
strains during extrenmely tense periods in the relationship. Wile SFOR and
KFOR taken alone are not likely to result in bringing about najor shifts in
br oader Russi an-NATO strategic |evel priorities, these experiences are
encour agi ng and do contribute to breaking down the barriers of the past. Over
time, such cooperation should contribute to building the trust and fanmliarity
t hat woul d be necessary for devel oping a constructive relationship, or even
“partnership.”

Russia’s Postnortem Assessnents and the Aftermath of the Kosovo Crisis

The 78 day Kosovo air war made a profound inpression on foreign policy
circles in post-Soviet Russia. Oficials and anal ysts closely tied to Russia's
foreign and security policy structures have of fered extensive comentary and
t hor ough eval uati ons concerning the “ypoxu Kocoso xpusuca” (lessons of the
Kosovo crisis). The perceived significance of the Kosovo experience as
constituting a major transitional turning point is confirned by repeated

references in the postnortem assessnments--“.relations will never be the same
as before March 24, 1999.7; “.the world after 1999 will never be what it was
i Mmediately after the end of the Cold War.”; and “.it will hardly be possible

to restore Europe and the world to the status quo that existed before March
23, 1999.”

The post-Sovi et Russian foreign policy arena resounds with rich and
frank debate. As in any denocratic society, there is no “Russian view”
However, one night identify several major themes/conclusions that emerge
repeatedly as core points throughout the substantive assessments in Russia of
t he Kosovo experience. In fact, |engthy discussions in Mdscow, during and in
the aftermath of the air war in Spring 1999, with many individuals associ ated
in various capacities with Russia’s foreign and defense communities and revi ew
of relevant literature would yield several major “lessons” of the Kosovo
experi ence for Russians. It should be enphasized that the | essons set forth
bel ow energed in discussions and witings of officials and prom nent
speci al i sts who have been committed to denpcratization and receptive to
wor ki ng constructively with the United States and Europe.

* The United States, or the United States and NATO, threaten to forge a
uni pol ar world order based on US or US/ NATO dom nance

e NATO would no |longer function as a defensive, but rather as an
of fensive alliance structure

e The post-Cold War international order would not be governed by
consi stent adherence to international |egal or noral standards

e The use of mlitary force, rather than diplonmacy, would remain the
ultimate (and even preferred) nmeans for the United States and NATO in
resolving differences in the world community

e The West largely discounted Russia in dealing with the crisis in
Yugoslavia as a result of Russia’'s dimnished “power” or nmilitary
force
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e Efforts by Russia and the West to develop “partnership” |ack
subst ance

Russi ans frequently point to the Kosovo air war as signaling a major
shift in the power configuration in the international system After Kosovo,
and taking into account NATO enl argenent, Russians increasingly began to
perceive the US or US/ NATO as constituting a “bloc” seeking to exercise
uni pol ar gl obal and regional dom nance. In a discussion held anpbng
specialists of the Institute of USA and Canada Studi es/RAS in June 1999
devoted to the analyzing the inplications of the Kosovo experience for the
United States-Russian relationship, Dr. Anatoly |I. Ukin, Chief of the Foreign
Pol i cy Departnent and Advisor to the Foreign Policy Commttee of the Dung,
descri bes the Kosovo experience as a “landmark” in which “never before” had
“NATO been such a cohesive bloc on a global scale.”[151] Utkin continues
noting that Russia “abandoned its ally” and that in “international relations,
governments orient thensel ves based on a trusted partner, which forns a center
of gravity in a region” and “..as a result of the course plotted by Russia, it
did not act as a center” in responding to the conflict in Yugoslavia.[152]

Dr. Victor A Krenmenyuk, Deputy Director, notes that: “On the one hand, the
course toward European integration has been set in notion; on the other we see
t he strengthening of NATO structures and the consolidation of the alliance’s
positions.” and this “creates in Europe a world in which Russia has no
part.”[153] In confronting this perceived challenge for the United States or
the United States/NATO to establish hegenbny in the newy energi ng post-Cold
War international order, Russians began to increasingly question whether their
future would belong with the West or Asia or another variant. Russian

of ficials and anal ysts enphasi zed the i nportance of diversification of

i nternational ties as one neans of offsetting the preponderance of US or

US/ NATO i nfl uence in the world community.

Second, the postnortem assessnents enphasi ze that Operation Allied Force
denonstrated that there would no | onger be any question concerni ng whet her the
Al liance would restrict activity to defensive objectives. Wiile repeated
assurances from NATO that the Al liance woul d serve sol ely defensive purposes
had hel ped in gaining reluctant acqui escence for the first phase of NATO
enl argenent (Pol and, Czech Republic and Hungary), NATO s response in Kosovo
called these prior pledges into question. Wile acknow edging that there “.is
no question that the policies and actions of President MI|osevic toward the
Al banian minority in Yugoslavia deserve condemmation and a response fromthe
i nternational community,” at the sane tinme, forner Soviet President, M khai
Gor bachev makes the point in his recent book that: “...events in the spring of
1999 showed that NATO, for the time being, is following a quite different
course. The war it unleashed agai nst Yugoslavia in March 1999 neans, first of
all, that this alliance, which was established as a defensive organi zation for
the protection of its nenbers, according to the treaty signed in Washington in
1949, has gone over to offensive operations beyond the bounds set by the
founding treaty.”[154] Russians note that the announcenent of NATO s new
Strategi ¢ Concept at the 50'" anniversary taking the Al liance beyond the scope
of its original collective defense function posed the threat of future
intervention in other out-of-area conflicts. The Kosovo air war pronpted
serious discussions within Russia’s foreign policy and mlitary circles
devoted to assessing the range of options available in the event of simlar
NATO i ntervention in neighboring regional conflict zones or even on the
territory of the Russian Federation

Third, Russians, over and over, note that Operation Allied Force was
undertaken w t hout the approval of the UN Security Council and cite the
“intervention” of the US/NATOin the internal affairs of a sovereign nation
state as constituting a violation of basic standards of international |aw or
acceptabl e conduct. In witing about the | essons of the Bal kan crisis, Victor
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A. Kremenyuk concludes that: “.the principle of national sovereignty and non-
interference in the internal affairs of governments was subject to erosion

No matter how repul sive the actions of the Yugoslav governnent toward the

Al bani an popul ation in Kosovo nay have appeared, this was still an interna

af fair of Yugoslavia and no nore.”[155] Russian analysts and nedia
comment ari es often point to double standards in US/ NATO sel ecti on of instances
for intervention. Dr. Sergey A Rogov, Director of the Institute of USA and
Canada Studies, for exanple, argued that “.the United States did not |aunch

m ssile attacks against Israel for evicting the Pal estinians or against Turkey
for crushing the Kurds.”[ 156]

In addition, evaluations also fault the United States and NATO use of
mlitary force, rather than fully exhausting diplomatic channels, as another
way i n which noral standards were conprom sed. According to Krenenyuk, NATO
action in Kosovo would “throw the world back to tines when neither |aws nor
ri ght but force—reigned in international affairs.”[157] Krenenyuk states that
with “attacki ng Yugosl avia and conducting an air war against it, the USA
announced, in the first place, that it occupies a unique position in
international affairs, in which its application of force against other
countries is regulated solely by its interests and considerations, and by
not hi ng nore..”[158] Further, Krenenyuk contends that “..another principle of
i nternational relations was destroyed .the obligation to use only politica
and di plomatic neans to resolve conflicts, an obligation that grows fromthe
under st andi ng of the danger of the use of nobdern destructive arns.”[159] The
argunent is often advanced in Russian foreign policy circles that the Wst was
too willing to abort the diplomatic effort at Ranbouillet and prior diplonmatic
opportunities to opt for a mlitary response. Russians wi dely contend that
the West failed in marginalizing Russia fromthe diplomatic process early on
when they m ght have been able to assist in averting the need for the use of
force.

Russi ans al so concluded as a result of the Kosovo experience that the
capacity of any nation in the current world systemto influence devel opnents
woul d be based on possessing sufficient power or mlitary force. Russia’'s
“weakness” inplied that it would not be able to achieve its objectives in a
worl d community where force prevails. Russians overwhelmngly talked in terms
of Kosovo representing a “hum liating” defeat or that the United States and
NATO fail ed to denonstrate adequate respect for Russia’'s views and interests
in responding to the crisis. Dr. Alexei G Arbatov, witing on the | essons of
t he Kosovo experience, offers the unanbi guous conclusion that: “.Russia
viewed NATO s military action as a final humliation and a “spit in the face.”
NATO s attack, nore than ever before, denpbnstrated a Western arrogance of
power and willingness to ignore Russia's interests.”[160] Deputy Director of
the Carnegie Center in Moscow, Dr. Dmitri Trenin, wites with respect to
Kosovo that: “The use of force wi thout the express sanction of the United
Nation's Security Council resolution dramatically devalued not only the
Russi an veto right but also the former superpower’s actual internationa
wei ght. Moscow was shown to be inpotent to prevent a nmmjor internationa
mlitary operation in an area, which it traditionally regards as crucial to
its entire position in Europe.”[161] The Yugoslav crisis nade it painfully
obvious to Russians that current donestic econom ¢ nul ai se, need for continued
econom ¢ support and opportunity fromthe West, and deterioration of Russia’'s
mlitary force placed serious limtation on options in formng a response to
the situation.

Andrei P. Tsygankov has docunented the resurgence of the traditiona
“realist” power politics paradigmin Russian intellectual and policy circles
in the 1990s.[162] According to Tsygankov, the “internationa
institutionalist” school, prom nent during the Gorbachev era, that had
enphasi zed the inportance of building international cooperation and ties with
the West was increasingly losing influence to a Russian variant of “realism”
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Traditional “realist” assunptions that security would result from a bal ance of
power rather than international cooperation and that the najor objective for
nati on states should be acquiring power rather than fostering cooperative
efforts were becom ng nore accepted when nany believed that Russia had sinply
“sold out” vital interests in offering repeated concessions to the West.
NATO s air canpaign in Kosovo provided further confirmation that the realities
of the 21t century world community could be nore correctly understood through
the prismof the traditional realist positions rather than the perhaps norally
prai seworthy, but idealistic, “international institutionalist” paradi gm

The inmpact of Kosovo in thwarting Russia's hopes for a different type of
i nternational order resounds throughout the postnortem eval uations. For
exanpl e, Senior Analyst of the Institute of Wrld Econony and I nternationa
Rel ations (I MEMO), Dr. Nadezhda K. Arbatova, witing in MEi MO in 2000, nekes
t he point that:

One of the main lessons that the najority of the politica
elite learned was this: no one will take you into account if
you're weak. And, in actuality, it doesn't matter whether your
weakness is the result of attenpts to adapt to a new situation in
the world and to observe generally held rules of the game, or, in
ot her words, attenpts to becone better. No one in the Wst | oved
the USSR. But the latter elicted fear, and hardly anyone woul d
have sinply ignored Moscow s position. This |esson, which the
| eadi ng denopcratic nations have taught Russia, was one of the
hardest [l essons] of the last few years. (enphasis added) [163]

Anatoly I. Utkin argued that Kosovo would “end ten years of naivete in dealing
with the United States and the West.” [164] According to Al exei Arbatov, the
Kosovo air war “marked the end of the post-Cold War phase of internationa
affairs—a period of world history that Russian President M khail Gorbachev had
initiated some 10 years earlier.” a systemthat “.was allegedly based on an
enhanced role for the United Nations (UN) and the Organi zation for Security
and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE).lt assunmed strict conformty with the UN
Charter; conpliance with international |aw, respect for existing agreenents
bet ween Russia and the West (especially the NATO Russi a Foundi ng Act of 1997),
and a partnership between Russia and NATO.."[ 165]

For Russi ans, Kosovo denpbnstrated that a nation will be taken seriously
in the world community to the extent that it possesses sufficient power to
conmand respect. Russians concluded that they nust focus long-termto
restoring their power status and that despite current economic difficulties,

t he Russi an Federation would have to direct attention toward enhancing its
mlitary/defense capacity. Further, not only would Russia have to prepare for
the possibility of future confrontation with NATO, but Russians woul d al so
concl ude that many countries, intindated by NATO s overwhel nmi ng and

sophi sticated di splay of force against a small country, would be pronpted to
enhance defense capabilities for a future US/NATO i ntervention. Thus,

Russi ans anticipated that the Kosovo crisis would only pronpt nations in a
position of strategic inferiority throughout the world community to redouble
their efforts to acquire sophisticated weaponry.

Final |y, Russians concluded that all the discussion of “partnership”
[and even “friendshi p” between Yeltsin and Clinton in the officia
pronouncerents of the early 1990s] with the West had little meani ng when
i nterests diverged. Russians argued that the NATO Russi an Foundi ng Act had
little, if any, substance. Arbatova reflects the perception that has becone
ever nore widely held in Mdscow concludi ng that the agreements to establish
cooperation with NATO anmpunted to not nuch nore than “an unendi ng nunber of
uni |l ateral concessions by Russia on the nost inportant external politica
i ssues.” [166] During the Kosovo canpaign and the innedi ate aftermath,
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Russi ans either entirely dism ssed any thought of building “partnership” with
the West or expressed nuch greater skepticismabout the potential for such a
rel ati onship. Krenenyuk, for exanple, concludes that:

.the world after 1999 will never be what it was inmedi ately
after the end of the Cold War: the reconciliation of former foes,
hopes for partnership, denocratization of international affairs,
grow h of cooperation, marginalization of conflicts...

And so, when NATO pl anes began bonbi ng Yugosl avia, the first
thing to be bonbed was the world; it became irrevocably a thing of
the past, like yet another unrealizable dream of mankind. [167]

Sone went so far as to suggest that events of Spring 1999 made cl ear that the
United States would represent a potential enenmy for the Russian Federation

More than a decade earlier, Soviet citizens began to turn with great
expectations toward the denpbcratic western nations as the introduction of
Cor bachev’'s reforns narked an end to decades of rule in a closed society
legitimzed by fear. For nany Russians, the US/ NATO air war in Kosovo
delivered a nmajor blow that deflated those high expectati ons and brought about
a far nore sobering assessnment concerning the potential for an inproved 215
century international systemafter the Cold War, Russia’'s role in the world
conmunity following the collapse of the USSR, Western values and the potentia
for Russia' s integration with the West.

The obvi ous question is to what extent these “lessons” influenced
Russia's international posture or priorities. Wile there had been grow ng
tension with the West as a result of NATO enl argenent, managenent of the
Bosni an conflict, and Western intervention in Russia's econony, the US/ NATO
response to the crisis in Kosovo was perhaps the single nost significant
factor is leading to a reorientation of Russia' s post-Soviet foreign and
security posture. Russia' s official foreign and security pronouncenents and
actions would evince a marked turn toward establishing greater independence
fromthe West and reflect a | ess optimstic assessnent of Western intentions
and chal | enges.

Russia's official security/foreign policy concepts and nilitary doctrine
provi de the vision concerning Russia's place in the world conmunity,
description of nmajor features of the contenporary international system
perceptions of internal and external threats and international and defense
priorities. Russia's new National Security Concept (January 2000), Foreign
Pol i cy Concept (June 2000) and Mlitary Doctrine (April 2000), docunents
issued in the immedi ate aftermath of the Kosovo war, will provide the genera
gui dance and framework for national foreign and security policy for the next
several years. These official documents incorporated significant changes
reflecting the assessnments that took place in Moscow s foreign/mlitary
def ense establishnent in conjunction with the Kosovo crisis.

The National Security Concept (January 2000) explicitly nentions that
one “trend” energing after the “bipolar confrontation era” includes the
“attenpt to create a structure of international relations based on the
dom nation of devel oped Western countries, under US | eadership, providing for
unil ateral solutions of major issues in world politics, above all with the use
of military force, in violation of fundanental standards of internationa
law.” [168] The prior 1997 National Security Concept placed greater enphasis
on the internal, rather than external, threats to security noting that “.the
danger of direct aggression against the Russian Federati on had di m ni shed” and
that the “prerequisites for the demlitarization of the international system
had been created.” [169] In contrast, the National Security Concept issued in
2000 states that the “level and scope of military threats is growing.” In
this context, this npst recent docunent explicitly states that “NATO s
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transition to the practice of using mlitary force outside its zone of
responsibility and without UN Security Council sanction could destabilize the
entire global strategic situation.” The docurent states that “.some states
have stepped up their efforts to weaken Russia’s position in the political
econom ¢ and ot her spheres” and that the “attenpts to ignore the interests of
Russi a when tackling major problens of international relations, including
conflict situations, can underm ne international security and stability and
sl ow down the ongoing positive changes in international relations.”

Russia's first Foreign Policy Concept of 1993, drafted under the
| eadershi p of Andrei Kozyrev, was decidedly pro-Wstern stating that Russia
and the West possess “comon understandi ng of the nmain val ues of world
civilization and comopn interests with regard to key issues of the gl oba
situation.” [170] In contrast, the Foreign Policy Concept signed by
President Putin in June 2000 states that “..new challenges and threats to the
national interests of Russia are energing in the international sphere. There
is agrowing trend towards the establishnment of a unipolar structure of the
world with the econom c and power domi nation of the United States.” [171] The
new concept states that “The strategy of unilateral action can destabilize the
i nternational situation. The use of power nethods bypassing international |ega
nmechani sns cannot renove the deep inter-ethnic and other contradictions that
underlie conflicts, and can only underm ne the foundations of |aw and order..
The docunment contains the point that efforts to introduce concepts as

“humanitarian intervention” and “linited sovereignty” in order to “justify
uni | ateral power actions bypassing the UN Security Council are not
acceptable.” The 2000 concept no | onger assigned relations with the United

States as “one of the highest priorities of Russia” as in the 1993 concept,
but rather noted that Russia “is prepared to overcone consi derable |atter-day
difficulties in relations with the United States.” The document refers to
“serious” and “fundanmental differences” with the United States and explicitly
indicates that “the intensity of cooperation” with NATO woul d depend on
conpliance with the terns of the Founding Act to include “primarily those
concerning the non-use or threat of force, and non-depl oynent of conventiona
arnmed forces groups, nuclear weapons and their delivery vehicles in the
territories of new menbers.”

A nodi fication was introduced concerning the use of nuclear weapons in
the MIlitary Doctrine of the Russian Federation issued in January 2000.
Russia's 1993 military doctrine restricted the use of nuclear weapons “except
in the case of an arned attack...by any state connected by an alliance
agreenment with a state that does possess nucl ear weapons” or in response to
“joint actions by such a state with a state possessing nucl ear weapons in
carrying out or in support of any invasion or attack upon the Russian
Federation..” [172] This would | eave open the option of reliance on the nucl ear
option in the event that Russia' s deteriorating conventional force would not
be sufficient for repelling an attack. The Mlitary Doctrine of 2000 broadens
the circunstances for the first use of nuclear weapons to include responding
to “aggression utilizing conventional weapons” in situations deened “critica
to the national security of the Russian Federation.” [173] The change is al so
reflected in the 1997 and 2000 National Security Concepts. Wile the 1997
document restricts the use of nuclear weapons to threats against “the very
exi stence of the Russian Federation,” the 2000 docunent |owers the threshold
to cases in which “all other nmeans” of “repelling armed aggression” have
“proven ineffective.” These alterations reflect the realization of Russia’s
declining conventional capability vis-a-vis the United States and NATO and t he
enhanced threat perception resulting fromthe drawi ng of NATO cl oser to
Russia’s borders and the denpnstrated collective resolve of the alliance to
enpl oy advanced weaponry in pursuit of international objectives nade clearly
evi dent in Kosovo.

The enhanced strategic threat perception after Kosovo was reflected
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al nost i mediately with the holding of the “West 99" exercises, June 21-26,
1999. [174] “West 99,” the largest simulation to take place since the Sovi et
era, involved preparation for a hypothetical NATO attack. The exercises

i nvol ved air, land and sea maneuvers and cooperation with Bel arussi an troops
in countering a sinulated assault fromthe Wst. Wile Russian mlitary
officials said that “West 99” should not be “perceived as a show of nuscle to
NATO " they did acknow edge that the “events in Yugoslavia were taken into
account” and the simulation involved a high precision air attack [as in
Qperation Allied Force] fromthe Wst against Russia and one of its allies
such as Belarus. [175]

Despite Russia's difficult econom c condition, Alexei Arbatov reported
that the Kosovo air canpaign triggered discussion regarding the necessity for
i ncreasing Russia' s defense expenditures (from2.8%to 3.5%. [176] Arbatov
and other Russian analysts indicate that after Kosovo, Russians woul d consi der
t he need for enhancing existing conventional and tactical nuclear capacity to
deter such threats agai nst the Russian Federation. Russian anal ysts al so
report that a priority was assigned to deploying additional air defense
systens. [177] Victor CGobarev offers the follow ng point concerning Russia's
air defense forces (PVO Strany): “.PVO and other forces are concentrating
their training on shooting down cruise mssiles of the type that NATO forces
used extensively in Yugoslavia.” [178] President Vliadimr Putin has enphasized
the need for restoring Russia’s mlitary-defense conplex. Wile the intention
may exist, Russia's economic difficulties will certainly continue to place
severe lintations on resources to finance nmlitary reform increasing
research and devel opnent, depl oynent of new systens and restoring adequate
conpensation and training for the Armed Forces.

For the Russians, the air war agai nst Yugoslavia renmoved a nmajor noral
i mpedi nent contributing to the necessary conditions to | aunch the second war
in Chechnya in Septenber 1999. Fromtheir point of view, if the United States
and its NATO allies were ready to use force to achieve ends, then so to would
Russia. The priority placed on efforts in the US/ NATO air war in Kosovo to
limt both military and civilian casualties by enploying the nost nodern
weaponry in a precision guided surgical air campaign cannot be conpared to the
i ndi scrim nate bormbi ng and shelling resulting in substantial mlitary and
civilian casualties characterizing the Chechen war 1999-present. But for
Russi ans, Chechnya is nore legitimte because it involves what is perceived as
countering “terrorist” or “separatist” forces on Russia's soil, not unilatera
intervention in the internal affairs of another nation state. Another
consequence of Kosovo is surely that the appeals of the United States and
their NATO allies in Europe will carry less noral weight in influencing
Russia's behavior at home and in the wider world comunity.

After Kosovo, Russians, nore than ever, desired a | eader who coul d
restore prestige in the world community and who was capabl e of denobnstrating
resolve in resisting Western pressures. Vliadimr Putin's forceful posture in
t he Chechen situation contributed considerably to gaining public support for
his Presidency. The political survival of Russia s President hinges in
i mportant ways on continued displays of independence fromthe West.

Since his electoral victory in 2000, President Putin has pursued a very
active foreign policy agenda, naking personal trips to several nations of the
ClS, Asia, and the Western hem sphere during his first years as President.
Under his | eadership, Russia has fostered closer ties with China, India and
Iran and rekindled relations with forner Soviet allies considered “rogue”
states by the United States, including Iraq, Libya, North Korea and Cuba.
Putin has enphasi zed that reinvigoration of ties with forner Soviet allies
woul d be based this time not on ideological affinity, but rather for pragmatic
pur poses, serving Russia s econonic and diplomatic interests.
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Russi a and China signed a Russo-Chinese Treaty in 2001 involving a ten
year comm tnent and el evati ng Russi an-Chi nese strategi c cooperation. Wile
maki ng quite clear that the agreenent was not directed against the United
States or the West, the treaty expressed the conmm tnent of the Russian and
Chi nese | eadership to the “nmultipolar” world order and expressed opposition to
t he proposed US national mssile defense system affirmng the 1972 ABM Treaty
as the “cornerstone of strategic stability.” [179] Putin displayed Russia’'s
assertiveness in obtaining an agreenment on mssile deploynent with North
Korea, initiating attenpts to broker a peace settlenent in the Mddle East and
offering to serve as internediary between M I osevic and Kostunica in the
di sputed presidential elections in FRY in 2000. He has indicated the
intention to continue to step up arns sales and/or mlitary cooperation with a
nunber of countries, including China, India, lran, Iraq, Syria, and North
Korea, as one neans of generating revenues to fuel Russia’'s econony.

Dr. Al exander Konoval ov, President of the Strategic Assessnent Institute
(SAl) in Mscow, suggests the sort of thinking and sentinment behind this
orientation at a press conference devoted to discussion of the future of
Russia's foreign policy held in January 2001: “There will be little interest
in what Arerica is going to say about Russia's activities in the foreign
arena...lt can be said that the transactions with Iran have been restored, the
transactions to sell arns. Qur desire will not be to do sonething pl easant
for the United States, but to pursue our national interest as our |eadership
understands it.” (enphasis added) [180] In evaluating the recent Russo-Chi nese
Treaty, Dr. Al exander Lukin, witing in Nezavisinmya Gazeta, notes that the
treaty was precipitated by “certain negative trends” in the internationa
conmuni ty, mentioning anong these factors a tendency to “reduce the role of
the UN Security Council,” “interference in the internal affairs of sovereign
nati on states under humanitarian pretexts” and “NATO enl argenent.” [ 181]

Al of the above said, Vladimr Putin is a realist with a pragmatic
approach to international policy. As he nade quite clear in his annua
address to the Federal Assenbly in April 2001, Russia's foreign policy should
be built on “pragmati sni and “economic efficiency.” [182] Putin has stated
that Russians nust clearly understand Russia' s national interests and “fight
for them”

Vliadimr Putin confronts the task of bringing the Russian Federation out
of the collapse of societal order and econom c decay that characterized the
Yeltsin era. On the one hand, his strategy involves strengthening the state
apparatus and central control throughout the republic regions, reassertion of
the Federal Security forces, reigning in Russia's crimnal associations and
pl aci ng greater restriction on the nedia. At the sane tinme, while some of
t hese neasures restricting freedons are cause for concern, Putin has al so been
conmitted to i nproving Russia s economic performance, continuation of narket
reforns and enhancing the investnment clinmate. Putin understands that ties
with the West and Western econom ¢ and security structures can aid his centra
ai mof economic restoration and inproving the nmaterial well being of Russia’'s
soci ety.

Russi a and NATO Toward the 21°' Century

The visit of NATO Secretary General Lord George Robertson to Moscow in
February 2000 nmarked the begi nning of the restoration of the Russian-NATO
rel ationship after Kosovo. Consultations between Russia and NATO in the
Per manent Joi nt Council had resunmed in July 1999 after the earlier suspension
in March, but only for the purpose of collaboration on issues pertaining to
SFOR and KFOR. NATO s Secretary General net with President Mladimr Putin and
a joint statenment was issued for reestablishing dialogue through the PJC “on a
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wi de range of security issues..” [183] Wile in Mdscow, the Secretary Genera
opened a NATO Information O fice at the Bel gi an Enbassy and engaged in public
i nfornmational interviews responding to a range of questions contributing to
devel opi ng better understanding of NATO s objectives and intentions.[184] At
the conclusi on of the sessions in Mdscow, Robertson stated that “I think we' ve
noved fromthe pernmafrost into slightly softer ground.”[185] Putin expressed
interest in developing a “closer relationship with NATO " though indicating
that the “events of the past year still conplicated the relationship.”[186]

Wth respect to the United States, many were predicting a sharp turn for
the worse in the Russian-American relationship following the transition from
the Yeltsin-Clinton era. The Putin-Bush era had a difficult beginning with
nmut ual spy expul sions remi niscent of the Cold War era and serious differences
on mssile defense and other issues. However, the two new Presidents appear
to have established a good personal rapport at their first sunmt in Ljubljana
in June 2001. CGeorge Bush affirned that Russia was “no | onger an eneny” and
expressed desire to build a new relationship suited to the post-Cold War era.
Wiile the provision of US aid for Russia had becone an issue of contention in
the 2000 presidential election, Bush did express interest at Ljubljana in
supporting the Russian President in his colossal challenge of continuing to
devel op a market econony.

Wiile little has been achieved thus far in terms of concrete advances in
strategi c or econom c cooperation, it is not at all clear that Bush and Putin
will be | ess successful in the Russian-Anerican bilateral relationship than
their predecessors. After all, while the Clinton Adninistration supported
providing financial assistance to Yeltsin, funds were m snanaged and little
was realized for Russian society. Russians were left with resentnment about US
“meddling” in their internal affairs, rather than appreciation for any US aid
rendered. |In addition, the Bush administration, including Secretary of State
Colin Powell and others, would have been nore discrimnating than their
predecessors in conmitting US forces and perhaps nore realistic in fully
appreciating the limtations of the application of mlitary force in regiona
conflicts as in former Yugoslavia. For those forecasting a deterioration in
t he Russian-American relationship as a result of the presidential transition
it is inportant to note that the Bush administration inherits two issues that
had been fully supported, if not initiated, by the Cinton team (Hol brooke,

Al bright et. al.)—the conmtnent to NATO enl argenent and the use of military
force against Russia's traditional Serbian allies in Bosnia-Herzegovi na and
Kosovo.

Russi a and NATO have reached a critical juncture at the threshold of the
21t century. The first decade of the post-Soviet Russian-US/ NATO
rel ati onship has witnessed i nportant successes, as well as serious strains.
Partnership for Peace provided for opening mlitary-to-nilitary comruni cation
and cooperation between erstwhile enemes. Gven the past history, the fact
t hat Russian, Anerican and European military professionals were able to
cooperate in SFOR and KFOR under difficult circunstances is no snal
acconplishment to the credit of the mlitary |eadership and forces of both
Russia and NATO. SFOR and KFOR enabl ed Russia and NATO to mmintain
cooperation on one |level and some degree of conmunication through periods of
otherwi se extrene strain in the newy energing relationship. Such nlitary-
to-mlitary joint mssions, over tine, are precisely what is required to build
the trust, respect, dialogue and professional ties necessary for devel oping a
producti ve Russi an-NATO rel ati onship. Wile the success in SFOR and KFOR tend
to be overshadowed by conflicts in the broader relationship, it is also true
that these mlitary-to-mlitary acconplishnents cannot shape the strategic
priorities of Russia and NATO

Yugosl avia nmade quite evident that for all the hopes of “partnership”
and “friendship,” Russia and the United States and its NATO al li es have uni que
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geopolitical, historical and cultural interests and traditions that can, at
times, lead to sharp differences in perspectives and objectives. Russia and
NATO wi | | have to sort through differences on a nunber of issues in the near
future including the continued disputes concerning mssile defense, weapons
proliferation and conflicts in the Bal kans and Chechnya that remain far from
resol ution.

The nost i medi ate, and nobst problenmatic issue, for the restoration and
advancenent of the Russian-NATO relationship is continued expansion of the
Al liance. Wiile Russians ultinately had to cope with the first round of
enl argenent, Pol and, the Czech Republic and Hungary, adni ssion of the second
tier, likely to commence at the Prague neeting in 2002 and to include at |east
one Baltic nation, will lead to yet another round of conflict between Russia
and NATO. Putin has reiterated the warning consistently put forth by the
Russi an officials over the past several years stating that the “expansion of
NATO behi nd the fornmer Soviet borders would create a conpletely new situation
for Russia and Europe. It would have extrenely serious consequences for the
whol e security systemof the continent.”[187]

In March 2000, Ml adimr Putin surprised audiences in the Wst and at
honme when he responded to a question posed concerni ng whet her Russia m ght
join NATO replying “Wiy Not?” Putin has stated that he is open to “nore
profound integration with NATO " and that while not ruling out Russia's
nmenbership in NATO, this would be conditional on taking Russia's views into
account as “an equal partner.”[188] Putin responded to a question concerning
Russi an nmenbership in NATO at the June summt by reading froma decl assified
docunent sent to NATO in 1954 proposing Soviet participation in the Aliance
whi ch he indicated was subsequently rejected.[189]

Several acadenics have witten in support of expanding NATO to include
Russia. The recent statement by Gernman Chancel |l or Gerhard Schroeder that “the
NATO Russi a Permanent Joint Council can’t be the |ast word between NATO and
Russi a..” raising the notion of Russia eventually joining the Alliance has
generated a great deal of discussion in the Western and Russi an press.

Enl argi ng NATO to include Russia at this juncture would be fraught with both
political and practical difficulties. Wuld Russia be prepared to concede to
t he defense transparency that woul d be required for nmenbership in the

Al liance? Wuld Russia be willing to participate in NATO as a co-equal with
19 + other nenbers, possessing one vote, not a veto, on matters of vita
security interest? Wuld NATO be prepared to extend the Article V guarantee
for defense of Russia's vast and vol atil e border areas, not only through
Europe, but also through Asia? How would China react to Russia' s nenbership
in NATO? How woul d Russia’'s nenbership be financed?

Wil e neither Russia or NATO nay be prepared for Russian nenbership at
this juncture, it is also certain that NATO cannot continue to draw closer to
Russi a whil e excluding Russia' s nenbership. If NATO enlargenent is ainmed to
stabilize East-Central Europe, then the objective is not acconplished by
destabilizing NATO s relationship with Russia. Russia s vast size, nuclear
arsenal , resources and geopolitical location inplies that the devel opnent of
NATO s relationship with Russia will be every bit as significant to future
regi onal and gl obal security as stability and continued Western-oriented
ref orm anong the several snall newly i ndependent nations of East-Centra
Europe and the forner Soviet enpire. The Yugoslav conflicts of the past decade
made quite clear that Russia’'s support will be vital in managing security
issues in Europe. To alienate Russia with further expansion of NATO invites
resurrection of the East-West divide.

Traditional legitimte historical apprehensions concerning Russian and
Sovi et expansi oni smor prejudicial Russophobic negative imagery shoul d not
prevent Western nations fromresponding to the opportunity presented for
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building a relationship with Russia in the 215 century commensurate wth al
that has changed in the nation since the unleashing of perestroi ka and new

t hi nking nore than a decade ago.[190] US/ NATO nations could realize a self
fulfilling prophecy in approachi ng post-Soviet Russia: allow ng Russia's

aut horitarian, expansionist and anti-Wstern traditions of the past to shape
current imges of Russia, to prepare for resurgent threat fromthe East and
thereby foster the creation of such a reality. A substantive US/ NATO Russi an
“partnership” is still possible, even after Kosovo, because such a

rel ati onship serves the interests of both Russia and the US/ NATO

The initiative to enl arge NATO was prenature. The argunment that NATO
nmust “expand or die” put forth by Zbigniew Brzezinksi and others is sinply not
convincing. After the collapse of the Soviet Union, NATO energed as the nost
powerful security alliance in the contenporary world conmunity. As the
i nternational system began the transition fromthe era of bipolar
confrontation, NATO had a vital role to fill as a |long-standing alliance anong
nati ons that shared a history of cooperation and commobn val ues. The alliance
provi des a foundation for ongoing political contacts and consultation that can
serve both regional, and even wi der, global security natters in the future.
Prior to announcing the decision to enlarge, NATO had al ready denonstrated
that it was capabl e of devel oping new m ssions suited to the realities of the
post-Col d War environnment as in changes introduced in the 1991 Strategic
Concept. The Yugoslav case illustrated the difficulty in maintaining
consensus anong allies to enable the Alliance to respond to rapidly changing
ci rcunst ances absent the unifying Soviet threat. Further expansion will only
conpound the difficulties in ensuring cohesion. NATO s engagenent with PfP
nations to work together in peacekeeping and to set the foundation for
cooperation in other security areas were prom sing. Eventually, over tine,
after building extensive ties and cooperation via PfP, NATO m ght enl arge, but
not to the exclusion of Russia.

US and NATO i nterests woul d be best served by suspendi ng further
expansi on for the next several years. NATO m ght el evate and invigorate
Partnership for Peace to expand military-to-mlitary exchanges and to conti nue
engagi ng Russi ans in dialogue through the PJC on a range of security issues
and practical cooperative security endeavors. Dmitri Trenin, witing recently
in the NATO Revi ew, has suggested several areas of common interest for
devel opi ng Russi an- NATO security cooperation (international terrorism weapons
proliferation etc.) that shoul d be encouraged.[191] President Bush could
initiate a neaningful departure fromthe policy of his predecessor, fulfilling
t he assurances offered during his father’s administration, pressing for either
suspensi on or postponenent of further NATO expansion for the next severa
years.[192] This would constitute a major first step in constructing a
genui nely post-Cold War policy toward the Russian Federation

Al ternatively, if NATO enlargenent is to proceed, then Russia must not
be excluded. Gven Putin’s recent statenents, NATOis likely to be in the
awkward position of having to 1) either ignore or reject Putin's indirect
overtures or 2) confront the challenge of Russia's adm ssion and nmaking it
work. Many officials and acadenic experts seemto believe that it should be
sufficient to sinply stipulate that nmenbership is open to Russia, and to al
nati ons that neet the criteria of the Menbership Action Plan (MAP). Russia’'s
President, propelled to power |argely because of confidence that he m ght
restore the nation’s stature and influence in the world comunity, is not
likely to be served by joining with NATO aspirants of traditionally far |ess
influence in the world community, Lithuania, Ronania, Al bania and others, to
subj ect Russia to assessnent of suitability for nenbership in the “exclusive
Western club.” Even if Russia s future with NATO di d proceed on this track
di sputes woul d al nbst certainly ensue regarding Russia's fulfillnent of the
MAP requirements. Russians can raise legitinmate questions about NATO s
rel axati on of standards in some instances, such as Turkey’'s record on the
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treatment of mnorities, while other nations mght be held to nore rigid
scrutiny. Standards concerning denocracy, civilian control of the mlitary and
treatment of minorities will raise all sorts cultural and situational
interpretations and definitions. One can easily foresee that being subjected
to such a process, would likely result, as in the Yugoslav matter, in another
maj or i nstance of Russians interpreting the West as offending or dimnishing

t hem

The future of the Russian-US/ NATO relationship will also be influenced by
Russia's success with the G 8, European Union, US and European investnent and
trade, debt restructuring and other financial matters. Econom c cooperation
of fered by Western nations can forma significant di mension of working through
sone of the difficult security issues that will inevitably energe between
Russia and the West. There is no question that Russia s society will continue
to face enornmous obstacles in the next decade in noving beyond the | egacy of
t he dysfunctional Soviet conmand economny. Russia cannot afford to attenpt to
conpete with the West in a new arns race. The threat is not froma resurgent
super power mat chi ng US/ NATO def ense spendi ng and force capacity, but froma
potentially insulted and bel eaguered nation that could still create all sorts
of security problens for Western nations. Fortunately, the situation at
Pristina was resolved with no serious consequences (as a result of the
j udgrment of Gen. M chael Jackson and others), but this incident makes cl ear
that Russia could be driven to lash out in ways that m ght not be predictable,
or even nanageable, for Western nations. A 21t century Europe, enjoying NATO
security guarantees, as a community of prosperous nations, with Russia not
realizing inproverments in security and living standards commensurate with
ot her forner Warsaw pact and newl y i ndependent post-Sovi et nations, wll not
bode wel |l for ensuring European or global security.
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