EUFLHC

B
R




CONTENTS

Introduction: Superpower Politics
1. Hegemony of a New Type
- The Short Road to Global Supremacy
- The First Global Power
- The American Global System
2. The Eurasian Chessboard
- Geopolitics and Geostrategy
- Geostrategic Players and Geopolitical Pivots
- Critical Choices and Potential Challenges
3. The Democratic Bridgehead
- Grandeur and Redemption
- America's Central Objective
- Europe's Historic Timetable
4. The Ulack Hole
- Russia's New Geopolitical Setting
- Geostrategic Phantasmagoria
- The Dilemma of the One Alternative
5. The Eurasian Balkans
- The Ethnic Cauldron
- The Multiple Contest
- Neither Dominion Nor Exclusion
6. The Far Eastern Anchor
- China: Not Global but Regional
- Japan: Not Regional but International
- America's Geostrategic Adjustment
7. Conclusion
- A Geostrategy for Eurasia
- A Trans-Eurasian Security System
- Beyond the Last Global Superpower

MAPS

- The Sino-Soviet Bloc and Three Central Striateg
Fronts

- The Roman Empire at Its Height

- The Manchu Empire at Its Height

- Approximate Scope of Mongol Imperial Control,
1280

- European Global Supremacy, 1900

- British Paramountcy, 1860-1914

- American Global Supremacy

- The World's Geopolitically Central Continemida
Its Vital Peripheries

- The Eurasian Chessboard

- The Global Zone of Percolating Violence

- France's and Germany's Geopolitical Orbits of
Special Interest

- Is This Really "Europe"?

- Beyond 2010: The Critical Core of Europe's
Security

- Loss of Ideological Control and Imperial
Retrenchment

- Russian Military Bases in the Former Soviea&p

- The Eurasian Balkans

- Major Ethnic Groups in Central Asia

- The Turkic Ethnolinguistic Zone

- The Competitive Interests of Russia, Turkeyd a
Iran

- Caspian-Mediterranean Oil Export Pipelines

- Boundary and Territorial Disputes in East Asia

- Potential Scope of China's Sphere of Influesoe
Collision Points

- Overlap Between a Greater China and an
American-Japanese Anti-China Coalition
LIST OF CHARTS AND TABLES

- The Continents: Area

- The Continents: Population

- The Continents: GNP

- European Organizations

- EU Membership: Application to Accession

- Demographic Data for the Eurasian Balkans

- Asian Armed Forces



INTRODUCTION
Superpower Politics

EVER SINCE THE CONTINENTS started interactindippcally, some five hundred years ago, Eurasia has
been the center of world power. In different wagfisdifferent times, the peoples inhabiting Eurasiaesgh
mostly those from its Western European peripheryrefrated and dominated the world's other regions as
individual Eurasian states attained the specidustand enjoyed the privileges of being the wontsmier
powers.

The last decade of the twentieth century hasessed a tectonic shift in world affairs. For fingt time ever,
a non-Eurasian power has emerged not only as theatmter of Eurasian power relations but also les t
world's paramount power. The defeat and collapse¢hef Soviet Union was the final step in the rapid
ascendance of a Western Hemisphere power, the dUBii#es, as the sole and, indeed, the first gldpal
power.

Eurasia, however, retains its geopolitical img@oce. Not only is its western periphery—Europei-tgte
location of much of the world's political and ecamo power, but its eastern region— Asia—has labelgome
a vital center of economic growth and rising poétiinfluence. Hence, the issue of how a globallgaged
America copes with the complex Eurasian power imiahips— and particularly whether it prevents the
emergence of a dominant and antagonistic Eurasiamrp—remains central to America's capacity to aserc
global primacy.

It follows that—in addition to cultivating therarious novel dimensions of power (technology,
communications, information, as well as trade andnice)—American foreign policy must remain coneern
with the geopolitical dimension and must employintBuence in Eurasia in a manner that createsablest
continental equilibrium, with the United Stategfaes political arbiter.

Eurasia is thus the chessboard on which thggufor global primacy continues to be played, #mat
struggle involves geostrategy—the strategic managérof geopolitical interests. It is noteworthy tthes
recently as 1940 two aspirants to global power, [Addler and Joseph Stalin, agreed explicitly {ire secret
negotiations of November of that year) that Amesbauld be excluded from Eurasia. Each realizetltttea
injection of American power into Eurasia would pugle his ambitions regarding global domination. lEac
shared the assumption that Eurasia is the centéreofvorld and that he who controls Eurasia costthe
world. A half century later, the issue has beerefiedd: will America's primacy in Eurasia endureddo what
ends might it be applied?

The ultimate objective of American policy shoblel benign and visionary: to shape a truly cooperaiobal
community, in keeping with long-range trends anthwhe fundamental interests of humankind. Buthe t
meantime, it is imperative that no Eurasian chagkgremerges, capable of dominating Eurasia andatisosof
challenging America. The formulation of a compretiea and integrated Eurasian geostrategy is therd¢fe
purpose of this book.

Zbigniew Brzezinski
Washington, D.C.

April 1997



Chapter 1.Hegemony of a New Type

HEGEMONY is AS OLD AS MANKIND. But America's currérglobal supremacy is distinctive in the
rapidity of its emergence, in its global scope, amthe manner of its exercise. In the course sihgle century,
America has transformed itself—and has also besmmstormed by international dynamics—from a country
relatively isolated in the Western Hemisphere mfmower of unprecedented worldwide reach and grasp.

THE SHORT ROAD TO GLOBAL SUPREMACY

The Spanish-American War in 1898 was America's iverseas war of conquest. It thrust American pdese
into the Pacific, beyond Hawaii to the PhilippinBg.the turn of the century, American strategisesevalready
busy developing doctrines for a two-ocean navatesupcy, and the American navy had begun to chadléng
notion that Britain "rules the waves." Americanila of a special status as the sole guardian ofAthstern
Hemisphere's security—proclaimed earlier in theugnby the Monroe Doctrine and subsequently jiestiby
America’'s alleged "manifest destiny"—were evenhieirtenhanced by the construction of the PanamalCana
which facilitated naval domination over both thdaftic and Pacific Oceans.

The basis for America's expanding geopoliticab#dions was provided by the rapid industrializatiof the
country's economy. By the outbreak of World Wakrerica's growing economic might already accourided
about 33 percent of global GNP, which displacedaGRritain as the world's leading industrial pow€his
remarkable economic dynamism was fostered by aureulthat favored experimentation and innovation.
America's political institutions and free markebeomy created unprecedented opportunities for amoisitand
iconoclastic inventors, who were not inhibited frgmarsuing their personal dreams by archaic priedegr
rigid social hierarchies. In brief, national cuduwvas uniquely congenial to economic growth, anatnacting
and quickly assimilating the most talented indiddufrom abroad, the culture also facilitated tkpagsion of
national power.

World War | provided the first occasion for tassive projection of American military force irkarope. A
heretofore relatively isolated power promptly tramsed several hundred thousand of its troops actios
Atlantic—a transoceanic military expedition unpréeeted in its size and scope, which signaled thergemce
of a new major player in the international arenastJs important, the war also prompted the firafjom
American diplomatic effort to apply American priptes in seeking a solution to Europe's internationa
problems. Woodrow Wilson's famous Fourteen Poiapgasented the injection into European geopoliics
American idealism, reinforced by American might.d&cade and a half earlier, the United States legeg a
leading role in settling a Far Eastern conflictvietn Russia and Japan, thereby also assertingonang
international stature.) The fusion of American ig#a and American power thus made itself fully feit the
world scene.

Strictly speaking, however, World War | wadl giredominantly a European war, not a global ddat its
self-destructive character marked the beginningthef end of Europe's political, economic, and caltur
preponderance over the rest of the world. In thersm of the war, no single European power was tble
prevail decisively — and the war's outcome was itganfluenced by the entrance into the conflict tbke
rising non-European power, America. Thereafteroparwould become increasingly the object, rathan tihhe
subject, of global power politics.

However, this brief burst of American globahdiership did not produce a continuing American gageent
in world affairs. Instead, America quickly retredtato a self-gratifying combination of isolatiomsand
idealism. Although by the mid-twenties and earlyrtibs totalitarianism was gathering strength oe th
European continent, American power—by then inclgdanpowerful two-ocean fleet that clearly outmatthe
the British navy—remained disengaged. Americantemed to be bystanders to global politics.

Consistent with that predisposition was the Aoa@ concept of security, based on a view of Anzeas a
continental island. American strategy focused agltshing its shores and was thus narrowly natiamakcope,
with little thought given to international or gldb@onsiderations. The critical international plag/arere still the
European powers and, increasingly, Japan.



The European era in world politics came tonalfiend in the course of World War I, the firatlyr global
war. Fought on three continents simultaneouslyhwitie Atlantic and the Pacific Oceans also heavily
contested, its global dimension was symbolicallyndestrated when British and Japanese soldiers—
representing, respectively, a remote Western Earopsland and a similarly remote East Asian island—
collided thousands of miles from their homes onltitéan-Burmese frontier. Europe and Asia had bexam
single battlefield.

Had the war's outcome been a clear-cut vidimrfNazi Germany, a single European power mighn thave
emerged as globally preponderant. (Japan's vidtorthe Pacific would have gained for that natior th
dominant Far Eastern role, but in all probabilitgpan would still have remained only a regionalehegn.)
Instead, Germany's defeat was sealed largely bywbeextra-European victors, the United States toed
Soviet Union, which became the successors to Elsopéulfilled quest for global supremacy.

The next fifty years were dominated by the apdmerican-Soviet contest for global supremacysdme
respects, the contest Between the United Statestt@dSoviet Union represented the fulfillment ok th
geopoliticians' fondest theories: it pitted the Mitgrleading maritime power, dominant over both Atlantic
and the Pacific Oceans, against the world's lealdind power, paramount on the Eurasian heartlarith five
Sino-Soviet bloc encompassing a space remarkaliynigcent of the scope of the Mongol Empire). The
geopolitical dimension could not have been clea¥erth America versus Eurasia, with the world akst The
winner would truly dominate the globe. There wasone else to stand in the way, once victory waallfn
grasped.

Each rival projected worldwide an ideologicapaal that was infused with historical optimism,tthestified
for each the necessary exertions while reinfor¢isgeonviction in inevitable victory. Each rival walearly
dominant within its own space—unlike the imperialr@ean aspirants to global hegemony, none of which
ever quite succeeded in asserting decisive prepande within Europe itself. And each used its idgglto
reinforce its hold over its respective vassals tiitaries, in a manner somewhat reminiscent efabe of
religious warfare.

The combination of global geopolitical scope #mel proclaimed universality of the competing dogrgave
the contest unprecedented intensity. But an addititactor—also imbued with global implications—nedttie
contest truly unique. The advent of nuclear weapoaant that a head-on war, of a classical typeydmt the
two principal contestants would not only spell thaiutual destruction but could unleash lethal cqonsaces
for a significant portion of humanity. The intensiof the conflict was thus simultaneously subjected
extraordinary self-restraint on the part of botrals.

In the geopolitical realm, the conflict was weddargely on the peripheries of Eurasia itself. Bueo-Soviet
bloc dominated most of Eurasia but did not conit®lperipheries. North America succeeded in entrenc
itself on both the extreme western and extremeegasthores of the great Eurasian continent. Thendef of

. — these continental bridgeheads (epitomized

L Ad on the western "front" by the Berlin
blockade and on the eastern by the Korean
War) was thus the first strategic test of what
came to be known as the Cold War.

In the Cold War's final phase, a third
defensive "front"—the southern—appeared
on Eurasia's map (see map above). The
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan precipitated
a two-pronged American response: direct
U.S. assistance to the native resistance in
Afghanistan in order to bog down the
Soviet army; and a large-scale buildup of
the U.S. military presence in the Persian



Gulf as a deterrent to any further southward ptamecof Soviet political or military power. The Uerd States
committed itself to the defense of the Persian Gedfion, on a par with its western and eastern gtama
security interests.

The successful containment by North AmericahefEEurasian bloc's efforts to gain effective swegrall of
Eurasia—with both sides deterred until the very gach a direct military collision for fear of a niear war—
meant that the outcome of the contest was eveptwtided by nonmilitary means. Political vitality,
ideological flexibility, economic dynamism, and turhl appeal became the decisive dimensions.

The American-led coalition retained its unitypeveas the Sino-Soviet bloc split within less ttvam decades.
In part, this was due to the democratic coalitiog¥eater flexibility, in contrast to the hierarchicand
dogmatic—but also brittle—character of the Commua@np. The former involved shared values, buteuth
a formal doctrinal format. The latter emphasizedrdatic orthodoxy, with only one valid interpretaigenter.
America's principal vassals were also significantgaker than America, whereas the Soviet Unionccook
indefinitely treat China as a subordinate. The ownie was also due to the fact that the Americanmideed to
be economically and technologically much more dyicanvhereas the Soviet Union gradually stagnatetl an
could not effectively compete either in economiowgh or in military technology. Economic decay urrt
fostered ideological demoralization.

In fact, Soviet military power—and the fear nispired among westerners—for a long time obscuned t
essential asymmetry between the two contestanteridawas simply much richer, technologically muabre
advanced, militarily more resilient and innovatigecially more creative and appealing. Ideologamaistraints
also sapped the creative potential of the SoviebtJmmaking its system increasingly rigid and itogomy
increasingly wasteful and technologically less cefitye. As long as a mutually destructive war dat break
out, in a protracted competition the scales hagpteventually in America's favor.

The final outcome was also significantly infleed by cultural considerations. The American-ledlition,
by and large, accepted as positive many attribaftégnerica's political and social culture. Amergavo most
important allies on the western and eastern perighef the Eurasian continent, Germany and Jalpaifn,
recovered their economic health in the contextmiat unbridled admiration for all things Americakmerica
was widely perceived as representing the future, sxciety worthy of admiration and deserving ofition.

In contrast, Russia was held in cultural contebyomost of its Central European vassals and evare so by
its principal and increasingly assertive easteiy, &hina. For the Central Europeans, Russian datian
meant isolation from what the Central Europeanssiciemed their philosophical and cultural home: \West
Europe and its Christian religious traditions. Wotkhan that, it meant domination by a people whbom t
Central Europeans, often unjustly, considered thdiural inferior.

The Chinese, for whom the word "Russia" meadhns hungry land,"” were even more openly contemguou
Although initially the Chinese had only quietly ¢ested Moscow's claims of universality for the @bwvnodel,
within a decade following the Chinese Communisbhetion they mounted an assertive challenge to Maesc
ideological primacy and even began to express gpéeir traditional contempt for the neighboringrihern
barbarians.

Finally, within the Soviet Union itself, the $@rcent of the population that was non-Russiamteradly also
rejected Moscow's domination. The gradual politeabkening of the non-Russians meant that the bilkaras,
Georgians, Armenians, and Azeris began to view &gwwer as a form of alien imperial domination &y
people to whom they did not feel culturally inferidn Central Asia, national aspirations may haeerb
weaker, but here these peoples were fueled iniaddily a gradually rising sense of Islamic identity
intensified by the knowledge of the ongoing dec@ation elsewhere.

Like so many empires before it, the Soviet Wnewentually imploded and fragmented, falling wictot so
much to a direct military defeat as to disintegnatiaccelerated by economic and social strainsfalis
confirmed a scholar's apt observation that emg@resnherently politically unstable because submati units
almost always prefer greater autonomy, and coueitiers in such units almost always act, upon opymity, to



obtain greater autonomy. In this sense, empiresaidall; rather, they fall apart, usually veryslg, though
sometimes remarkably quickly.1

1. Donald Puchala. "The History of the Future afelmational Relations,"” Ethecs and Internationalafts 8
(1994):183.

THE FIRST GLOBAL POWER

The collapse of its rival left the United Statesaimnique position. It became simultaneously the &ind the
only truly global power. And yet America's globaipsemacy is reminiscent in some ways of earlieriszsp
notwithstanding their more confined regional scoffese empires based their power on a hierarchigssals,
tributaries, protectorates, and colonies, with ¢hos the outside generally viewed as barbarianssdie
degree, that anachronistic terminology is not a@&tbgr inappropriate for some of the states currenthin the
American orbit. As in the past, the exercise of Aigen "imperial” power is derived in large meastn@m
superior organization, from the ability to mobilizast economic and technological resources pronfptly
military purposes, from the vague but significantteral appeal of the American way of life, andrfrahe
sheer dynamism and inherent competitiveness oAtherican social and political elites.

Earlier empires, too, partook of these attribuitome comes first to mind. Its empire was esthbtl over
roughly two and a half centuries through sustaieedtorial expansion northward and then both westirvand
southeastward, as well as through the assertic@ffetive maritime control over the entire shoreliof the
Mediterranean Sea. In geographic scope, it reatthddgh point around the year A.D. 211 (see mapage
11). Rome's was a centralized polity and a singlessifficient economy. Its imperial power was esed
deliberately and purposefully through a complexeysof political and economic organization. A stacally
designed system of roads and naval routes, origmn&tom the capital city, permitted the rapid rplbgyment
and concentration—in the event of a major secuhtgat—of the Roman legions stationed in the variou
vassal states and tributary provinces.

At the empire's apex, the Roman legions depla@dad numbered no less than three hundred thdusan
men—a remarkable force, made all the more lethahbyrRoman superiority in tactics and armamentseik
as by the center's ability to direct relativelyicapedeployment. (It is striking to note that in98 the vastly
more populous supreme power, America, was protgdiire outer reaches of its dominion by stationing
296,000 professional soldiers overseas.)

Rome's imperial power, however, was
also derived from an important
psychological reality. Civis Romanus
sum—"l am a Roman citizen"—was the
highest possible self-definition, a source of
pride, and an aspiration for many.
Eventually granted even to those not of
Roman birth, the exalted status of the
Roman citizen was an expression of cultural
superiority that justified the imperial
power's sense of mission. It not only
legitimated Rome's rule, but it also inclined
those subject to it to desire assimilation and
inclusion in the imperial structure. Cultural
superiority, taken for granted by the rulers
and conceded by the subjugated, thus
reinforced imperial power.

The Roman Empire at lts Height



That supreme, and largely uncontested, imppowler lasted about three hundred years. With xcepgion
of the challenge posed at one stage by nearby &pertand on the eastern fringes by the Parthian riéntpie
outside world was largely barbaric, not well orgaai, capable for most of the time only of sporadtacks,
and culturally patently inferior. As long as the e was able to maintain internal vitality and tynithe
outside world was noncompetitive.

Three major causes led to the eventual collapske Roman Empire. First, the empire became @ogel to
be governed from a single center, but splittingnid western and eastern halves automatically olgstr the
monopolistic character of its power. Second, at shene time, the prolonged period of imperial hubris
generated a cultural hedonism that gradually sapbpedpolitical elite's will to greatness. Third,ssained
inflation also undermined the capacity of the syste sustain itself without social sacrifice, whitte citizens
were no longer prepared to make. Cultural decaltigad division, and financial inflation conspirgd make
Rome vulnerable even to the barbarians in its abayad.

By contemporary standards, Rome was not trgphbal power but a regional one. However, givensiiese
of isolation prevailing at the time between theimas continents of the globe, its regional powes \salf-
contained and isolated, with no immediate or evistadt rival. The Roman Empire was thus a worldount
itself,'with its superior political organization ércultural superiority making it a precursor ofelaimperial
systems of even greater geographic scope.

Even so, the Roman Empire was not unique. ThendRoand the Chinese empires emerged almost
contemporaneously, though neither was aware obtiher. By the year 221 B.C. (the time of the PUNiars
between Rome and Carthage), the unification by 'Gliithe existing seven states into the first Cegempire
had prompted the construction of the Great Walhanthern China, to seal off the inner kingdom frtme
barbarian world beyond. The subsequent Han Emphiesh had started to emerge by 140 B.C., was evaie m
impressive in scope and organization. By the ookéte Christian era, no fewer than 57 million pleopere
subject to its authority. That huge number, itseiprecedented, testified to extraordinarily effetcentral
control, exercised through a centralized and pumibureaucracy. Imperial sway extended to todagee&
parts of Mongolia, and most of today's coastal @hiiowever, rather like Rome, the Han Empire akstalne
afflicted by internal ills, and its eventual colispwas accelerated by its division in A.D. 220 ititcee
independent realms.

China’s further history involved cycles of rédioation and expansion, followed by decay and fnagtation.
More than once, China succeeded in establishingeli@psystems that were self-contained, isolated] a
unchallenged externally by any organlzed rivalse Tﬂrpartlte division of the Han realm was reversed.D.

. S SRS 589, with something akin to an imperial
¢ W PeN, ' { frgd PR system reemerging. But the period of
g 1 % ~ China's greatest imperial self-assertion

L NRFEFT TR came under the Manchus, specifically
R - during the early Ch'ing dynasty. By the
eighteenth century, China was once again a

full-fledged empire, with the imperial

center surrounded by vassal and tributary
I states, including today's Korea, Indochina,
Thailand, Burma, and Nepal. China's sway
thus extended from today's Russian Far East
all the way across southern Siberia to Lake
Baikal and into contemporary Kazakstan,
then southward toward the Indian Ocean,
and then back east across Laos and northern
Vietnam (see map on page 14).
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As in the Roman case, the empire was a
- complex financial, economic, educational,

mea Hegonsof the Manchu Empire Administered
by the Court of Colonial Affairs




and security organization. Control over the laggeitory and the more than 300 million people lywithin it
was exercised through all these means, with agteorphasis on centralized political authority, sugd by a
remarkably effective courier service. The entirgpgmwas demarcated into four zones, radiating fReking
and delimiting areas that could be reached by eownthin one week, two weeks, three weeks, ana fou
weeks, respectively. A centralized bureaucracyfggsaonally trained and competitively selected,vmted the
sinews of unity.

That unity was reinforced, legitimated, andtaum®d—again, as in the case of Rome—nby a strdieflyand
deeply ingrained sense of cultural superiority twvas augmented by Confucianism, an imperially eiqred
philosophy, with its stress on harmony, hierardayd discipline. China—the Celestial Empire—was sa&n
the center of the universe, with only barbariansiterperipheries and beyond. To be Chinese meabgeto
cultured, and for that reason, the rest of the dvamlved China its due deference. That special sehse
superiority permeated the response given by thené3ki emperor—even in the phase of China's growing
decline, in the late eighteenth century—to King fgedll of Great Britain, whose emissaries hadmafited to
inveigle China into a trading relationship by offgy some British industrial products as goodwiftgi

We, by the Grace of Heaven, Emperor, instruct timg kf England to take note of our charge:

The Celestial Empire, ruling all within the fogeas . . . does not value rare and preciousghingor
do we have the slightest need of your country'sufatures....

Hence we ... have commanded your tribute envoye-tiirn safely home. You, O King, should
simply act in conformity with our wishes by strelmghing your loyalty and swearing perpetual
obedience.

The decline and fall of the several Chinese eespivas also primarily due to internal factors. ganand
later occidental "barbarians” prevailed becausermat fatigue, decay, hedonism, and loss of econasiwell
as military creativity sapped and then accelerdbexd collapse of Chinese will. Outside powers expbbi
China’s internal malaise—Britain in the Opium Wdrl1839-1842, Japan a century later—which, in turn,
generated the profound sense of cultural humikatitat has motivated the Chinese throughout thatteté
century, a humiliation all the more intense becaafsthe collision between their ingrained senseufural
superiority and the demeaning political realitiépastimperial China.

Much as in the case of Rome, imperial China ldidae classified today as a regional power. Buitsn
heyday, China had no global peer, in the sensenthaither power was capable of challenging its mape
status or even of resisting its further expansfaat had been the Chinese inclination. The Clarmstem
was self-contained and self-sustaining, based pilynan a shared ethnic identity, with relativelynited
projection of central power over ethnically aliexdageographically peripheral tributaries.

The large and dominant ethnic core made itiptes$or China to achieve periodic imperial restama. In
that respect, China was quite unlike other empiresyhich numerically small but hege-monically nvatied
peoples were able for a time to impose and maimtamination over much larger ethnically alien p@piains.
However, once the domination of such small-coreisspvas undermined, imperial restoration was 6the
guestion.

To find a somewhat closer analogy to todayfsdien of a global power, we must turn to the @mkable
phenomenon of the Mongol Empire. Its emergence acaseved through an intense struggle with major and
well-organized opponents. Among those defeated Weré&ingdoms of Poland and Hungary, the forcethef
Holy Roman Empire, several Russian and Rus' pratitips, the Caliphate of Baghdad, and later, eten
Sung dynasty of China.

Genghis Khan and his successors, by defedtigig egional rivals, established centralized aantwver the
territory that latter-day scholars oi geopoliticavh identified as the global heartland, or the pieo world
power. Their Eurasian continental empire rangechftbe shores of the China Sea to Anatolia in Asiadv
and to Central Europe (see map). It was not umtiliteyday of the Stalinist Sino-Soviet bloc that kongol



Empire on the Eurasian continent was finally madich@sofar as the scope of centralized control over
contiguous territory is concerned.

The Roman, Chinese, and Mongol
empires were regional precursors of
subsequent aspirants to global power. In
, the case of Rome and China, as already
noted, their imperial structures were highly
developed, both politically and
, economically, while the widespread

acceptance of the cultural superiority of
the center exercised an important
cementing role. In contrast, the Mongol
Ettt-plre sustained political control by
relying more directly on military conquest
followed by adaptation (and even
assimilation) to local conditions.

Mongol imperial power was largely
based on military domination. Achieved
‘ through the briliant and ruthless

application of superior military tactics that
combined a remarkable capacity for rapid movemérbimes with their timely concentration, Mongolleu
entailed no organized economic or financial systeonwas Mongol authority derived from any assersense
of cultural superiority. The Mongol rulers were tdun numerically to represent a self-regeneratining
class, and in any case, the absence of a defiredadficonscious sense of cultural or even ethupesority
deprived the imperial elite of the needed subjectionfidence.

In fact, the Mongol rulers proved quite susi#etto gradual assimilation by the often cultuyathore
advanced peoples they had conquered. Thus, oneeafrandsons of Genghis Khan, who had become the
emperor of the Chinese part of the great Khansnidaecame a fervent propagator of Confucianisnottear
became a devout Muslim in his capacity as the sufeéPersia; and a third became the culturally iBersuler
of Central Asia.

It was that factor—assimilation of the ruleng the ruled because of the absence of a domindiicpb
culture—as well as unresolved problems of succestiche great Khan who had founded the empird, tha
caused the empire's eventual demise. The Mongbhrbad become too big to be governed from a single
center, but the solution attempted—dividing the eenmto several self-contained parts—prompted stdre
rapid local assimilation and accelerated the ingbafisintegration. After lasting two centuries, frdl206 to
1405, the world's largest land-based empire disaeplewithout a trace.

Thereafter, Europe became both the locus ofajjlpbwer and the focus of the main struggles fobagl
power. Indeed, in the course of approximately tloe@uries, the small northwestern periphery ofEbeasian
continent attained—through the projection of maréi power and for the first time ever—genuine global
domination as European power reached, and asstsédfdon, every continent of the globe. It is netethy
that the Western European imperial hegemons wemeogephically not very numerous, especially when
compared to the numbers effectively subjugated.byethe beginning of the twentieth century, outsidiehe
Western Hemisphere (which two centuries earlierdlad been subject to Western European controldaich
was inhab-ed predominantly by European emigrantdstheir descendants), only China, Russia, the Gitom
Empire, and Ethiopia were free of Western Eurogefaination (see map on page 18).



European Global Supremacy, 1900

Britigh Naval Preponderance
s
- European Political Contral

Europaan Cultural Influence

However, Western European domination was nottaatint to the attainment of global power by Western
Europe. The essential reality was that of Europieiizational global supremacy and of fragmentaddpean
continental power. Unlike the land conquest of Eheasian heartland by the Mongols or by the subs®qu
ussian Empire, European overseas imperialism wamed! through ceaseless transoceanic exploratidrihee
expansion of maritime trade. This process, howealsq involved a continuous struggle among theitgpd
European states not only for the overseas domirbanh$or hegemony within Europe itself. The geopically
consequential fact was that Europe's global heggrd@hnot derive from hegemony in Europe by anygkan
European power.

Broadly speaking, until the middle of the seeenth century, Spain was the paramount Europeaermp@y
the late fifteenth century, it had also emerged asjor overseas imperial power entertaining glaipabitions.
Religion served as a unifying doctrine and as arcswf imperial missionary zeal. Indeed, it tookpala
arbitration between Spain and its maritime rivalrtigal to codify a formal division of the worldtsnSpanish
and Portuguese colonial spheres in the Treati@oafesilla (1494) and Saragossa 1529). Nonethéiassd
by English, French, and Dutch challenges, Spainnveagr able to assert genuine supremacy eitherestékh
Europe itself or across the oceans.

Spain's preeminence gradually gave way todh&rance. Until 1815, France was the dominant feao
power, though continuously checked by its Europesals, both on the continent and overseas. Under
Napoleon, France came close to establishing trgerheny over Europe. Had it succeeded, it might lzdse
gained the status of the dominant global power. &l its defeat by a European coalition reestiabtishe
continental balance of power.
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For the next century, until World War |, Greatit&in exercised global maritime domination as Lomd
became the world's principal financial and tradiegter and the British navy "ruled the waves." GRr#ain
was clearly paramount overseas, but like the edtligopean aspirants to global hegemony, the BrEisipire
could not single-handedly dominate Europe. Inst&aitiain relied on an intricate balance-of-powepldmacy
and eventually on an Anglo-French entente to preeentinental domination by either Russia or Gerynan

The overseas British Empire was initially aicgd through a combination of exploration, traded a
conguest. But much like its Roman and Chinese pesd®rs or its French and Spanish rivals, it adstveld a
great deal of its staying power from the perceptibBritish cultural superiority. That superiorityas not only
a matter of subjective arrogance on the part ofrtipeerial ruling class but was a perspective shagethany of
the non-British subjects. In the words of Southidsfis first black president, Nelson Mandela: "I vimsught
up in a British school, and at the time Britain was home of everything that was best in the wdrldhve not
discarded the influence which Britain and Britisistbry and culture exercised on us.” Cultural sigoiy,
successfully asserted and quietly conceded, hadffleet of reducing the need to rely on large m@iltforces
to maintain the power of the imperial center. Byi49only a few thousand British military personagd civil
servants controlled about 11 million square mileg almost 400 million non-British peoples (see ragage
20).

In brief, Rome exercised its sway largely tlglowuperior military organization and cultural aglp&hina
relied heavily on an efficient bureaucracy to rale empire based on shared ethnic identity, reinfgras
control through a highly developed sense of cultstgeriority. The Mongol Empire combined advanced
military tactics for conquest with an inclinatioowtard assimilation as the basis for rule. The 8hifias well as
the Spanish, Dutch, and French) gained preeminasdéeir flag followed their trade, their contrilelwise
reinforced by superior military organization andtaeral assertiveness. But none of these empireg waly
global. Even Great Britain was not a truly globalyer. It did not control Europe but only balancediistable
Europe was crucial to British international preeemoe, and Europe's self-destruction inevitably mdrthe
end of British primacy.
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In contrast, the scope and pervasiveness oérisan global power today are unique. Not only dibes
United States control all of the world's oceans seals, but it has developed an assertive militapgloility for
amphibious shore control that enables it to projiscpower inland in politically significant wayls military
legions are firmly perched on the western and eastetremities of Eurasia, and they also contrel Bersian
Gulf. American vassals and tributaries, some yearto be embraced by even more formal ties to \Wigstun,
dot the entire Eurasian continent, as the map ge ga shows.

America's economic dynamism provides the necgsgrecondition for the exercise of global primacy
Initially, immediately after World War I, America'economy stood apart from all others, accountiogeafor
more than 50 percent of the world's GNP. The ecanoetovery of Western Europe and Japan, followed b
the wider phenomenon of Asia's economic dynamiseannthat the American share of global GNP evelytual
had to shrink from the disproportionately high levef the immediate postwar era. Nonetheless, byithe the
subsequent Cold War had ended, America's shar®lodlgGNP, and more specifically its share of thaldis
manufacturing output, had stabilized at about 3fcemd, a level that had been the norm for mosthaf t
century, apart from those exceptional years imntelyiafter World War I1.

More important, America has maintained and éan widened its lead in exploiting the latest rsitiie
breakthroughs for military purposes, thereby crepéi technologically peerless military establishindre only
one with effective global reach. All the while, hias maintained its strong competitive advantagéhe
economically decisive information technologies. Ait&n mastery in the cutting-edge sectors of toows
economy suggests that American technological damoimas not likely to be undone soon, especiallyegi
that in the economically decisive fields, Americaar® maintaining or even widening their advantage i
productivity over their Western European and Japam@als.

To be sure, Russia and China are powers tsahtehis American hegemony. In early 1996, thémtly
stated as much in the course of a visit to BeifiggRussia's President Boris Yeltsin. Moreover, thegsess
nuclear arsenals that could threaten vital U.rasts. But the brutal fact is that for the timengeand for
some time to come, although they can initiate aidal nuclear war, neither one of them can wirL#cking
the ability to project forces over long distance®rder to impose their political will and beingh@ologically
much more backward than America, they do not h#memeans to exercise—nor soon attain—sustained
political clout worldwide.



In brief, America stands supreme in the foucisiee domains of global power, militarily, it ham
unmatched global reach; economically, it remaimsrtfain locomotive of global growth, even if chatied in
some aspects by Japan and Germany (neither of wémgbys the other attributes of global might);
technologically, it retains the overall lead in thdting-edge areas of innovation; and culturadlgspite some
crassness, it enjoys an appeal that is unrivalegeaally among the world's youth—all of which gvihe
United States a political clout that no other staimes close to matching. It is the combinatiomalbfour that
makes America the only comprehensive global supegpo

THE AMERICAN GLOBAL SYSTEM

Although America's international preeminence undably evokes similarities to earlier imperial sysse the
differences are more essential. They go beyondgtlestion of territorial scope. American global powse
exercised through a global system of distinctivBljmerican design that mirrors the domestic American
experience. Central to that domestic experientleepluralistic character of both the American sbcand its
political system.

The earlier empires were built by aristocratdditpral elites and were in most cases ruled byeetally
authoritarian or absolutist regimes. The bulk cf gopulations of the imperial states were eithditipally
indifferent or, in more recent times, infected pierialist emotions and symbols. The quest foronati glory,
"the white man's burden,” "la mission civilisatricaot to speak of the opportunities for personalfip—all
served to mobilize support for imperial adventuegsl to sustain essentially hierarchical imperialvgo
pyramids.

The attitude of the American public toward thx¢eenal projection of American power has been muncire
ambivalent. The public supported America's engageme/Norld War Il largely because of the shocleetfof
the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor. The engageshehné United States in the Cold War was initially
endorsed more reluctantly, until the Berlin blookahd the subsequent Korean War. After the Cold hedr
ended, the emergence of the United States asrigke gilobal power did not evoke much public glogtbut
rather elicited an inclination toward a more linditeefinition of American responsibilities abroadibRc
opinion polls conducted in 1995 and 1996 indicategneral public preference for "sharing" globakgowith
others, rather than for its monopolistic exercise.

Because of these domestic factors, the Amegaimal system emphasizes the technique of coioptéas
in the case of defeated rivals—Germany, Japanlaely even Russia) to a much greater extent thamrarlier
imperial systems did. It likewise relies heavily thre indirect exercise of influence on dependergifm elites,
while drawing much benefit from the appeal of iegrobcratic principles and institutions. All of therégoing
are reinforced by the massive but intangible impdcthe American domination of global communicatipn
popular entertainment, and mass culture and bydentially very tangible clout of America's teclogical
edge and global military reach.

Cultural domination has been an underappreti@eet of American global power. Whatever one rtingryk
of its aesthetic values, America's mass culturectss&s a magnetic appeal, especially on the woylalgh. Its
attraction may be derived from the hedonistic qualif the lifestyle it projects, but its global ag# is
undeniable. American television programs and filaesount for about three-fourths of the global marke
American popular music is equally dominant, whilenéyican fads, eating habits, and even clothing are
increasingly imitated worldwide. The language & thternet is English, and an overwhelming proportbf
the global computer chatter also originates fromefioa, influencing the content of global conveiati
Lastly, America has become a Mecca for those sgekitvanced education, with approximately half diomil
foreign students flocking to the United Stateshwitany of the ablest never returning home. Graduiaten
American universities are to be found in almostrg¥@abinet on every continent.

The style of many foreign democratic politigaadso increasingly emulates the American. Not didyJohn
F. Kennedy find eager imitators abroad, but evememecent (and less glorified) American politiceaders
have become the object of careful study and palitimitation. Politicians from cultures as disparats the
Japanese and the British (for example, the Japarese minister of the mid-1990s, Ryutaro Hashimatod
the British prime minister, Tony Blair—and note thiony," imitative of "Jimmy" Carter, "Bill" Clinta, or



"Bob" Dole) find it perfectly appropriate to copylBClinton's homey mannerisms, populist commonctou
and public relations techniques.

Democratic ideals, associated with the Amerigalitical tradition, further reinforce what somerpeive as
America's "cultural imperialism." In the age of st massive spread of the democratic form of gowent,
the American political experience tends to serveaastandard for emulation. The spreading emphasis
worldwide on the centrality of a written constitutiand on the supremacy of law over political exgecy, no
matter how short-changed in practice, has drawmupe strength of American constitutionalism. lcemt
times, the adoption by the former Communist coestof civilian supremacy over the military (espbgias a
precondition for NATO membership) has also beely Weavily influenced by the U.S. system of civiltitairy
relations.

The appeal and impact of the democratic Ameripalitical system has also been accompanied by the
growing attraction of the American entrepreneugabnomic model, which stresses global free trade an
uninhibited cohnpetition. As the Western welfaratest including its German emphasis on "codeternunat
between entrepreneurs and trade unions, begiregséoils economic momentum, more Europeans arengpici
the opinion that the more competitive and evenleggh American economic culture has to be emuldted i
Europe is not to fall further behind. Even in Jgpgreater individualism in economic behavior is draig
recognized as a necessary concomitant of econarooess.

The American emphasis on political democracy andnomic development thus combines to convey a
simple ideological message that appeals to mamyqgtrest for individual success en-hnnees freedoite wh
generating wealth. The resulliiiK blend of idealissnd egoism is a potent combination. Individualf-sel
fulfillment is said to be a God-given right thatthé same time can benefit others by setting amplaand by
generating wealth. It is a doctrine that attralsesénergetic, the ambitious, and the highly cortipeti

As the imitation of American ways gradually yeates the world, it creates a more congenial gettinthe
exercise of the indirect and seemingly consensumaérican hegemony. And as in the case of the domesti
American system, that hegemony involves a comptaxctire of interlocking institutions and procediyre
designed to generate consensus and obscure asyesmetpower and influence. American global supreyna
is thus buttressed by an elaborate system of efmand coalitions that literally span the globe.

The Atlantic alliance, epitomized institutiolyadby NATO, links the most productive and influaltstates of
Europe to America, making the United States a kayi@pant even in intra-European affairs. The teilal
political and military ties with Japan bind the mpswerful Asian economy to the United States, widpan
remaining (at least for the time being) essentialyAmerican protectorate. America also participatesuch
nascent trans-Pacific multilateral organizationsttas Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation Forum (APEC)
making itself a key participant in that region'$aa. The Western Hemisphere is generally shieliech
outside influences, enabling America to play thetiad role in existing hemispheric multilateral argzations.
Special security arrangements in the Persian @sfiecially after the brief punitive mission in 198dainst
Irag, have made that economically vital region iato American military preserve. Even the former i8bv
space is permeated by various American-sponsoradgements for closer cooperation with NATO, sush a
the Partnership for Peace.

In addition, one must consider as part of tibeefican system the global web of specialized omgdiuns,
especially the "international” financial institut® The International Monetary Fund (IMF) and therl/
Bank can be said to represent "global" interests, their constituency may be construed as the wanld
reality, however, they are heavily American domagiaaind their origins are traceable to Americanaitiite,
particularly the Bret-lon Woods Conference of 1944.

Unlike earlier empires, this vast and complébgl system is not a hierarchical pyramid. RatAenerica
stands at the center of an interlocking universe,ia which power is exercised through continucargaining,
dialogue, diffusion, and quest for formal consengwen though that power originates ultimately frarsingle
source, namely, Washington, D.C. And that is wileespower game has to be played, and played aocptdli
America's domestic rules. Perhaps the highest dompt that the world pays to the centrality of the
democratic process in American global hegemonyhés degree to which foreign countries are themselves



drawn into the domestic American political bargagiTo the extent that they can, foreign governsistrive
to mobilize those Americans with whom they sharspacial ethnic or religious identity. Most foreign
governments also employ American lobbyists to adeatheir case, especially in Congress, in additon
approximately one thousand special foreign integestips registered as active in America's capitalerican
ethnic communities also strive to influence U.Seifgn policy, with the Jewish, Greek, and Armenalobies
standing out as the most effectively organized.

American supremacy has thus produced a newnatienal order that not only replicates but insiboalizes
abroad many of the features of the American syst®#if. Its basic features include

e a collective security system, including integdateommand and forces (NATO, the U.S.-Japan
Security Treaty, and so forth);

 regional economic cooperation (APEC, NAFTA [Nomer ican Free Trade Agreement]) and
specialized global cooper ative institutions (therl Bank, IMF, WTO [World Trade Organization]);

* procedures that emphasize consensual decisiomgaven if dominated by the United States;
«a preference for democratic membershijphin key alliances;

 a rudimentary global constitutional and judic&lucture (ranging from the World Court to a spkecia
tribunal to try Bosnian war crimes).

Most of that system emerged during the Cold Vdampart of America's effort to contain its globahl, the
Soviet Union. It was thus ready-made for globalli@ggion, once that rival faltered and America egeg as
the first and only global power. Its essence haanbeell encapsulated by the political scientistJBhn
Ikenberry:

It was hegemonic in the sense that it was centarednd the United States and reflected American-
styled political mechanisms and organizing prinesplit was a liberal order in that it was legitismand
marked by reciprocal interactions. Europeans [oag aiso add, the Japanese] were able to reconstruc
and integrate their societies and economies in \lagiswere congenial with American hegemony but
also with room to experiment with their own autormws and semi-independent political systems . . .
The evolution of this complex system served to "dsticate” relations among the major Western states.
There have been tense conflicts between theses dtata time to time, but the important point isttha
conflict has been contained within a deeply embdddéable, and increasingly articulated political
order. ... The threat of war is off the table.2

Currently, this unprecedented American glolegdmony has no rival. But will it remain unchalledgn the
years to come?

2. Trorn his paper "Creating Liberal Order: The @Qms and Persistence of the Postwar Western Settigin
University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, Novemb@@5.



Chapter 2.The Eurasian Chessboard

FOR AMERICA, THE CHIEF geopolitical prize is EurasiFor half a millennium, world affairs were
dominated by Eurasian powers and peoples who fonghtone another for regional domination and reach
out for global power. Now a non-Eurasian powerrseminent in Eurasia—and America's global primacy i
directly dependent on how long and how effectivedypreponderance on the Eurasian continent iqusiest.

Obviously, that condition is temporary. But dsration, and what follows it, is of critical imgi@ance not
only to America's well-being but more generallyiriternational peace. The sudden emergence of risteafnd
only global power has created a situation in whachequally quick end to its supremacy—either bezanis
America's withdrawal from the world or because loé tsudden emergence of a successful rival—would
produce massive international instability. In effeit would prompt global anarchy. The Harvard pcdl
scientist Samuel P. Huntington is right in boldsgerting:

A world without U.S. primacy will be a world with ane violence and disorder and less democracy anc
economic growth than a world where the United Statentinues to have more influence than any other
country in shaping global affairs. The sustaingdrimational primacy of the United States is certival
the welfare and security of Americans and to thertiof freedom, democracy, open economies, and
international order in the world.1

1. Samuel P. Huntington. "Why International Primadgtters,” International Security (Spring 1993):83.
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In that context, how America "manages"” Eurasiaritical. Eurasia is the globe's largest conttnand is
geopolitically axial. A power that dominates Eugasiould control two of the world's three most adexhand
economically productive regions. A mere glancehat map also suggests that control over Eurasiadvoul
almost automatically entail Africa's subordinatiorendering the Western Hemisphere and Oceania
geopolitically peripheral to the world's centrahtinent (see map on page 32). About 75 percerfteofvorld's
people live in Eurasia, and most of the world'sgitsl wealth is there as well, both in its entesgsi and
underneath its soil. Eurasia accounts for aboup&@ent of the world's GNP and about three-foudththe
world's known energy resources (see tables on pajge
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Eurasia is also the location of most of theldsrpolitically assertive and dynamic states. Aftee United
States, the next six largest economies and the spextiggest spenders on military weaponry are textan
Eurasia. All but one of the world's overt nucleawprs and all but one of the covert ones are |dcate
Eurasia. The world's two most populous aspiranteg@nal hegemony and global influence are Eunagid
of the potential political and/or economic challergyto American primacy are Eurasian. Cumulatively,
Eurasia's power vastly overshadows America's. Rataly for America, Eurasia is too big to be poétly one.



Eurasia is thus the chessboard on which
the struggle for global primacy continues
to be played. Although geostrategy—the
strategic management of geopolitical
interests—may be compared to chess, the
somewhat oval-shaped Eurasian
chessboard engages not just two but
several players, each possessing differing
amounts of power. The key players are
located on the chessboard's west, east,
center, and south. Both the western and the
eastern extremities of the chessboard
contain densely populated regions,
organized on relatively congested space
into several powerful states. In the case of
T o gt iR Eurasia's small western periphery,
The Eurasian Chessboard I A American power is deployed directly on it.
The far eastern mainland is the seat of an mcrnglg&powerful and independent player, controlling a
enormous population, while the territory of its egedic rival—confined on several nearby islands—hali of
a small far-eastern peninsula provide a perch foeAcan power.

Stretching between the western and easternneitiies is a sparsely populated and currently poality fluid
and organizationally fragmented vast middle sp&e¢ was formerly occupied by a powerful rival toSU.
preeminence—a rival that was once committed tagthed of pushing America out of Eurasia. To the baaft
that large central Eurasian plateau lies a polificanarchic but energy-rich region of potentiallyeat
importance to both the western and the easternskuratates, including in the southernmost areglalyh
populated aspirant to regional hegemony.

This huge, oddly shaped Eurasian chessboarderdixty from Lisbon to Vladivostok—provides the sejt
for "the game." If the middle space can be drawsraasingly into the expanding orbit of the West éweh
America preponderates), if the southern regiorotssnbjected to domination by a single player, iatide East
is not unified in a manner that prompts the expul$f America from its offshore bases, America ttean be
said to prevail. But if the middle space rebuffe iWest, becomes an assertive single entity, ahéregains
control over the South or forms an alliance witk thajor Eastern actor, then America's primacy ina&a
shrinks dramatically. The same would be the cagbeftwo major Eastern players were somehow tceunit
Finally, any ejection of America by its Western tpars from its perch on the western periphery would
automatically spell the end of America's participatin the game on the Eurasian chessboard, evenyiththat
would probably also mean the eventual subordinatiothe western extremity to a revived player ogang
the middle space.

The scope of America's global hegemony is adniit great, but its depth is shallow, limited bgthp
domestic and external restraints. American hegemmrgives the exercise of decisive influence butjke the
empires of the past, not of direct control. Theyw&rale and diversity of Eurasia, as well as thegyaf some
of its states, limits the depth of American inflaenand the scope of control over the course oftevéinat
megacontinent is just too large, too populous,ucally too varied, and composed of too many histily
ambitious and politically energetic states to benglant toward even the most economically succéssid
politically preeminent global power. This conditipmaces a premium on geostrategic skill, on thefodr
selective, and very deliberate deployment of Anasicesources on the huge Eurasian chessboard.

It is also a fact that America is too democratichome to be autocratic abroad. This limits tke of
America's power, especially its capacity for mrjtantimidation. Never before has a populist deracgr
attained international supremacy, lint the purst@ipower is not a goal that commands popular passxcept
in conditions of a sudden threat or challenge eoghblic's sense of domestic well-being. The ecoaa®if-
denial (that is, defense spending) and the humarifisa (casualties even among professional sddjlier
required in the effort are uncongenial to democriatincts. Democracy is inimical to imperial miaation.



Moreover, most Americans by and large do noivdeany special gratification from their countryisw
status as the sole global superpower. Politicalirfiphalism™ connected with America's victory in tGeld
War has generally tended to receive a cold receptiml has been the object of some derision onatteopthe
more liberal-minded commentators. If anything, tather varying views of the implications for Amexiof its
historic success in the competition with the forrBewviet Union have been politically more appealiog:the
one hand, there is the view that the end of thed @dar justifies a significant reduction in Amergaglobal
engagement, irrespective of the consequences faridas global standing; and on the other handetisethe
perspective that the time has come for genuingrniatmnal multilateralism, to which America showdden
yield some of its sovereignty. Both schools of thiou have commanded the loyalty of committed
constituencies.

Compounding the dilemmas facing the Americamdéeship are the changes in the character of theaglo
situation itself: the direct use of power now tetml®¥e more constrained than was the case in tte l[daclear
weapons have dramatically reduced the utility of wa a tool of policy or even as a threat. The gngw
economic interdependence among nations is makiagptiitical exploitation of economic blackmail less
compelling. Thus maneuver, diplomacy, coalitionlding, co-optation, and the very deliberate deplegirof
one's political assets have become the key ingnediaf the successful exercise of geostrategic ponehe
Eurasian chessboard.

GEOPOLITICS AND GEOSTRATEGY

The exercise of American global primacy must besgime to the fact that political geography remams
critical consideration in international affairs. ptdeon reportedly once said that to know a natigasgraphy
was to know its foreign policy. Our understandirfgtlee importance of political geography, howeveysmn
adapt to the new realities of power.

For most of the history of international affiterritorial control was the focus of politicadrdlict. Either
national self-gratification over the acquisition lafger territory or the sense of national deproratover the
loss of "sacred" land has been the cause of mdbkedfloody wars fought since the rise of nati@malilt is no
exaggeration to say that the territorial imperatas been the main impulse driving the aggressbalior of
nation-states. Empires were also built throughcdreful seizure and retention of vital geograplsisets, such
as Gibraltar or the Suez Canal or Singapore, whertred as key choke points or linchpins in a systém
imperial control.

The most extreme manifestation of the linkagivieen nationalism and territorial possession wasiged
by Nazi Germany and imperial Japan. The effortuddbthe "one-thousand-year Reich” went far beytnal
goal of reuniting all German-speaking peoples umher political roof and focused also on the desireontrol
"the granaries" of Ukraine as well as other Sldaids, whose populations were to provide cheapedivor
for the imperial domain. The Japanese were singiixhted on the notion that direct territorial gession of
Manchuria, and later of the important oil-producibgtch East Indies, was essential to the fulfillinehthe
Japanese quest for national power and global sthtus similar vein, for centuries the definitioh Russian
national greatness was equated with the acquisifioerritory, and even at the end of the twentwhtury, the
Russian insistence on retaining control over sumiRussian people as the Chechens, who live arauwnil
oil pipeline, has been justified by the claim thath control is essential to Russia's status asa gower.

Nation-states continue to be the basic unitghef world system. Although the decline in big-powe
nationalism and the fading of ideology has reduttexlemotional content of global politics—while nest
weapons have introduced major restraints on theotiserce—competition based on territory still dorvaies
world affairs, even if its forms currently tendlte more civil. In that competition, geographic loea is still
the point of departure for the definition of a patistate's external priorities, and the size oifonal territory
also remains one of the major criteria of status @ower.

However, for most nation-states, the issue witteial possession has lately been waning inesak. To the
extent that territorial disputes are still impottam shaping the foreign policy of some statesythee more a
matter of resentment over the denial of self-deteation to ethnic brethren said to be deprivedhef right to



join the "motherland” or a grievance over allegadtraatment by a neighbor of ethnic minorities tktaey are
a quest for enhanced national status throughdggitenlargement.

Increasingly, the ruling national elites haveneoto recognize that factors other than territogyraore crucial
in determining the international status of a statéhe degree of its international influence. Ecareoprowess,
and its translation into technological innovati@man also be a key criterion of power. Japan provitte
supreme example. Nonetheless, geographic locdilbtesds to determine the immediate prioritiesacftate—
and the greater its military, economic, and pditipower, the greater the radius, beyond its imatedi
neighbors, of that state's vital geopolitical iesds, influence, and involvement.

Until recently, the leading analysts of geopcdithave debated whether land power was more gigntfthan
sea power and what specific region of Eurasiata t gain control over the entire continent. @fi¢he most
prominent, Harold Mackinder, pioneered the disausgarly in this century with his successive cotsepthe
Eurasian "pivot area" (which was said to includeo&lSiberia and much of Central Asia) and, latdrthe
Central-East European "heartland" as the vitalngfmdards for the attainment of continental domoratiHe
popularized his heartland concept by the famousichc

Who rules East Europe commands the Heartland,;
Who rules the Heartland commands the World-Island;
Who rules the World-Island commands the world.

Geopolitics was also invoked by some leading Gerpwlitical geographers to justify their countryBrang
nach Osten," notably with Karl Haushofer adaptingckinder's concept to Germany's strategic neesds. It
much-vulgarized echo could also be heard in AddlieHs emphasis on the German people's need f&lbehs-
raum." Other European thinkers of the first haltl@é century anticipated an eastward shift indhepolitical
center of gravity, with the Pacific region—and dfieally America and Japan—becoming the likely intas

of Europe's fading domination. To forestall suckhét, the French political geographer Paul Demangas
well as other French geopoliticians, advocatedtgraaity among the European states even beforédWdar

Il.

Today, the geopolitical issue is no longer whabgraphic part of Eurasia is the point of departior
continental domination, nor whether land power igrensignificant than sea power. Geopolitics has edov
from the regional to the global dimension, withgmederance over the entire Eurasian continentrsg®as the
central basis for global primacy. The United Stateson-Eurasian power, now enjoys internationathacy,
with its power directly deployed on three periphsriof the Eurasian continent, from which it exesia
powerful influence on the states occupying the Earahinterland. But it is on the globe's most ingat
playing field—Eurasia—that a potential rival to Anoa might at some point arise. Thus, focusinglankey
players and properly assessing the terrain has tthé point of departure for the formulation of Aroan
geostrategy for the long-term management of Amiri€arasian geopolitical interests.

Two basic steps are thus required:

« first, to identify the geostrategically dynamiar@sian states that have the power to cause atjadien
important shift in the international distributiofi power and to decipher the central external goéls
their respective political elites and the likelynsequences of their seeking to attain them; and to
pinpoint the geopolitically critical Eurasian sst®hose location and/or existence have catalytecesf
either on the more active geostrategic playersiaegional conditions;

* second, to formulate specific U.S. policies ttsef, co-opt, and/or control the above, so as ¢sgve
and promote vital U.S. interests, and to conceea@ more comprehensive geostrategy that establish
on a global scale the interconnection between thie specific U.S. policies.



In brief, for the United States, Eurasian geaistyy involves the purposeful management of geesficlly
dynamic states and the careful handling of gedpaliy catalytic states, in keeping with the twimdrests of
America in the short-term preservation of its ueigglobal power and in the long-run transformatibit ato
increasingly institutionalized global cooperatidro put it in a terminology that hearkens back te thore
brutal age of ancient empires, the three grand iatpes of imperial geostrategy are to preventusitin and
maintain security dependence among the vassalkedp tributaries pliant and protected, and to kiwep
barbarians from coming together.

GEOSTRATEGIC PLAYERS AND GEOPOLITICAL PIVOTS

Active geostrategic players are the states thae lthe capacity and the national will to exercisevgoor
influence beyond their borders in order to alter—atalegree that affects America's interests—thetiegis
geopolitical state of affairs. They have the patdrand/or the predisposition to be geopoliticalblatile. For
whatever reason—the quest for national grandeenladjical fulfilment, religious messianism, or ecmic
aggrandizement—some states do seek to attain edgitmmination or global standing. They are drivgn b
deeply rooted and complex motivations, best explainy Robert Browning's phrase: "... a man's reaculd
exceed his grasp, or what's a heaven for?" They thke careful stock of America's power, deternthre
extent to which their interests overlap or collid#gh America, and shape their own more limited Siaa
objectives, sometimes in collusion but sometimesoinflict with America's policies. To the Eurasistates so
driven, the United States must pay special attentio

Geopolitical pivots are the states whose ingrant is derived not from their power and motivatiom rather
from their sensitive location and from the consegaes of their potentially vulnerable condition fibre
behavior of geostrategic players. Most often, gébgal pivots are determined by their geographyich in
some cases gives them a special role either imidgfiaccess to important areas or in denying ressuto a
significant player. In some cases, a geopoliticabfpmay act as a defensive shield for a vitalestat even a
region. Sometimes, the very existence of a geogallipivot can be said to have very significantifocdl and
cultural consequences for a more active neighbogegstrategic player. The identification of the tpGeld
War key Eurasian geopolitical pivots, and protegtinem, is thus also a crucial aspect of Amerigibal
geostrategy.

It should also be noted at the outset thabalih all geostrategic players tend to be imporasat powerful
countries, not all important and powerful countraae automatically geostrategic players. Thus, avttile
identification of the geostrategic players is thelsitively easy, the omission from the list thdtdes of some
obviously important countries may require moreifigsttion.

In the current global circumstances, at lea#t key geostrategic players and five geopolitmabts (with
two of the latter perhaps also partially qualifyiag players) can be identified on Eurasia's nevtigedl map.
France, Germany, Russia, China, and India are naajdractive players, whereas Great Britain, Japad,
Indonesia, while admittedly very important courdrielo not so qualify. Ukraine, Azerbaijan, Southré&g
Turkey, and Iran play the role of critically impant geopolitical pivots, though both Turkey andhliare to
some extent—within their more limited capabilitiealse geostrategically active. More will be said @tbeach
in subsequent chapters.

At this stage, suffice it to say that in the tees extremity of Eurasia the key and dynamic getsgic
players are France and Germany. Both of them atevated by a vision of a united Europe, though ttifer
on how much and in what fashion such a Europe shmrhain linked to America. But both want to shape
something ambitiously new in Europe, thus altethigy status quo. France in particular has its ovastyategic
concept of Europe, one that differs in some sigaiit respects from that of the United States, amacilined to
engage in tactical maneuvers designed to play ofisR against America and Great Britain againstiaay,
even while relying on the Franco-German allianceftset its own relative weakness.

Moreover, both France and Germany are powerfoligh and assertive enough to exercise influemtténw
a wider regional radius. France not only seeksnérakepolitical role in a unifying Europe but alsees itself as
the nucleus of a Mediterranean-North African clusié states that share common concerns. Germany is
increasingly conscious of its special status a®jels most important state—as the area's econonombotive



and the emerging leader of the European Union (B3&rmany feels it has a special responsibility tfor
newly emancipated Central Europe, in a manner Jggueminiscent of earlier notions of a German-led
Mitteleuropa. Moreover, both France and German\sictan themselves entitled to represent Europeanasits

in dealings with Russia, and Germany even reté@sause of its geographic location, at least thieaily, the
grand option of a special bilateral accommodatiah Wussia.

In contrast, Great Britain is not a geostraterayer. It has fewer major options, it entertansambitious
vision of Europe's future, and its relative declivees also reduced its capacity to play the tradhiioole of the
European balancer. Its ambivalence regarding Earopmification .and its attachment to a waning spec
relationship with America have made Great Britantreasingly irrelevant insofar as the major choices
confronting Europe's future are concerned. Londamlargely dealt itself out of the European game.

Sir Roy Denman, a former British senior officialthe European Commission, recalls in his menibias as
early as the 1955 conference in Messina, whichigned the formation of a European Union, the ddlici
spokesman for Britain flatly asserted to the assednwould-be architects of Europe:

The future treaty which you are discussing has mnce of being agreed; if it was agreed, it would
have no chance of being applied. And if it was egaplit would be totally unacceptable to Britain.au
revoir et bonne chance.2

More than forty years later, the above dictamains essentially the definition of the basic iBhnitattitude
toward the construction of a genuinely united Eerdpritain's reluctance to participate in the Ecuoimand
Monetary Union, targeted for January 1999, refléotscountry's unwillingness to identify Britishsti@y with
that of Europe. The substance of that attitudeweslssummarized in the early 1990s as follows:

* Britain rejects the goal of political unification
* Britain favors a model of economic integratiorséa on free trade.

» Britain prefers foreign policy, security, and ee$e coordi nation outside the EC [European
Community] framework.

* Britain has rarely maximized its influence wittetEC.3

Great Britain, to be sure, still remains impaitto America. It continues to wield some degréglobal
influence through the Commonwealth, but it is neitla restless major power nor is it motivated by an
ambitious vision. It is America's key supporteneay loyal ally, a vital military base, and a clgsartner in
critically important intelligence activities. Itsiéndship needs to be nourished, but its policesaot call for
sustained attention. It is a retired geostratelzigqy, resting on its splendid laurels, largelyedigaged from the
great European adventure in which France and Geariax@the principal actors.

2. Roy Denman, Missed Chances (London: Cassel§)199

3. In Robert Skidelsky's contribution on "Greatt&in and the New Europe,” in From the Atlantic e Urals,
ed. David P. Calleo and Philip H. Gordon (Arlingtovia.: 1992), p. 145.

The other medium-sized European states, with mestgbmembers of NATO and/or the European Union,
either follow America's lead or quietly line up lmth Germany or France. Their policies do not hawveider
regional impact, and they are not in a positioralter their basic alignments. At this stage, they reither
geostrategic players nor geopolitical pivots. Tams is true of the most important potential Cerfi@lopean
member of NATO and the EU, namely, Poland. Polando weak to be a geostrategic player, and iohis
one option: to become integrated into the West.edwer, the disappearance of the old Russian Enapide
Poland's deepening ties with both the Atlanticaalte and the emerging Europe increasingly givenéola
historically unprecedented security, while confgiiis strategic choices. Russia, it hardly needsnga
remains a major geostrategic player, in spite ®fweakened state and probably prolonged malaseehy
presence impacts massively on the newly indepersiatgs within the vast Eurasian space of the foBogiet



Union. It entertains ambitious geopolitical objges, which it increasingly proclaims openly. Ontehas
recovered its strength, it will also impact sigedidntly on its western and eastern neighbors. Maedrussia
has still to make its fundamental geostrategic @hoegarding its relationship with America: is ifreend or
foe? It may well feel that it has major optionstbe Eurasian continent in that regard. Much depemdsow

its internal politics evolve and especially on wiest Russia becomes a European democracy or a &urasi
empire again. In any case, it clearly remains ggulaeven though it has lost some of its "piecas,Wwell as
some key spaces on the Eurasian chessboard.

Similarly, it hardly needs arguing that Chinaisnajor player. China is already a significantiaagl power
and is likely to entertain wider aspirations, givenhistory as a major power and its view of tHaneése state
as the global center. The choices China makeslaadg beginning to affect the geopolitical disttion of
power in Asia, while its economic momentum is botodjive it both greater physical power and incregs
ambitions. The rise of a "Greater China" will neave the Taiwan issue dormant, and that will iradoht
impact on the American position in the Far East @ismantling of the Soviet Union has also createdhe
western edge of China a series of states, regamlimgh the Chinese leaders cannot be indifferehus]
Russia will also be much affected by China's metey@ emergence on the world scene.

The eastern periphery of Eurasia poses a parddpan is clearly a major power in world affaaad the
American-Japanese alliance has often—and corretiben defined as America's most important bilateral
relationship. As one of the very top economic p@aerthe world, Japan clearly possesses the patdatithe
exercise of first-class political power. Yet it doaot act on this, eschewing any aspirations fgrorel
domination and preferring instead to operate umg®erican protection. Like Great Britain in the casfe
Europe, Japan prefers not to become engaged ipdiitees of the Asian mainland, though at leastaatipl
reason for this is the continued hostility of maf@iow Asians to any Japanese quest for a regipnall
preeminent political role.

This self-restrained Japanese political prafiléurn permits the United States to play a cérsteaurity role
in the Far East. Japan is thus not a geostratémyer though its obvious potential for quickly being one—
especially if either China or America were sudddnlglter its current policies—imposes on the Uhiftates a
special obligation to carefully nurture the Amenedapanese relationship. It is not Japanese fopmboy that
America must watch, but it is Japan's self-restrthat America must very subtly cultivate. Any sigrant
reduction in American-Japanese political ties waalgdact directly on the region's stability.

The case for not listing Indonesia as a dynageiastrategic player is easier to make. In South&sis,
Indonesia is the most important country, but evenhe region itself, its capacity for projectingysificant
influence is limited by the relatively underdeveddpstate of the Indonesian economy, its continngsrnal
political uncertainties, its dispersed archipelaaug its susceptibility to ethnic conflicts that &xacerbated by
the central role exercised in its internal finah@Hairs by the Chinese minority. At some poimgdbnesia
could become an important obstacle to Chinese w@uth aspirations. That eventuality has already been
recognized by Australia, which once feared Indamesexpansionism but lately has begun to favor close
Australian-Indonesian security cooperation. Butesiqul of political consolidation and continued eawnic:
success is needed before Indonesia can be viewld asgionally dominant actor.

In contrast, India is in the process of esthinhig itself as a regional power and views itselpagentially a
major global player as well. It also sees itselaasval to China. That may be a matter of ovenesting its
own long-term capabilities, but India is unquestibly the most powerful South Asian state, a redibege-
mon of sorts. It is also a semisecret nuclear ppama it became one not only in order to intimida&kistan
but especially to balance China's possession otckear arsenal. India has a geostrate-gic visiatsaggional
role, both vis-a-vis its neighbors and in the Imd@&cean. However, its ambitions at this stage pelypherally
intrude on America's Eurasian interests, and thsis, geostrategic player, India is not—at leagti;the same
degree as either Russia or China—a source of géopbtoncern.

Ukraine, a new and important space on the Eamashessboard, is a geopolitical pivot becauseaty
existence as an independent country helps to ttandRussia. Without Ukraine, Russia ceases toberasian
empire. Russia without Ukraine can still strive fimperial status, but it would then become a pradantly
Asian imperial state, more likely to be drawn idebilitating conflicts with aroused Central Asiango would



then be resentful of the loss of their recent iraelence and would be supported by their fellownigisstates

to the south. China would also be likely to oppasg restoration of Russian domination over Censh,
given its increasing interest in the newly indepsntdstates there. However, if Moscow regains cormver
Ukraine, with its 52 million people and major resms as well as its access to the Black Sea, Russi:
automatically again regains the wherewithal to bee@ powerful imperial state, spanning Europe as@.A
Ukraine's loss of independence would have immediatsequences for Central Europe, transformingriéola
into the geopolitical pivot on the eastern fronbéa united Europe.

Despite its limited size and small populatiozefbaijan, with its vast energy resources, is g&mpolitically
critical. It is the cork in the bottle containinbet riches of the Caspian Sea basin and Central. Asia
independence of the Central Asian states can b#ered nearly meaningless if Azerbaijan becomey full
subordinated to Moscow's control. Azerbaijan's @md very significant oil resources can also beestibf to
Russian control, once Azerbaijan's independencebkas nullified. An independent Azerbaijan, linked
Western markets by pipelines that do not pass gtrdRussian-controlled territory, also becomes aomaj
avenue of access from the advanced and energy+ioamgueconomies to the energy rich Central Asian
republics. AlImost as much as in the case of Ukramefuture of Azerbaijan and Central Asia is ataacial in
defining what Russia might or might not become.

Turkey and Iran are engaged in establishingesdegree of influence in the Caspian Sea-Centra As
region, exploiting the retraction of Russian poweor that reason, they might be considered as iggegic
players. However, both states confront serious dtimgroblems, and their capacity for effecting onaj
regional shifts in the distribution of power is lted. They are also rivals and thus tend to negath other's
influence. For example, in Azerbaijan, where Turkeg gained an influential role, the Iranian pasi@arising
out of concern over possible Azeri national stggamwithin Iran itself) has been more helpful to Bigssians.

Both Turkey and Iran, however, are primarilypontant geopolitical pivots. Turkey stabilizes Black Sea
region, controls access from it to the Mediterran&ea, balances Russia in the Caucasus, stillso&er
antidote to Muslim fundamentalism, and serves astuthern anchor for NATO. A destabilized Turkeyuld
be likely to unleash more violence in the southBailkans, while facilitating the reimposition of Fien
control over the newly independent states of thac@sus. Iran, despite the ambiguity of its attittml&ard
Azerbaijan, similarly provides stabilizing suppéot the new political diversity of Central Asia.dominates
the eastern shoreline of the Persian Gulf, whiéntlependence, irrespective of current Iranianilitggoward
the United States, acts as a barrier to any lomg-teussian threat to American interests in the iRer§ulf
region.

Finally, South Korea is a Far Eastern geopalitpivot. Its close links to the United StatestdaaAmerica to
shield Japan and thereby to keep Japan from begoamrindependent and major military power, withant
overbearing American presence within Japan itgelly significant change- in South Korea's statufeci
through unification and/or through a shift into expanding Chinese sphere of influence, would necigs
alter dramatically America's role in the Far Edhys altering Japan's as well. In addition, Soutreld's
growing economic power also makes it a more immbrtspace” in its own right, control over which bates
increasingly valuable.

The above list of geostrategic players and gitogad pivots is neither permanent nor fixed. Anes, some
states might have to be added or subtracted. @bstan some respects, the case could be madd #matan, or
Thailand, or Pakistan, or perhaps Kazakstan or kigtan should also be included in the latter catggo
However, at this stage, the case for none of tliwe@alseems compelling. Changes in the status obathyem
would represent major events and involve somesshiftthe distribution of power, but it is doubtfihlat the
catalytic consequences would be far-reaching. Tig exception might involve the issue of Taiwanpiie
chooses to view it apart from China. Even thent iggie would only arise if China were to use m&poce to
conguer the island, in successful defiance of thédd States, thereby threatening more generalleoa's
political credibility in the Far East. The probatyilof such a course of events seems low, butdbasideration
still has to be kept in mind when framing U.S. pglioward China.



CRITICAL CHOICES AND POTENTIAL CHALLENGES

The identification of the central players and kéyops helps to define America's grand policy dileasnand to
anticipate the potential major challenges on thea&an supercontinent. These can be summarizedrebef
more comprehensive discussion in subsequent clsapgemvolving five broad issues:

* What kind of Europe should America prefer anddegpromote?
* What kind of Russia is in America's interest, artht and how much ran America do nhoul it?

* What are the prospects for the emergence in @leBtirasia of a new Balkans," and what should
America do to minimize the resulting risks?

* What role should China be encouraged to assurttesifrar East, and what are the implications of the
foregoing not only for the United States but alsoJapan?

« What new Eurasian coalitions are possible, whiefjht be most dangerous to U.S. interests, and what
needs to be done to preclude them?

The United States has always professed it$itiide the cause of a united Europe. Ever sineedhys of the
Kennedy administration, the standard invocationlieen that of "equal partnership.” Official Washarghas
consistently proclaimed its desire to see Europergenas a single entity, powerful enough to shath w
America both the responsibilities and the burddrglabal leadership.

That has been the established rhetoric onubgst. But in practice, the United States has bess clear
and less consistent. Does Washington truly desiarape that is a genuinely equal partner in weffdirs, or
does it prefer an unequal alliance? For examplthedJnited States prepared to share leadershipEvitope
in the Middle East, a region not only much closeogyaphically to Europe than to America but alse on
which several European states have long-standiegests? The issue of Israel instantly comes tanmihS.-
European differences over Iran and Iraq have a¢sm lireated by the United States not as an issuwede
equals but as a matter of insubordination.

Ambiguity regarding the degree of American supfor European unity also extends to the issubaf
European unity is to be defined, especially conogrivhich country, if any, should lead a united @&pe.
Washington has not discouraged London's divisiv&pe regarding Europe's integration, though Wagbm
has also shown a clear preference for German—rdi@n French— leadership in Europe. That is
understandable, given the traditional thrust ofnEhepolicy, but the preference has also had thecetf
encouraging the occasional appearance of a laétremico-British entente in order to thwart Germaasywell
as periodic French flirtation with Moscow in orderoffset the American-German coalition.

The emergence of a truly united Europe—espgciélthat should occur with constructive American
support—will require significant changes in thausture and processes of the NATO alliance, thecgrat link
between America and Europe. NATO provides not ¢inéymain mechanism for the exercise of U.S. infbeen
regarding European matters but the basis for tHiéigadly critical American military presence in \§&rn
Europe. However, European unity will require thatigture to adjust to the new reality of an allief@sed on
two more or less equal partners, instead of aarelé that, to use traditional terminology, involessentially a
hegemon and its vassals. That issue has so farl&egsty skirted, despite the modest steps takel®B6 to
enhance within NATO the role of the Western Europeaion (WEU), the military coalition of the Wester
European states. A real choice in favor of a uniiatbpe will thus compel a far-reaching reordehATO,
inevitably reducing the American primacy within thiéance.

In brief, a long-range American geostrategyEarope will have to address explicitly the issaeEuropean
unity and real partnership with Europe. An Ameritet truly desires a united and hence also a more
independent Europe will have to throw its weightibd those European forces that are genuinely ctieanio
Europe's political and economic integration. Sucstrategy will also mean junking the last vestigéshe
once-hallowed U.S.-U.K. special relationship.



A policy for a united Europe will also have tddaess—though jointly with the Europeans—the highly
sensitive issue of Europe's geographic scope. lowdstward,should the European Union extend? Aodld
the eastern limits of the EU be synonymous withaastern front line of NATO? The former is more atter
for a European decision, but a European decisiothah issue will have direct implications for a NAT
decision. The latter, however, engages the Unitate§ and the U.S. voice in NATO is still decisi@ven
the growing consensus regarding the desirabilitaddmilling the nations of Central Europe into bite EU
and NATO, the practical meaning of this questiocufges attention on the future status of the Bedjpeiblics
and perhaps also that of Ukraine.

There is thus an important overlap betweenBbmpean dilemma discussed above and the second or

pertaining to Russia. It is easy to respond todgiestion regarding Russia's future by professipgegerence
for a democratic Russia, closely linked to Eurdpesumably, a democratic Russia would be more syrapa
to the values shared by America and Europe andeh&so more likely to become a junior partner iaphg a
more stable and cooperative Eurasia. But Russiastians may go beyond the attainment of recogniaad
respect as a democracy. Within the Russian forpalicy establishment (composed largely of formeviSo
officials), there still thrives a deeply ingrainddsire for a special Eurasian role, one that waolisequently
entail the subordination to Moscow of the newlyapdndent post-Soviet states.

In that context, even friendly western polisyseen by some influential members of the Russidicyp
making community as designed to deny Russia ittfuy claim to a global status. As two Russian
geopoliticians put it:

[T]he United States and the NATO countries—whilargpy Russia's self-esteem to the extent possible,
but nevertheless firmly and consistently—are dgstg the geopolitical foundations which could, at
least in theory, allow Russia to hope to acquieesfatus as the number two power in world poliieg
belonged to the Soviet Union.

Moreover, America is seen as pursuing a policy hmctv

the new organization of the European space thagirsg engineered by the West is, in essence, dmilt
the idea of supporting, in this part of the wom@w, relatively small and weak national statesufgho
their more or less close rapprochement with NAT@,EC, and so forth.4

4. A. Bogaturov and V. Kremenyuk (both senior safsain the Institute of the United States and Ca)ath
"Current Relations and Prospects for Inter-.eiclidBetween Russia and the United States,”" Nezawsima
Gazeta, June 28, 1966.

The above quotations define, well—even thoughi some animus—the dilemma that the United Slates
laces. To what extent should Russia be helped ascatly—which inevitably strengthens Russia poétlg
and militarily—and to what extent should the nevilglependent states be simultaneously assistedein th
defense and consolidation of their independence®?Rissia be both powerful and a democracy at thee sa
time? If it becomes powerful again, will it not &ge regain its lost imperial domain, and can érttbe both an
empire and a democracy?

U.S. policy toward the vital geopolitical pigobf Ukraine and Azerbaijan cannot skirt that issared
America thus faces a difficult dilemma regardingtitzal balance and strategic purpose. Internal iBnss
recovery is essential to Russia's democratizatimhesrentual Europeanization. But any recoverysintperial
potential would be inimical to both of these objees. Moreover, it is over this issue that diffezes could
develop between America and some European staescially as the EU and NATO expand. Should Russia
be considered a candidate for eventual membenmstajiher structure? And what then about Ukraine® ddsts
of the exclusion of Russia could be high—creatirggH-fulfilling prophecy in the Russian mindset—tiihe
results of dilution of either the EU or NATO cowdtso be quite destabilizing.

Another major uncertainty looms in the largel geopoliti-cally fluid space of Central Eurasiagximized
by the potential vulnerability of the Turkish-Irami pivots. In the area demarcated on the followiragp from
Crimea in the Black Sea directly eastward alongwhe southern frontiers of Russia, all the wayhe €hinese



province of Xinjiang, then down to the Indian Oceard thence westward to the Red Sea, then northtward
the eastern Mediterranean Sea and back to Crimveaathout 400 million people, located in some twete
states, almost all of them ethnically as well digicausly heterogeneous and practically none ofrtipolitically
stable. Some of these states may be in the pro€essjuiring nuclear weapons.

This huge region, torn by volatile hatreds and@inded by competing powerful neighbors, is kel be a
major battlefield, both for wars among nation-sdatad, more likely, for protracted ethnic and relig
violence. Whether India acts as a restraint or dreit takes advantage of some opportunity to iraptswill
on Pakistan will greatly affect the regional scapehe likely conflicts. The internal strains withiTurkey and
Iran are likely not only to get worse but to grgatduce the stabilizing role these states areldapd playing
within this volcanic region. Such developments wilturn make it more difficult to assimilate thew Central
Asian states into the international community, elalso adversely affecting the American-dominatisty
of the Persian Gulf region. In any case, both Anozand the international community may be facee gth
a challenge that will dwarf the recent crisis ie former Yugoslavia.

e A possible challenge to American
primacy from Islamic fundamentalism
could be part of the problem in this
unstable region. By exploiting religious
hostility to the American way of life and
taking advantage of the Arab-Israeli
— conflict, Islamic fundamentalism could
R undermine several pro-Western Middle

Eastern governments and eventually

jeopardize American regional interests,

especially in the Persian Gulf. However,
a7 " without political cohesion and in the
) - absence of a single genuinely powerful
@ 7\ Islamic state, a challenge from Islamic
-3 : B ) fundamentalism would lack a geopolitical
LA N A _ = core and would thus be more likely to
; : S\ express itself through diffuse violence.
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The Global Zone of Percolating Violence

INDIAN OCEAN
#* Araas of unrest, conflict, and violance

A geostrategic issue of crucial
importance is posed by China's emergence as a pajgr. The most appealing outcome would be toptao
democratizing and free-marketing China into a lar§sian regional framework of cooperation. But sogpg
China does not democratize but continues to groeconomic and military power? A "Greater China" nbay
emerging, whatever the desires and calculationis ofeighbors, and any effort to prevent that frieappening
could entail an intensifying conflict with Chinau&h a conflict could strain American-Japanese icelat—for

it is far from certain that Japan would want tddel America's lead in containing China—and couldréfore
have potentially revolutionary consequences for ybak definition of Japan's regional role, perhagene
resulting in the termination of the American preseim the Far East.

However, accommodation with China will also exié& own price. To accept China as a regional pase
not a matter of simply endorsing a mere slogan.r@heill have to be substance to any such regional
preeminence. To put it very directly, how large lsinése sphere of influence, and where, should Aradre
prepared to accept as part of a policy of succgsto-opting China into world affairs? What areasw
outside of China's political radius might have édonceded to the realm of the reemerging Celdstigdire?

In that context, the retention of the Americaesence in South Korea becomes especially impoifgithout
it, it is difficult to envisage the American-Japageedefense arrangement continuing in its present, ftor
Japan would have to become militarily more selfisight. But any movement toward Korean reunifioatis
likely to disturb the basis for the continued Urflitary presence in South Korea. A reunified Koreay
choose not to perpetuate American military protegtihat, indeed, could be the price exacted byn&ffior



throwing its decisive weight behind the reunifiocatiof the peninsula. In brief, U.S. managementtsf i
relationship with China will inevitably have direcbnsequences for the stability of the Americaradape-
Korean triangular security relationship.

Finally, some possible contingencies involviiugure political alignments should also be briefigted,
subject to fuller discussion in pertinent chapténsthe past, international affairs were largelyrioated by
contests among individual states for regional datmam. Henceforth, the United States may have terdene
how to cope with regional coalitions that seek tshp America out of Eurasia, thereby threatening Acaks
status as a global power. However, whether any swoeliitions do or do not arise to challenge Amarica
primacy will in fact depend to a very large degosehow effectively the United States responds éorttajor
dilemmas identified here.

Potentially, the most dangerous scenario wbelé grand coalition of China, Russia, and perliaps an
"antihegemonic"” coalition united not by ideologyt by complementary grievances. It would be rememgan
scale and scope of the challenge once posed (§ileeSoviet bloc, though this time China would likbe the
leader and Russia the follower. Averting this cogéincy, however remote it may be, will require sptily of
U.S. geostrategic skill on the western, easterd smuthern perimeters of Eurasia simultaneously.

A geographically more limited but potentiallyesv more consequential challenge could involve a-Sin
Japanese axis, in the wake of a collapse of theridareposition in the Far East and a revolutior@drgnge in
Japan's world outlook. It would combine the poweitveo extraordinarily productive peoples, and itultb
exploit some form of "Asianism" as a unifying aAtinerican doctrine. However, it does not appearyikieat
in the foreseeable future China and Japan will farmalliance, given their recent historical expsres and a
farsighted American policy in the Far East showddainly be able to prevent this eventuality froocurring.

Also quite remote, but not to be entirely exelddis the possibility of a grand European realignin
involving either a German-Russian collusion or arn€p-Russian entente. There are obvious historical
precedents for both, and either could emerge ibgean unification were to grind to a halt and iatiens
between Europe and America were to deteriorateefyaindeed, in the latter eventuality, one coutdgine a
European-Uussian accommodation to exclude Amerma the continent. At this stage, all of these aatis
seem improbable. They would require not only a imaswishandling by America of its European poliayt b
also a dramatic reorientation on the part of thelkeropean states.

Whatever the future, it is reasonable to coreltltht American primacy on the Eurasian contineiithe
buffeted by turbulence and perhaps at least byastowriolence. America's primacy is potentially melable to
new challenges, either from regional contendersiawel constellations. The currently dominant Amamic
global system, within which "the threat of war i the table," is likely to be stable only in thogarts of the
world in which American primacy, guided by a loregrh geostrategy, rests on compatible and congenial
sociopolitical systems, linked together by Americkominated multilateral frameworks.



Chapter 3.The Democratic Bridgehead

EUROPE is AMERICA'S NATURAL ALLY. It shares the sanvalues; partakes, in the main, of the same
religious heritage; practices the same democratiitigs; and is the original homeland of a largejoniéy of
Americans. By pioneering in the integration of oatstates into a shared supranational economic anc
eventually political union, Europe is also pointitige way toward larger forms of postnational orgation,
beyond the narrow visions and the destructive passbf the age of nationalism. It is already thesmo
multilaterally organized region of the world (sdead on page 58). Success in its political unifaatwould
create a single entity of about 400 million peogilng under a democratic roof and enjoying a dtad of
living comparable to that of the United States.lBadurope would inevitably be a global power.
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Europe also serves as the springboard for tbgressive expansion of democracy deeper into Eaurasi
Europe's expansion eastward would consolidate ¢émeodratic victory of the 1990s. It would match e t
political and economic plane the essential civilmaal scope of Europe—what has been called thaneet
Europe—as defined by Europe's ancient and commdigioes heritage, derived from Western-rite
Christianity. Such a Europe once existed, long figefoe age of nationalism and even longer befaeedhent
division of Europe into its American- and Sovietdoated halves. Such a larger Europe would be tble
exercise a magnetic attraction on the states ldoaten farther east building a network of ties witkraine,
Belarus, and Russia drawing them into increasingiyding cooperation while proselytizing common
democratic principles. Eventually, such a Europeld&ddecome one of the vital pillars of an American-
sponsored larger Eurasian structure of securitycaogeration.

But first of all, Europe is America's essahgeopolitical bridgehead on the Eurasian continBmerica'’s
geostrategic stake in Europe is enormous. Unlikeeea's links with Japan the Atlantic alliance enthes
American political influence and military power éatly on the Eurasian mainland. At this stage ofefinan-
European relations, with the allied European natistill highly dependent on U.S. security protactiany
expansion in the scope of Europe becomes autorthatizaexpansion in the scope of direct U.S. infice as
well. Conversely, without close transatlantic ti@snerica's primacy in Eurasia promptly fades awaysU
control over the Atlantic Ocean and the abilitypimject influence and power deeper into Eurasialavie
severely circumscribed.



The problem, however, is that a truly Europ&amope" as such does not exist. It is a visioogm@cept, and
a goal but it is not yet reality. Western Europalready a common market, but it is still far fria@ing a single
political entity. A political Europe has yet to erge. The crisis in Bosnia offered painful proof Exdirope’'s
continued absence, if proof were still needed. Bheal fact is that Western Europe, and increagimadto
Central Europe remains largely an American protatéo with its allied states reminiscent of ancieassals
and tributaries. This is not a healthy conditiather for America or for the European nations

Matters are made worse by a more pervasivengeitl Europe's internal vitality. Both the legity of the
existing socio-economic system and even the sunfa®ense of European identity appear to be vulferaba
number of European states one can detect a cfismn@idence and a loss of creative momentum, dsasean
inward perspective that is both isolationist andapsst from the larger dilemmas of the world. Inst clear
whether most Europeans even want Europe to be ar mpayver and whether they are prepared to do vghat i
needed for it to become one. Even residual EuropedirAmericanism, currently quite weak, is curilgus
cynical: the Europeans deplore American "hegemany'take comfort in being sheltered by it.

The political momentum for Europe's unificatimas once driven by three main impulses: the memaie
the destructive two world wars, the desire for eroit recovery, and the insecurity generated bySbeiet
threat. By the mid-nineties, however, these immilsad faded. Economic recovery by and large has bee
achieved; if anything, the problem Europe increglgirfaces is that of an excessively burdensome anelf
system that is sapping its economic vitality, while passionate resistance to any reform by speteaksts is
diverting European political attention inward. TBeviet threat has disappeared, while the desirsoaie
Europeans to gain independence from American geelaas not translated into a compelling impulse for
continental unification.

The European cause has been increasingly sedthythe bureaucratic momentum generated by tige la
institutional machinery created by the European @amty and its successor, the European Union. dlea of
unity still enjoys significant popular support, buttends to be lukewarm, lacking in passion anskase of
mission. In general, the Western Europe of todayegs the impression of a troubled, unfocused, odiable
yet socially uneasy set of societies, not partakihgny larger vision. European unification is e&singly a
process and not a cause.

Still, the political elites of two leading Euregn nations— France and Germany—remain largely atigdn
to the goal of shaping and defining a Europe thatild/ truly be Europe. They are thus Europe's ppaici
architects. Working together, they could constau&urope worthy of its past and of its potentialt Bach is
committed to a somewhat different vision and desagr neither is strong enough to prevail by itself

This condition creates for the United Statepecsl opportunity for decisive intervention. Itcessitates
American engagement on behalf of Europe's unity,ofberwise unification could grind to a halt arn
gradually even be undone. But any effective Americevolvement in Europe's construction has to bieegl
by clarify in American thinking regarding what kired Europe America prefers and is ready to promaa—
equal partner or a junior ally—and regarding therguval scope of both the European Union and NAT@lsb
requires careful management of Europe's two prat@pchitects.

GRANDEUR AND REDEMPTION

France seeks reincarnation as Europe; Germany hfmpesedemption through Europe. These varying
motivations go a long way toward explaining andrdef the substance of the alternative French aadn@n
designs for Europe.

For France, Europe is the means for regainiagde's past greatness. Even before World Waetipss
French thinkers on international affairs alreadynea about the progressive decline of Europe'srakty in
world affairs. During the several decades of thé&dG#ar, that worry turned into resentment over 'tAaglo-
Saxon" domination of the West, not to speak of emit for the related "Americanization" of Westeutture.
The creation of a genuine Europe—in Charles De I@aulvords, "from the Atlantic to the Urals"—was to
remedy that deplorable state of affairs. And suctEwope, since it would be led by Paris, would
simultaneously regain for France the grandeurtti@french still feel remains their nation's speséstiny.



For Germany, a commitment to Europe is thesbi@sinational redemption, while an intimate corogcto
America is central to its security. Accordingly,Earope more assertively independent of Americaoisan
viable option. For Germany, redemption + securitfEgrope + America. That formula defines Germany's
posture and policy, making Germany simultaneouslyope's truly good citizen and America's strongest
European supporter.

Germany sees in its fervent commitment to Eeraphistorical cleansing, a restoration of its rharad
political credentials. By redeeming itself throughrope, Germany is restoring its own greatnesseagaining
a mission that would not automatically mobilize &ugan resentments and fears against Germany. mh&sr
seek the German national interest, that runs thle of alienating other Europeans; if Germans premot
Europe's common interest, that garners Europegosiignd respect.

On the central issues of the Cold War, France aimyal, dedicated, and determined ally. It stslwoulder lo
shoulder with America when the chips were down. Wéeduring the two Berlin blockades or during the
Cuban missile crisis, there was no doubt about dfresteadfastness. But France's support for NATO was
tempered by a simultaneous French desire to aaseeparate French political identity and to presdor
France its essential freedom of action, espec@tlynatters that pertained to France's global sw@tus the
future of Europe.

There is an element of delusional obsessiohenRrench political elite's preoccupation with tiagion that
France is still a global power. When Prime Minisédain Juppe, echoing his predecessors, declaratieto
National Assembly in May 1995 that "France can anubt assert its vocation as a world power," theeyatg
broke out into spontaneous applause. The Frendtanse on the development of its own nuclear detér
was motivated largely by the view that France wahlereby enhance its own freedom of action andheat t
same time gain the capacity to influence Americéerdnd-death decisions regarding the security haf t
Western alliance as a whole. It was not vis-aHves $oviet Union that France sought to upgradetétsis, for
the French nuclear deterrent had, at the very be$t,a marginal impact on Soviet war-making calids.
Paris felt instead that its own nuclear weaponslavgive France a role in the Cold War's top-levad anost
dangerous decision-making processes.

In French thinking, the possession of nucleaapoas fortified France's claim to being a globalveq of
having a voice that had to be respected worldwltd&ngibly reinforced France's position as ondhaf five
veto-wielding- UN Security Council members, alldialso nuclear powers. In the French perspecthes, t
British nuclear deterrent was simply an extensibthe American, especially given the British conmmeit to
the special relationship and the British abstentiom the effort to construct an independent Eurdpbat the
French nuclear program significantly benefited framovert U.S. assistance was, to the French, of no
consequence for France's strategic calculus.) Thach nuclear deterrent also consolidated, in tlesadh
mindset, France's commanding position as the Igadontinental power, the only truly European siste
endowed.

France's global ambitions were also expredsedigh its determined efforts to sustain a spegalirity role
in most of the Francophone African countries. Diesphie loss, after prolonged combat, of Vietham Algeria
and the abandonment of a wider empire, that sgcurission, as well as continued French control over
scattered Pacific islands (which have providedureue for controversial French atomic tests), eagaorced
the conviction of the French elite that Francegrdl still has a global role to play, despite gaity of being
essentially a middle-rank postim-perial Europeaweio

All of the foregoing has sustained as well agivated France's claim to the mantle of Europeadérship.
With Britain self-marginalized and essentially ggpendage to U.S. power and with Germany dividedrfoch
of the Cold War and still handicapped by its twethticentury history, France could seize the ideRwbpe,
identify itself with it, and usurp it as identioalth France's conception of itself. The countryt thist invented
the idea of the sovereign nation-state and madenadism into a civic religion thus found it quitetural to
see itself—with the same emotional commitment thas$ once invested in "la patrie"—as the embodinoént
an independent but united Europe. The grandeuiFoéach-led Europe would then be France's as well.



This special vocation, generated by a deeplysénse of historical destiny and fortified byraque cultural
pride, has major policy implications. The key geldmal space that France had to keep within itsitoof
influence—or, at least, prevent from being domidatg a more powerful state than itself—can be drawn
the map in the form of a semicircle. It includeg tlberian Peninsula, the northern shore of the emest
Mediterranean, and Germany up to East-Central Eufepe map on page 64). That is not only the minima
radius of French security; it is also the essemiale of French political interest. Only with thepport of the
southern states assured, and with Germany's backiatanteed, can the goal of constructing a uniéied
independent Europe, led by France, be effectivehgyed. And obviously, within that geopolitical ytihe
increasingly powerful Germany is bound to be thestdlifficult to manage.

In the French vision, the central goal of a
united and independent Europe can be
achieved by combining the unification of
Europe under French leadership with the
simultaneous but gradual diminution of the
American primacy on the continent. But if
France is to shape Europe's future, it must
both engage and shackle Germany, while
~also seeking step-by-step to strip
~ Washington of its political leadership in
European affairs. The resulting key policy
' dilemmas for France are essentially
twofold: how to preserve the American
security commitment to Europe—which
5 France recognizes is still essential—while
« steadily reducing the American presence;
s O and how to sustain Franco-German
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If France were truly a global power, the regolutof these dilemmas in the pursuit of Francetgreé goal
might not be difficult. None of the other Europestates, save Germany, are endowed with the samigéi@mb
or driven by the same sense of mission. Even Germanld perhaps be seduced into acceptance of rrenc
leadership in a united but independent (of Amerteajope, but only if it felt that France was intfacglobal
power and could thus provide Europe with the ségtinat Germany cannot but America does.

Germany, however, knows the real limits of Ererpower. France is much weaker than Germany
economically, while its military establishment ¢he Gulf War of 1991 showed) is not very competénis
good enough td squash internal coups in satelliteeak states, but it can neither protect Europe project
significant power far from Europe. France is no en@nd no less than a middle-rank European power.
Accordingly, in order to construct Europe, Germaag been willing to propitiate French pride, bubider to
keep Europe truly secure, it has not been willmdotlow French leadership blindly. It has contidue insist
on a central role in European security for America.

That reality, painful for French self-esteetrmegged more clearly after Germany's reunificatldntil then,
the Franco-German reconciliation did have the agme® of French political leadership riding comdibly on
German economic dynamism. That perception actgailled both parties. It mitigated the traditionakr&pean
fears of Germany, and it had the effect of fortifyiand gratifying French illusions by generating th
impression that the construction of Europe was dgdFrance, backed by an economically dynamic West
Germany.



Franco-German reconciliation, even with its coigceptions, was nonetheless a positive developfoent
Europe, and its importance cannot be overstatddhslfprovided the crucial foundation for all of firegress so
far achieved in Europe's difficult process of wafion. Thus, it was also fully compatible with Amcan
interests and in keeping with the long-standing Aca® commitment to the promotion of transnational
cooperation in Europe. A breakdown of Franco-Gere@operation would be a fatal setback for Europgan
disaster for America's position in Europe.

Tacit American support made it possible fomeemand Germany to push the process of Europdisaiian
forward. Germany's reunification, moreover, incegashe incentive for the French to lock Germany iat
binding European framework. Thus on December 60189 French president and the German chancellor
committed themselves to the goal of a federal Eeragnd ten days later, the Rome intergovernmental
conference on political union issued—British resginns notwithstanding—a clear mandate to the tevelv
foreign ministers of the European Community to prepa Draft Treaty on Political Union.

However, Germany's reunification also dramadlycethanged the real parameters of European politiegas
simultaneously a geopolitical defeat for Russia &dFrance. United Germany not only ceased to be a
political junior partner of France, but it autoncally became the undisputed prime power in Wesknope
and even a partial global power, especially throtigmajor financial contributions to the suppotitloe key
international institutions.1 The new reality bredm& mutual disenchantment in the Franco-German
relationship, for Germany was now able and willingrticulate and openly promote its own visioradfiture
Europe, still as France's partner but no longéisgzotege.

For France, the resulting diminished politiGldrage dictated several policy consequences. &saraehow
had to regain greater influence within NATO—fromiarit had largely abstained as a protest againSt U
domination—while also compensating for its relatineeakness through greater diplomatic maneuver.
Returning to NATO might enable France to influeamerica more; occasional flirtation with Moscow or
London might generate pressure from the outsid@roarica as well as on Germany.

1. For example, as a percentage of overall bud@strmany accounts for EU: 28.5 percent; NATO: 22.8
percent; UN 8.93 percent, in addition to being thegest shareholder in the World Bank and the EBRD)
(European Bank for Reconstruction and Development).

Consequently, as part of its policy of maneureher than contestation, France returned to NATO's
command structure. By 1994, France was again acte fctive participant in NATO's political and itaity
decision making; by late 1995, the French foreigad defense ministers were again regular attendesdkaace
sessions. But at a price: once fully inside, thesffirmed their determination to reform the alliaiscstructure
in order to make for greater balance between iterean leadership and its European participatidmeyT
wanted a higher profile and a bigger role for demtive European component. As the French foreignster,
Herve de Charette, stated in a speech on Apri®86.1"For France, the basic goal [of the rapproc@ins to
assert a European identity within the alliance thaiperationally credible and politically visible.

At the same time, Paris was quite preparedpdboé tactically its traditional links with Russita constrain
America's European policy and to resuscitate whemexpedient the old Franco-British entente to atffs
Germany's growing European primacy. The Frenchidgareninister came close to saying so explicitly in
August 1996, when he declared that "if France wamfslay an international role, it stands to beneém the
existence of a strong Russia, from helping it &ffrem itself as a major power," prompting the Rassforeign
minister to reciprocate by stating that "of all therld leaders, the French are the closest to lgasamstructive
attitudes in their relations with Russia."2

2. As quoted by Le Nouvel Obsvrvtiteur, AugustL926.

France's initially lukewarm support for NAT@4astward expansion—indeed, a barely suppressetiGggep
regarding its desirability—was thus partially ati@aadesigned to gain leverage in dealing with theitéd
States. Precisely because America and Germany therehief proponents of NATO expansion, it suited
France to play cool, to go along reticently, toceoconcern regarding the potential impact of thaitative on
Russia, and to act as Europe's most sensitiveldoteor with Moscow. To some Central Europeans, it



appeared that the French even conveyed the impresisat they were not averse to a Russian sphere o
influence in Eastern Europe. The Russian card ioti®nly balanced America and conveyed a none-iittles
message to Germany, but it also increased the yreess the United States to consider favorably éhen
proposals for NATO reform.

Ultimately, NATO expansion will require unanimmiamong the alliance's sixteen members. Paris khatv
its acquiescence was not only vital for that unatyirbut that France's actual support was needeavitad
obstruction from other alliance members. Thus, adeno secret of the French intention to make stifpo
NATO expansion a hostage to America's eventualtsfyang the French determination to alter both the
balance of power within the alliance and its fundatal organization.

France was at first similarly tepid in its suppfot the eastward expansion of the European Unioie lthe
lead was taken largely by Germany, with Americaopsuit but without the same degree of U.S. engageasen

in the case of NATO expansion. Even though in NAHi@nce tended to argue that the EU's expansiondwoul
provide a more suitable umbrella for the former @Gumist states, as soon as Germany started pressitige
more rapid enlargement of the EU to include Cerlitabpe, France began to raise technical concewhslao

to demand that the EU pay equal attention to Eusop&posed Mediterranean southern flank. (These
differences emerged as early as the November 1884cé-German summit.) French emphasis on the latter
issue also had the effect of gaining for Francestiygport of NATO's southern members, thereby maigi
France's overall bargaining power. But the cost aagidening gap in the respective geopolitical onsi of
Europe held by France and Germany, a gap onlygligrinarrowed by France's belated endorsementen th
second half of 1996 of Poland's accession to bé&thi®land the EU.

That gap was inevitable, given the changingohistl context. Ever since the end of World War I,
democratic Germany had recognized that Franco-Genmeeonciliation was required to build a European
community within the western half of divided Europkhat reconciliation was also central to Germany's
historical rehabilitation. Hence, the acceptanc&minch leadership was a fair price to pay. Atdame time,
the continued Soviet threat to a vulnerable Westtaay made loyalty to America the essential prettard
for survival—and even the French recognized that d&ter the Soviet collapse, to build a larger amare
united Europe, subordination to France was neitiegessary nor propitious. An equal Franco-German
partnership, with the reunified Germany in fact nloging the stronger partner, was more than a &zt tbr
Paris; hence, the French would simply have to acGepmany's preference for a primary security inth its
transatlantic ally and protector.

With the end of the Cold War, that link assumesv importance for Germany. In the past, it hadtsted
Germany from an external but very proximate thraad was the necessary precondition for the eventual
reunification of the country. With the Soviet Unigone and Germany reunified, the link to Americavno
provided the umbrella under which Germany could engpenly assuime a leadership role in Central Europ
without simultaneously threatening its neighborse Rmerican connection provided more than the fozate
of good behavior: it reassured Germany's neighth@tsa close relationship with Germany also measibser
relationship with America. All of that made it easfor Germany to define more openly its own geibical
priorities.

Germany—safely anchored in Europe and rendeaethless but secure by the visible American militar
presence—could now promote the assimilation ofnaely freed Central Europe into the European sinest
It would not be the old Mitteleuropa of German impksm but a more benign community of economic
renewal stimulated by German investments and traddy Germany also acting as the sponsor of the
eventually formal inclusion of the new Mitteleuroppaboth the European Union and NATO. With the [Em@n
German alliance providing the vital platform foretlssertion of a more decisive regional role, Gayma
longer needed to be shy in asserting itself wittnirorbit of its special interest.

On the map of Europe, the zone of German spietexest could be sketched in the shape of annaplin
the West including of course France and in the Epahning the newly emancipated post-Communiststait
Central Europe, including the Baltic republics, eatding Ukraine and Belarus, and reaching evenRussia
(see map on page 64). In many respects, that zZmnesponds to the historical radius of construc®arman
cultural influence, carved out in the prenatiortaisa by German urban and agricultural colonist&ast-



Central Europe and in the Baltic republics, alwdfom were wiped out in the course of World WarMiore
important, the areas of special concern to thedfr¢discussed earlier) and the Germans, when vieogsther
as in the map below, in effect define the westewh @astern limits of Europe, while the overlap leswthem
underlines the decisive geopolitical importancéhef Franco-German connection as the vital coreuobjie.

The critical breakthrough for the more operdgeative German role in Central Europe was provigethe
German-Polish reconciliation that occurred duritg tmid-nineties. Despite some initial reluctandee t
reunited Germany (with American prodding) did folipmaecognize as permanent the Oder-Neisse bordar w
Poland, and that step in turn removed the singlestmimportant Polish reservation regarding a closer
relationship with Germany. Following some furthemutoal gestures of goodwill and forgiveness, the
relationship underwent a dramatic change. Not didyGerman-Polish trade literally explode (in 192&and
superseded Russia as Germany's largest tradingepant the East), but Germany became Poland'sipahc
sponsor for membership in the EU and (together WighUnited States) in NATO. It is no exaggeratiorsay
that by the middle of the decade, Polish-Germamwreitiation was assuming a geopolitical importamce
Central Europe matching the earlier impact on Wadkeirope of the Franco-German reconciliation.

Through Poland, German influence could radraighward— into the Baltic states—and eastward—into
Ukraine and Belarus. Moreover, the scope of then@erPolish reconciliation was somewhat widened by
Poland's occasional inclusion in important Fran@r@n discussions regarding Europe's future. Treabed
Weimar Triangle (named after the German city inchhihe first high-level trilateral Franco-Germanii§io
consultations, which subsequently became periodaqg taken place) created a potentially significant
geopolitical axis on the European continent, emhgasome 180 million people from three nations wath
highly defined sense of national identity. On three dvand, this further enhanced Germany's domirzd@tim
Central Europe, but on the other hand, that role seanewhat balanced by the Franco-Polish partioipat
the three-way dialogue.

Central European acceptance of German leagersinid such was even more the case with the smalle
Central European states—was eased by the veryrgviserman commitment to the eastward expansion of
Europe's key institutions. In so committing itséffermany undertook a historical mission much atavae
with some rather deeply rooted Western Europealoakd. In that latter perspective, events occureagt of
Germany and Austria were perceived as somehow lettoa limits of concern to the real Europe. That
attitude—articulated in the early eighteenth centuy Lord Bolingbroke,3 who argued that politicablence
in the East was of no consequence to the WestewpEans—resurfaced during the Munich crisis of 1288l
it made a tragic reappearance in the British aeeéfr attitudes during the conflict of the mid-19808osnia.

It still lurks beneath the surface in the ongoiedpates regarding the future of Europe.

3. Cf. his History of Europe, from the Pyreneara@eto the Death of Louis XIV.

In contrast, the only real debate in Germang whaether NATO or the EU should be expanded firsie—t
defense minister favored the former, the foreignistér advocated the latter—with the net result @armany
became the undisputed apostle of a larger and ommoted Europe. The German chancellor spoke of ds y
2000 as the goal for the EU's first eastward eelaent, and the German defense minister was amenfiysh
to suggest that the fiftieth anniversary of NAT@®inding was an appropriately symbolic date for the
alliance's eastern expansion. Germany's conceptibfturope's future thus differed from itsngipal
European allies: the British proclaimed their prefiee for a larger Europe because they saw in gartaent
the means for diluting Europe's unity; the Freneairéd that enlargement would enhance Germany'sanale
hence favored more narrowly based integration. @agnstood for both and thus gained a standing mr@le
Europe all its own.

AMERICA'S CENTRAL OBJECTIVE

The central issue for America is how to construéuaope that is based on the Franco-German coonedi
Europe that is viable, that remains linked to thatéd States, and that widens the scope of theeratipe
democratic international system on which the efeceéxercise of American global primacy so muchetefs.
Hence, it is not a matter of making a choice betweeance and Germany. Without either France or @eym
there will be no Europe.



Three broad conclusions emerge from the forepdiscussion:

1. American engagement in the cause of Europeditation is needed to compensate for the infecriais
of morale and purpose that has been sapping Eurojitadity, to overcome the widespread Europeaipisicn
that ultimately America does not favor genuine Ppaan unity, and to infuse into the European uniergeathe
needed dose of democratic fervor. That requireea-cut American commitment to the eventual acoe
of Europe as America's global partner.

2. In the short run, tactical opposition to Ffepolicy and sup port for German leadership isifjed; in the
longer run, European unity will have to involve anmm distinctive European political and military indigy if a
genuine Europe is actually to become reality. Tieguires some progressive accommodation to theckren
view regarding the distribution of power withinrnsatlantic institutions.

3. Neither France nor Germany is sufficientlpsg to con struct Europe on its own or to reselith Russia
the ambiguities inherent in the definition of Euetgpgeographic scope. That re quires energetioséat; and
determined American involvement, particularly wille Germans, in defining Europe's scope and hdmsoera
coping with such sensitive—especially to Russia-aassas the eventual status within the Europeaersyst
the Baltic republics and Ukraine.

Just one glance at the map of the vast Eurdamimass underlines the geopolitical significarcéinerica
of the European bridgehead—as well as its geograpioidesty. The preservation of that bridgeheadi&nd
expansion as the springboard for democracy arecthlireelevant to America's security. The existingpg
between America's global concern for stability dodthe related dissemination of democracy and gelgo
seeming indifference to these issues (despite Elarself-proclaimed status as a global power) nézdse
closed, and it can only be narrowed if Europe iasigly assumes a more confederated characterp&uro
cannot become a single nation-state, because ¢étlaeity of its diverse national traditions, blutan become
an entity that through common political institusooumulatively reflects shared democratic valuésniifies
its own interests with their universal-ization, agxkrcises a magnetic attraction on its co-inhatstaf the
Eurasian space.

Left to themselves, thc Europeans run the riskezioming absorbed by their internal social concdfnsope's
economic recovery has obscured the longer-run oofstdés seeming success. These costs are damagin
economically as well as politically. The crisispadlitical legitimacy and economic vitality that Wesh Europe
increasingly confronts—but is unable to overcome-dagply rooted in the pervasive expansion of theest
sponsored social structure that favors paternalgmtectionism, and parochialism. The result isufiucal
condition that combines escapist hedonism withitsjpir emptiness—a condition that can be exploitgd b
nationalist extremists or dogmatic ideologues.

This condition, if it becomes rampant, couldya deadly to democracy and the idea of Europe.twbein
fact, are linked, for the new problems of Europe—iey immigration or economic-technological
competitiveness with America or Asia, not to spefkhe need for a politically stable reform of diig
socioeco-nomic structures—can only be dealt witeagifvely in an increasingly continental contextEArope
that is larger than the sum of its parts—that i§uaope that sees a global role for itself in thenpotion of
democracy and in the wider proselytization of bésiman values—is more likely to be a Europe théitnsly
uncongenial to political extremism, narrow natiasral, or social hedonism.

One need neither evoke the old fears of a agpdberman-Russian accommodation nor exaggerate th
consequences of French tactical flirtation with B8 to entertain concern for the geopolitical digbof
Europe—and for America's place in it—resulting franfailure of Europe's still ongoing efforts to teiAny
such failure would in fact probably entail someawed and rather traditional European maneuvessoltid
certainly generate opportunities for either RussiarGerman geopolitical self-assertion, though uirdpe's
modern history contains any lesson, neither wouwddlikely to gain an enduring success in that regard
However, at the very least, Germany would probdlelyome more assertive and explicit in the definitbits
national interests.



Currently, Germany's interests are congruenih,vand even sublimated within, those of the EU ahd
NATO. Even the spokesmen for the leftist Alliand®Greens have advocated the expansion of both NATO
and the EU. But if the unification and enlargemeinEurope should stall, there is some reason tonasghat a
more nationalist definition of Germany's concepthed European "order" would then surface, to thiemial
detriment of European stability. Wolfgang Schaulbhe, leader of the Christian Democrats in the Bstaig
and a possible successor to Chancellor Kohl, egpdethat mindset when he stated that Germany isnger
"the western bulwark against the East; we have roecthe center of Europe,” pointedly adding thattire
long periods during the Middle Ages... Germany wa®lved in creating order in Europe. "4 In thision,
Mitteleuropa—instead of being a European regiorwhich Germany economically preponderates—would
become an area of overt German political primacyels as the basis for a more unilateral Germaicpalis-
a-vis the East and the West.

4. Politiken Sondag, August 2, 1996, Italics added.

Europe would then cease to be the Eurasiagdinehd for American power and the potential spoagt for
the democratic global system's expansion into Harakhis is why unambiguous and tangible American
support for Europe's unification must be sustaindithough both during Europe's economic recoverg an
within the transatlantic security alliance Amerigs frequently proclaimed its support for Europeaification
and supported transnational cooperation in Eurdpleas also acted as if it preferred to deal omblhng
economic and political issues with individual Eueap states and not with the European Union as such
Occasional American insistence on a voice withie Buropean decision-making process has tended fc
reinforce European suspicions that America favargperation among the Europeans when they follow the
American lead but not when they formulate Europelgies. This is the wrong message to convey.

American commitment to Europe's unity—reiteratedcefully in the joint American-European Madrid
Declaration of December 1995—will continue to rihgllow until America is ready not only to declare
unambiguously that it is prepared to accept theseqguences of Europe becoming truly Europe but to ac
accordingly. For Europe, the ultimate consequenagldventail a true partnership with America rattiem the
status of a favored but still junior ally. And aidr partnership does mean sharing in decisions dsase
responsibilities. American support for that causrild help to invigorate the transatlantic dialogunel would
stimulate among the Europeans a more serious ctatien on the role that a truly significant Eurapéght
play in the world.

It is conceivable that at some point a trulytesh and powerful European Union could become dajlo
political rival to the United States. It could artly become a difficult economic-technological quetitor,
while its geopolitical interests in the Middle Eastd elsewhere could significantly diverge fromsiamf
America. But, in fact, such a powerful and politigasingle-minded Europe is not likely in the foeesble
future. Unlike the conditions prevailing in Ameriaathe time of the formation of the United Stategre are
deep historical roots to the resiliency of the P@an nation-states and the passion for a transatifurope
has clearly waned.

The real alternatives for the next decade ar &ne either an expanding and unifying Europe, ppogs—
though hesitantly and spasmodically—the goal oftioental unity; a stalemated Europe, not moving Imuc
beyond its current state of integration and gedgragcope, with Central Europe remaining a geoigalitno-
man's-land; or, as a likely sequel to the stalejreafgogressively fragmenting Europe, resumingliispower
rivalries. In a stalemated Europe, it is almosvitable that Germany's self-identification with Bpe will
wane, prompting a more nationalist definition oé tGerman state interest. For America, the firstoopts
clearly the best, but it is an option that requersrgizing American support if it is to come tepa

At this stage of Europe's hesitant construgtiamerica need not get directly involved in inttealebates
regarding such issues as whether the EU should rteakareign policy decisions by majority vote (astion
favored especially by the Germans); whether theogan Parliament should assume decisive legislative
powers and the European Commission in Brusseldaih@gome in effect the European executive; whettneer
timetable for implementing the agreement on Europs@nomic and monetary union should be relaxed; or
finally, whether Europe should be a broad confat®raor a multilayered entity, with a federatedenrcore
and a somewhat looser outer rim. These are mdttetee Europeans to thrash out among themselvedg-tan



is more than likely that progress on all of thessues will be uneven, punctuated by pauses, antualy
pushed forward only by complex compromises.

Nonetheless, it is reasonable to assume thdt¢baomic and Monetary Union will come into beingthe
year 2000, perhaps initially among six to ten & HU's current fifteen members. This will accelefatirope's
economic integration beyond the monetary dimendigither encouraging its political integration. Bhiby fits
and starts and with an inner more integrated cerevell as a looser outer layer, a single Europé wil
increasingly become an important political playertloe Eurasian chessboard.

In any case, America should not convey the isgiom that it prefers a vaguer, even if broaderppean
association, but it should reiterate, through wadd deeds, its willingness to deal eventually whit EU as
America's global political and security partner arat just as a regional common market made up aiést
allied with the United States through NATO. To makat commitment more credible and thus go beybed t
rhetoric of partnership, joint planning with the B@garding new bilateral transatlantic decision-imgk
mechanisms could be proposed and initiated.

The same principle applies to NATO as suchpiieservation is vital to the transatlantic conimactOn this
issue, there is overwhelming American-European easiss. Without NATO, Europe not only would become
vulnerable but almost immediately would become talily fragmented as well. NATO ensures European
security and provides a stable framework for thespiti of European unity. That is what makes NATO
historically so vital to Europe.

However, as Europe gradually and hesitantlyiesifthe internal structure and processes of NATIOhave
to adjust. On this issue, the*French have a p@ne cannot someday have a truly united Europe ahtave
an alliance that remains integrated on the bastefsuperpower plus fifteen dependent powers. Gncepe
begins to assume a genuine political identity efatvn, with the EU increasingly taking on some loé t
functions of a supranational government, NATO Wilve to be altered on the basis of a1 + 1 (US } EU
formula.

This will not happen overnight and all at oneeogress in that direction, to repeat, will be taadi But such
progress will have to be reflected In the existaligance arrangements, lest the absence of suclstatgnt
itself should become an obstacle to further pragrassignificant step in that direction was the @ @cision
of the alliance to make room for the Combined Jdiask Forces, thereby envisaging the possibilitgarhe
purely European military initiatives based on théamace's logistics as well as on command, control,
communications, and intelligence. Greater U.S.imglhess to accommodate French demands for an settea
role for the Western European Union within NATOpedally in regard to command and decision making,
would also betoken more genuine American supparEfgopean unity and should help to narrow somewhat
the gap between America and France regarding Elgrepentual self-definition.

In the longer run, it is possible that the WHlJI embrace some EU member states that, for varyin
geopolitical or historical reasons, may choosetaadeek NATO membership. That could involve Finlamd
Sweden, or perhaps even Austria, all of which halveady acquired observer status with the WEU.50th
states may also seek a WEU connection as a pralignto eventual NATO membership. The WEU might also
choose at some point to emulate NATO's Partnerfshipeace program with regard to would-be membérs o
the EU. AH of that would help to spin a wider welsecurity cooperation in Europe, beyond the foretape
of the transatlantic alliance.

5. It is noteworthy that influential voices bothRmland and in Sweden have began to discuss thsilpbty of
association with NATO. In May 1996, the commandethe Finnish Defense Forces was reported by the
Swedish media to have raised the possibility ofestlATO deployments on Nordic soil, and in Augu$i619
the Swedish Parliament's Defense Committee, in ciora symptomatic of a gradual drift toward closer
security cooperation with NATO, recommended thatd&w join the Western European Armaments Group
(WEAG) to which only NATO members belong.



In the meantime, until a larger and more uniEedope emerges—and that, even under the besnhditmms,
will not be soon—the United States will have to kotosely with both France and Germany in ordenetp
such a more united and larger Europe emerge. Teagarding France, the central policy dilemma forekica
will continue to be how to inveigle France into s#o Atlantic political and military integration wkibut
compromising the American-German connection, arghnding Germany, how to exploit U.S. reliance on
German leadership in an Allanlicist Europe withptampting concern in France and Britain as welhasther
European countries.

More demonstrable American flexibility on th&ure shape of the alliance would be helpful inngvally
mobilizing greater French support for the alliasceastward expansion. In the long run, a NATO zoihe
integrated military security on both sides of Gemgnavould more firmly anchor Germany within a mutgéral
framework, and that should be a matter of consempuéor France. Moreover, the expansion of the ratka
would increase the probability that the Weimar figie (of Germany, France, and Poland) could became
subtle means for somewhat balancing German leagarskurope. Although Poland relies on German supp
for gaining entrance into the alliance (and resentsent French hesitations regarding such expapsomce it
is inside the alliance a shared Franco-Polish géaab perspective is more likely to emerge.

In any case, Washington should not lose sigihh@ffact that France is only a short-term advgrearmatters
pertaining to the identity of Europe or to the inm@rkings of NATO. More important, it should bearmind
the fact that France is an essential partner inntiportant task of permanently locking a democr&ermany
into Europe. That is the historic role of the Frai@@erman relationship, and the expansion of bathBb and
NATO eastward should enhance the importance ofriationship as Europe's inner core. Finally, Eeais
not strong enough either to obstruct America ongéestrategic fundamentals of America's Europedinypor
to become by itself a leader of Europe as suchceldts peculiarities and even its tantrums catolezated.

It is also germane to note that France does @legnstructive role in North Africa and in the kzaphone
African countries. It is the essential partnerNtwrocco and Tunisia, while also exercising a staibidj role in
Algeria. There is a good domestic reason for sueméh involvement: some 5 million Muslims now resid
France. France thus has a vital stake in the gtadiid orderly development of North Africa. Butathnterest
is of wider benefit to Europe's security. Withdue t=rench sense of mission, Europe's southern flernid be
much more unstable and threatening. All of south€iirope is becoming increasingly concerned witle th
social-political threat posed by instability alotigge Mediterranean's southern littoral. France'snsg¢ concern
for what transpires across the Mediterranean is tquite pertinent to NATO's security concerns, &mat
consideration should be taken into account when rid@eccasionally has to cope with France's exaggdr
claims of special leadership status.

Germany is another matter. Germany's dominalet cannot be denied, but caution must be exercisec
regarding any public endorsements of the Germatelsaip role in Europe. That leadership may be dxpée
to some European states—Ilike those in Central Eutbpt appreciate the German initiative on beh&lf o
Europe's eastward expansion—and it may be toletabtbe Western Europeans as long as it is subsume
under America's primacy, but in the long run, E@'spgonstruction cannot be based on it. Too manyaries
still linger; too many fears are likely to surfadeEurope constructed and led by Berlin is simpdy feasible.
That is why Germany needs France, why Europe n#et$-ranco-German connection, and why America
cannot choose between Germany and France.

The essential point regarding NATO expansiotiad it is a process integrally connected withdpa’s own
expansion. If the European Union is to become aygghically larger community—with a more-integrated
Franco-German leading core and less-integrated tayters—and if such a Europe is to base its scan a
continued alliance with America, then it followsathits geopolitically most exposed sector, Cenfatope,
cannot be demonstratively excluded from partakimghie sense of security that the rest of Europeysn;
through the transatlantic alliance. On this, Ame@nd Germany agree. For them, the impulse forgenaent
is political, historical, and constructive. It istrdriven by animosity toward Russia, nor by feRassia, nor
by the desire to isolate Russia.

Hence, America must work particularly closeljthvnGermany in promoting the eastward expansion of
Europe. American-German cooperation and joint lestdp regarding this issue are essential. Expansitn



happen if the United States and Germany jointlyoerege the other NATO allies to endorse the stelpegther
negotiate effectively some accommodation with Rysiiit is willing to compromise (see chapter dj,act
assertively, in the correct conviction that thektas constructing Europe cannot be subordinatefloscow's
objections. Combined American-German pressure lveilespecially needed to obtain the required unamsmo
agreement of all NATO members, but no NATO membdk lve able to deny it if America and Germany
jointly press for it.

Ultimately at stake in this effort is Americétgg-range role in Europe. A new Europe is stiking shape,
and if that new Europe is to remain geopoliticalpart of the "Euro-Atlantic" space, the expan©bdMNATO
is essential. Indeed, a comprehensive U.S. pobcyElrasia as a whole will not be possible if tffere to
widen NATO, having been launched by the United &3tastalls and falters. That failure would disdredi
American leadership; it would shatter the concedparo expanding Europe; it would demoralize the @dnt
Europeans; and it could reignite currently dorm@ndying Russian geopolitical aspirations in Cdrinarope.
For the West, it would be a self-inflicted wounattkvould mortally damage the prospects for a tEuyopean
pillar in any eventual Eurasian security architegtitand for America, it would thus be not only giomal
defeat but a global defeat as well.

The bottom line guiding the progressive expamsibEurope has to be the proposition that no pawéside
of the existing transatlantic system has the righteto the participation of any qualified Europesate in the
European system—and hence also in its transatlartiarity system—and that no qualified Europeatesta
should be excluded a priori from eventual membershi either the EU or NATO. Especially the highly
vulnerable and increasingly qualified Baltic stateés entitled to know that eventually they also bacome
full-fledged members in both organizations— and thahe meantime, their sovereignty cannot beatemed
without engaging the interests of an expanding ggiigind its U.S. partner.

In essence, the West—especially America antVéstern European allies—must provide an answelndo t
guestion eloquently posed by Vaclav Havel in AacheiMay 15, 1996:

I know that neither the European Union nor the Nd@tlantic Alliance can open its doors overnight to
all those who aspire to join them. What both mesugedly can do—and what they should do In-fore il
is loo late—is to 63?a the whole of Europe, seea sghere of common values, the clear assurante the
they are not closed clubs. They should formulatkear and detailed policy of gradual enlargemeat th
not only contains a timetable but also explainddlgec of that timetable, [italics added]

EUROPE'S HISTORIC TIMETABLE

Although at this stage the ultimate eastern liroft&€urope can neither be defined firmly nor finaliyed, in
the broadest sense Europe is a common civilizatienived from the shared Christian tradition. E@'sp
narrower Western definition has been associated Rame and its historical legacy. But Europe's €iam
tradition has involved also Byzantium and its RassDrthodox emanation. Thus, culturally, Europente
than the Petrine Europe, and the Petrine Euroggermis much more than Western Europe—even thongh i
recent years the latter has usurped the identitizofope.” Even a mere glance at the map on page®®ms
that the existing Europe is simply not a completeoge. Worse than that, it is a Europe in whicloaezof
insecurity between Europe and Russia can havet@swtfect on both, inevitably causing tensiond amalry.

A Charlemagne Europe (limited to Western Euydpenecessity made sense during the Cold Warsich
a Europe is now an anomaly. This is so becausdditian to being a civilization, the emerging uditeurope
is also a way of life, a standard of living, andddity of shared democratic procedures, not burddneethnic
and territorial conflicts. That Europe in its forilgaorganized scope is currently much less thanattual
potential. Several of the more advanced and palljicstable Central European states, all part ef\Western
Petrine tradition, notably the Czech Republic, RdJdHungary, and perhaps also Slovenia, are clegadjified
and eager for membership in "Europe" and its tridersiic security connection.



- L ,". ,' ! EU and NATO mambars combined

In the current circumstances, the expansion of NA® @clude Poland, the Czech Republic, and Hungary
probably by 1999—appears to be likely. After tmdial but significant step, it is likely that arsubsequent
expansion of the alliance will either be coincidgntith or will follow the expansion of the EU. THatter
involves a much more complicated process, botthertumber of qualifying stages and in the meetihg o
membership requirements (see chart on page 83), Huen the first admissions into the EU from Cantr
Europe are not likely before the year 2002 or pesheomewhat later. Nonetheless, after, the firstetmew
NATO members have also joined the EU, both the Bd BIATO will have to address the question of
extending membership to the Baltic republics, Shi@eRomania, Bulgaria, and Slovakia, and perhdgs, a
eventually, to Ukraine.



EU Membership: Application to Accession

‘ A European country submits an application for membership to ‘

| the Council of the European Union (the Council). |

1

‘_"f‘he Council asks the Commission to deliver an opinion |
, about the application. |

S— |

1
[‘ The Commission delivers an opinion about ||
the application to the Council. |
e A _l = SEES -
rf‘he Council decides unanimously to open ‘
| negotiations for accession.
l =is
The Commission proposes, and the Council aﬁopt;
unanimously, positions to be taken by the Union
vis-a-vis the Applicants in accession negotiations.
1
| The Union, represented by the Council President, |
L_ conducts negotiations with the Applicant. |
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]Agreement reached between Union and App]ica?'
~_onaDraft Treaty of Accession. |
. .
Accession Treaty submitted to the Council
and the European Parliament.
- I
[European Parliament delivers its assent to the ‘
_ Accession Treaty by an absolute majority. |
l —
[ The Council approves the Accession Treaty unanimously. |

1

‘ Member States and Applicants formally sig;-

; the Accession Treaty.

S 1

| Member States and Applicants ratify the Accession Treaty. |
1

‘ After ratification, the Accession Agreement goes into efietL.'

Prepared by C.5.1L5, US-EU-Poland Action Commission

It is noteworthy that the prospect of eventuahmbership is already exercising a constructiveigrice on the
affairs and conduct of would-be members. Knowletihge neither the EU nor NATO wishes to be burdemed
additional conflicts pertaining either to minoritights or to territorial claims among their membégFsirkey
versus Greece is more than enough) has already §iewakia, Hungary, and Romania the needed inceii
reach accommodations that meet the standards $kee¢ I§ouncil of Europe. Much the same is true liermore
general principle that only democracies can qudbfymembership. The desire not to be left outasiig an
important reinforcing impact on the new democracies

In any case, it ought to be axiomatic that Bet® political unity and security are indivisibkes a practical
matter, in fact it is difficult to conceive of auty united Europe without a common security arranget with
America. It follows, therefore, that states that ar a position to begin and are invited to undextaccession
talks with the EU should automatically also be eeMhenceforth as subject in effect to NATO's prgsive
protection.



Accordingly, the process of widening Europe antarging the transatlantic security system islyike move
forward by deliberate stages. Assuming sustaine@rfoan and Western European commitment, a speeeilati
but cautiously realistic timetable for these stageght be the following:

1. By 1999, the first new Central European membelishave been admitted into NATO, though theirrgnt
into the EU will probably not happen before 2002003.

2. In the meantime, the EU will initiate accesstalks with the Baltic republics, and NATO will lilkese begin
to move for ward on the issue of their memberslsipvall as Roma nia's, with their accession likelyoe
completed by 2005. At some point in this stage otiner Balkan states may likewise become eligible.

3. Accession by the Baltic states might prompt Ssmegihd Finland also to consider NATO membership.
4. Somewhere between 2005 and 2010, Ukraine, edlya€in the meantime the country has made sigaift

progress in its domestic reforms and has succeeddsecoming more evidently identified as a Central
European country, should become ready for seriegstrations with both the EU and NATO.

B o = EEReT In the meantime, it is likely that Franco-
Bl TR\ German-Polish collaboration within the
73\ g N EU and NATO will have deepened
considerably, especially in the area of
defense. That collaboration could become
the Western core of any wider European
security  arrangements  that  might
eventually embrace both Russia and
Ukraine. Given the special geopolitical
interest of Germany and Poland in
( BA T L Ukraine's independence, it is also quite
N D Wy T ' . possible that Ukraine will gradually be
U Yy A ). drawn into the special Franco-German-
" : VI ) R ) Polish relationship. By the year 2010,
Franco-German-Polish-Ukrainian political
-~ collaboration, engaging some 230 million
Lo people, could evolve into a partnership
r el enhancing Europe's geostrategic depth (see
~ map above).

UKRAINE

Beyvond 2010: The Critical Core of Europe's Security

Whether the above scenario emerges in a bedagrion or in the context of intensifying tensiomnih
Russia is of great importance. Russia should bereayusly reassured that the doors to Europe aga,qgs are
the doors to its eventual participation in ;ui exged transatlantic system of security and, perlzpsome
future point, in a new trans-Eurasian system ofusBc To give credence to these assurances, \&riou
cooperative links between Russia and Europe—irfiedis—should be very deliberately promoted. (Ra'ssi
relationship to Europe, and the role of Ukrainéhiat regard, are discussed more fully in the nbapter.)

If Europe succeeds both in unifying and in exjiag and if Russia in the meantime undertakesesstul
democratic consolidation and social modernizatainsome point Russia can also become eligible fmoee
organic relationship with Europe. That, in turn,ulbmake possible the eventual merger of the ttkarde
security system with a transcontinental Eurasiag. étowever, as a practical reality, the questioRo$sia's
formal membership will not arise for quite somedito come—and that, if anything, is yet anothesoeaor
not pointlessly shutting the doors to it.

To conclude: with the Europe of Yalta gonejsitessential that there be no reversion to the f&uf
Versailles. The end of the division of Europe skonbt precipitate a step back to a Europe of qlsamee
nation-states but should be the point of departareshaping a larger and increasingly integratedope,



reinforced by a widened NATO and rendered even rsereire by a constructive security relationshighwit
Russia. Hence, America's central geostrategic godturope can be summed up quite simply: it is to
consolidate through a more genuine transatlantimeeship the U.S. bridgehead on the Eurasian wentiso
that an enlarging Europe can become a more vigislagboard for projecting into Eurasia the interowadl
democratic and cooperative order.



Chapter 4.The Ulack Hole

THE DISINTEGRATION LATE IN 1991 of the world's tetorially largest state created a "black hole"he t
very center of Eurasia. It was as if the geopaditis’ "heartland" had been suddenly yanked fromgtbbal
map.

For America, this new and perplexing geopditisituation poses a crucial challenge. Understalgdshe
immediate task has to be to reduce the probalaififyolitical anarchy or a reversion to a hostiletaiorship in
a crumbling state still possessing a powerful rarclarsenal. But the long-range task remains: how to
encourage Russia's democratic transformation andoeaic recovery while avoiding the reemergence of a
Eurasian empire that could obstruct the Americasstyategic goal of shaping a larger Euro-Atlantistem to
which Russia can then be stably and safely related.

RUSSIA'S NEW GEOPOLITICAL SETTING

The collapse of the Soviet Union was the final stagthe progressive fragmentation of the vast &Sowiet
Communist bloc that for a brief period of time ni@d, and in some areas even surpassed, the scope
Genghis Khan's realm. Hut the more modern transuamil Eurasian bloc lasted very briefly, with the
defection by Tito's Yugoslavia and the insubordoratof Mao's China signaling early on the Communist
camp's vulnerability to nationalist aspirationsttpaoved to be stronger than ideological bonds. Fheo-
Soviet bloc lasted roughly ten years; the Soviebbmbout seventy.

However, even more geopolitically significanasvthe undoing of the centuries-old Moscow-rule@éabr
Russian Empire. The disintegration of that empiees wrecipitated by the general socio-economic afitigal
failure of the Soviet system—though much of its amsd was obscured almost until the very end bgys$semic
secrecy and self-isolation. Hence, the world wasrstd by the seeming rapidity of the Soviet UniaeH-
destruction. In the course of two short weeks icddeber 1991, the Soviet Union was first defiantigldred
as dissolved by the heads of its Russian, Ukrajraa Belorussian republics, then formally replabgda
vaguer entity—called the Commonwealth of Indepenh&tates (CIS)—embracing all of the Soviet republic
but the Baltic ones; then the Soviet presidentctahtly resigned and the Soviet flag was loweredlie last
time from the tower of the Kremlin; and, finalljhe Russian Federation—now a predominantly Russian
national state of 150 million people—emerged asdihdacto successor to the former Soviet Union]enthie
other republics— accounting for another 150 millpeople—asserted in varying degrees their indepgnde
sovereignty.

The collapse of the Soviet Union produced moental geopolitical confusion. In the course of arene
fortnight, the Russian people—who, generally spegkiere .even less forewarned than the outsidélvadr
the Soviet Union's approaching disintegration— sundigldiscovered that they were no longer the masita
transcontinental empire but that the frontiers os&a had been rolled back to where they had bhed¢hei
Caucasus in the early 1800s, in Central Asia imiite1800s, and—much more dramatically and paiy#ih
the West in approximately 1600, soon after therr@g Ivan the Terrible. The loss of the Caucaswsvesl
strategic fears of resurgent Turkish influence; tbes of Central Asia generated a sense of depivat
regarding the enormous energy and mineral resowfcége region as well as anxiety over a potersimic
challenge; and Ukraine's independence challengeds/¢hy essence of Russia's claim to being the @livin
endowed standard-bearer of a common pan-Slavititgen

The space occupied for centuries by the TsBngpire and for three-quarters of a century byRlussian-
dominated Soviet Union was now to be filled by aelo states, with most (except for Russia) hardépared
for genuine sovereignty and ranging in size from talatively large Ukraine with its 52 million pdepto
Armenia with its 3.5 million. Their viability seerdeuncertain, while Moscow's willingness to accomated
permanently to the new reality was similarly unpetable. The historic shock suffered by the Russiamas
magnified by the fact that some 20 million Russsaeaking people were now inhabitants of foreigtesta
dominated politically by increasingly nationalisétites determined to assert their own identitiésralecades
of more or less coercive Russification.



The collapse of the Russian Empire createdveepeooid in the very heart of Eurasia. Not only whsre
weakness and confusion in the newly independetesstaut in Russia itself, the upheaval producethsasive
systemic crisis, especially as the political uplaavas accompanied by the simultaneous attempthdo the
old Soviet socioeconomic model. The national trawmaas made worse by Russia's military involvement in
Tajikistan, driven by fears of a Muslim takeovertlodt newly independent state, and was especiaighkened
by the tragic, brutal, and both economically antitigally very costly intervention in Chechnya. Mgsainful
of all, Russia's international status was signifttadegraded, with one of the world's two superpmwnow
viewed by many as little more than a Third Worlgiomal power, though still possessing a significhat
increasingly antiquated nuclear arsenal.

The geopolitical void was magnified by the scafeRussia's social crisis. Three-quarters of auwgnof
Communist rule had inflicted unprecedented biolag@amage on the Russian people. A very high ptipor
of its most gifted and enterprising individuals wéilled or perished in the Gulag, in numbers tacbented in
the millions. In addition, during this century tbeuntry also suffered the ravages of World Waihg, killings
of a protracted civil war, and the atrocities amgravations of World War Il. The ruling Communigigime
imposed a stifling doctrinal orthodoxy, while isttey the country from the rest of the world. Itsoromic
policies were totally indifferent to ecological aamns, with the result that both the environmermt e health
of the people suffered greatly. According to ofidRussian statistics, by the mid-1990s only ald@upercent
of newborns came into the world healthy, while fuygone-fifth of Russian first graders sufferednr@ome
form of mental retardation. Male longevity had deetl to 57.3 years, and more Russians were dyeng\were
being born. Russia's social condition was, in fagtical of a middle-rank Third World country.

One cannot overstate the horrors and tribulatibat have befallen the Russian people in theseoaf this
century. Hardly a single Russian family has hadapyortunity to lead a normal civilized existenGansider
the social implications of the following sequendewents:

* the Russo-Japanese War of 1905, ending in Reisgiaiili ating defeat;

« the first "proletarian” revolution of 1905, igmig large-scale urban violence;

* World War | of 1914-1917, with its millions of saalties and massive economic dislocation;
« the civil war of 1918-1921, again .consuming salmillion lives and devastating the land;

* the Russo-Polish War of 1919-1920, ending in asiun defeat;

» the launching of the Gulag in the early 1920sluding the decimation of the prerevolutionatige
and its large-scale exodus from Russia;

* the industrialization and collectivization drivegthe early and mid-1930s, which generated massiv
famines and mil lions of deaths in Ukraine and Katan;

* the Great Purges and Terror of the mid- and18t0s, with millions incarcerated in labor campd an
upward of 1 mil lion shot and several million dyifrgm maltreatment;

* World War 1l of 1941-1945, with its multiple mitins of mili tary and civilian casualties and vast
economic devastation;

« the reimposition of Stalinist terror in the |at840s, again involving large-scale arrests andueat
executions;

« the forty-year-long arms race with the Unitedt&alasting from the late 1940s to the late 1984,
its socially impov erishing effects;

» the economically exhausting efforts to projecwi8b power into the Caribbean, Middle East, and
Africa during the 1970s and 1980s;



« the debilitating war in Afghanistan from 19791t989;

« the sudden breakup of the Soviet Union, followgcivil disorders, a painful economic crisis, ahd
bloody and hu miliating war against Chechnya.

Not only was the crisis in Russia's internahditon and the loss of international status dssiegly
unsettling, especially for the Russian politicakegl but Russia's geopolitical situation was alslvessely
affected. In the West, as a consequence of theeBoviion's disintegration, Russia's frontiers hadrbaltered
most painfully, and its sphere of geopolitical ighce had dramatically shrunk (see map on pageTw).
Baltic states had been Russian-controlled sincel 1@®s, and the loss of the ports of Riga and firalinade
Russia's access to the Baltic Sea more limitedsaihject to winter freezes. Although Moscow manatged
retain a politically dominant position in the forllyanewly independent but highly Kussifiod Belaritsyas far
from certain that the nationalist contagion wouttt eventually also gain the upper hand there as wabl
beyond the frontiers of the former Soviet Uniore tollapse of the Warsaw Pact meant that the fosauetlite
states of Central Europe, foremost among them Hplamrre rapidly gravitating toward NATO and the
European Union.

Most troubling of all was the loss of UkrainéhelTappearance of an independent Ukrainian statemipt
challenged all Russians to rethink the nature eif thwn political and ethnic identity, but it repented a vital
geopolitical setback for the Russian state. Thed&tion of more than three hundred years of Russmperial
history meant the loss of a potentially rich indadtand agricultural economy and of 52 million pe&o
ethnically and religiously sufficiently close toettRussians to make Russia into a truly large amdidsnt
imperial state. Ukraine's independence also degriessia of its dominant position on the Black Seagre
Odessa had served as Russia's vital gateway @ witldl the Mediterranean and the world beyond.

The loss of Ukraine was geopolitically pivottdy it drastically limited Russia's geostrategidiops. Even
without the Baltic states and Poland, a Russiar#tatned control over Ukraine could still seelo&othe leader
of an assertive Eurasian empire, in which Moscoulccdominate the non-Slavs in the South and Sostlefa
the former Soviet Union. But without Ukraine and &2 million fellow Slavs, any attempt by Moscow to
rebuild the Eurasian empire was likely to leave $fusentangled alone in protracted conflicts witle th
nationally and religiously aroused non-Slavs, tte with Chechnya perhaps simply being the firstngpie.
Moreover, given Russia's declining birthrate anel éixplosive birthrate among the Central Asians, @y
Eurasian entity based purely on Russian power,outttukraine, would inevitably become less Europaad
more Asiatic with each passing year.

The loss of Ukraine was not only geopoliticgbiyotal but also geopolitically catalytic. It waskkdinian
actions—the Ukrainian declaration of independend@ecember 1991, its insistence in the criticalatiegyons
in Bela Vezha that the Soviet Union should be regdiaby a looser Commonwealth of Independent States,
especially thel suddm coup-like imposition of Ukran command over the Soviet army units stationed o
Ukrainian soil—that prevented the CIS from becomingrely a new name for a more con-federal USSR.
Ukraine's political self-determination stunned Mmscand set an example that the other Soviet regsjbli
though initially more timidly, then followed.

Russia's loss of its dominant position on tladtiB Sea was replicated on the Black Sea not babause of
Ukraine's independence but also because the nemBpendent Caucasian states— Georgia, Armenia, an
Azerbaijan—enhanced the opportunities for Turkeyetstablish its once-lost influence in the reg@nor to
1991, the Black Sea was the point of departure thar projection of Russian naval power into the
Mediterranean. By the mid-1990s, Russia was leth i small coastal strip on the Black Sea and waith
unresolved debate with Ukraine over basing right€iimea for the remnants of the Soviet Black Se®tF
while observing, with evident irritation, joint NAJ-Ukrainian naval and shore-landing maneuvers and a
growing Turkish role in the Black Sea region. Rassso suspected Turkey of having provided effectin to
the Chechen resistance.

Farther to the southeast, the geopolitical aphkeproduced a similarly significant change in sketus of the
Caspian Sea basin and of Central Asia more gegeBafore the Soviet Union's collapse, the Casfliea was
in effect a Russian lake, with a small southerriadalling within Iran's perimeter. With the emerge of the



independent and strongly nationalist Azerbaijan-rfeeced by the influx of eager Western oil investeiand
the similarly independent Kazakstan and TurkmenjgRussia became only one of five claimants torittees
of the Caspian Sea basin. It could no longer centig assume that it could dispose of these ressuna its
own.

The emergence of the independent Central Asiates meant that in some places Russia's sowgheast
frontier had been pushed back northward more tmentlbousand miles. The new states now controllest va
mineral and energy deposits that were bound tadtforeign interests. It was almost inevitablet that only
the elites but, before too long, also the peopfethese states would become more nationalistic @artlaps
increasingly Islamic in outlook. In Kazakstan, sstvaountry endowed with enormous natural resoubces
with its nearly 20 million people split almost elebetween Kazaks and Slavs, linguistic and natiémeations
are likely to intensify. Uzbekistan—with its muchore ethnically homogeneous population of approxatyat
25 million and its leaders emphasizing the cousithistoric glories—has become increasingly asseiitiv
affirming the region's new postcolonial status.Khoenistan, geographically shielded by Kazakstamfemy
direct contact with Russia, has actively developed links with Iran in order to diminish its pridependence
on the Russian communications system for accetsetglobal markets.
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Loss of Ideological Control and
Imperial Retrenchment

. Loss of Termiorial Possessions

- Loss of Idectogical Control

Supported from the outside by Turkey, Iran,iftak, and Saudi Arabia, the Central Asian state® mot
been inclined to trade their new political sovengygeven for the sake of beneficial economic iragign with
Russia, as many Russians continued to hope theldwAtthe very least, some tension and hostilitytheir
relationship with Russia is unavoidable, while gaenful precedents of Chechnya and Tajikistan ssigtjet
something worse cannot be altogether excludedtieRussians, the specter of a potential conflith whe
Islamic states along Russia's entire southern flarkch, adding in Turkey, Iran, and Pakistan, aetdor
more than 300 million people) has to be a sourceabus concern.

Finally, at the time its empire dissolved, Rassas also facing an ominous new geopoliticalaitun in the
Far East, even though no territorial or politicahnges had taken place. For several centuriesaClaid been
weaker and more backward than Russia, at leaseipalitical-military domains. No Russian concernath
the country's future and perplexed by the drantténges of this decade can ignore the fact thatadkion its
way to being a more advanced, more dynamic, an@ suecessful state than Russia. China's economierpo
wedded to the dynamic energy of its 1.2 billion peo is fundamentally reversing the historical domm
between the two countries, with the empty spac&ilmdria almost beckoning for Chinese colonization.



This staggering new reality was bound to affeetRussian sense of security in its Far Easeggion as well
as Russian interests in Central Asia. Before |dhg, development might even overshadow the geaogpallit
importance of Russia's loss of Ukraine. Its stiateégplications were well expressed by Viadimir liuk
Russia's first post-Communist ambassador to théedritates and later the chairman of the Duma'sidior
Affairs Committee:

In the past, Russia saw itself as being ahead iaf, &®ugh lagging behind Europe. But since thesiaA
has developed much faster. ... we find ourselvebetsmot so much between "modern Europe” and
"backward Asia" but rather occupying some strangilha space between two "Europes."l

1. In "Our Security Predicament,” Foreign Policy g&ll 1992):60.

In brief, Russia, until recently the forgerabfjreat territorial empire and the leader of amloigical bloc of
satellite states extending into the very heart wfolge and at one point to the South China Seapbadme a
troubled national state, without easy geographiess to the outside world and potentially vulneratal
debilitating conflicts with its neighbors on its stern, southern, and eastern flanks. Only the atinéble and
inaccessible northern spaces, almost permanentigrir seemed geopo-litically secure.

GEOSTRATEGIC PHANTASMAGORIA

A period of historic and strategic confusion in fpogerial Russia was hence unavoidable. The shgckin
collapse of the Soviet Union and especially theasitng and generally unexpected disintegration ef @reat
Russian Empire have given rise in Russia to enosnsmul-searching, to a wide-ranging debate overt wha
ought to be Russia's current historical self-dabnj to intense public and private arguments aysgstions
that in most major nations are not even raised: VihRussia? Where is Russia? What does it me&e @
Russian?

These questions are not merely theoretical:raply contains significant geopolitical conters. Russia a
national state, based on purely Russian ethnioitys Russia by definition something more (as Briia more
than England) and hence destined to be an impstatd? What are—historically, strategically, anthatally
— the proper frontiers of Russia? Should the inddpat Ukraine be viewed as a temporary aberratiognw
assessed in such historic, strategic, and ethmeste (Many Russians are inclined to feel that wagp.)be a
Russian, does one have to be ethnically a RusSRusgkyi"), or can one be a Russian politically bot
ethnically (that is, be a "Rossyanin"—the equivalen"British" but not to "English")? For examplggltsin
and some Russians have argued (with tragic consegsk that the Chechens could—indeed, should—be
considered Russians.

A year before the Soviet Union's demise, a Russationalist, one of the few who saw the end @gghing,
cried out in a desperate affirmation:

If the terrible disaster, which is unthinkable be tRussian people, does occur and the state ispanm,
and the people, robbed and deceived by their 1y@d0-history, suddenly end up alone, and theimtece
"brothers™" have taken their belongings and disaggaeto their "national lifeboats" and sail awagrh
the listing ship—well, we have nowhere to go....

Russian statehood, which embodies the "Rusdeal politically, economically, and spiritually,iliv
be built anew. It will gather up all the best frai:long 1,000-year kingdom and the 70 years ofi&@ov
history that have flown by in a moment.2

2. Aleksaridr Prokhanov. "Tragedy of Centralismitekatmnaya Rossiya, January 1990, pp. 4-5.

But how? The difficulty of defining an answdrat would be acceptable to the Russian people abd y
realistic has been compounded by the historicsce$ithe Russian state itself. Throughout almaseittire
history, that state was simultaneously an instrumeéterritorial expansion and economic developménwas
also a state that deliberately did not conceivelfit® be a purely national instrument, in the WEatopean
tradition, but defined itself as the executor @pacial supranational mission, with the "Russiaafidrariously



defined in religious, geopolitical, or ideologidatms. Now, suddenly, that mission was repudiagetha state
shrank territorially to a largely ethnic dimension.

Moreover, the post-Soviet crisis of the Russtate (of its "essence,” so to speak) was compalbydhe
fact that Russia was not only faced with the cimgiée of having been suddenly deprived of its imperia
missionary vocation but, in order to close the yagrgap between Russia's social backwardness anthahe
advanced parts of Eurasia, was now being presseibimgstic modernizers (and their Western consultdat
withdraw from its traditional economic role as thentor, owner, and disposer of social wealth. Thiked for
nothing short of a politically revolutionary limttan of the international and domestic role of Rgssian state.
This was profoundly disruptive to the most estdiads patterns of Russian domestic life and conteithuo a
divisive sense of geopolitical disorientation witlthe Russian political elite.

In that perplexing setting, as one might haxpeeeted, "Whither Russia and what is Russia?" ptethp
variety of responses. Russia's extensive Euras@tibn has long predisposed that elite to thingaopolitical
terms. The first foreign minister of the postimpé@nd post-Communist Russia, Andrei Kozyrev, reagd
that mode of thought in one of his early attemptsieéfine how the new Russia should conduct itselthe
international scene. Barely a month after the diggm of the Soviet Union, he noted: "In abandanin
messianism we set course for pragmatism. ... wigllygpame to understand that geopolitics ... idaepg
ideology."3

3. Interview in Rossiyskaya Gazela, January 122199

Generally speaking, three broad and partiallgriapping geostrategic options, each ultimatelgtegl to
Russia's preoccupation with its status vis-a-viseAoa and each also containing some internal visi@an be
said to have emerged in reaction to the Soviet sigollapse. These several schools of thoughtbean
classified as follows:

1. priority for "the mature strategic partnershipith America, which for some of its adherents was
actually a code term for a global condominium;

2. emphasis on the "near abroad" as Russia's teatreern, with some advocating a form of Moscow-
dominated economic integration but with others @&specting an eventual restoration of some measure
of imperial control, thereby creating a power moapable of balancing America and Europe; and

3. a counteralliance, involving some sort of a Bigna anti-U.S. coalition designed to reduce the
American preponderance in Eurasia.

Although the first of the foregoing was initialdominant among President Yeltsin's new rulingrtethe
second option surfaced into political prominencerti thereafter, in part as a critique of Yeltsigeopolitical
priorities; the third made itself heard somewh#&traaround the mid-1990s, in reaction to the sfirgpsense
that Russia's post-Soviet geostrategy was botheanand failing. As it happens, all three provedb&
historically maladroit and derived from rather ptaamagoric views of Russia's current power, intesnal
potential, and foreign interests.

In the immediate wake of the Soviet Union's ajodle, Yeltsin's initial posture represented thstorg of the
old but never entirely successful "westernizer"aaption in Russian political thought: that Russtohged in
the West, should be part of the West, and shoulchash as possible imitate the West in its own daimes
development. That view was espoused by Yeltsin élinasd by his foreign minister, with Yeltsin beiggite
explicit in denouncing the Russian imperial legaé@yeaking in Kiev on November 19, 1990, in words the
Ukrainians or Chechens could subsequently turmagaim, Yeltsin eloquently declared:

Russia does not aspire to become the center of som®f new empire . .. Russia understands better
than others the per-niciousness of that role, in@énas it was Russia that performed that role fong
time. What did it gain from this? Did Russians beedreer as a result? Wealthier? Happier? .. oiyist
has taught us that a people that rules over ottzansot be fortunate.



The deliberately friendly posture adopted bg West, especially by the United States, toward ninwe
policy establishment. It both reinforced its pro-Amean inclinations and seduced its membershipopetky.
The new leaders were flattered to be on a firstendnasis with the top policy makers of the world'dyo
superpower, and they found it easy to deceive tebms into thinking that they, too, were the leadef a
superpower. When the Americans launched the slogfarithe mature strategic partnership” between
Washington and Moscow, to the Russians it seemédasew democratic American-Russian condominium—
replacing the former contest—had thus been saadtifi

That condominium would be global in scope. Rusisereby would not only be the legal successdhéo
former Soviet Union but the de facto partner inabgl accommodation, based on genuine equalitgh&snew
Russian leaders never tired of asserting, that tme@ronly that the rest of the world should redagrRussia
as America's equal but that no global problem cbeldackled or resolved without Russia's partiogmaand/or
permission. Although it was not openly stated, igipin this illusion was also the notion that CetEurope
would somehow remain, or might even choose to nenaaregion of special political proximity to Russirhe
dissolution of the Warsaw Pact and Comecon woutdadollowed by the gravitation of their former mieers
either toward NATO or even only toward the EU.

Western aid, in the meantime, would enable thessRn government to undertake domestic reforms,
withdrawing the state from economic life and petimif the consolidation of democratic institutiofissia's
economic recovery, its special status as Americagqual partner, and its sheer attractiveness witdd
encourage the recently independent states of theGi8—qgrateful that the new Russia was not threaten
them and increasingly aware of the benefits of sdone of union with Russia—to engage in ever-closer
economic and then political integration with Rusii@reby also enhancing Russia's scope and power.

The problem with this approach was that it @Wesgoid of either international or domestic realisitile the
concept of "mature strategic partnership” wasdtaty, it was also deceptive. America was neithelined to
share global power with Russia nor could it, evieih had wanted to do so. The new Russia was sirtgay
weak, too devastated by three-quarters of a cemfuGommunist rule, and too socially backward toabeal
global partner. In Washington's view, Germany, dagad China were at least as important and inflalen
Moreover, on some of the central geostrategic ss&dienational interest to America—in Europe, thedie
East, and the Far East—it was far from the caseAheerican and Russian aspirations were the samee O
differences inevitably started to surface, the mhipprtion in political power, financial clout, temblogical
innovation, and cultural appeal made the "maturategjic partnership” seem hollow—and it struck an
increasing number of Russians as deliberately deditp deceive Russia.

Perhaps that disappointment might have beentealef earlier on—during the American-Russian
honeymoon—America had embraced the concept of NAXj@ansion and had at the same time offered Russie
"a deal it could not refuse,” namely, a special paoative relationship between Russia and NATO. Had
America clearly and decisively embraced the ideaviolening the alliance, with the stipulation thatsRia
should somehow be included in the process, perWEzEow's subsequent sense of disappointment wih "t
mature partnership” as well as the progressive amag of the political position of the westernizamsthe
Kremlin might have been averted.

The moment to have done so was during the selcalficbf 1993, right after Yeltsin's public endarsnt in
August of Poland's interest in joining the trarematilc alliance as being consistent with "the irges®f Russia.”
Instead, the Clinton administration, then still guing its "Russia first" policy, agonized for twoora years,
while the Kremlin changed its tune and became asirgly hostile to the emerging but indecisive algrof
the American intention to widen NATO. By the timea$ghington decided, in 1996, to make NATO
enlargement a central goal in America's policylwdmng a larger and more secure Euro-Atlantic comtpu
the Russians had locked themselves into rigid apponsHence, the year 1993 might be viewed asyta of
a missed historic opportunity.

Admittedly, not all of the Russian concerns rdgay NATO expansion lacked legitimacy or were mated
by malevolent motives. Some opponents, to be ag@ecially among the Russian military, partook &cdd
War mentality, viewing NATO expansion not as aregmal part of Europe's own growth but rather as the



advance toward Russia of an American-led andtsiglile alliance. Some of the Russian foreign pyodilite—
most of whom were actually former Soviet officialpersisted in the long-standing geostrategic vieat th
America had no place in Eurasia and that NATO egjmenwas largely driven by the American desire to
increase its sphere of influence. Some of theirosgn also derived® from the hope that an unhtdc
Central Europe would some day again revert to Mescgphere of geopolitical influence, once Russid h
regained its health.

But many Russian democrats also feared thatxpansion of NATO would mean that Russia wouldelfte
outside of Europe, ostracized politically, and d¢desed unworthy of membership in the institutional
framework of European civilization. Cultural inseity compounded the political fears, making NATO
expansion seem like the culmination of the longrditag Western policy designed to isolate Russiitey it
alone in the world and vulnerable to its variougraies. Moreover, the Russian democrats simply coatd
grasp the depth either of the Central Europeassntenent over half a century of Moscow's dominatoof
their desire to be part of a larger Euro-Atlanyistem.

On balance, it is probable that neither thami®intment nor the weakening of the Russian weigts
could have been avoided. For one thing, the nevsiRalite, quite divided within itself and withitreer its
president nor its foreign minister capable of pdowy consistent geostrategic leadership, was riettalxlefine
clearly what the new Russia wanted in Europe, paictit realistically assess the actual limitatiafidRussia's
weakened condition. Moscow's politically embattieanocrats could not bring themselves to state Ypdihdit a
democratic Russia does not oppose the enlargeniethie aransatlantic democratic community and that i
wishes to be associated with it. The delusion ehared global status with America made it diffidiolt the
Moscow political elite to abandon the idea of asieged geopolitical position for Russia, not omythe area
of the former Soviet Union itself but even in redjéw the former Central European satellite states.

These developments played into the hands ohaienalists, who by 1994 were beginning to recdkeir
voices, and the militarists, who by then had becdfaksin's critically important clomestic suppodeiheir
increasingly shrill and occasionally threateningatens to the aspirations of the Central Europeaasely
intensified the determination of the former satelstates—mindful of their only recently achievézktation
from Russian rule—to gain the safe haven of NATO.

The gulf between Washington and Moscow was medefurther by the Kremlin's unwillingness to disav
all of Stalin's conquests. Western public opiniespecially in Scandinavia but also in the Unitedt&, was
especially troubled by the ambiguity of the Russitiitude toward the Baltic republics. While rectzgmg their
independence and not pressing for their membershithe CIS, even the democratic Russian leaders
periodically resorted to threats in order to obtaraferential treatment for the large communiti€sRassian
colonists who had deliberately been settled inghmsuntries during the Stalinist years. The atmesplvas
further clouded by the pointed unwillingness of remlin to denounce the secret Nazi-Soviet agregroe
1939 that had paved the way for the forcible inooafion of these republics into the Soviet Uniowelk five
years after the Soviet Union's collapse, spokesfoerthe Kremlin insisted (in the official statemeot
September 10, 1996) that in 1940 the Baltic staéelsvoluntarily "joined" the Soviet Union.

The post-Soviet Russian elite had apparently @xpected that the West would aid in, or at leastimpede,
the restoration of a central Russian role in thet{Smviet space. They thus resented the West'mgvikss to
help the newly independent post-Soviet states duolage their separate political existence. EvenleviMarning
that a "confrontation with the United States ..afsoption that should be avoided," senior Rusaraalysts of
American foreign policy argued (not altogether imeotly) that the United States was seeking "the
reorganization of interstate relations in the whafldcurasia ... whereby there was not one solergaoower
on the continent but many medium, relatively stabled moderately strong ones ... but necessafyian to
the United States in their individual or even cdtilee capabilities."4

4. A. Bogaturov and V. Kremenyuk (both senior safsain the Institute of the United States and Ca)ath
"The Americans Themselves Will Never Stop," Nead{iyd Guzi'la, June 28, 1996.

In this regard, Ukraine was critical. The grogiiAmerican inclination, especially by 1994, toigssa high
priority to American-Ukrainian relations and to pélkraine sustain its new national freedom was ey



many in Moscow—even by its "westerniz-ers"—as aqgyallirected at the vital Russian interest in euatly
bringing Ukraine back into the common fold. Thatrélke will eventually somehow be-, "reintegrated”
remains an article of faith among many members haf Russian political elite.5 As a result, Russia's
geopolitical and historical questioning of Ukrasieeparate status collided head-on with the Amencaw
that an imperial Russia could not be a democratissk.

Additionally, there were purely domestic reasdhat a "mature strategic partnership" between two
"democracies" proved to be illusory. Russia wastos backward and too devastated by Communisttoube
a viable democratic partner of the United StatdwtTentral reality could not be obscured by higbrsling
rhetoric about partnership. Post-Soviet Russiaemar, had made only a partial break with the pashost
all of its "democratic" leaders—even if genuineligikusioned with the Soviet past— were not onle th
products of the Soviet system but former senior e of its ruling elite. They were not former dients, as
in Poland or the Czech Republic. The key instindgi@of Soviet power—though weakened, demoralized, an
corrupted—were still there. Symbolic of that realind of the lingering hold of the Communist pasisvihe
historic centerpiece of Moscow: the continued pmeseof the Lenin mausoleum. It was as if post-Nazi
Germany were governed by former middle-level N&zatleiters" spouting democratic slogans, with deHit
mausoleum still standing in the center of Berlin.

5. For example, even Yeltsin's top adviser, Dmiyurikov, was quoted by Interfax (November 206) 98
considering Ukraine to be "a temporary phenomenariile Moscow's Obshchaya Gazeta (December 10,
1996) reported that "in the foreseeable future éven eastern Ukraine may confront Russia with ayve
difficult problem. Mass manifestations of discomterwill be accompanied by appeals to Russia, ne
demands, to take over the region. Quite a few geoplMoscow would be ready to support such plans.”
Western concerns regarding Russian intentions wertainly not eased by Russian demands for Crinmeh a
Sevastopol, nor by such provocative acts as thibatake inclusion in late 199(i of Sevastopol insBian
public television's nitthUy wcalhcr ton-casts fougéi.in rilirs.

The political weakness of the new democratiteelvas compounded by the very scale of the Russiar
economic crisis. The need for massive reforms—Herwithdrawal of the Russian state from the ecoremy
generated excessive expectations of Western, edlgedimerican, aid. Although that aid, especiallprh
Germany and America, gradually did assume largegitmns, even under the best of circumstancesllit s
could not prompt a quick economic recovery. Theulteg) social dissatisfaction provided additional
underpinning for a mounting chorus of disappointetics who alleged that the partnership with theited
States was a sham, beneficial to America but damgagi Russia.

In brief, neither the objective nor the subjeetpreconditions for an effective global partngpséxisted in
the immediate years following the Soviet Union'fagmse. The democratic "westerniz-ers" simply wertten
much and could deliver too little. They desired @gual partnership—or, rather, a condominium—with
America, a relatively free hand within the CIS, andeopolitical no-man's-land in Central Europet their
ambivalence about Soviet history, their lack oflisma regarding global power, the depth of the ewoico
crisis, and the absence of widespread social stuppeant that they could not deliver the stable anty
democratic Russia that the concept of equal patnerimplied. Russia first had to go through a @ngled
process of political reform, an equally long prace$ democratic stabilization, and an even longecess of
socioeconomic modernization and then manage a debgefrom an imperial to a national mindset nefyag
the new geopolitical realities not only in Centgairope but especially within the former Russian Eenpefore
a real partnership with America could become aleigleopolitical option.

Under these circumstances, it is not surprisiiag the "near abroad" priority became both theomaijitique
of the pro-West option as well as an early forepgicy alternative. It was based on the argumeat the
"partnership” concept slighted what ought to be tnmoportant to Russia: namely, its relations wtie former
Soviet republics. The "near abroad" came to beshmethand formulation for advocacy of a policy thetuld
place primary emphasis on the need to reconstmoessort of a viable framework, with Moscow as the
decision-making center, in the geopolitical spaneeooccupied by the Soviet Union. On this premikere
was widespread agreement that a policy of condamtran the West, especially on America, was yigidittle
and costing too much. It simply made it easiertfar West to exploit the opportunities created ey Soviet
Union's collapse.



However, the "near abroad" school of thoughd wéroad umbrella under which several varying ghtogal
conceptions could cluster. It embraced not onlygbenomic functionalists and de-terminists (inchgdsome
"westernizers") who believed that the CIS couldle¥onto a Moscow-led version of the EU but alshers
who saw in economic integration merely one of salvimols of imperial restoration that could operaiier
under the CIS umbrella or through special arranggsn@ormulated in 1996) between Russia and Belarus
among Russia, Belarus, Kazakstan, and Kyrgyzstaalso included Slavophile romantics who advocated
Slavic Union of Russia, Ukraine, and Belarus, anthlly, proponents of the somewhat mystical notimn
Eurasianism as the substantive definition of Rissiaduring historical mission.

In its narrowest form, the "near abroad" ptioinvolved the perfectly reasonable propositioattRussia
must first concentrate on relations with the neintyependent states, especially as all of them meedatied to
Russia by the realities of the deliberately foste®eviet policy of promoting economic interdeperngeamong
them. That made both economic and geopolitical esefike "common economic space,” of which the new
Russian leaders spoke often, was a reality thatlooot be ignored by the leaders of the newly irehejent
states. Cooperation, and even some integration,awasconomic necessity. Thus, it was not only noiyoa
desirable to promote joint CIS institutions in arde reverse the economic disruptions and fragntiemta
produced by the political breakup of the Sovietdsni

For some Russians, the promotion of economegmtion was thus a functionally effective anditpzally
responsible reaction to what had transpired. Ttedogy with the EU was often cited as pertinenthi® post-
Soviet situation. A restoration of the empire wagplieitly rejected by the more moderate advocatés o
economic integration. For example, an influentegart entitled "A Strategy for Russia,” which wasued as
early as August 1992 by the Council for Foreign &wdense Policy, a group of prominent personalitied
government officials, very pointedly advocated 'tpogperial enlightened integration" as the propsygoam
for the post-Soviet "common economic space.”

However, emphasis on the "near abroad" wasmeoely a politically benign doctrine of regionalbeomic
cooperation. Its geopolitical content had impeoartones. Even the relatively moderate 1992 requvke of
a recovered Russia that would eventually estahlistnategic partnership with the West, in whichd$Rasvould
have the role of "regulating the situation in Eastéurope, Central Asia and the Far East." Othgoeates of
this priority were more unabashed, speaking expfiof Russia's "exclusive role" in the post-Sospace and
accusing the West of engaging in an anti-Russiditypby providing aid to Ukraine and the other ngwl
independent states.

A typical but by no means extreme example wasattyument made by Y. Ambartsumov, the chairman in
1993 of the parliamentary Foreign Affairs Commitse®l a former advocate of the "partnership” pyomtho
openly asserted that the former Soviet space wasxalusive Russian sphere of geopolitical influenice
January 1994, he was echoed by the heretofore etieeaglvocate of the pro-Western priority, Forelgimister
Andrei Kozyrev, who stated that Russia "must preséts military presence in regions that have bieeits
sphere of interest for centuries." In fact, lzviasteported on April 8, 1994, that Russia had seded in
retaining no fewer than twenty-eight military basesthe soil of the newly independent states—aridea
drawn on a map linking the Russian military depleyts in Kaliningrad, Moldova, Crimea, Armenia,
Tajikistan, and the Kuril Islands would roughly apgimate the outer limits of the former Soviet Umi@s in
the map on page 108.

In September 1995, President Yeltsin issued fdciad document on Russian policy toward the Clatt
codified Russian goals as follows:

The main objective of Russia's policy toward the&s @3 to create an economically and politically
integrated association of states capable of claniis proper place in the world community ... to
consolidate Russia as the leading force in the &ion of a new system of interstate political and
economic relations on thel territory of the posiddrspace.



il One should note the emphasis placed on
By the political dimension of the effort, on the
1 7. reference to a single entity claiming "its"
~ place in the world system, and on Russia's
dominant role within that new entity. In
keeping with this emphasis, Moscow
insisted that political and military ties
~ =% petween Russia and the newly constituted
§ - CIS also be reinforced: that a common
. military command be created; that the
armed forces of the CIS states be linked by
a formal treaty; that the "external” borders
of the CIS be subject to centralized
(meaning Moscow's) control; that Russian
forces play the decisive role in any
peacekeeping actions within the CIS; and
that a common foreign policy be shaped
within the CIS, whose main institutions
have come to be located in Moscow (and
= not in Minsk, as originally agreed in 1991),
*% with the Russian president presiding at the

Russian Military Bases in the Former Soviet Space

a Bases on fringe of old Soviet frontiers

CIS summit meetings.
And that was not all. The September 1995 doctimleo declared that

Russian television and radio broadcasting in tree abroad should be guaranteed, the dissemination o
Russian press in the region should be supportedRassia should train national cadres for CIS state

Special attention should be given to restoRugsia's position as the main educational centéhen
territory of the post-Soviet space, bearing in ntimel need to educate the young generation in @i8sst
in a spirit of friendly relations with Russia.

Reflecting this mood, in early 1996 the Rusdiamma went so far as to declare the dissolutioth@fSoviet
Union to be invalid. Moreover, during spring of tkame year, Russia signed two agreements providing
closer economic and political integration betwears$®a and the more accommodating members of the CIS
One agreement, signed with great pomp and circunostan effect provided for a union between Russid
Belarus within a new "Community of Sovereign Rep#)l (the Russian abbreviation "SSR" was pointedly
reminiscent of the Soviet Union's "SSSR"), anddtieer—signed by Russia, Kazakstan, Belarus, andygr
tan—postulated the creation in the long term o€arfimunity of Integrated States." Both initiativeslicated
impatience over the slow progress of integratiothiwi the CIS and Russia's determination to pelsist
promoting it.

The "near abroad" emphasis on enhancing thieatenechanisms of the CIS thus combined some eltsme
of reliance on objective economic determinism watlstrong dose of subjective imperial determinatiduat
neither provided a more philosophical and also @pgktical answer to the still gnawing question "8¥hs
Russia, what is its true mission and rightful s&pe

It was this void that the increasingly appegldoctrine of Eurasianism—with its focus also oa thear
abroad"—attempted to fill. The point of departuce this orientation—defined in rather cultural aegden
mystical terminology—was the premise that geopaaity and culturally, Russia is neither quite Eweap nor
quite Asian and that, therefore, it has a distirectturasian identity of its own. That identity feetlegacy of
Russia's unique spatial control over the enormansirhass between Central Europe and the shoresof th
Pacific Ocean, the legacy of the imperial statehtta Moscow forged through four centuries of eastv
expansion. That expansion assimilated into Rustaaga non-Russian and non-European populatioatioge
thereby also a singular Eurasian political anduraltpersonality.



Eurasianism as a doctrine was not a post-Sevigtnation. It first surfaced in the nineteenthtegnbut
became more pervasive in the twentieth, as anuéate alternative to Soviet communism and as atimato
the alleged decadence of the West. Russian emigges especially active in propagating the doctasean
alternative to Sovietism, realizing that the nagloawakening of the non-Russians within the Soldeion
required an overarching supranational doctrinet tee eventual fall of communism lead also to the
disintegration of the old Great Russian Empire.

As early as the mid-1920s, this case was adied| persuasively by Prince N. S. Trubetzkoy, difgn
exponent of Eurasian-ism, who wrote that Communigas in fact a disguised version of Europeanism in
destroying the spiritual foundations and natiomatjueness of Russian life, in propagating therentlgerialist
frame of reference that actually governs both Eerapd America ...

Our task is to create a completely new cultote, own culture, which will not resemble European
civilization . .. when Russia ceases to be a distioreflection of European civilization ... whenesh
becomes once again herself: Russia-Eurasia, thecious heir to and bearer of the great legacy of
Genghis Khan.6

6. «N. S. Trubetzkoy. "The Legacy of Genghis Khargss Currents 9 (1990):68.

That view found an eager audience in the cowfysest-Soviet setting. On the one hand, communis® w
condemned as a betrayal of Russian orthodoxy anddeo$pecial, mystical "Russian idea"; and on tther
westernism was repudiated because the West, ebpdaerica, was seen as corrupt, anti-Russiarucaily,
and inclined to deny to Russia its historically agebgraphically rooted claim to exclusive contrgeothe
Eurasian landmass.

Eurasianism was given an academic gloss inntiieh-quoted writings of Lev Gumilev, a historian,
geographer, and ethnographer, whose books Medrasdia and the Great Steppe, The Rhythms of Eurasia
and The Geography ofEthnos in Historical Time makgowerful case for the proposition that Eurasithes
natural geographic setting for the Russian peoplessinctive "eth-nos,” the consequence of a histor
symbiosis between them and the non-Russian inmbitaf the open steppes, creating thereby a unique
Eurasian cultural and spiritual identity. Gumilexamed that adaptation to the West would mean ngtlass
for the Russian people than the loss of their ogthrios and soul.”

These views were echoed, though more primitjieyya variety of Russian nationalist politiciaiYeltsin's
former vice president, Aleksandr Rutskoi, for ex#&mnmsserted that "it is apparent from looking at o
country's geopolitical situation that Russia représ the only bridge between Asia and Europe. Wéoev
becomes the master of this space will become tretemaf the world."7 Yeltsin's 1996 Communist ceadjer,
Gennadii Zyuganov, despite his Marxist-Leninist ati@n, embraced Eurasianism's mystical emphasih@n
special spiritual and missionary role of the Rusgaople in the vast spaces of Eurasia, arguingRhasia
was thereby endowed both with a unique culturabtioo and with a specially advantageous geogramdmss
for the exercise of global leadership.

7. Interview with L'Espresso (Rome), July 15, 1994.

A more sober and pragmatic version of Eurasmmss also advanced by the leader of Kazakstarsulan
Nazarbayev. Faced at home with an almost even daploig split between native Kazaks and Russiatesett
and seeking a formula that would somewhat dilutesddav's pressures for political integration, Nazgeva
propagated the concept of the "Eurasian Union"naali@rnative to the faceless and ineffective Glfhough
his version lacked the mystical content of the ntoaditional Eurasianist thinking and certainly didt posit a
special missionary role for the Russians as leaokeEurasia, it was derived from the notion thatdsia—
defined geographically in terms analogous to thahe Soviet Union—constituted an organic whole,jclkih
must also have a political dimension.

To a degree, the attempt to assign to the "abayad" the highest priority in Russian geopolltitenking
was justified in the sense that some measure @&ir@md accommodation between postimperial Russidhan
newly independent states was an absolute necessiigtrms of security and economics. However, vwjaate



much of the discussion a surrealistic touch waditigering notion that in some fashion, whetheraime about
either voluntarily (because of economics) or asr@ssequence of Russia's eventual recovery of itplmser—
not to speak of Russia's special Eurasian or Shaission—the political "integration” of the formempire was
both desirable and feasible.

In this regard, the frequently invoked compamisvith the EU neglects a crucial distinction: tBd, even
allowing for Germany's special influence, is notriloated by a single power that alone overshadoivihal
other members combined, in relative GNP, populatosrterritory. Nor is the EU the successor to aomal
empire, with the liberated members deeply suspgithat "integration” is a code word for renewed
subordination. Even so, one can easily imagine \latreaction of the European states would have bee
Germany had declared formally that its goal wasaasolidate and expand its leading role in the BEldgthe
lines of Russia's pronouncement of September 1888 earlier.

The analogy with the EU suffers from yet anottieficiency. The open and relatively developed é&tes
European economies were ready for democratic iategr, and the majority of Western Europeans peecki
tangible economic and political benefits in sudegnation. The poorer West European countries aksieable
to benefit from substantial subsidies. In contrést, newly independent states viewed Russia asigadlly
unstable, as still entertaining domineering ambgicand, economically, as an obstacle to theiigyaation in
the global economy and to their access to muchatetateign investment.

Opposition to Moscow's notions of “integratiowas particularly strong in Ukraine. Its leaderscily
recognized that such "integration,"” especially ight of Russian reservations regarding the legitynaf
Ukrainian independence, would eventually lead &ltiss of national sovereignty. Moreover, the helaayded
Russian treatment of the new Ukrainian state—itgillingness to grant recognition of Ukraine's basgjats
guestioning of Ukraine's right to Crimea, its itsiece on exclusive extraterritorial control ovee hort of
Sevastopol—gave the aroused Ukrainian nationalisitistnctively anti-Russian edge. The self-defonitiof
Ukrainian nationhood, during the critical formatistage in the history of the new state, was thuerthd from
its traditional anti-Polish or anti-Romanian origimn and became focused instead on oppositionnyo a
Russian proposals for a more integrated CIS, &pexial Slavic community (with Russia and Belaros)or a
Eurasian Union, deciphering them as Russian imip@c#cs.

Ukraine's determination to preserve its indepecd was encouraged by external support. Althoaigially
the West, especially the United States, had baely ta recognizing the geopolitical importance ofeparate
Ukrainian state, by the mid-1990s both America @®tmany had become strong backers of Kiev's separat
identity. In July 1996, the U.S. secretary of defedeclared, "I cannot overestimate the importafddkraine
as an independent country to the security andlgyabf all of Europe,” while in September, the Geamn
chancellor—notwithstanding his strong support foedtlent Yeltsin—went even further in declaringttha
"Ukraine's firm place in Europe can no longer ballemged by anyone ... No one will be able any ntore
dispute Ukraine's independence and territorialgrity." American policy makers also came to deseribe
American-Ukrainian relationship as "a strategictpenship,” deliberately invoking the same phrasedu®
describe the American-Russian relationship.

Without Ukraine, as already noted, an impemstoration based either on the CIS or on Eurasramias not
a viable option. An empire without Ukraine wouldeetually mean a Russia that would become more
"Asianized" and more remote from Europe. Moreo¥rrasianism was also not especially appealing @o th
newly independent Central Asians, few of whom weager for a new union with Moscow. Uzbekistan bexam
particularly assertive in supporting Ukraine's chjns to any elevation of the CIS into a supramei entity
and in opposing the Russian initiatives designeshttance the CIS.

Other CIS states, also wary of Moscow's inter#jaended to cluster around Ukraine and Uzbekistan
opposing or evading Moscow's pressures for closéitiqal and military integration. Moreover, a sensf
national consciousness was deepening in almosf #tle new states, a consciousness increasinglséacon
icpiidi.ilini! past submission to Moscow as cololisan and on eradicating its various legacies. Tlewen the
ethnically vulnerable Kazakstan joined the othent@# Asian states in abandoning the Cyrillic alpdiaand
replacing it with the Latin script as adapted earby Turkey. In effect, by the mid-1990s a bloagietly led by



Ukraine and comprising Uzbekistan, Turkmenistanerhaijan, and sometimes also Kazakstan, Georgd, an
Moldova, had informally emerged to obstruct Rus&arts to use the CIS as the tool for politicgkgration.

Ukrainian insistence on only limited and laggetonomic integration had the further effect gbrikeng the
notion of a "Slavic Union" of any practical meanifRyopagated by some Slavophiles and given proroebw
Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn's support, this idea autmaly became geopolitically meaningless once itswa
repudiated by Ukraine. It left Belarus alone withsRia; and it also implied a possible partitiorKakzakstan,
with its Russian-populated northern regions poaédigtpart of such a union. Such an option was ustdedably
not reassuring to the new rulers of Kazakstan aectly intensified the anti-Russian thrust of thrtionalism.

In Belarus, a Slavic Union without Ukraine meanthmag less than incorporation into Russia, theralsp
igniting more volatile feelings of nationalist reseent.

These external obstacles to a "near abroadtyp@lere powerfully reinforced by an important imtal
restraint: the mood of the Russian people. Degp#erhetoric and the political agitation among poditical
elite regarding Russia's special mission in thesmd the former empire, the Russian people—pértaalt of
sheer fatigue but also out of pure common sensewesthdittle enthusiasm for any ambitious program of
imperial restoration. They favored open bordergnopade, freedom of movement, and special statuthé
Russian language, but political integration, esgBcif it was to involve economic costs or requitl®odshed,
evoked little enthusiasm. The disintegration of thaion" was regretted, its restoration favoredt public
reaction to the war in Chechnya indicated that polcy that went beyond the application of economic
leverage and/or political pressure would lack papsupport.

In brief, the ultimate geopolitical inadequamiythe "near abroad" priority was that Russia was strong
enough politically to impose its will and not attti@e enough economically to be able to seducenéve states.
Russian pressure merely made them seek more exties)dirst and foremost with the West but in sooases
also with China and the key Islamic countries te south. When Russia threatened to form its owirtamyl
bloc in response to NATO's expansion, it beggedatiestion "With whom?" And it begged the even more
painful answer: at the most, maybe with Belarus Baykistan.

The new states, if anything, were increasimgtyined to distrust even perfectly legitimate arekded forms
of economic integration with Russia, fearing thpatential political consequences. At the same tithe,
notions of Russia's alleged Eurasian mission anthefSlavic mystique served only to isolate Ru$sither
from Europe and, more generally, from the Westrethye perpetuating the post-Soviet crisis and detayhe
needed modernization and westernization of Russoamety along the lines of what Kemal Ataturk did i
Turkey in the wake of the Ottoman Empire's collapBee "near abroad" option thus offered Russiaanot
geopolitical solution but a geopolitical illusion.

If not a condominium with America and if not thee'ar abroad,” then what other geostrategic option epeen

to Russia? The failure of the Western orientatmproduce the desired global co-equality with Arcefiior a
"democratic Russia,"” which was more a slogan tleafity, caused a letdown among the democrats, \akere
the reluctant recognition that "reintegration” bétold empire was at best a remote possibility techgome
Russian geopoliticians to toy with the idea of sosoet of counteralliance aimed at America's hegemon
position in Eurasia.

In early 1996, President Yeltsin replaced hiesWrn-oriented foreign minister, Kozyrev, with tmere
experienced but also orthodox former Communistriv@gonal specialist Evgenniy Primakov, whose long-
standing interest has been Iran and China. Somsi&usommentators speculated that Primakov's atient
might precipitate an effort to forge a new "anti@egnic" coalition, formed around the three poweith the
greatest geopolitical stake in reducing Americalsm@cy in Eurasia. Some of Primakov's initial traaad
comments reinforced that impression. Moreover gtkisting Sino-Iranian connection in weapons li.agcwell
as the Russian inclination to cooperate in Iraffgrte to increase its access to nuclear energynsdeto
provide a perfect fit for closer political dialoga@d eventual alliance. The result could, at |&asbretically,
bring together the world's leading Slavic poweeg ®World's most militant Islamic power, and the witsrlmost
populated and powerful Asian power, thereby creagipotent coalition.



The necessary point of departure for any socimieralliance option involved a renewal of thatatal Sino-
Russian connection, capitalizing on the resentrapming the political elites of both states overdheergence
of America as the only global superpower. In ed®96, Yeltsin traveled to Beijing and signed a deation
that explicitly denounced global "hegemonic" terdes, thereby implying that the two states wouldjral
themselves against the United States. In DecentiChinese prime minister, Li Peng, returned fls&,\and
both sides not only reiterated their oppositioratointernational system "dominated by one powet"diso
endorsed the reinforcement of existing alliancesdftan commentators welcomed this development,ingeiv
as a positive shift in the global correlation ofygw and as an appropriate response to Americarsepghip of
NATO's expansion. Some even sounded gleeful tieaBtho-Russian alliance would give America its desg
comeuppance.

However, a coalition allying Russia with botihiga and Iran can develop only if the United States
shortsighted enough to antagonize China and Iranul&neously. To be sure, that eventuality canrot b
excluded, and American conduct in 1995-1996 almesined consistent with the notion that the UnitadeS
was seeking an antagonistic relationship with Biatheran and Beijing. However, neither Iran nor @hivas
prepared to cast its lot strategically with a Ragkat was both unstable and weak. Both realizadathy such
coalition, once it went beyond some occasionaidalcbrchestration, would risk their respective egscto the
more advanced world, with its exclusive capacityifivestment and with its needed cutting-edge teldyy.
Russia had too little to offer to make it a trulgrthy partner in an anti-hegemonic coalition.

In fact, lacking any shared ideology and uniteerely by an "antihegemonic” emotion, any sucHitoa
would be essentially an alliance of a part of therd World against the most advanced portions ef First
World. None of its members would gain much, andn@hgspecially would risk losing its enormous inmrestt
inflows. For Russia, too, "the phantom of a Rusdmna alliance ... would sharply increase the chartbat
Russia would once again become restricted from &estechnology and capital,” as a critical Russian
geopolitician noted.8 The alignment would evenguatbndemn all of its participants, whether two laree in
number, to prolonged isolation and shared backvessin

8. "Aleksei Bogaturov. "Current Relations and Rrests for Interaction Between Russia and the United
States," Nezavisimaya Gazeta, June 28, 1996.

Moreover, China would be the senior partneany serious Russian effort to jell such an "antémegnic”
coalition. Being more populous, more industriouspreninnovative, more dynamic, and harboring some
potential territorial designs on Russia, China wlonkevitably consign Russia to the status of agupiartner,
while at the same time lacking the means (and frgbany real desire) to help Russia overcome its
backwardness. Russia would thus become a buffeeleetan expanding Europe and an expansionist China.

Finally, some Russian foreign affairs expedstmued to entertain the hope that a stalemateuopean
integration, including perhaps internal Westerragisements over the future shape of NATO, mighhteasdly
create at least tactical opportunities for a RuSsoman or a Russo-French flirtation, in either cseéhe
detriment of Europe's transatlantic connection witherica. This perspective was hardly new, for tigtmout
the Cold War, Moscow periodically tried to playheit the German or the French card. Nonetheleasstnot
unreasonable for some of Moscow's geopoliticiansatoulate that a stalemate in European affairéddconeate
tactical openings that might be exploited to Am&salisadvantage.

But that is about all that could thereby baiatd: purely tactical options. Neither France Garmany is
likely to forsake the American connection. An odcaal flirtation, especially with the French, foeason
some narrow issue, cannot be excluded—but a geigpblieversal of alliances would have to be preckoy a
massive upheaval in European affairs, a breakdowEuropean unification and in transatlantic tieedAeven
then, it is unlikely that the European states wdogdinclined lo pursue a truly comprehensive geitipal
alignment with a disoriented Russia.

Thus, none of the counteralliance options,hia final analysis, offer a viable alternative. Tdwution to
Russia's new geopolitical dilemmas will not be fdun counteralliance, nor will it come about thrbuthe
illusion of a coequal strategic partnership with é&ma or in the effort to create some new politicaind



economically "integrated" structure in the spacéhefformer Soviet Union. All evade the only chatlat is in
fact open to Russia.

THE DILEMMA OF THE ONE ALTERNATIVE

Russia's only real geostrategic option—the opti@t tould give Russia a realistic internationaérahd also
maximize the opportunity of transforming and sdgiatodernizing itself—is Europe. And not just anyrgpe,
but the transatlantic Europe of the enlarging Ed BATO. Such a Europe is taking shape, as we hage ®
chapter 3, and it is also likely to remain linkédsely to America. That is the Europe to which Rassll have
to relate, if it is to avoid dangerous geopolitisalation.

For America, Russia is much too weak to bertnpabut still too strong to be simply its patielitis more
likely to become a problem, unless America fostegetting that helps to convince the Russianstligabest
choice for their country is an increasingly orgacteninection with a transatlantic Europe. Althoudbrag-term
Russo-Chinese and Russo-Iranian strategic alliemet likely, it is obviously important for Ameacto avoid
policies that could distract Russia from making theeded geopolitical choice. To the extent possible
American relations with China and Iran should, d¢f@re, be formulated with their impact on Russian
geopolitical calculations also kept in mind. Peua¢ing illusions regarding grand geostrategic aygioan only
delay the historic choice that Russia must maladier to bring to an end its deep malaise.

Only a Russia that is willing to accept the rmealities of Europe, both economic and geopolitiadl be
able to benefit internally from the enlarging scagetranscontinental European cooperation in conemer
communications, investment, and education. Rugsatscipation in the Council of Europe is thustepsvery
much in the right direction. It is a foretaste ofther institutional links between the new Russid ghe
growing Europe. It also implies that if Russia s this path, it will have no choice other thaergually to
emulate the course chosen by post-Ottoman Turkéyenwit decided to shed its imperial ambitions and
embarked very deliberately on the road of modetimraEuropeanization, and democratization.

No other option can offer Russia the benefitg i modern, rich, and democratic Europe linkedrterica
can. Europe and America are not a threat to a Rtisat is a nonexpansive national and democratie.sthey
have no territorial designs on Russia, which Cliomeday might have, nor do they share an insecue a
potentially violent frontier, which is certainlydhcase with Russia's ethnically and territorialhclear border
with the Muslim nations to the south. On the camtrdor Europe as well as for America, a nationatl a
democratic Russia is a geopolitically desirablétgrd source of stability in the volatile Euras@mmplex.

Russia consequently faces the dilemma thathiogce in favor of Europe and America, in order ifoto
yield tangible benefits, requires, first of all, cdear-cut abjuration of the imperial past and, segono
tergiversation regarding the enlarging Europe'#tipal and security links with America. The firsgquirement
means accommodation to the geopolitical pluralisat has come to prevail in the space of the forgoet
Union. Such accommodation does not exclude econoauperation, rather on the model of the old Euaope
Free Trade Area, but it cannot include limits oe political sovereignty of the new states—for thapde
reason that they do not wish it. Most importanthiat respect is the need for clear and unambigaocsptance
by Russia of Ukraine's separate existence, obitddss, and of its distinctive national identity.

The second requirement may be even more difftouswallow. A truly cooperative relationship withe
transatlantic community cannot be based on theondtiat those democratic states of Europe that widie
part of it can be excluded because of a Russiais@ayhe expansion of that community need not sbed,
and it certainly should not be promoted on an Ruosian theme. But neither can it, nor shouldathalted by
a political fiat that it-srll relied s an antiqudteotion of European security relations. An expagdand
democratic Europe has to be an open-ended hidtgricaess, not subject to politically arbitrary geaphic
limits.

For many Russians, the dilemma of the onerdtere may at first, and for some time to come,tde
difficult to resolve. It will require an enormousteof political will and perhaps also an outstamdieader,
capable of making the choice and articulating tiseom of a democratic, national, truly modern angdpean
Russia. That may not happen for some time. Ovemgrthe post-Communist and postimperial crises will



require not only more time than is the case withghst-Communist transformation of Central Europediso
the emergence of a farsighted and stable polit@aership. No Russian Ataturk is now in sight. dibeless,
Russians will eventually have to come to recogrizat Russia's national redefinition is not an att o
capitulation but one of liberation.9 They will hate accept that what Yeltsin said in Kiev in 199bat a
nonimperial future for Russia was absolutely onrtak. And a genuinely nonimperial Russia willldté a
great power, spanning Eurasia, the world's largesgtorial unit by far.

In any case, a redefinition of "What is Russia where is Russia” will probably occur only bggss, and it
will require a wise and firm Western posture. Arnarand Europe will have to help. They should oReassia
not only a special treaty or charter with NATO, they should also begin the process of explorirty Riussia
the shaping of an eventual transcontinental systesecurity and cooperation that goes considerabiyond
the loose structure of the Organization for Seguahd Cooperation in Europe (OSCE). And if Russia
consolidates its internal democratic institutiom&l anakes tangible progress in free-market-basedoecic
development, its ever-closer association with NAar@ the EU should not be ruled out.

9. In early 1996, General Aleksandr Lebed publishetemarkable article ("The Fading of Empire or the
Rebirth of Russia," Segodnya, April 26, 1996) thant a long way toward making that case.

At the same time, it is equally important ftwetWest, especially for America, to pursue polidiest
perpetuate the dilemma of the one alternative fasdi. The political and economic stabilizatiortte new
post-Soviet states is a major factor in necessgaRussia's historical self-redefinition. Hencepmsart for the
new post-Soviet states—for geopolitical pluralismthe space of the former Soviet empire—has torbe a
integral part of a policy designed to induce Rugeiaxercise unambiguously its European option. Agno
these states, three are geopolitically especialportant: Azerbaijan, Uzbekistan, and Ukraine.

An independent Azerbaijan can serve as a carfmoWestern access to the energy-rich Caspianb&sen
and Central Asia. Conversely, a subdued Azerbaijanld mean that Central Asia can be sealed off ftioen
outside world and thus rendered politically vulideato Russian pressures for reintegration. Uzhekjs
nationally the most vital and the most populoushef Central Asian states, represents a major dbsia@ny
renewed Russian control over the region. Its inddpace is critical to the survival of the other €ahAsian
states, and it is the least vulnerable to Russiesspires.

Most important, however, is Ukraine. As the ERdaNATO expand, Ukraine will eventually be in the
position to choose whether it wishes to be paritifer organization. It is likely that, in order teinforce its
separate status, Ukraine will wish to join both,centhey border upon it and once its own internal
transformation begins to qualify it for membershigthough that will take time, it is not too earfgr the
West—while further enhancing its economic and ggcties with Kiev—to begin pointing to the deca2@05-
2015 as a reasonable time frame for the initiatibbkraine's progressive inclusion, thereby redgdime risk
that the Ukrainians may fear that Europe's expansitl halt on the Polish-Ukrainian border.

Russia, despite its protestations, is likehatguiesce in the expansion of NATO in 1999 to idelgeveral
Central European countries, because the culturdl stial gap between Russia and Central Europe ha
widened so much since the fall of communism. Bytiast, Russia will find it incomparably harder to
acquiesce in Ukraine's accession to NATO, for tesdavould be to acknowledge that Ukraine's dessnyo
longer organically linked to Russia's. Yet if Ukraiis to survive as an independent state, it valehto become
part of Central Europe rather than Eurasia, aridisfto be part of Central Europe, then it wilMeato partake
fully of Central Europe's links to NATO and the Bpean Union. Russia's acceptance of these link$ovioen
define Russia's own decision to be also truly & paiEurope. Russia's refusal would be tantamoarthé
rejection of Europe in favor of a solitary "Eurasiadentity and existence.

The key point to bear in mind is that Russiancd be in Europe without Ukraine also being in dper,
whereas Ukraine can be in Europe without Russiago®i Europe. Assuming that Russia decides toitsakit
with Europe, it follows that ultimately it is in Raia's own interest that Ukraine be included inetkganding
European structures. Indeed, Ukraine's relationghigurope could be the turning point for Russsalit But
that also means that the defining moment for Rissegationship to Europe is still some time off-efiding”
in the sense that Ukraine's choice in favor of parwill bring to a head Russia's decision regardimgnext



phase of its history: either to be a part of Eurapewell or to become a Eurasian outcast, neitiody of
Europe nor Asia and mired in its "near abroad" bcist

It is to be hoped that a cooperative relatigmsietween an enlarging Europe and Russia can riroue
formal bilateral links to more organic and bindi@gpnomic, political, and security ties. In that mamn in the
course of the first two decades of the next centRuyssia could increasingly become an integral paid
Europe that embraces not only Ukraine but reaahéset Urals and even beyond. An association or seeme
form of membership for Russia in the European aaadsatlantic structures would in turn open the gdorthe

inclusion of the three Caucasian countries— Geodyimenia, and Azerbaijan—that so desperately adpia
European connection.

One cannot predict how fast that process camembut one thing is certain: it will move fastdra
geopolitical context is shaped that propels Russihat direction, while foreclosing other temptais. And the
faster Russia moves toward Europe, the sooner ltuk hole of Eurasia will be filled by a societyathis
increasingly modern and democratic. Indeed, forsRuhe dilemma of the one alternative is no loregeratter
of making a geopolitical choice but of facing upthe imperatives of survival.



Chapter 5.The Eurasian Balkans

IN EUROPE, THE WORD "BALKANS" conjures up images efthnic conflicts and great-power regional
rivalries. Eurasia, too, has its "Balkans,” but Eheasian Balkans are much larger, more populaesh more
religiously and ethnically heterogeneous. Theylacated within that large geographic oblong thahdecates
the central zone of global instability identifiad ¢hapter 2 and that embraces portions of sougr@akurope,
Central Asia and parts of South Asia, the Persialf &ea, and the Middle East.

) f - The Eurasian Balkans form the inner
i S : { e core of that large oblong (see map on page
A i | ~124), and they differ from its outer zone in
y TR . =~ one particularly significant way: they are a
e 4 7 power vacuum. Although most of the

'\ . states located in the Persian Gulf and the

Middle East are also unstable, American
power is that region's ultimate arbiter. The
unstable region in the outer zone is thus an
area of single power hegemony and is
tempered by that hegemony. In contrast,
~ the Eurasian Balkans are truly reminiscent
of the older, more familiar Balkans of
southeastern Europe: not only are its
_ political entities unstable but they tempt
~and invite the intrusion of more powerful
neighbors, each of whom is determined to
oppose the region's domination by another.
It is this familiar combination of a power
vacuum and power suction that justifies
the appellation "Eurasian Balkans."
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The traditional Balkans represented a potemggalpolitical prize in the struggle for Europeampramacy.
The Eurasian Balkans, astride the inevitably emerdgransportation network meant to link more disect
Eurasia's richest and most industrious western eastern extremities, are also geopolitically sigaiit.
Moreover, they are of importance from the standpofrsecurity and historical ambitions to at letiste of
their most immediate and more powerful neighbo@mmely, Russia, Turkey, and Iran, with China also
signaling an increasing political interest in tlegion. But the Eurasian Balkans are infinitely mionportant as
a potential economic prize: an enormous conceatratf natural gas and oil reserves is locatedenrégion, in
addition to important minerals, including gold.

The world's energy consumption is bound to yastirease over the next two or three decadesniatds by
the U.S. Department of Energy anticipate that wdedhand will rise by more than 50 percent betwe2981
and 2015, with the most significant increase instwnption occurring in the Far East. The momentusid's
economic development is already generating magsigssures for the exploration and exploitation efvn
sources of energy, and the Central Asian regionthedCaspian Sea basin are known to contain reseive
natural gas and oil that dwarf those of Kuwait, 8df of Mexico, or the North Sea.

Access to that resource and sharing in its piadewealth represent objectives that stir naticaabitions,
motivate corporate interests, rekindle historickinas, revive imperial aspirations, and fuel intdranal
rivalries. The situation is made all the more Jtdaby the fact that the region is not only a powacuum but
is also internally unstable. Every one of its comst suffers from serious internal difficulties| af them have
frontiers that are either the object of claims leyghbors or are zones of ethnic resentment, fewatienally
homogeneous, and some are already embroiled itotet, ethnic, or religious violence.



THE ETHNIC CAULDRON

The Eurasian Balkans include nine countries that way or another fit the foregoing description, hatitvo
others as potential candidates. The nine are Kemak&yrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan, Turkmesst
Azerbaijan, Armenia, and Georgia—all of them foripepart of the defunct Soviet Union—as well as
Afghanistan. The potential additions to the list diurkey and Iran, both of them much more politjcand
economically viable, both active contestants fgjioral influence within the Eurasian Balkans, amastboth
significant geostrategic players in the regionth same time, both are potentially vulnerablenternal ethnic
conflicts. If either or both of them were to be taédized, the internal problems of the region wbbkecome
unmanageable, while efforts to restrain regionahidation by Russia could even become futile.

The three slates of the Caucasus—Armenia, Geagd Azerbaijan—can be said to be based on trutgris
nations. As a result, their nationalisms tend tdobth pervasive and intense, and external conffiate tended
to be the key challenge to their well-being. Thesfhnew Central Asian states, by contrast, can libteabe

rather more in the nation-building phase, withatind ethnic identities still strong, making imlr dissension
the major difficulty. In either type of state, tleesulnerabilities have tempted exploitation by theiore

powerful and imperially minded neighbors.

The Eurasian Balkans are an ethnic mosaic {esseding table and map). The frontiers of itsestatere
drawn arbitrarily by Soviet cartographers in th@® and 1930s, when the respective Soviet republrs
formally established. (Afghanistan, never havingrbpart of the Soviet Union, is the exception.)iTberders
were carved out largely on the ethnic principlet they also reflected the Kremlin's interest in Mag the
southern region of the Russian Empire internallyd#id and thus more subservient.




Population  Afghanistan Armenia Azerbaijan  Georgia Kazakstan Kyrgyzstan  Tajikistan Turkmenistan Uzbekistan
4.8 6.2

(Million, '95) 21.3 3.6 7.8 5.7 17.4 4.1 23.1
Life
Expectancy 454 724 71.1 73.1 68.3 68.1 69.0 65.4 68.8
Ethnic
Divisions Pashtun Armenian Azeri Georgian Kazak Kyrgyz Tajik Turkmen Uzbek
(95 est) (38%) (93%) (90%) (70.1%) (41.9%) (52.4%) (64.9%) (73.3%) (71.4%
Tajik Azeri Dagestani Armenian Russian Russian Uzbek Russian Russian
(25%) (3%) (3.2%) (8.1%) (37%) (21.5%) (25%) (9.8%) (8.3%)
Hazara Russian Russian Russian Ukrainian Uzbek Russian Uzbek Tajik
(19%) (2%) (2.5%) (6.3%) (5.2%) (12.9%) (3.5%) (9%) (4.7%)
Uzbek Other Armenian Azeri German Ukrainian Other Kazak Kazak
(6%) (2%) (2.3%) (5.7%) (4.7%) (2.5%) (6.6%) (2%) (4.1%)
Other Ossetian Uzbek German Other Tatar
(2%) (3%) (2.1%) (2.4%) (5.9%) (2.4%)
Abkhaz Tatar Other Karakalpak
(1.8%) (2%) (8.3%) (2.1%)
Other Other Other
(5%) (%) (%)
GDP
(3 billion)* NA 8.1 13.8 6.0 55.2 8.4 8.5 13.1 54.5
Major
Exports: Wheat Gold 0il, Gas Citrus fruits  Oil Wool Cotton Natural gas  Cotton
Livestock Aluminum Chemicals Tea Ferrous m. Chemicals Aluminum Cotton** Gold
Fruits Transport eq. Oilfield eq. Wine Non-ferrous m. Cotton Fruits Petroleum Natural gas
Carpets Elec. eq. Textiles Machinery Chemicals Ferrous m. Vegetable oil prod.** Mineral
Wool Cotton Ferrous m. Grain Non-errous m. Textiles Electricity fertilizers
Gems Non-ferrous  Wool Shoes Textiles Ferrous meta
m. Meat Machinery Carpets Textiles
Coal Tobacco Food product

*Purchasing power parity: '94, as extrapolated from World Bank est. for 1992, **Turkmenistan is the world's tenth largest cotton producer, it has the world's fifth larges
reserves of natural gas and significant oil reserves.

Accordingly, Moscow rejected proposals by Canfsian nationalists to meld the various Centralafy
peoples (most of whom were not yet nationalistycatiotivated) into a single political unit—to be leal
"Turkestan"—preferring instead to create five saf@ar'republics,” each with a distinctive new nanme a
jigsaw borders. Presumably out of a similar calooig the Kremlin abandoned plans for a single @aian
federation. Therefore, it is not surprising thaipn the collapse of the Soviet Union, neither tired states of
the Caucasus nor the five states of Central Asi \itdly prepared for their newly independent s$ator for
the needed regional cooperation.

In the Caucasus, Armenia'’s less than 4 milheople and Azerbaijan's more than 8 million prognptcame
embroiled in open warfare over the status of Nagdtarabakh, a largely Armenian-populated enclavéiwi
Azerbaijan. The conflict generated large-scale ietlesfeansings, with hundreds of thousands of refagend
expellees fleeing in both directions. Given the that Armenia is Christian and Azerbaijan Muslitme war
has some overtones of a religious conflict. Theneadcally devastating war made it much more ditti¢ar
either country to establish itself as stably indefsnt. Armenia was driven to rely more on Russiaicivhad
provided significant military help, while Azerhaia new independence and internal stability were
compromised by the loss of Nagorno-Karabakh.

Azerbaijan's vulnerability has wider regional pilnations because the country's location makes it
geopolitical pivot. It can be described as thellitanportant "cork” controlling access to the "bet that
contains the riches of the Caspian Sea basin anttaCésia. An independent, Turkic-speaking Azejdoai
with pipelines running from it to the ethnicallylated and politically supportive Turkey, would peew Russia
from exercising a monopoly on access to the regiwh would thus also deprive Russia of decisivetipali
leverage over the policies of the new Central Asitates. Yet Azerbaijan is very vulnerable to puess from
powerful Russia to the north and from Iran to tbatk. There are twice as many Azeris—some esti@site
many as 20 million—living in northwestern Iran asAzerbaijan proper. That reality makes Iran feladu
potential separatism among its Azeris and hencée cqunbivalent regarding Azerbaijan's sovereignustat
despite the two nations' shared Muslim faith. Asesult, Azerbaijan has become the object of contbine
Russian and Iranian pressures to restrict its nigahvith the West.

Unlike either Armenia or Azerbaijan, both of ialh are ethnically quite homogeneous, about 30guerof
Georgia's 6 million people are minorities. Moreguwaese small communities, rather tribal in orgafian and
identity, have intensely resented Georgian donomaiUpon the dissolution of the Soviet Union, treegatians
and the Abkhazians therefore took advantage ofnateGeorgian political strife to attempt secessiwhich
Russia quietly backed in order to compel Georgiadoede to Russian pressures to remain within t8e C



(from which Georgia initially wanted to secede g#ther) and to accept Russian military bases orrdaeo
soil in order to seal the area off from Turkey.

In Central Asia, internal factors have been memgnificant in promoting instability. Culturally nd
linguistically, four of the five newly independe@entral Asian states are part of the Turkic wofldjikistan is
linguistically and culturally Persian, while Afghatan (outside of the former Soviet Union) is alat Tajik,
Pashttm, and Persian ethnic mosaic. All six coastare Muslim. Most of llicin, over the years, wargler the
passing influence of the Persian, Turkish, and Rossmpires, but that experience has not servddster a
spirit of a shared regional interest among themti@ncontrary, their diverse ethnic composition esathem
vulnerable to internal and external conflicts, whaumulatively tempt intrusion by more powerful gigbors.

Of the five newly independent Central Asiantesta Kazakstan and Uzbekistan are the most imgortan
Regionally, Kazakstan is the shield and Uzbekissathe soul for the region's diverse national awmakgs.
Kazakstan's geographic size and location shelteratiners from direct Russian physical pressuresesin
Kazakstan alone borders on Russia. However, itsilptpn of about 18 million is approximately 35 pent
Russian (the Russian population throughout the igregeadily declining), with another 20 percersoahon-
Kazak, a fact that has made it much more diffidolt the new Kazak rulers—themselves increasingly
nationalistic but representing only about one-bélthe country's total population—to pursue thel gdanation
building on the basis of ethnicity and language.

The Russians residing in the new state areraiftuesentful of the new Kazak leadership, anthdpehe
formerly ruling colonial class and thus also bettducated and situated, they are fearful of the ddprivilege.
Furthermore, they tend to view the new Kazak nafism with barely concealed cultural disdain. Wikbth
the northwestern and northeastern regions of Kaéaakseavily dominated by Russian colonists, Kazakst
would face the danger of territorial secession dizik-Russian relations were to deteriorate segoudsdlthe
same time, several hundred thousand Kazaks resitleedRussian side of the state borders and imeastern
Uzbekistan, the state that the Kazaks view as preicipal rival for Central Asian leadership.

Uzbekistan is, in fact, the prime candidaterfagional leadership in Central Asia. Although derain size
and less endowed with natural resources than Kemaka has a larger population (nearly 25 milliand,
much more important, a considerably more homogenepopulation than Kazakstan's. Given higher
indigenous birthrates and the gradual exodus ofdimaerly dominant Russians, soon about 75 perotits
people will be Uzbek, with only an insignificant §&ian minority remaining largely in Tashkent, thital.

Moreover, the country's political elite delibeig identifies the new state as the direct desaenhdf the vast
medieval empire of Tamerlane (1336-1404), whosdtalasamarkand, became the region's renowned rcente
for the study of religion, astronomy, and the aftsis lineage imbues modern Uzbekistan with a deseese
of historical continuity and regional mission thi&neighbors. Indeed, some Uzbek leaders see isthrlas
the national core of a single Central Asian enpigsumably with Tashkent as its capital. More timaany of
the other Central Asian states, Uzbekistan's palilite and increasingly also its people, alreaaifake of the
subjective makings of a modern nation-state andlarermined—domestic difficulties notwithstandingever
to revert to colonial status.

That condition makes Uzbekistan both the leanléostering a sense of post-ethnic modern natismaand
an object of some uneasiness among its neighbwen &s the Uzbek leaders set the pace in natiddirogi
and in the advocacy of greater regional self-sigfficy, the country's relatively greater nationamlogeneity
and more intense national consciousness inspireafeang the rulers of Turkmenistan, KyrgyzstanjKistan,
and even Kazakstan that Uzbek regional leadershiflevolve into Uzbek regional domination. Thahoern
inhibits regional cooperation among the newly seigr states—which is not encouraged by the Russmans
any case—and perpetuates regional vulnerability.

However, like the others, Uzbekistan is notreht free of ethnic tensions. Parts of southerrbékistan,
particularly around the historically and culturaligportant centers of Samarkand and Bukhara, hgnifisant
Tajik populations, which remain resentful of therftiers drawn by Moscow. Complicating matters fartis
the presence of Uzbeks in western Tajikistan antdadh Uzbeks and Tajiks in Kyrgyzstan's economycall



important Fergana Valley (where in recent yearsodyoethnic violence has erupted), not to mentiom th
presence of Uzbeks in northern Afghanistan.

Of the other three Central Asian states thatehammerged from Russian colonial rule—Kyrgyzstan,
Tajikistan, and Turkmenistan— only the third isatately cohesive ethnically. Approximately 75 parcef its
4.5 million people are Turkmen, with Uzbeks and $arss cadi accounting for less than 10 percent.
Turkmenistan's shielded geographic location makesatively remotel from Russia, with Uzbekistaua dran
of far greater geopolitical relevance to the coylstfuture. Once pipelines to the area have beeelaeed,
Turkmenistan's truly vast natural gas reservesraaguosperous future for the country's people.

Kyrgyzstan's 5 million people are much moreedse. The Kyr-gyz themselves account for aboutesbegmt
of the total and the Uzbeks for about 13 perceitt) the Russians lately dropping from over 20 petde
slightly over 15 percent. Prior to independences Russians largely composed the technical-engimgeri
intelligentsia, and their exodus has hurt the cgtgieconomy. Although rich in minerals and endowith a
natural beauty that has led some to describe thetgoas the Switzerland of Central Asia (and thotentially
as a new tourist frontier), Kyrgyzstan's geopditiocation, squeezed between China and Kazakstakes it
highly dependent on the degree to which Kazakssaff succeeds in maintaining its independence.

Tajikistan is only somewhat more ethnically logeneous. Of its 6.5 million people, fewer than-tivods
are Tajik and more than 25 percent are Uzbek (whoveewed with some hostility by the Tajiks), whtlee
remaining Russians account for only about 3 percEioivever, as elsewhere, even the dominant ethnic
community is sharply—even violently—divided alomipal lines, with modern nationalism confined ldsge
the urban political elite. As a result, independehas produced not only civil strife but a convahexcuse for
Russia to continue deploying its army in the countihe ethnic situation is even further complicabgdthe
large presence of Tajiks across the border, inheagtern Afghanistan. In fact, almost as many etfajiks
live in Afghanistan as in Tajikistan, another fadtwat serves to undermine regional stability.

Afghanistan's current state of disarray isilse a Soviet legacy, even though the country tsanformer
Soviet republic. Fragmented by the Soviet occupadiod the prolonged guerrilla warfare conductedresgat,
Afghanistan is a nation-state in name only. Itsn2flion people have become sharply divided alorgiet
lines, with growing divisions among the countryasRtuns, Tajiks, and Hazaras. At the same timejilibd
against the Russian occupiers has made religioddhenant dimension of the country's political-lifnfusing
dogmatic fervor into already sharp political ditfaces. Afghanistan thus has to be seen not ordypast of the
Central Asian ethnic conundrum but also as pollyicaery much part of the Eurasian Balkans.

Although all of the formerly Soviet Central Asiatates, as well as Azerbaijan, are populatedopnevantly
by Muslims, their political elites—still largely ¢h products of the Soviet era—are almost uniformly
nonreligious in outlook and the states are formsdlgular. However, as their populations shift faprimarily
traditional clannish or tribal identity to a moreodern national awareness, they are likely to beconiied
with an intensifying Islamic consciousness. In fast Islamic revival—already abetted from the algsnot
only by Iran but also by Saudi Arabia—is likely become the mobilizing impulse for the increasingly
pervasive new nationalisms, determined to oppose raimtegration under Russian—and hence infidel—
control.

Indeed, the process of Islamization is likelyptmve contagious also to the Muslims who have neeth
within Russia proper. They number about 20 milliomere than twice the number of disaffected Russians
(circa 9.5 million) who continue to live under fage rule in the independent Central Asian staté® Russian
Muslims thus account for about 13 percent of Risgapulation, and it is almost inevitable thatythvll
become more assertive in claiming their rights thséinctive religious and political identity. Evéirthat claim
does not take the form of a quest for outright pedelence, as it has in Chechnya, it will overlaphwine
dilemmas that Russia, given its recent imperiabimvement and the Russian minorities in the newestawill
continue to face in Central Asia.

Gravely increasing the instability of the EuaasBalkans and making the situation potentiallycnmore
explosive is the fact that two of the adjoining arapation-states, each with a historically imper@lltural,
religious, and economic interest in the region—rgmeurkey and Iran—are themselves volatile in thei



geopolitical orientation and are internally potahyi vulnerable. Were these two states to becorstabdized,
it is quite likely that the entire region would p&nged into massive disorder, with the ongoingiettand
territorial conflicts spinning out of control andhet region's already delicate balance of power séver
disrupted. Accordingly, Turkey and Iran are notyomhportant geostrategic players but are also gitoyzd
pivots, whose own internal condition is of criticalportance to the fate of the region. Both arediaesized
powers, with strong regional aspirations and ae@fhgheir historical significance. Yet the futugeopolitical
orientation and even the national cohesion of stdates remains uncertain.

Turkey, a postimperial state still in the presef redefining its identity, is pulled in thregedtions: the
modernists would like to see it become a Europeate @nd thus look to the west; the Islamists leatihe
direction of the Middle East and a Muslim commuratyd thus look to the south; and the historicaligdad
nationalists see in the Turkic peoples of the Gasfiea basin and Central Asia a new mission feg@mmally
dominant Turkey and thus look eastward. Each oddhgerspectives posits a different strategic ansd, the
clash between them introduces for the first timeceithe Kemalist revolution a measure of uncemaint
regarding Turkey's regional role.

Moreover, Turkey itself could become at leagtagtial victim of the region's ethnic conflictslthough its
population of about 65 million is predominantly Kish, with about 80 percent Turkic stock (thougbluing
a variety of Circassians, Albanians, Bosnians, Buéms, and Arabs), as much as 20 percent or perhagn
more are Kurdish. Concentrated in the country'seeagegions, the Turkish Kurds have increasingdgrb
drawn into the struggle for national independeneged by the Iragi and Iranian Kurds. Any intermgisions
within Turkey regarding the country's overall diten would doubtless encourage the Kurds to press e
more violently for a separate national status.

Iran's future orientation is even more problemdhe fundamentalist Shiite revolution that tnphed in the
late 1970s may be entering its "Thermidorian" phasel that heightens the uncertainty regarding'dran
geostrategic role. On the one hand, the collapse¢hefatheistic Soviet Union opened up Iran's newly
independent northern neighbors to religious prdiagtyg but, on the other, Iran's hostility to thaitéd States
has inclined Teheran to adopt at least a tactigatty-Moscow orientation, reinforced by Iran's camse
regarding the impact on its own cohesion of Azgdnés new independence.

That concern is derived from Iran's vulnerapild ethnic tensions. Of the country's 65 milliceople (almost
identical in number to Turkey's), only somewhat entihan one-half are Persians. Roughly one-four¢h ar
Azeri, and the remainder include Kurds, Baluchistkinens, Arabs, and other tribes. Outside of thedKand
the Azeris, the others at present do not have d@padty to threaten Iran's national integrity, €sqléy given
the high degree of national, even imperial, consmess among the Persians. But that could chanige qu
quickly, particularly in the event of a new poldlcrisis in Iranian politics.

Furthermore, the very fact that several newbependent "stans” now exist in the area and treat the 1
million Chechens have been able to assert theitigadlaspirations is bound to have an infectiofisa on the
Kurds as well as on all the other ethnic minoritiesiran. If Azerbaijan succeeds in stable politiead
economic development, the Iranian Azeris will ptallgdbecome increasingly committed to the idea gfeater
Azerbaijan. Thus, political instability and divisi® in Teheran could expand into a challenge tedhesion of
the Iranian state, thereby dramatically extendiregdcope and increasing the stakes of what isvedah the
Eurasian Balkans.

THE MULTIPLE CONTEST

The traditional Balkans of Europe involved heademmpetition among three imperial rivals: the Ottoma
Empire, the Austro-Hun-garian Empire, and the Rasgtmpire. There were also three indirect partitipa
who were concerned that their European interestddvoe adversely affected by the victory of a paittir
protagonist: Germany feared Russian power, Frappesed Austria-Hungary, and Great Britain prefetced
see a weakening Ottoman Empire in control of thedBraelles than the emergence of any one of the othe
major contestants in control of the Balkans. In ¢barse of the nineteenth century, these powersagehto
contain Balkan conflicts without prejudice to angtnvital interests, but they failed to do so irt49with
disastrous consequences for all.



Today's competition within the Eurasian Balkatso directly involves three neighboring powerss$ta,
Turkey, and Iran, though China may eventually bez@nmajor protagonist as well. Also Involved Irelli
competition, bul more remotely, are Ukraine, Pakistindia, and the distant America. Each of thedhr
principal and most directly engaged contestantriieen not only by the prospect of future geopcéitiand
economic benefits but also by strong historicalulaps. Each was at one time or another either ahecally
or the culturally dominant power in the region. Eateews the others with suspicion. Although heada@mfare
among them is unlikely, the cumulative impact @ittexternal rivalry could contribute to regionabos.

In the case of the Russians, the attitude ofility to the Turks verges on the obsessive. Theditain media
portrays the Turks as bent on control over thearggas instigators of local resistance to Russith(some
justification in the case of Chechnya), and asatem®ng Russia's overall security to a degreeishaltogether
out of proportion to Turkey's actual capabiliti#ie Turks reciprocate in kind and view their rotethat of
liberators of their brethren from prolonged Russapression. The Turks and the Iranians (Persizang also
been historical rivals in the region, and thatIry#&as in recent years been revived, with Turkeyjgrting the
image of a modern and secular alternative to #@dn concept of an Islamic society.

Although each of the three can be said to sedébast a sphere of influence, in the case of IRus®scow's
ambitions have a much broader sweep because ofetadvely fresh memories of imperial control, the
presence in the area of several million Russiams,tlhe Kremlin's desire to reinstate Russia as jarmgtobal
power. Moscow's foreign policy statements have miagdain that it views the entire space of thenier
Soviet Union as a zone of the Kremlin's specialsgiategic interest, from which outside political-dagven
economic—influence should be excluded.

In contrast, although Turkish aspirations fegional influence retain some vestiges of an ingbealbeit
more dated, past (the Ottoman Empire reached tgespin 1590 with the conquest of the Caucasus anc
Azerbaijan, though it did not include Central Asithey tend to be more rooted in an ethnic-lingaisénse of
identity with the Turkic peoples of the area (sespron page 137). Given Turkey's much more limiteldipal
and military power, a sphere of exclusive politicdluence is simply unattainable. Rather, Turkegsitself as
potential leader of a loose Turkic-speaking comriyurniaking advantage to that end of its appealigtive
modernity, its linguistic affinity, and its econotnneans to establish itself as the most influeridiede in the
nation-building processes underway in the area.

L. & Iran's aspirations are vaguer still, but in
TN the long run no less threatening to Russia's
— SE ambitions. The Persian Empire is a much
L more distant memory. At its peak, circa 500
B.C., it embraced the current territory of the
+ three Caucasian states—Turkmenistan,
Uzbekistan, and Tajikistan—and
Afghanistan, as well as Turkey, Iraq, Syria,
Lebanon, and Israel. Although Iran's current
A { S~ geopolitical aspirations are narrower than
b ) A Y Turkey's, pointing mainly at Azerbaijan and
\ », L~ Afghanistan, the entire Muslim population
. 2 [ in the area—even within Russia itself—is
e \ 1 the object of Iranian religious interest.
N e . Indeed, the revival of Islam in Central Asia
A ol | has become an organic part of the
! { aspirations of Iran's current rulers.

The Turkic Ethnolinguistic Zone

The competitive interests of Russia,
Turkey, and Iran are represented on the map onlphg®@: in the case of the geopolitical thrust ok§ta, by
two arrows pointing directly south at Azerbaijardafazakstan; in Turkey's case, by a single arrommtg
eastward through Azerbaijan and the Caspian Sé&=mtral Asia; and in Iran's case, by two arrowsigm



northward at Azerbaijan and northeast at TurkmanisAfghanistan, and Tajikistan. These arrows miy o
crisscross; they can collide.

,_ At this stage, China's role is more
{ limited and its goals less evident. It stands
' to reason that China prefers to face a
collection of relatively independent states
in the West rather than a Russian Empire.
At a minimum, the new states serve as a
buffer, but China is also anxious that its
own Turkic minorities in Xinjiang
Province might see in the newly
independent Central Asian states an
_ attractive example for themselves, and for
1 that reason, China has sought assurances
from Kazakstan that cross-border minority
activism will be suppressed. In the long
. run, the energy resources of the region are
bound to be of special interest lo Beijing,
and direct access to them, not subject to
Moscow's control, has to be China's central
._ . goal. Thus, the overall geopolitical interest
e of China tends to clash with Russia's quest
) for a dominant role and is complementary
to Turkish and Iranian aspirations.

The Competitive Interests of Russia, Turkey, and Iran

For Ukraine, the central issues are the futureatttar of the CIS and freer access to energy squndash
would lessen Ukraine's dependence on Russia. trrégard, closer relations with Azerbaijan, Turkmsémn,
and Uzbekistan have become important to Kiev, Wilitrainian support for the more independent-minded
states being an extension of Ukraine's effortsrioaace its own independence from Moscow. Accorgingl
Ukraine has supported Georgia's efforts to becdraemestward route for Azeri oil exports. Ukraines lzdso
collaborated with Turkey in order to weaken Russid#tuence in the Black Sea and has supported $hrki
efforts to direct oil flows from Central Asia to fkish terminals. The involvement of Pakistan andidnis
more remote still, but neither is indifferent to athmay be transpiring in these new Eurasian Balkkos
Pakistan, the primary interest is to gain geosffatdepth through political influence in Afghanistaand to
deny to Iran the exercise of such influence in Afgktan and Tajikistan—and to benefit eventualyrfrany
pipeline construction linking Central Asia with tiheabian Sea. India, in reaction to Pakistan anssitdy
concerned about China's long-range influence inrdggon, views Iranian influence in Afghanistan aad
greater Russian presence in the former Soviet space favorably.

Although distant, the United States, with iskst in the maintenance of geopolitical pluralisnpast-Soviet
Eurasia, looms in the background as an increasingbprtant if indirect player, clearly interestedtronly in
developing the region's resources but also in ptawg Russia from exclusively dominating the re¢gon
geopolitical space. In so doing, America is notygmlirsuing its larger Eurasian geostrategic goatsidalso
representing its own growing economic interestyal as that of Europe and the Far East, in gainimgnited
access to this hitherto closed area.

Thus, at stake in this conundrum are geopalifiower, access to potentially great wealth, thi#lment of
national and/or religious missions, and securitye particular focus of the contest, however, isctess. Until
the collapse of the Soviet Union, access to th@negas nionopoli/ed by Moscow. All rail transpoggs and
oil pipelines, and even air travel were channeledugh the center. Russian geopoliticians wouldepri¢ to
remain so, since they know that whoever eitherrotsor dominates access to the region is the avst hkely
to win the geopolitical and economic prize.



It is this consideration that has made thelpipassue so central to the future of the Casfaa basin and
Central Asia. If the main pipelines to the regi@mtinue to pass through Russian territory to thediun outlet
on the Black Sea at Novorossiysk, the politicalsemuences of this condition will make themselvés éeen
without any overt Russian power plays. The regialh r@main a political dependency, with Moscow in a
strong position to determine how the region's neealtlhh is to be shared. Conversely, if another pipel
crosses the Caspian Sea to Azerbaijan and therthe tdediterranean through Turkey and if one maresgo
the Arabian Sea through Afghanistan, no single pawk have monopoly over access.

The troubling fact is that some elements in fhessian political elite act as if they prefer thfa area's
resources not be developed at all if Russia cahae¢ complete control over access. Let the weealttam
unexploited if the alternative is that foreign istrment will lead to more direct presence by foreegonomic,
and thus also political, interests. That proprie@titude is rooted in history, and it will takene and outside
pressures before it changes.

The Tsarist expansion into the Caucasus andr&eksia occurred over a period of about threedned
years, but its recent end was shockingly abruptha@gOttoman Empire declined in vitality, the RassEmpire
pushed southward, along the shores of the Casmaridvard Persia. It seized the Astrakhan khamai®56
and reached Persia by 1607. It conquered Crimaagllir74-1784, then took over the kingdom of Gemigi
1801 and overwhelmed the tribes astride the Caarcasiountain range (with the Chechens resisting with
unique tenacity) during the second half of the E3@0@mpleting the takeover of Armenia by 1878.

The conquest of Central Asia was less a maftewercoming a rival empire than of subjugatingesgially
isolated and quasi-tribal feudal khanates and eesiy@apable of offering only sporadic and isolatsistance.
U/hokislan and Ka/akslan were taken over througkrees of military expeditions during the years 1-8@81,
with Turkmenistan crushed and incorporated in cagmzalasting from 1873 to 1886. However, by 185@, t
conguest of most of Central Asia was essentialljmmleted, though periodic outbreaks of local resista
occurred even during the Soviet era.

The collapse of the Soviet Union produced a @tanhistorical reversal. In the course of merefgwa weeks
in December 1991, Russia's Asian space suddenanlshry about 20 percent, and the population Russia
controlled in Asia was cut from 75 million to abd&@ million. In addition, another 18 million resius in the
Caucasus were also detached from Russia. Makirsg tteyversals even more painful to the Russianiqadlit
elite was the awareness that the economic potesftihlese areas was now being targeted by foreitgnasts
with the financial means to invest in, develop, amgloit resources that until very recently wereessible to
Russia alone.

Yet Russia faces a dilemma: it is too weak alily to seal off the region entirely from the sigle and too
poor financially to develop the area exclusivelyitsnown. Moreover, sensible Russian leaders redlhiat the
demographic explosion underway in the new statesnm¢hat their failure to sustain economic growth w
eventually create an explosive situation along Rissentire southern frontier. Russia's experiemce
Afghanistan and Chechnya could be repeated alomgitire borderline that stretches from the Blaek ®
Mongolia, especially given the national and Islame@surgence now underway among the previously
subjugated peoples.

It follows that Russia must somehow find a wha@commodating to the new postimperial realityit ageks
to contain the Turkish and Iranian presence, tovgmethe gravitation of the new states toward riaqgipal
rivals, to discourage the formation of any trulg@pendent Central Asian regional cooperation, anihtit
American geopolitical influence in the newly sovgrecapitals. The issue thus is no longer thatngberial
restoration— which would be too costly and wouldfieecely resisted—but instead involves creatingesv
web of relations that would constrain the new stated preserve Russia's dominant geopolitical aodanic
position.

The chosen instrument for accomplishing thsi taas primarily been the CIS, though in some gldce use
of the Russian military and the skillful employmeiitRussian diplomacy to "divide and rule" has edrthe
Kremlin's interests just as well. Moscow has usedeverage to seek from the new states the maxidegree
of compliance to its vision of an increasingly mrated "commonwealth” and has pressed for a céntral



directed system of control over the external bardsfr the CIS; for closer military integration, withthe
framework of a common foreign policy; and for thather expansion of the existing (originally Soyiet
pipeline network, to the exclusion of any new offest could skirt Russia. Russian strategic analysa®
explicitly stated that Moscow views the area asoiis special geopolitical space, even if it is pader an
integral part of its empire.

A clue to Russian geopolitical intentions is\pded by the insistence with which the Kremlin Isasight to
retain a Russian military presence on the tergwf the new states. Taking advantage of the Ab&ha
secession movement, Moscow obtained basing righ®ebrgia, legitimated its military presence on Aman
soil by exploiting Armenia's need for support i tivar against Azerbaijan, and applied political &ndncial
pressure to obtain Kazakstan's agreement to Ru$sises; in addition, the civil war in Tajikistan aea
possible the continued presence there of the foBoeiet army.

In defining its policy, Moscow has proceeded tbe apparent expectation that its postimperial Wwéb
relationships with Central Asia will gradually ernakate the substance of the sovereignty of theviddally
weak new states and that it will place them in hosdinate relationship to the command center of the
"integrated" CIS. To accomplish that goal, Russiadiscouraging the new states from creating thein o
separate armies, from fostering the use of thetirditive languages (in which they are gradualfylaeing the
Cyrillic alphabet with the Latin), from cultivatingose ties with outsiders, and from developing pgvelines
directly to outlets in the Arabian or Mediterranedeas. If the policy succeeds, Russia could thenirdde
their foreign relations and determine revenue sigari

In pursuing that goal, Russian spokesmen oftenkie, as we have seen in chapter 4, the examptleeof
Kuropenn Union. In fact, however, Russia's polioyward the Central Asian states and the Caucasusich
more reminiscent of the Francophone African commyanivith the French military contingents and budggta
subsidies determining the politics and policiethef French-speaking postcolonial African states.

While the restoration of the maximum feasiblgrée of Russian political and economic influenceghe
region is the overall goal and the reinforcementthd CIS is the principal mechanism for achievihg i
Moscow's primary geopolitical targets for politicalbordination appear to be Azerbaijan and Kazakstar a
Russian political counteroffensive to be succes#fldscow must not only cork access to the regionnbwst
also penetrate its geographic shield.

For Russia, Azerbaijan has to be a prioritgearlts subordination would help to seal off Cah&sia from
the West, especially from Turkey, thereby furthecreasing Russia's leverage vis-a-vis the recaiftitr
Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan. To that end, tactioaperation with Iran regarding such controversislies as
how to divide the drilling concessions to the Carspeabed serves the important objective of compdlaku
to accommodate itself to Moscow's wishes. A subeenh\Azerbaijan would also facilitate the consdiida of
a dominant Russian position in both Georgia and eXrian

Kazakstan offers an especially tempting prim@amget as well, because its ethnic vulnerabilitgkes it
impossible for the Kazak government to prevail mapen confrontation with Moscow. Moscow can also
exploit the Kazak fear of China's growing dynamiss,well as the likelihood of growing Kazak resesrin
over the Sinification of the adjoining Xinjiang Rioce in China. Kazakstan's gradual subordinatiaulad/
have the geopolitical effect of almost automaticaltawing Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan into Moscowxhere
of control, while exposing both Uzbekistan and Toekistan to more direct Russian pressure.

The Russian strategy, however, runs countehé¢oatspirations of almost all of the states locatethe
Eurasian Balkans. Their new political elites wilitrvoluntarily yield the power and privilege thegve gained
through independence. As the local Russians grigduatate their previously privileged positionse thew
elites are rapidly developing a vested interessanereignty, a dynamic and socially contagious @ssc
Moreover, the once politically passive populatians also becoming more nationalistic and, outsidgéemrgia
and Armenia, also more conscious of their Islamentity.

Insofar as foreign affairs are concerned, b@#orgia and Armenia (despite the latter's deperelemc
Russian support against Azerbaijan) would like #xdme gradually more associated with Europe. The



resource-rich Central Asian states, along with Aagan, would like to maximize the economic pregena
their soil of American, European, Japanese, amrdlyl#torean capital, hoping thereby to greatly aexak their
own economic development and consolidate theirgaddence. To this end, they also welcome the istrga
role of Turkey and Iran, seeing in them a countégiiteto Russian power and a bridge to the large livtus
world to the south.

Azerbaijan—encouraged by both Turkey and Anaeribas thus not only rejected Russian demands for
military bases but it also defied Russian demamdsafsingle pipeline to a Russian Black Sea pgqoting
instead for a dual solution involving a second [a@ethrough Georgia to Turkey. (A pipeline southava
through Iran, to be financed by an American compdrad to be abandoned because of the U.S. financia
embargo on deals with Iran.) In 1995, amid muchidan a new rail link between Turkmenistan and s
opened, making it feasible for Europe to trade W#ntral Asia by rail, skirting Russia altogethEnere was a
touch of symbolic drama to this reopening of theiamt Silk Route, with Russia thus no longer abledparate
Europe from Asia.

Uzbekistan has also become increasingly aseeirtiits opposition to Russia's efforts at "intggm." Its
foreign minister declared flatly in August 1996 tthlzbekistan opposes the creation of CIS supranati
institutions which can be used as instruments otraBzed control.” Its strongly nationalistic pos¢ had
already prompted sharp denunciations in the Rugsiass concerning Uzbekistan's emphatically protWes
orientation in the economy, the harsh invectiveopps integration treaties within the CIS, the deeisefusal
to join even the Customs Union, and a methodictitRussian nationality policy (even kindergarteniici
use Russian are being closed down). .. . For theet)States, which is pursuing in the Asia regiqrolcy of
the weakening of Russia, this position is so ditracl

Even Kazakstan, in reaction to Russian pressin@&s come to favor a secondary non-Russian fouies
own outflows. As Umirserik Kasenov, the advisethte Kazak president, put it:

It is a fact that Kazakstan's search for altereapipelines has been fostered by Russia's ownnagtio
such as the limitation of shipments of Kazakstamifsto Novorossiysk and of Tyumen oil to the
Pavlodar Refinery. Turkmenistan's efforts to progrtbie construction of a gas line to Iran are paltig
to the fact that the CIS countries pay only 60 eetof the world price or do not pay for it at 2ll.

1. Zavtru 28 (June 1996).
2. What Russia Wants in the Transcaucasus and &ekdra," Nezavisimaya Gazeta, January 24, 1995.

Turkmenistan, for much the same reason, has beevely exploring the construction of a new pipel
through Afghanistan and Pakistan to the Arabian Beaddition to the energetic construction of newl links
with Kazakstan and Uzbekistan to the north and wah and Afghanistan to the south. Very prelimynand
exploratory talks have also been held among thelkkazhe Chinese, and the Japanese regarding aticarsb
pipeline project that would stretch from Centraigd® the China Sea (see map on page 146). Withterm
Western oil and gas investment commitments in Aaigab reaching some $13 billion and in Kazakstaimgo
well over $20 billion (1996 figures), the econoraitd political isolation of this area is clearly &#keg down
in the face of global economic pressures and loiRessian financial options.



Fear of Russia has also had the effect of
e e e driving the Central Asian states into greater
) = regional cooperation. The initially dormant
= Central Asian Economic Union, formed in
~— January 1993, has been gradually activated.
. Even President Nursultan Nazarbayev of
Kazakstan, at first an articulate advocate of
a new "Eurasian Union," gradually became
a convert to ideas of closer Central Asian
cooperation, increased military
collaboration among the region's states,
support for Azerbaijan's efforts to channel
Caspian Sea and Kazak oil through Turkey,
and joint opposition to Russian and Iranian
efforts to prevent the sectoral division of the
Caspian Sea's continental shelf and mineral
resources among the coastal states.

Kazakstan

Given the fact that the governments in
the area tend to be highly authoritarian, perhapsheanore important has been the personal recotmeriia
among the principal leaders. It was common knowdetltat the presidents of Kazakstan, Uzbekistan, anc
Turkmenistan were not particularly fond of one d&eot(which they made eminently plain to foreigniteis),
and that personal antagonism initially made it eafir the Kremlin to play off one against the othy the
mid-1990s, the three had come to realize that closeperation among them was essential to the watsen
of their new sovereignty, and they began to engagbkighly publicized displays of their allegedlyosk
relations, stressing that henceforth they woulddioate their foreign policies.

But more important still has been the emergemtan the CIS of an informal coalition, led by Wne and
Uzbekistan, dedicated to the idea of a "cooperdtivet not "integrated,” commonwealth. Toward thisd,
Ukraine has signed agreements on military cooperatiith Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan, and Georgia; snd
September 1996, the foreign ministers of Ukraing dabekistan even engaged in the highly symbolico&c
issuing a declaration, demanding that hencefor@ <Limmits not be chaired by Russia's presidenthatithe
chairmanship be rotated.

The example set by Ukraine and Uzbekistan hdsamaimpact even on the leaders who have been more
deferential to Moscow's central concerns. The Kmemmust have been especially disturbed to hear k&aa's
Nursultan Nazarbayev and Georgia's Eduard Shewvdzdndeclare in September 1996 that they would leave
the CIS "if our independence is threatened." Maregally, as a counter to the CIS, the Central iAsiates
and Azerbaijan stepped up their level of activitythe Organization of Economic Cooperation, a stithtively
loose association of the region's Islamic statesluthing Turkey, Iran, and Pakistan—dedicated to the
enhancement of financial, economic, and transporidinks among its members. Moscow has been pyblic
critical of these initiatives, viewing them, quiterrectly, as diluting the pertinent states' mersbigr in the
CIS.

In a similar vein, there has been steady erdrarmot of ties with Turkey and, to a lesser exteat). The
Turkic-speaking countries have eagerly acceptekeélyls offers of military training for the new naiel
officer corps and the laying down of the Turkishleeene mat for some ten thousand students. Thehourt
summit meeting of the Turkic-speaking countriedd e Tashkent in October 1996 and prepared wittkiEh
backing, focused heavily on the enhancement ofpmaration links, on increased trade, and alsoamneon
educational standards as well as closer culturapeation with Turkey. Both Turkey and Iran havesrbe
particularly active in assisting the new stateshwiteir television programming, thereby directlyiluencing
large audiences.



A ceremony in Alma-Ata, the capital of KazakstemDecember 199(1 was particularly symbolic ofkey's
identification with the independence of the regostates. On the occasion of the fifth anniversairy
Kazakstan's independence, the Turkish presidetgy®@an Demirel, stood at the side of President Nemggev
at the unveiling of a gold-colored column twentgtdi meters high, crowned with a legendary Kazak{itur
warrior's figure atop a griffinlike creature. Atetlevent, Kazakstan hailed Turkey for "standing lagdkstan at
every step of its development as an independet#,’stand the Turks reciprocated by granting Kazakst
credit line of $300 million, beyond existing prieaturkish investment of about $1.2 billion.

While neither Turkey nor Iran has the meansxcdude Russia from regional influence, Turkey é&mare
narrowly) Iran have thus been reinforcing the waiid the capacity of the new states to resist igiaten with
their northern neighbor and former master. And tetainly helps to keep the region's geopoliticalire
open.

NEITHER DOMINION NOR EXCLUSION

The geostrategic implications for America are cle@merica is too distant to be dominant in thistpair

Eurasia but too powerful not to be engaged. Alldtaes in the area view American engagement assac/
to their survival. Russia is too weak to regain eémg@ domination over the region or to exclude oéhfeom it,

but it is also too close and too strong to be ededll Turkey and Iran are strong enough to be inflak but

their own vulnerabilities could make the area ueabl cope with both the challenge from the nortt tre

region's internal conflicts. China is too powenfiatt to be feared by Russia and the Central Asaiest yet its
very presence and economic dynamism facilitategr@lefssia’'s quest for wider global outreach.

It follows that America's primary interest is help ensure that no single power comes to cotlisl
geopolitical space and that the global communitg hahindered financial and economic access to it.
Geopolitical pluralism will become an enduring mgabnly when a network of pipeline and transpoadiat
routes links the region directly to the major cestef global economic activity via the Mediterraneand
Arabian Seas, as well as overland. Hence, Rus#fiamnseto monopolize access need to be opposedimscal
to regional stability.

However, the exclusion of Russia from the aseaeither desirable nor feasible, nor is the fagnof
hostility between the area's new states and Russiact, Russia's active economic participatiothi@ region's
development is essential to the area's stabilityd—having Russia as a partner, but not as an exelusi
dominator, can also reap significant economic bena$ a result. Greater stability and increasealtivavithin
the region would contribute directly to Russia'sllseeing and give real meaning to the "commonweéalth
promised by the acronym CIS. But that cooperatp#oa will become Russia's policy only when muchreno
ambitious, historically anachronistic designs tlae painfully reminiscent of the original Balkanse a
effectively precluded.

The states deserving America's strongest gdagablsupport are Azerbaijan, Uzbekistan, and (detshis
region) Ukraine, all three being geopolitically pial. Indeed, Kiev's role reinforces the argumaat tUkraine
is the critical state, insofar as Russia's ownr&utvolution is concerned. At the same time, Katzaks-given
its size, economic potential, and geographicallponant location—is also deserving of prudent iméional
backing and especially of sustained economic asgist In time, economic growth in Kazakstan migkpho
bridge the ethnic split that makes this CentrabAsishield” so vulnerable to Russian pressure.

In this region, America shares a common intenestonly with a stable, pro-Western Turkey bubalgth
Iran and China. A gradual improvement in Americeamian relations would greatly increase global asde
the region and, more specifically, reduce the miomaediate threat to Azerbaijan's survival. Chirgaewing
economic presence in the region and its polititakes in the area's independence are also congwiént
America’s interests. China's backing of Pakistaffsrts in Afghanistan is also a positive factasr tloser
Pakistani-Afghan relations would make internatiomatess to Turkmenistan more feasible, therebyirtelp
reinforce both that state and Uzbekistan (in trenethat Kazakstan were to falter).

Turkey's evolution and orientation are likelyb® especially decisive for the future of the Calarastates. If
Turkey sustains its path to Kurope—and if Europesdoot close its doors to Turkey—the states of the



Caucasus are also likely to gravitate into the peam orbit, a prospect they fervently desire. Biurkey's
Europeanization grinds to a halt, for either ingror external reasons, then Georgia and Armenlighewve no
choice but to adapt to Russia's inclinations. Theure will then become a function of Russia's eawolving
relationship with the expanding Europe, for goodlor

Iran's role is likely to be even more probleimad return to a pro-Western posture would ceffafacilitate
the stabilization and consolidation of the regiand it is therefore strategically desirable for Aive to
encourage such a turn in Iran's conduct. But dméit happens, Iran is likely to play a negatives raeldversely
affecting Azerbaijan's prospects, even as it tgiestive steps like opening Turkmenistan to thelavand,
despite Iran's current fundamentalism, reinfor¢lhmgCentral Asians' sense of their religious hgeta

Ultimately, Central Asia's future is likely e shaped by an even more complex set of circucesamvith
the fate of its states determined by the intricatterplay of Russian, Turkish, Iranian, and Chinggerests, as
well as by the degree to which the United Stateslitions its relations with Russia on Russia's eesfor the
independence of the new states. The reality of ihi@rplay precludes either empire or monopoly as a
meaningful goal for any of the geostrategic playam®lved. Rather, the basic choice is between lzate
regional balance—which would permit the gradualusion of the area in the emerging global econorhiten
the states of the region consolidate themselvegestthbly also acquire a more pronounced Islangatity—
or ethnic conflict, political fragmentation, andgsibly even open hostilities along Russia's soutlfremtiers.
The attainment and consolidation of that regioredaibce has to be a major goal in any comprehensiSe
geostrategy for Eurasia.



Chapter 6.The Far Eastern Anchor

AN EFFECTIVE AMERICAN POLICY for Eurasia has to hmwa Far Eastern anchor. That need will not be
met if America is ex-cluded or excludes itself fradhe Asian mainland. A close relationship with rtiare
Japan is essential for America's global policy, doboperative relationship with mainland Chinariperative

for America's Eurasian geostrategy. The implicatiof that reality need to be faced, for the ongoing
interaction in the Far East between three majorgmswAmerica, China, and Japan— creates a potgntiall
dangerous regional conundrum and is almost cettagenerate geopolitically tectonic shifts.

For China, America across the Pacific shouldabreatural ally since America has no designs onAisian
mainland and has historically opposed both JapaaedeRussian encroachments on a weaker China.€lo th
Chinese, Japan has been the principal enemy ogdash century; Russia, "the hungry land" in Chindsas
long been distrusted; and India, too, now loomsa astential rival! The principle "my neighbor's gleibor is
my ally" thus fits the geopolitical and historigalationship between China and America.

However, America is no longer Japan's adversargss the ocean but is now closely allied witbada
America also has strong ties with Taiwan and wihesal of the Southeast Asian nations. The Chiaesalso
sensitive to America's doctrinal reservations rdiga@r the internal character of the current Chinesgme.
Thus, America is also seen as the principal obstaclChina's quest not only to become globally prieent
but even just regionally predominant. Is a collisietween America and China, therefore, inevitable?

For Japan, America has been the umbrella untah the country could safely recover from a déaiisg
defeat, regain its economic momentum, and on tasiskprogressively attain a position as one ofwbdd's
prime powers. But the very fact of that umbrellgposes a limit on Japan's freedom of action, crgatie
paradoxical situation of a world-class power besirgultaneously a protectorate. For Japan, Amecdues
to be the vital partner in Japan's emergence astamational leader. But America is also the maason for
Japan's continued lack of national self-relianceh@security area. How long can this situationueed

In other words, in the foreseeable future twotaally important—and very directly interacting—egelitical
issues will define America’s role in Eurasia’s East:

1. What is the practical definition and—from Amerg point of view—the acceptable scope of China's
potential emer gence as the dominant regional pamwdrof its growing as pirations for the status of
global power?

2. As Japan seeks to define a global role for fitdebw should America manage the regional
consequences of the in evitable reduction in thgreke of Japan's acquiescence in its status as a
American protectorate?

The East Asian geopolitical scene is curreohigracterized by metastable power relations. Medbdgy
involves a condition of external rigidity but ofl@évely little flexibility, in that regard more meiniscent of iron
than steel. It is vulnerable to a destructive clmaaction generated by a powerful jarring blow. &pd Far East
is experiencing extraordinary economic dynamism@lside growing political uncertainty. Asian econom
growth may in fact even contribute to that uncetigi because prosperity obscures the region'sigailit
vulnerabilities even as it intensifies national amohs and expands social expectations.

That Asia is an economic success without parall human development goes without saying. Justa
basic statistics dramatically highlight that realitess than four decades ago, East Asia (includigan)
accounted for a mere 4 percent or so of the waidtd GNP, while North America led with approxirakt 35-

40 percent; by the mid-1990s, the two regions wexgghly equal (in the neighborhood of 25 percent).
Moreover, Asia's pace of growth has been histdyicaiprecedented. Economists have noted that itateoff
stage of industrialization, Great Britain took madnan fifty years and America just somewhat less thfty
years to double their respective outputs per hehdreas both China and South Korea accomplishedaime
gain in approximately ten years. Barring some nvassegional disruption, within a quarter of a cepflAsia

is likely to outstrip both North America and Eurdpeotal GNP.



However, in addition to becoming the world'sitee of economic gravity, Asia is also its potengalitical
volcano. Although surpassing Europe in economicebiggment, Asia is singularly deficient in regional
political development. It lacks the cooperative nhatleral structures that so dominate the Europsaical
landscape and that dilute, absorb, and contain gelgsomore traditional territorial, ethnic, and oaél
conflicts. There is nothing comparable in Asia tther the European Union or NATO. None of the three
regional associations—ASEAN (Association of SougheAsian Nations), ARF (Asian Regional Forum,
ASEAN's platform for a political-security dialogy@nd APEC (Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation Gedp
even remotely approximates the web of multilataral regional cooperative ties that bind Europettoge

On the contrary, Asia is today the seat ofWeld's greatest concentration of rising and rdgemtvakened
mass nationalisms, fueled by sudden access to ommmunications, hyperactivated by expanding social
expectations generated by growing economic progpasiwell as by widening disparities in social lilgaand
made more susceptible to political mobilizationtbg explosive increase both In population and udadion.
This condition is rendered even more ominous by dbale of Asia's arms buildup. In 1995, the region
became—according to the International InstitutéStrtegic Studies—the world's biggest importer whsg
outstripping Europe and the Middle East.

In brief, East Asia is seething with
dynamic activity, which so far has been
channeled in peaceful directions by the
region's rapid pace of economic growth.
But that safety valve could at some point
be overwhelmed by unleashed political
passions, once they have been triggered by
some flash point, even a relatively trivial
one. The potential for such a flash point is
present in a large number of contentious
issues, each vulnerable to demagogic
exploitation and thus potentially explosive:

PACIFIC OCEAN

Boundary and Territorial
Disputes in East Asia

1. Chinese Claim

sl e China's resentment of Taiwan's separate

3. Chinese Claim

. A LR . [t e i status is intensify ing as China gains in
o g S ey strength and as the increasingly pros
hinidesdediy perous Taiwan begins to flirt with a

W | 1@ Benaoskn tine formally separate status as a nation-state.

11, Mortharn Tarritories

INDIAN OCEAN

» The Paracel and Spratly Islands in the South £Bia pose the risk of a collision between Chimh an
several Southeast Asian states over access totjadlienaluable seabed en ergy sources, with China
imperially viewing the South China Sea as its letate national patrimony.

» The Senkaku Islands are contested by both JapérChina (with the rivals Taiwan and mainland
China ferociously of a single mind on this issw)d the historical rivalry for regional preeminence
between Japan and China infuses this issue witlbglorsignificance as well.

» The division of Korea and the inherent instapitif North Korea—made all the more dangerous by
North Korea's quest for nuclear capability—pose fisk that a sudden explosion could engulf the
peninsula in warfare, which in turn would engage thmited States and indirectly involve Japan.



* The issue of the southernmost Kuril Islands,aterially seized in 1945 by the Soviet Union, camts
to paralyze and poison Russo-Japanese relations.

e Other latent territorial-ethnic conflicts involvRusso-Chi-nese, Chinese-Vietnamese, Japanese
Korean, and Chinese-Indian border issues; ethniestiin Xinjiang Province; and Chinese-Indonesian
disputes over oceanic boundaries. (See map above.)

The distribution of power in the region is alstbalanced. China, with its nuclear arsenal anthige armed
forces, is clearly the dominant military power ($akele on page 156). The Chinese navy has alredmjyted a
strategic doctrine of "offshore active defensegkseg to acquire within the next fifteen years aeangoing
capability for "effective control of the seas withihe first island chain,” meaning the Taiwan $teaid the
South China Sea. To be sure, Japan's military dégab also increasing, and in terms of qualilyhas no
regional peer. At present, however, the Japanesedaforces are not a tool of Japanese foreignali are
largely viewed as an extension of the Americantaryji presence in the region.

Asian Armed Forces —_— .
Taiwan has 150 F-16s, 60 Mirage, and
Personnel Tanks Fighters  Surface  Sub- 130 other fighter jets on order and
Ships  marines  goy/arg| naval vessels under
Total Total Total T'otal Total .
(Numbers in parentheses are advanced systems) construction.
China 3,030,000 9,400 (500) 5,224 (124) 57(40) 53 (D . o .
Malaysia i rchasin F-1 n
Pakistan 577,000 1890 (40) 336 (160) 11 ®) 6 (6) alaysia is purchasing 8 F-18s and
i . possibly 18 MiG-29s.
India 1,100,000 3,500 (2,700) 700 (374) 21 (14) 18 (12)
Thailand 295,000 633 (313) 4 (18 14 ©® 0O pNoter Personnel means all  active
Singapore 55,500 350 () 143 (®) 0 (0) 0 (0 :

military; tanks are main battle tanks and
light tanks; fighters are air-to-air and
ground attack aircraft; surface ships are

North Korea 1,127,000 4,200 (2,225) 730 (136) 30 23
South Korea 633,000 1,860 (450) 334 48 17 (9 3 3

Japan 287700 1200 929) 324 @) 62(40) 17D cavere” cruisers,  destroyers, and
Taiwan* 142000 1400 (0) 460 (10) 3B(D 4 @ ginaec’and submarines are all types.
Vietnam 857000 1900 (400) 200 © 7 G) 0 O aduanced systems are at least mid-
Malaysia** 114,500 26 2 50 © 2@© 0O 1960s design with advanced
Philippines 106,500 a O O 1O 0O technologies, such as laser range finders
Indonesia 270,900 235 (110) 54 (12 17 @ 2 @  for tanks

Source: General Accounting Office report, "ImpatChina’s Military Modernization in the Pacific Reg,"
June 1995.

The emergence of China has already promptesbittheastern neighbors to be increasingly defiatetiot
Chinese concerns. It is noteworthy that duringrtfiicrisis of early 1996 concerning Taiwan (in whiChina
engaged in some threatening military maneuvers lzarded air and sea access to a zone near Taiwan
precipitating a demonstrative U.S. naval deploymethie foreign minister of Thailand hastily declhrinat
such a ban was normal, his Indonesian counterpateds that this was purely a Chinese affair, argl th
Philippines and Malaysia declared a policy of nalitir on the issue.

The absence of a regional balance of powerirhascent years prompted both Australia and Indares
heretofore rather wary of each other—to initiatevgng military coordination. Both countries madéld
secret of their anxiety over the longer-range pectp of Chinese regional military domination anetrothe
staying power of the United States as the reggetsirity guarantor. This concern has also causeghfore to
explore closer security cooperation with these omagti In fact, throughout the region, the centrat bu
unanswered question among strategists has becasnéRbtr how long can peace in the world's mostytaied
and increasingly most armed region be assured byhandred thousand American soldiers, and for haswtm
longer in any case are they likely to stay?"



It is in this volatile setting of intensifyingationalisms, increasing populations, growing progpeexploding
expectations, and overlapping power aspirations geauinely tectonic shifts are occurring in Easiafs
geopolitical landscape:

» China, whatever its specific prospects, is aagsind poten tially dominant power.
* America's security role is becoming increasiragypendent on collaboration with Japan.
» Japan is groping for a more defined and autonanpaliti cal role.

* Russia's role has greatly diminished, while threnlerly Russian-dominated Central Asia has become
an object of in ternational rivalry.

* The division of Korea is becoming less tenablgkimg Korea's future orientation a matter of
increasing geostrategic interest to its major raigk.

These tectonic shifts give added saliencedadwlo central issues posed at the outset of tlaptel.
CHINA: NOT GLOBAL BUT REGIONAL

China’s history is one of national greatness. Tureeatly intense nationalism of the Chinese peaplew only
in its social pervasiveness, for it engages thkidehtification and the emotions of an unpreceddmumber
of Chinese. It is no longer a phenomenon confireddly to the students who, in the early yearshid t
century, formed the precursors of the Kuomintand tie Chinese Communist Party. Chinese nationabsm
now a mass phenomenon, defining the mindset ofvtitlel's most populous state.

That mindset has deep historical roots. Histuag predisposed the Chinese elite to think of &lais the
natural center of the world. In fact, the Chinesedvfor China—Chung-kuo, or the "Middle Kingdom"—tho
conveys the notion of China's centrality in worftams and reaffirms the importance of nationaltynirhat
perspective also implies a hierarchical radiatibmfBiuence from the center to the peripheries, tmgs China
as the center expects deference from others.

Moreover, since time immemorial, China, witls Nast population, has been a distinctive and proud
civilization all its own. That civilization was hidy advanced in all areas: philosophy, culture, dhs, social
skills, technical inventiveness, and political powEhe Chinese recall that until approximately 1,608ina led
the world in agricultural productivity, industrisnovation, and standard of living. But unlike teeropean and
the Islamic civilizations, which have spawned s@eeenty-five-odd states, China has remained for wiass
history a single state, which at the time of Am&sgadeclaration of independence already containa@ than
200 million people “and was also the world's legdimanufacturing power.

From that perspective, China's fall from greasi—the last 150 years of China's humiliation—is an
aberration, a desecration of China's special gquaid a personal insult to every individual Chads must be
erased, and its perpetrators deserve due punishifileese perpetrators, in varying degrees, haveapiyn
been four: Great Britain, Japan, Russia, and AraerGreat Britain, because of the Opium War and its
consequent shameful debasement of China; Japaaydeof the predatory wars spanning the last cgntur
resulting in terrible (and still unrepentecl) iofion of suffering on the Chinese people; Russexabse of
protracted encroachment on Chinese territorieshenr North as well as Stalin's domineering in-sevigjti
toward Chinese self-esteem; and finally Americaialse through its Asian presence and support @nJaip
stands in the way of China's external aspirations.

In the Chinese view, two of these four powersehalready been punished, so to speak, by histanyat
Britain is no longer an empire, and the loweringté Union Jack in Hong Kong forever closes that
particularly painful chapter. Russia remains ne&brgd though much diminished in stature, prestiged a
territory. It is America and Japan that pose thetserious problems for China, and it is in thenattion with
them that China's regional and global role willsodstantively defined.



That definition, however, will depend in thestfiinstance on how China itself evolves, on howcimaf an
economic and military power it actually becomes.tfia score, the prognosis for China is generaibnpsing,
though not without some major uncertainties andifigetions. Both the pace of China's economic gioand
the scale of foreign investment in China—each antbedighest in the world—provide the statisticasils for
the conventional prognosis that within two decaoleso China will become a global power, roughlysopar
with the United States and Europe (assuming thatdtier both unites and expands further). Chinghtmiby
then have a GDP considerably in excess of Japamikijt already exceeds Russia's by a significangma
That economic momentum should permit China to aequilitary power on a scale that will be intimiohag to
all its neighbors, perhaps even to the more gebdpally distant opponents of China's aspirationgither
strengthened by the incorporation of Hong Kong dmetao, and perhaps also eventually by the political
subordination of Taiwan, a Greater China will eneengpt only as the dominant state in the Far Easaba
world power of the first rank.

However, there are pitfalls in any such progmdsr the "Middle Kingdom's" inevitable resurremsti as a
central global power, the most obvious of whichtgies to the mechanical reliance on statisticajgutmn.
That very error was made not long ago by those prbphesied that Japan would supplant the UnitettStes
the world's leading economy and that Japan wasndesto be the new superstate. That perspectiledfén
take into account both the factor of Japan's ecanguainerability and the problem of political disgouity—
and the same error is being made by those whognochnd also fear, the inevitable emergence oh&hs a
world power.

First of all, it is far from certain that Chisaexplosive growth rates can be maintained ovemixt two
decades. An economic slowdown cannot be excluded,tlaat by itself would discredit the conventional
prognosis. In fact, for these rates to be sustamest a historically long period of time would réguan
unusually felicitous combination of effective natéd leadership, political tranquillity, domestic csal
discipline, high rates of savings, continued veighhinflow of foreign investment, and regional stijp A
prolonged combination of all of these positive fastis problematic.

Moreover, China's fast pace of growth is likidyproduce political side effects that could limst freedom of
action. Chinese consumption of energy is alreaghaeding at a rate that far exceeds domestic primatucthat
excess will widen in any case, but especially gohina's rate of growth continues to be very hifjie same is
the case with food. Even given the slowdown in @lsirdemographic growth, the Chinese populatiortills s
increasing in large absolute numbers, with foodadrtgpbecoming more essential to internal well-beangl
political stability. Dependence on imports will arly impose strains on Chinese economic resoureesuse
of higher costs, but they will also make China markmerable to external pressures.

Militarily, China might partially qualify as global power, since the very size of its economg &s high
growth rates should enable its rulers to divertigmiicant ratio of the country's GDP to sustainmajor
expansion and modernization of China's armed forreduding a further buildup of its strategic nest
arsenal. However, if that effort is excessive (andording to some Western estimates, in the midd4 @9wvas
already consuming about 20 percent of China's GDEyuld have the same negative effect on Chiloa'g-
term economic growth that the failed attempt by $lowiet Union to compete in the arms race withUinéed
States had on the Soviet economy. Furthermore, jarn@hinese effort in this area would be likely to
precipitate a countervailing Japanese arms builthgreby negating some of the political benefit<Cbina's
growing military prowess. And one must not igndre fact that outside of its nuclear forces, Chabkiely to
lack the means, for some time to come, to projsanilitary power beyond its regional perimeter.

Tensions within China could also intensify, aasesult of the inevitable unevenness of highlyeterated
economic growth, driven heavily by the uninhibitsgloitation of marginal advantages. The coastatisand
East as well as the principal urban centers—moressible to foreign investment and overseas tradere-bo
far been the major beneficiaries of China's impweseconomic growth. In contrast, the inland ruaegas in
general and some of the outlying regions have laggéh upward of 100 million rural unemployed).

The resulting resentment over regional disgaritould begin to interact with anger over somabuality.
China'’s rapid growth is widening the social gaphi distribution of wealth. At some point, eith@chuse the



government may seek to limit such differences orabsee of social resentment from below, the regional
disparities and the wealth gap could in turn immacthe country's political stability.

The second reason for cautious skepticism daggthe widespread prognoses of China's emergaurieg
the next quarter of a century as a dominating pawelobal affairs is, indeed, the future of Chapblitics.
The dynamic character of China's nonsta-tist econdmansformation, including its social opennesshi® rest
of the world, is not mutually compatible in the ¢gprun with a relatively closed and bureaucraticaityd
Communist dictatorship. The proclaimed communismthait dictatorship is progressively less a mattier o
ideological commitment and more a matter of burestivested interest. The Chinese political al@mains
organized as a self-contained, rigid, disciplin@agd monopolisti-cally intolerant hierarchy, stillualistically
proclaiming its fidelity to a dogma that is said jiestify its power but that the same elite is nmder
implementing socially. At some point, these two @isions of life will collide head-on, unless Chiagmlitics
begin to adapt gradually to the social imperatoe€hina's economics.

Thus, the issue of democratization cannot belevandefinitely, unless China suddenly makes taes
decision it made in the year 1474: to isolate fitBeim the world, somewhat like contemporary Notbrea.
To do that, China would have to recall its morentBaventy thousand students currently studyingnredca,
expel foreign businessmen, shut down its compugerd,tear down satellite dishes from millions ofiri@se
homes. It would be an act of madness, reminiscetiteoCultural Revolution. Perhaps for a brief morneén
the context of a domestic struggle for power, andatic wing of the ruling but fading Chinese Comnstini
Party might attempt to emulate North Korea, bebitld not be more than a brief episode. More likebn not,
it would produce economic stagnation and then ptarmwlitical explosion.

In any case, self-isolation would mean the ehdny serious Chinese aspirations not only to &@lq@ower
but even to regional primacy. Moreover, the coutiag too much of a stake in access to the worldltlaat
world, unlike that of 1474, is simply too intrusite be effectively excluded. There is thus no pcatt
economically productive, and politically viableaahative to China's continued openness to the world

Democratization will thus increasingly hauntifzh Neither that issue nor the related questiomwhan
rights can be evaded for too long. China's futuogess, as well as its emergence as a major pawkethus
depend to a large degree on how skillfully thenglChinese elite handles the two related problehmower
succession from the present generation of rulers younger team and of coping with the growing itams
between the country's economic and political system

The Chinese leaders might perhaps succeed mqgtiog a slow and evolutionary transition to a viemjited
electoral authoritarianism, in which some low-leysllitical choice is tolerated, and only thereafteove
toward more genuine political pluralism, includingore emphasis on incipient constitutional rule. ISac
controlled transition would be more compatible witle imperatives of the increasingly open economic
dynamics of the country than persistence in maintgiexclusive Party monopoly on political power.

To accomplish such controlled democratizatitre Chinese political elite will have to be led hwit

extraordinary skill, guided by pragmatic commonsgerand stay relatively united and willing to yislime of

its monopoly on power (and personal privilege)—lestine population at largo will have to be bothigratand
undemanding. That combination of felicitous circtemses may prove difficult to attain. Experiencactees
that pressures for democratization from below, egitrom those who have felt themselves politically
suppressed (intellectuals and students) or ecoradinexploited (the new urban labor class and thalmpoor),
generally tend to outpace the willingness of rul@rsyield. At some point, the politically and thecglly
disaffected in China are likely to join forces iandanding more democracy, freedom of expressionyespect
for human rights. That did not happen in Tianani8goare in 1989, but it might well happen the neméet

Accordingly, it is unlikely that China will bable to avoid a phase of political unrest. Givensiize, the
reality of growing regional differences, and thgdey of some fifty years of doctrinal dictatorshguch a
phase could be disruptive both politically and ewuitally. Even the Chinese leaders themselves deem
expect as much, with internal Communist Party ssidindertaken in the early 1990s foreseeing patbnti
serious political unrest.1 Some China experts hewen prophesied that China might spin into onet®f i
historic cycles of internal fragmentation, therebglting China's march to greatness altogether. tBat



probability of such an extreme eventuality is diisired by the twin impacts of mass nationalism aodiem
communications, both of which work in favor of afied Chinese state.

1. "Official Document Anticipates Disorder Durindpet Post-Deng Period,” Cheng Ming (Hong Kong),
February 1, 1995, provides a detailed summary af &valyses prepared for the Party leadership conicey
various forms of potential unrest. A Western pecpe on the same topic is contained in RichardnBfu
"China After Deng: Ten Scenarios in Search of RgalChina Quarterly (March 1996).

There is, finally, a third reason for skeptiisegarding the prospects of China's emergendeeicdurse of
the next twenty or so years as a truly major—ansiotme Americans, already menacing—global powernEve
if China avoids serious political disruptions ane if it somehow manages to sustain its extraardinhigh
rates of economic growth over a quarter of a cgrtwrhich are both rather big "ifs"—China would stié
relatively very poor. Even a tripling of GDP woukhve China's population in the lower ranks of wold's
nations in per capita income, not to mention theiacpoverty of a significant portion of its peojdts
comparative standing in per capita access to telegs) cars, and computers, let alone consumer goodsd
be very low.

2. In the somewhat optimistic report titled "Chm&conomy Toward the 21st Century" (Zou xiang 2]i sle
Zhongguo jinji), issued in 1996 by the Chineseitimst for Quantitative Economic and Technologicaldies,
it was estimated that the per capita income in @him 2010 will be approximately $735, or less tH&30
higher than the World Rank definition of a low-int® country.

To sum up: even by the year 2020, it is quitikely even under the best of circumstances thhah&could
become truly competitive in the key dimensionslobgl power. Even so, however, China is well onwlag to
becoming the preponderant regional power in Eagt.Aisis already geopolitically dominant on theimand.
Its military and economic power dwarfs its immediaighbors, with the exception of India. It isgréfore,
only natural that China will increasingly assegelt regionally, in keeping with the dictates o history,
geography, and economics.

Chinese students of their country's historyvkribat as recently as 1840, China's imperial swdgreled
throughout Southeast Asia, all the way down to $teit of Malacca, including Burma, parts of today'
Bangladesh as well as Nepal, portions of todayzaKstan, all of Mongolia, and the region that tocagalled
the Russian Far Eastern Province, north of whexeAthur River flows into the ocean (see map on dage
chapter 1). These areas were either under somedb@hinese control or paid tribute to China. FaBritish
colonial expansion ejected Chinese influence frautleast Asia during the years 1885-95, while tgattes
imposed by Russia in 1858 and 1864 resulted intdgal losses in the Northeast and Northwest. 895,
following the Sino-Japanese War, China also losvaa.

It is almost certain that history and geograpiyl make the Chinese increasingly insistent—even
emotionally charged—regarding the necessity ofeentual reunification of Taiwan with the mainlaridis
also reasonable to assume that China, as its pgnaess, will make that goal its principal objectigtaring the
first decade of the next century, following the mamic absorption and political digestion of Hongnig§o
Perhaps a peaceful reunification—maybe under autarmaf "one nation, several systems" (a varianDehg
Xiaoping's 1984 slogan "one country, two systemstlight become appealing to Taiwan and would not be
resisted by America, but only if China has beercessful in sustaining its economic progress angtaatp
significant democratizing reforms. Otherwise, ewemegionally dominant China is still likely to ladke
military means to impose its will, especially iretface of American opposition, in which case treigsis
bound to continue galvanizing Chinese nationalismiernsouring American-Chinese relations.

Geography is also an important factor drivihg Chinese interest in making an alliance with §taki and
establishing a military presence in Burma. In bo#ses, India is the geostrategic target. Closetamyili
cooperation with Pakistan increases India's sgcdiiémmas and limits India's ability to establisdelf as the
regional hegemon in South Asia and as a geopdlitical to China. Military cooperation with Burmaams
China access to naval facilities on several Burnodisdore islands in the Indian Ocean, thereby piswiding
some further strategic leverage in Southeast Asreeilly and in the Strait of Malacca particulafynd if



China were to control the Strait of Malacca and geestrategic choke point at Singapore, it wouldtra
Japan's access to Middle Eastern oil and Europeakets.

Geography, reinforced by history, also dictaidsna’'s interest in Korea. At one time a tributatgte, a
reunited Korea as an extension of American (andently also of Japanese) influence would be imtdiée to
China. At the very minimum, China would insist tleateunited Korea be a nonaligned buffer betweeinaCh
and Japan and would also expect that the histtyicabted Korean animosity toward Japan would sélit
draw Korea into the Chinese sphere of influence tik®time being, however, a divided Korea suitin@lbest,
and thus China is likely to favor the continuedséamce of the North Korean regime.

Economic considerations are also bound to emibe the thrust of China's regional ambitionshht tegard,
the rapidly growing demand for new energy sour@ssdiready made China insistent on a dominantmaey
regional exploitation of the seabed deposits ofS8bath China Sea. For the same reason, China iisrieg to
display an increasing interest in the independende- energy-rich Central Asian states. In A@#96, China,
Russia, Kazakstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan sigaejoint border and security agreement; and during
President Jiang Zemin's visit to Kazakstan in hilghe same year, the Chinese side was quotedasgha
provided assurances of China's support for "theresffmade by Kazakstan to defend its independence
sovereignty, and territorial integrity." The foregg clearly signaled China's growing involvement tire
geopolitics of Central Asia.

History and economics also conspire to increélasenterest of a regionally more powerful ChingRinssia's
Far East. For the first time since China and Ru$siae come to share a formal border, China is the
economically more dynamic and politically strongearty. Seepage into the Russian area by Chinese
immigrants and traders has already assumed signifiproportions, and China is becoming more adtive
promoting Northeast Asian economic cooperation #lab engages Japan and Korea. In that cooperation
Russia now holds a much weaker card, while the iRusBar East increasingly becomes economically
dependent on closer links with China's Manchuriail&r economic forces are also at work in Chimalations
with Mongolia, which is no longer a Russian satellknd whose formal independence China has reliyctan
recognized.

A Chinese sphere of regional influence is thuthe making. A sphere of influence, however, stiadt be
confused with a zone of exclusive political domioat such as the Soviet Union exercised in Eadtemope.
It is socioeconomically more porous and politicalgs monopolistic. Nonetheless, it entails a geolgc
space in which its various states, when formulathmgr own policies, pay special deference to titerests,
V|ews and ant|C|pated reactions of the regionpitlgdominant power. In brief, a Chinese sphere fience—
g perhaps a sphere of deference would be a
= more accurate formulation—can be
i /7t defined as one in which the very first
sttt e/ question asked in the various capitals
regarding any given issue is "What is

|/ Beijing's view on this?"
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speak of Taiwan and Hong Kong (see footnote betmvwsdme startling data)3 and which would penefrate
both Central Asia and the Russian Far East, wduld approximate in its radius the scope of the €l@n
Empire before the onset of its decline some 150@syago, even expanding its geopolitical range thinotine
alliance with Pakistan. As China rises in power prastige, the wealthy overseas Chinese are likelgentify
themselves more and more with China's aspirations vaill thus become a powerful vanguard of China's
imperial momentum. The Southeast Asian states nmalyif prudent to defer to China's political seigies
and economic interests—and they are increasingipgdso.4 Similarly, the new Central Asian states
increasingly view China as a power that has a stakkeir independence and in their role as buftetsveen
China and Russia.

3. According to Yazhou Zhoukan (Asiaweek), Septe@#Hel994, the aggregate assets of the 500 leading
Chinese-owned companies in Southeast Asia totdbedita$540 billion. Other estimates are even higher:
International Economy,. November/December 1996pmnted that the annual in-c'ome of the 50 million
overseas Chinese was approximately the above amemohtthus roughly equal to the GDP of, China's
mainland. The overseas Chinese were said to coatvout 90 percent of Indonesia's economy, 75 pém@en
Thailand's, 50-60 percent of Malaysia's, and theoheconomy in Taiwan, Hong Kong, and Singapore.
Concern over this condition even led a former Irean ambassador to Japan to warn publicly of ain€ke
economic intervention in the region,” which migbt only exploit such Chinese presence but whicldoeven
lead to Chinese-sponsored "puppet governments"d{®ay Suryohadiprojo, "How to Deal with China and
Taiwan," AsahiShimbun [Tokyo], September 23, 1996).

The scope of China as a global power would rposibably involve a significantly deeper southeuige,
with both Indonesia and the Philippines compeleadjust to the reality of the Chinese navy asdibyrainant
force in the South China Sea. Such a China mighhbeh more tempted to resolve the issue of Taiwan b
force, irrespective of America's attitude. In thed/ Uzbekistan, the Central Asian state most chéted to
resist Russian encroachments on its former impdaaiain, might favor a countervailing alliance withina,
as might Turkmenistan; and China might also beconuge assertive in the ethnically divided and thus
nationally vulnerable Kazakstan. A China that beesrmuly both a political and an economic giant miglso
project more overt political influence into the Rias Far East, while sponsoring Korea's unificatioder its
aegis (see map on page 167).

But such a bloated China would also be morelyiko encounter strong external opposition. Thevious
map makes it evident that in the West, both Ruasd India would have good geopolitical reasonsllfoia
seeking to push back China's challenge. Cooperagbmeen them would be likely to focus heavily cgn@al
Asia and Pakistan, whence China would threaterr th&grests the most. In the south, opposition wdug
strongest from Vietnam and Indonesia (probably bddky Australia). In the east, America, probablgkesal
by Japan, would react adversely to any Chineseatefto gain predominance in Korea and to incormorat
Taiwan by force, actions that would reduce the Acaar political presence in the Far East to a pabnt
unstable and solitary perch in Japan.

4. Symptomatic in that regard was the report putgds in the Bangkok English-language daily, The diati
(March 31, 1997), on the visit to Beijing by thealTRrime Minister, Chavalit Yongchaiyudh. The pwspmf
the visit was defined as establishing a firm sgatelliance with "Greater China." The Thai leadkiis was
said to have "recognized China as a superpower hlagta global role," and as wishing to serve adt@ge
between China and ASEAN." Singapore has gone avtierf in stressing ils idcnlilicalion with China.

Ultimately, the probability of either scenaricesched out on the maps fully coming to pass depaod only
on how China itself develops but also very muchAmmerican conduct and presence. A disengaged Americe
would make the second scenario much more likelyelben the comprehensive emergence of the firsidvou
require some American accommodation and self-iestr@he Chinese know this, and hence Chinese yolic
has to be focused primarily on influencing both Aicen conduct and, especially, the critical Amemica
Japanese connection, with China’s other relatipssmianipulated tactically with that strategic conda mind.

China’s principal objection to America relatess to what America actually does than to what Acae
currently is and where it is. America is seen byn@las the world's current hege-mon, whose vergemee in
the region, based on its dominant position in Japarks to contain China's influence. In the woodsa



Chinese analyst employed in the research arm oCthieese Foreign Ministry: "The U.S. strategic agno
seek hegemony in the whole world and it cannotratéethe appearance of any big power on the Eurcped
Asian continents that will constitute a threat t® leading position."5 Hence, simply by being witas and
where it is, America becomes China's unintentiaaersary rather than its natural ally.

5. Song Yimin. "A Discussion of the Division ane@ing of Forces in the World After the End of @ad
War," International Studies (China Institute of dmational Studies, Beijing) 6-8 (1996):10. Thaisth
assessment of America represents the view of Ghiop' leadership is indicated by the fact that arsdr
version of the analysis appeared in the mass-attah official organ of the Party, Renmin Ribao ¢p&'s
Daily), April 29, 1996.

Accordingly, the task of Chinese policy—in keagpiwith Sun Tsu's ancient strategic wisdom—is te us
American power to peacefully defeat American heggynbut without unleashing any latent Japanesenad)i
aspirations. To that end, China's geostrat-egy mustue two goals simultaneously, as somewhat wdllyg
denned in August 1994 by Deng Xiaoping: "Firstofipose hege-monism and power politics and safeguarc
world peace; second, to build up a new internatipoétical and economic order.” The first obvioysargets
the United States and has as its purpose the redunt American preponderance, while carefully awog a
military collision that would end China's drive feconomic power; the second seeks to revise thebdison
of global power, capitalizing on the resentmensame key states against the current global peakidegr, in
which the United States is perched at the top, ate@ by Europe (or Germany) in the extreme we&whsia
and by Japan in the extreme east.

China’'s second objective prompts Beijing tospara regional geostrategy that seeks to avoidsangus
conflicts with its immediate neighbors, even wlalantinuing its quest for regional preponderancdaétical
improvement in Sino-Russian relations is partidylamely, especially since Russia is now weakantiChina.
Accordingly, in April 1997, both countries joined idenouncing "hegemonism" and declaring NATO's
expansion "impermissible." However, it is unlikdlyat China would seriously consider any long-tenma a
comprehensive Russo-Chinese alliance against Ameérltat would work to deepen and widen the scopbeof
American-Japanese alliance, which China would tikalilute slowly, and it would also isolate Chinarh
critically important sources of modern technology @apital.

As in Sino-Russian relations, it suits Chinatoid any direct collision with India, even whdentinuing to
sustain its close military cooperation with Pakistand Burma. A policy of overt antagonism would & ake
negative effect of complicating China's tacticadtypedient accommodation with Russia, while alschimgs
India toward a more cooperative relationship witimeXica. To the extent that India also shares arnlyidg
and somewhat anti-Western predisposition agairesexisting global "hegemony," a reduction in Sindihn
tensions is also in keeping with China's broadestyategic focus.

The same considerations generally apply to Chinagoing relations with Southeast Asia. Even evhil
unilaterally asserting their claims to the Southn@tea, the Chinese have simultaneously cultiv@tdheast
Asian leaders (with the exception of the histohchlostile Viethamese), exploiting the more outsgolanti-
Western sentiments (particularly on the issue oM@ values and human rights) that in recent ybave
been voiced by the leaders of Malaysia and Singafddrey have especially welcomed the occasionaityent
anti-American rhetoric of Prime Minister Datuk Mahia of Malaysia, who in a May 1996 forum in Tokyo
even publicly questioned the need for the U.S.4d&ecurity Treaty, demanding to know the identitythe
enemy the alliance is supposed to defend agaiksasserting that Malaysia does not need allies.(tieese
clearly calculate that their influence in the regiwill be automatically enhanced by any diminutioh
America's standing.

In a similar vein, patient pressure appearbedhe motif of China's current policy toward Tanv&Vhile
adopting an uncompromising position with regard &wan's international status— to the point of elseng
willing to deliberately generate international tems in order to convey China's seriousness onntiaiier (as
in March 1996)—the Chinese leaders presumablyzeahat for the time being they will continue takahe
power to compel a satisfactory solution. They mealihat a premature reliance on force would ontyeséo
precipitate a self-defeating clash with Americajlevistrengthening America's role as the regionalrgator of



peace. Moreover, the Chinese themselves acknowkbdgdnow effectively Hong Kong is first absorbedoi
China will greatly determine the prospects foréngergence of a Greater China.

The accommodation that has been taking pla€hina'’s relations with South Korea is also angrakpart
of the policy of consolidating its flanks in orderbe able to concentrate more effectively on tatral goal.
Given Korean history and public emotions, a Sinadém accommodation of itself contributes to a rédadn
Japan's potential regional role and prepares thengr for the reemergence of the more traditionakieship
between China and (either a reunited or a stilieidis) Korea.

Most important, the peaceful enhancement om&kiregional standing will facilitate the pursaftthe
central objective, which ancicnl China's stratedsstn Tsu might have formulated as follows: to dilut
American regional power to the point that a dinted America will come to need a regionally dominant
China as its ally and eventually even a globallw@dul China as its partner. This goal is to begéduand
accomplished in a manner that does not precipdiiter a defensive expansion in the scope of therfgan-
Japanese alliance or the regional replacement arisais power by that of Japan.

To attain the central objective, in the shart,rChina seeks to prevent the consolidation ap@dmesion of
American-Japanese security cooperation. China \@egplarly alarmed at the implied increase in w4996
in the range of U.S.-Japanese security cooperditmn the narrower "Far East" to a wider "Asia-Piagif
perceiving in it not only an immediate threat toir@'s interests but also the point of departure &or
American-dominated Asian system of security aimedoataining China (in which Japan would be thalvit
linchpin,6 much as Germany was in NATO during tr@dONar). The agreement was generally perceived in
Beijing as facilitating Japan's eventual emergeax@ major military power, perhaps even capablelging
on force to resolve outstanding economic or maatidisputes on its own. China thus is likely to fan
energetically the still strong Asian fears of angngficant Japanese military role in the region,arder to
restrain America and intimidate Japan.

6. An elaborate examination of America's allegeténh to construct such an anti-China Asian system i
contained in Wang Chunyin, "Looking Ahead to Assaiffc Security in the Early Twenty-first Centurgtioji
Zhanwang (World Outlook), February 1996.

Another Chinese commentator argued that the AaetJapanese security arrangement has been altered
from a "shield of defense" aimed at containing S8opiower to a "spear of attack” pointed at Chinarfy
Baijiang, "Implications of Japan-U.S. Security Daeltion Outlined,” Xiandai Guoji Guanxi [Contempaya
International Relations], June 20, 1996). On Janu&d, 1997, the authoritative daily organ of their@se
Communist Party, Renmin Ribao, published an arteitled "Strengthening Military Alliance Does Not
Conform with Trend of the Times," in which the fedgon of the scope of the U.S.-Japanese military
cooperation was denounced as "a dangerous move."

However, in the longer run, according to Clunstrategic calculus, American hegemony cannot last
Although some Chinese, especially among the myliteend to view America as China's implacable tbe,
predominant expectation in Beijing is that Amerwdl become regionally more isolated because of its
excessive reliance on Japan and that consequentbrifa’'s dependence on Japan will grow even fyrther
so will American-Japanese contradictions and Anagritears of Japanese militarism. That will then endk
possible for China to play off America and Japaniast each other, as China did earlier in the cdsbe
United States and the Soviet Union. In Beijingaw;i the time will come when America will realizeath-to
remain an influential Asia-Pacific power—it has oboice but to turn to its natural partner on theaAs
mainland.

JAPAN: NOT REGIONAL BUT INTERNATIONAL

How the American-Japanese relationship evolvesius & critical dimension in China's geopoliticalufe.
Since the end of the Chinese civil war in 1949, Aoaes policy in the Far East has been based oanJa
first only the site for the occupying American r@hy, Japan has since become the basis for Anerica’
political-military presence in the Asia-Pacific reg and America's centrally important global ajgt also a
security protectorate. The emergence of China, kiewealoes pose the question whether—and to what-end



the close American-Japanese relationship can endutes altering regional context. Japan's rolamanti-
China alliance would be clear; but what should dapeole be if China's rise is to be accommodatesbime
fashion even as it reduces America's primacy inmdgeon?

Like China, Japan is a nation-state with a degqgrained sense of its unique character and apstatus. Its
insular history, even its imperial mythology, haggisposed the highly industrious and disciplinegahese
people to see themselves as endowed with a disgnahd superior way of life, which Japan firsteteled by
splendid isolation and then, when the world impassalf in the nineteenth century, by emulating Enegopean
empires in seeking to create one of its own onAsian mainland. The disaster of World War Il theeused
the Japanese people on the one-dimensional geabobmic recovery, but it also left them uncerteigarding
their country's wider mission.

Current American fears of a dominant China r@miniscent of the relatively recent American paian
regarding Japan. Japanopho-bia has now yieldednmp&obia. A mere decade ago, predictions of Japan’
inevitable and imminent appearance as the wortdipérstate"—poised not only to dethrone Americaifeo
buy it out!) but to impose some sort of a "Pax Nipjca"—were a veritable cottage industry among Acaer
commentators and politicians. But not only amoregAmericans. The Japanese themselves soon becgere ea
imitators, with a series of best-sellers in Japappunding the thesis that Japan was destinedetajprin its
high-tech rivalry with the United States and thegpah would soon become the center of a global rimdtion
empire,” while America was allegedly sliding intodacline because of historical fatigue and soogf- s
indulgence.

These facile analyses obscured the degree tchwlapan was, and remains, a vulnerable courttng. |
vulnerable to the slightest disruptions in the dgdglobal flow of resources and trade, not to maniglobal
stability more generally, and it is beset by surfgalomestic weaknesses—demographic, social, aliitpb
Japan is simultaneously rich, dynamic, and econaligiggowerful, but it is also regionally isolateshch
politically limited by its security dependence ompawerful ally that happens to be the principal gexeof
global stability (on which Japan so depends) as agelapan's main economic rival.

It is unlikely that Japan's current position—be one hand, as a globally respected economic nbowse
and, on the other, as a geopolitical extension afeAcan power—will remain acceptable to the new
generations of Japanese, no longer traumatizedlzaded by the experience of World War 1l. For reasaf
both history and self-esteem, Japan is a counttyentirely satisfied with the global status quough in a
more subdued fashion than China. It feels, with esqustification, that it is entitled to formal regation as a
world power but is also aware that the regionakgful (and, to its Asian neighbors, reassuringusgc
dependence on America inhibits that recognition.

Moreover, China's growing power on the mainlafd\sia, along with the prospect that its influenoay
soon radiate into the maritime regions of economiporl.nicc lo Japan, intcnsilics the Japanesessenf
ambiguity regarding the country's geopolitical fietuOn the one hand, there is in Japan a strorigralland
emotional identification with China as well as tel#t sense of a common Asian identity. Some Japamey
also feel that the emergence of a stronger Chisdheexpedient effect of enhancing Japan's impogtéo the
United States as America's regional para-mountegdsiced. On the other hand, for many JapaneseaGhi
the traditional rival, a former enemy, and a patdrhreat to the stability of the region. That reakhe security
tie with America more important than ever, evei ificreases the resentment of some of the morenaistic
Japanese concerning the irksome restraints on '$gpaitical and military independence.

There is a superficial similarity between Japaituation in Eurasia's Far East and GermanyEumsia's Far
West. Both are the principal regional allies of thated States. Indeed, American power in EurogkAsia is
derived directly from the close alliances with #esvo countries. Both have respectable military
establishments, but neither is independent inrdgdrd: Germany is constrained by its military gnéion into
NATO, while Japan is restricted by its own (thouwgherican-designed) constitutional limitations ahd tJ.S.-
Japan Security Treaty. Both are trade and finammalerhouses, regionally dominant and also preemioe
the global scale. Both can be classified as quiabiadpowers, and both chafe at the continuingaeoithem
of formal recognition through permanent seats enldN Security Council.



But the differences in their respective geopmit conditions are pregnant with potentially sfgrant
consequences. Germany's actual relationship witif®lAlaces the country on a par with its principal
European allies, and under the North Atlantic Tye&ermany has formal reciprocal defense obligatiaith
the United States. The U.S.-Japan Security Tragiylates American obligations to defend Japan,itodbes
not provide (even if only formally) for the usetble Japanese military in the defense of America. fféaty in
effect codifies a protective relationship.

Moreover, Germany, by its proactive membershifhe European Union and NATO, is no longer sexn a
threat by those neighbors who in the past werenvicbf its aggression but is viewed instead assrade
economic and political partner. Some even welconeepotential emergence of a German-led Mitteleyropa
witli Germany seen as a benign regional power. Th&ar from the case with Japan's Asian neighbol®)
harbor lingering animosity toward Japan over WaMNdr 1l. A contributing factor to neighborly resergnt is
the appreciation of the yen, which has not onlymgted bitter complaints but has impeded reconmlmatvith
Malaysia, Indonesia, the Philippines, and even &H30 percent of whose large long-term debts tadape in
yen.

Japan also has no equivalent in Asia to Gerfedfmance: that is, a genuine and more or lesd eggianal
partner. There is admittedly a strong culturalaation to China, mingled perhaps with a sense of, dnut that
attraction is politically ambiguous in that neith@de trusts the other and neither is preparedctem the
other's regional leadership. Japan also has no/aguot to Germany's Poland: that is, a much wedker
geopolitically important neighbor with whom recdration and even cooperation is becoming a reality.
Perhaps Korea, especially so after eventual reaifin, could become that equivalent, but JapaKesean
relations are only formally good, with the Korearmories of past domination and the Japanese sdénse ¢
cultural superiority impeding any genuine sociatomciliation.7 Finally, Japan's relations with Raskave
been much cooler than Germany's. Russia stillretdie southern Kuril Islands by force, which iized just
before the end of World War Il, thereby freezing Russo-Japanese relationship. In brief, Japaalitscplly
isolated in its region, whereas Germany is not.

7. The Japan Digest, February 25, 1997, reporteat,thccording to a governmental poll, only 36 pertcef
the Japanese felt friendly toward South Korea.

In addition, Germany shares with its neighboogh common democratic principles and Europe'sdeoa
Christian heritage. It also seeks to identify amdresublimate itself within an entity and a caumgér than
itself, namely, that of "Europe.” In contrast, #nes no comparable "Asia." Indeed, Japan's inqudat and
even its current democratic system tend to sepéré&tem the rest of the region, in spite of theezgence in
recent years of democracy in several Asian cowmtiMany Asians view Japan not only as nationallfiste
but also as overly imitative of the West and rauattto join them in questioning the West's viewshoman
rights and on the importance of individualism. Thidigpan is perceived as not truly Asian by manyaAsi
even as the West occasionally wonders to what detgpan has truly become Western.

In effect, though in Asia, Japan is not condbly Asian. That condition greatly limits its ge@ségic
options. A genuinely regional option, that of aioeglly preponderant Japan that overshadows Chinvan-ié
no longer based on Japanese domination but rathdrenign Japanese-led regional cooperation—does no
seem viable for solid historical, political, andltaval reasons. Furthermore, Japan remains deperaen
American military protection and international sporship. The abrogation or even the gradual emaisonlof
the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty would render Japatamtly vulnerable to the disruptions that anyoser
manifestation of regional or global turmoil mightoduce. The only alternatives then would be eitbeaccept
China’s regional predominance or to undertake asim@&s-and not only costly but also very dangerous—
program of military rearmament.

Understandably, many Japanese find their cgsnpresent position—simultaneously a quasi-glqoater
and a security protectorate—to be anomalous. Barndtic and viable alternatives to the existingrayeanents
are not self-evident. If it can be said that Chanaational goals, notwithstanding the inescapableety of
views among the Chinese strategists on specifiecspare reasonably clear and the regional tmfuShina's
geopolitical ambitions relatively predictable, Jagageostrategic vision tends to be relatively dioand the
Japanese public mood much more ambiguous.



Most Japanese realize that a strategicallyifssgnt and abrupt change of course could be danugerCan
Japan become a regional power in a region wheig $till the object of resentment and where Chima i
emerging as the regionally preeminent power? YetilshJapan simply acquiesce in such a Chinese @éer?
Japan become a truly comprehensive global powenl(ints dimensions) without jeopardizing American
support and galvanizing even more regional aning@sind will America, in any case, stay put in Asaad if
it does, how will its reaction to China's growimgluence impinge on the priority so far given te thmerican-
Japanese connection? For most of the Cold War, abtteese (Jiieslions eve¥.& In be raised. Today, they
have become slrategically salient and are progedimincreasingly lively debate in Japan.

Since the 1950s, Japanese foreign policy has baided by four basic principles promulgated bgtwar
Prime Minister Shigeru Yoshida. The Yoshida Dodripostulated that (1) Japan's main goal should be
economic development, (2) Japan should be lighttged and should avoid involvement in international
conflicts, (3) Japan should follow the politicabtership of and accept military protection from theited
States, and (4) Japanese diplomacy should be rajagieal and should focus on international coopenat
However, since many Japanese also felt uneasy af@w@xtent of Japan's involvement in the Cold We,
fiction of semineutrality was simultaneously cudtied. Indeed, as late as 1981, Foreign Ministeraylashi Ito
was forced to resign for having permitted the téathance” (domef) to be used in characterizing .tl&yan
relations.

That is now all past. Japan was then recoveliiigna was self-isolated, and Eurasia was poldriBy
contrast, Japan's political elite now senses thiathalapan, economically involved in the worldn ¢e longer
define self-enrichment as its central national pagwithout provoking international resentment.tffem, an
economically powerful Japan, especially one thahmpetes with America, cannot simply be an extensibn
American foreign policy while at the same time a@wog any international political responsibilities.
politically more influential Japan, especially afat seeks global recognition (for example, a peenaseat
on the UN Security Council), cannot avoid takingnsts on the more critical security or geopolitiszues
affecting world peace.

As a result, recent years have seen a proliberaif special studies and reports by a varietyajjanese
public and private bodies, as well as a plethoraftdn controversial books by well-known politiceaand
professors, outlining new missions for Japan in plost-Cold War era.8 Many of these have involved
speculation regarding the durability and desirgbibf the American-Japanese security alliance aadeh
advocated a more active Japanese diplomacy, epdoigard China, or a more energetic Japaneseanyli
role in the region. If one were to judge the stdtthe American-Japanese connection on the basregiublic
dialogue, one would be justified in concluding thgtthe mid-1990s relations between the two coesthiad
entered a crisis stage.

8. For example, the Higuchi Commission, a primeistenial advisory board that outlined the "Thredl&is of
Japanese Security Policy” in a report issued in shenmer of 1994, stressed the primacy of the Aareric
Japanese security ties but also advocated an Asialtilateral security dialogue; the 1994 O/awa Quiticr
report, "Uliieprinl for a New Japan“the Yomiuri Shimbun 's outline for "A Comprehen§eeurity Policy" of
May 1995, advocating among other items the useaabod the Japanese military for peacekeeping; thal A
1996 report of the Japan Association of Corporatedtitives (keizai doyukai), prepared with the @ssise of

the Fuji Bank think tank, urging greater symmetryghe American-Japanese defense system; the repited
"Possibility and Role of a Security System in ts@APacific Region,” submitted to the prime mgrish June
1996 by the Japan Forum on International Affairs;\sell as numerous books and articles published thee
last several years, often much more polemical aticeme in their recommendations and more ofterddite
the Western media than the above-mentioned mosilystream reports. For example, in 1996 a bookestlit
by a Japanese general evoked widespread press quamms when it dared to speculate that under some
circumstances the United States might fail to pbtiapan and hence Japan should augment its ndtiona
defense capabilities (see General Yasuhiro Moreth, Next deneralion (Imund Self-Defense I'orc.@ e
commentary on it in "Myths of the U.S. Coming te 8id," Sunhei Sliimbun, March 4, 1996).

However, on the level of public policy, theisesly discussed recommendations have been, owlibée,
relatively sober, measured, and moderate. Theragt@ptions—that of outright pacifism (tinged with anti-
U.S. flavor) or of unilateral and major rearmamémquiring a revision of the Constitution and pedu



presumably in defiance of an adverse American agtnal reaction)—have won few adherents. The publi
appeal of pacifism has, if anything, waned in régears, and unilateralism and militarism have &sled to
gain much public support, despite the advocacyaohes flamboyant spokesmen. The public at large and
certainly the influential business elite viscerabnse that neither option provides a real polfyiae and, in
fact, could only endanger Japan's well-being.

The politically dominant public discussions baprimarily involved differences in emphasis regagd
Japan's basic international posture, with somengkzgy variations concerning geopolitical prioritiés broad
terms, three major orientations, and perhaps a mioth one, can be identified and labeled asofed: the
unabashed "America Firsters," the global mercaitdilithe proactive realists, and the internatietg@bnaries.
However, in the final analysis, all four share g®@me rather general goal and partake of the santeate
concern: to exploit the special relationship wihie tJnited States in order to gain global recognifmr Japan,
while avoiding Asian hostility and without premaglyr jeopardizing the American security umbrella.

The first orientation takes as its point of aepre the proposition that the maintenance ofetkisting (and
admittedly asymmetrical) American-Japanese relalign should remain the central core of Japan's
geostrategy. Its adherents desire, as do most dsgagreater international recognition for Japash raore
equality in the alliance, but it is their cardiraticle of faith, as Prime Minister Kiichi Miyazawaut it in
January 1993, that "the outlook for the world gaimig the twenty-first century will largely depeond whether
or not Japan and the United States ... are abpeowde coordinated leadership under a shared nisibhis
viewpoint has been dominant within the internatimtgpolitical elite and the foreign policy estadfiment that
has held power over the course of the last twamatexzades. On the key geostrategic issues of Ghiegional
role and America's presence in Korea, that leagefsis been supportive of the United States, baisi sees
its role as a source of restraint on any Americap@nsity to adopt a confrontationist posture tar@hina. In
fact, even this group has become increasingly nedito emphasize the need for closer Japanesesehine
relations, ranking them in importance just beloe ties with America.

The second orientation does not contest thetggegic identification of Japan's policy with Anea's, but it
sees Japanese interests as best served by thedragkition and acceptance of the fact that Japprimarily
an economic power. This outlook is most often assed with the traditionally influential bureaucyacf the
MITI (Ministry of International Trade and Industrygnd with the country's trading and export business
leadership. In this view, Japan's relative denmilitetion is an asset worth preserving. With Amemsauring
the security of the country, Japan is free to pairaypolicy of global economic engagement, whicheti
enhances its global standing.

In an ideal world, the second orientation wolddinclined to favor a policy of at least de fantutralism,
with America offsetting China's regional power @hdreby protecting Taiwan and South Korea, thusingak
Japan free to cultivate a closer economic relatigns/ith the mainland and with Southeast Asia. Hosve
given the existing political realities, the globalercantilists accept the American-Japanese alli@xea
necessary arrangement, including the relatively esbtudgetary outlays for the Japanese armed f¢sti#s
not much exceeding 1 percent of the country's GDRY),they are not eager to infuse the alliance \aitly
regionally significant substance.

The third group, the proactive realists, tentheéahe new breed of politicians and geopolitibatkers. They
believe that as a rich and successful democra@nla@as both the opportunity and the obligation &ixena real
difference in the post-Cold War world. By doing #iogan also gain the global recognition to whiepan is
entitled as an economic powerhouse that histoyiaahks among the world's few truly great natiofise
appearance of such a more muscular Japanese pesiaréoreshadowed in the 1980s by Prime Minister
Yasuhiro Nakasone, but perhaps the best-known éigosof that perspective was contained in the
controversial Ozawa Committee report, publishedl®4 and entitled suggestively "Blueprint for a New
Japan: The Rethinking of a Nation."

Named after the committee's chairman, Ichir@aWz a rapidly rising centrist political leadere theport
advocated both a democratization of the countrigsalchical political culture and a rethinking cipan's
international posture. Urging Japan to become tanabcountry,” the report recommended the retentiotne
American-Japanese security connection but alsossbed that Japan should abandon its internaticassiyty



by becoming actively engaged in global politicgpexsally by taking the lead in international peasskng
efforts. To that end, the report recommended tatbuntry's constitutional limitations on the disgh abroad
of Japanese armed forces be lifted.

Left unsaid but implied by the cMiiphasis on "a mat country" was also the notion of a more sigaific
geopolitical emancipation from America's securifgnixet. The advocates of this viewpoint tendedr¢mea that
on matters of global importance, Japan should msitéte to speak up for Asia, instead of automidifica
following the American lead. However, they remaimb@dracteristically vague on such sensitive matsrthe
growing regional role of China or the future of Kar not differing much from their more traditiosali
colleagues. Thus, in regard to regional secutitgy?paitook of the still strong Japanese inclinatio let both
matters remain primarily the responsibility of Ancer, with Japan merely exercising a moderating coleny
excessive American zeal.

By the second half of the 1990s, this proacteadist orientation was beginning to dominate pubiinking
and affect the formulation of Japanese foreigngyolin the first half of 1996, the Japanese goveminstarted
to speak of Japan's "independent diplomacy"” (jighiko), even though the ever-cautious Japaneseagrore
Ministry chose to translate the Japanese phrasieeagaguer (and to America presumably less pointieai)
"proactive diplomacy."

The fourth orientation, that of the internafbrvisionaries, has been less influential than ahythe
preceding, but it occasionally serves to infuseXaganese viewpoint with more idealistic rhetdti¢ends to
be associated publicly with outstanding individualike Akio Morita of Sony—who personally dramatiiee
importance to Japan of a demonstrative commitmennaorally desirable global goals. Often invoking th
notion of "a new global order,” the visionaries|cah Japan—precisely because it is not burdened by
geopolitical responsibilities—to be a global leaderthe development and advancement of a truly mema
agenda for the world community.

All four orientations are in agreement on ong kegional issue: that the emergence of more matgtil
Asia-Pacific cooperation is in Japan's interesthStooperation can have, over time, three poséilects: it
can help to engage (and also subtly to restraimaCit can help to keep America in Asia, even wlgtadually
reducing its predominance; and it can help to matdganti-Japanese resentment and thus increase'slapa
influence. Although it is unlikely I<> ereate ;ipEnese sphere of regional inlluence, it might gaipan some
degree of regional deference, especially in thehoife maritime countries that may be uneasy ovénah
growing power.

All four viewpoints also agree that a cautiomdtivation of China is much to be preferred overy a
American-led effort toward the direct containmehtChina. In fact, the notion of an American-ledastgy to
contain China, or even the idea of an informal iheilag coalition confined to the island states oiwea, the
Philippines, Brunei, and Indonesia, backed by Jagash America, has had no significant appeal for the
Japanese foreign policy establishment. In the Jegmamperspective, any effort of that sort would ooty
require an indefinite and major American militargegence in both Japan and Korea but—by creating ar
incendiary geopolitical overlap between Chinese Antkrican-Japanese regional interests (see mamge p
184)—would be likely to become a self-fulfillinggphesy of a collision with China.9 The result woblkl to
inhibit Japan's evolutionary emancipation and ttere¢éhe Far East's economic well-being.

9. Some conservative Japanese have been tempthd hgtion of a special Japan-Taiwan connectiord an
1996 a "Japan-Taiwan Parliamentarians' Associatiovels formed to promote that goal. The Chinese react
has been predictably hostile.

By the same token, few favor the opposite:andgraccommodation between Japan and China. Thenedgi
consequences of such a classical reversal of edgsamwould be too unsettling: an American withdrafxain
the region as well as the prompt subordinationathblaiwan and Korea to China, leaving Japan ah&$i
mercy. This is not an appealing prospect, save gpsrito a few extremists. With Russia geopolitically
marginalized and historically despised, there isstho alternative to the basic consensus thatinkewith
America remains Japan's central lifeline. Withautiapan can neither ensure itself a steady sugdpdyl nor



protect itself from a Chinese (and perhaps so@o, @lkKorean) nuclear bomb. The only real policyesis how
best to manipulate the American connection in otdedvance Japanese interests.

Accordingly, the Japanese have gone along witiedcan desires to enhance American-Japanese mnilita
cooperation, including the seemingly increased sdopm the more specific "Far East" to a broadesidA
Pacific formula." Consistent with this, in early 98 in its review of the so-called Japan-U.S. dedens
guidelines, the Japanese government also broadsnederence to the possible use of Japanesesteferces
from in "Far East emergencies” to "emergenciesapad’s neighboring regions." Japanese willingness t
accommodate America on this matter has also beeandoy percolating doubts regarding America's toegn
staying power in Asia and by concerns that Chinas—and America's seeming anxiety over it—could at
some point in the future still impose on Japan macueptable choice: to stand with America agaitsh&or
without America and allied with China.

For Japan, that fundamental dilemma also costaihistoric imperative: since becoming a dominegional
power is not a viable goal and since without
b a regional base the attainment of truly
comprehensive global power is unrealistic,
/it follows that Japan can best attain the
-~ status of a global leader through active
P K | involvement in worldwide peacekeeping
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A R e T advantage of the American-Japanese
mx A T military alliance to ensure the stability of
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into an anti-Chinese coalition—Japan can
safely carve out a distinctive and influential
global mission as the power that promotes
the emergence of genuinely international
and more effectively institutionalized
cooperation. Japan could thus become a
much more powerful and globally
.. influential equivalent of Canada: a state that

2"+, is respected for the constructive use of its
~ wealth and power but one that is neither
feared nor resented.

Overlap Between a Greater China and an

American-lapanese Anti-China Coalition

mE Amencan-Japanese Anti-China Coalition
EBEN  Overap with China as a Global Power

AMERICA'S GEOSTRATEGIC ADJUSTMENT

It should be the task of American policy to makeaiae that Japan pursues such a choice and thabGhise
to regional preeminence does not preclude a staldlegular balance of East Asian power. The effort
manage both Japan and China and to maintain sedfaigle-way interaction that also involves Amerigh
severely tax American diplomatic skills and polticmagination. Shedding past fixation on the thediegedly
posed by Japan's economic ascension and eschexairsgdf Chinese political muscle could help to $efeool
realism into a policy that must be based on carstiategic calculus: how to channel Japanese enerthe
international direction and how to steer Chines@gyanto a regional accommodation.

Only in this manner will America be able to deron the eastern mainland of Eurasia a geopditica
congenial equivalent to Europe's role on the wagperiphery of Eurasia, that is, a structure ofaegl power
based on shared interests. However, unlike thedearo case, a democratic bridgehead on the eas&entand
will not soon emerge. Instead, in the Far Eastdldé&ected alliance with Japan must also servaadasis for
an American accommodation with a regionally preemnirChina.

For America, several important geostrategiccimions flow from the analysis contained in thegeding
two sections of this chapter:



The prevailing wisdom that China is the nextbgllopower is breeding paranoia abonl China ancefosj
megalomania within China. Fears of an aggressideaaagonistic China that before long is destimelet the
next global power are, at best, premature; andjocast, they can become a self-fulfilling prophettyfollows
that it would be counterproductive to organize alition designed to contain China's rise to glgialer. That
would only ensure that a regionally influential G&iwould be hostile. At the same time, any sucbrefould
strain the American-Japanese relationship, sincst apanese would be likely to oppose such a wralit
Accordingly, the United States should desist fromsping Japan to assume larger defense respamessbiti
the Asia-Pacific region. Efforts to that effect Wilerely hinder the emergence of a stable relatipnsetween
Japan and China, while also further isolating Japdhe region.

But precisely because China is in fact notlyike emerge soon as a global power—and becaugbdbwery
reason it would be unwise to pursue a policy ofn@lsi regional containment—it is desirable to t@ana as a
globally significant player. Drawing China into vedinternational cooperation and granting it thatus it
craves can have the effect of dulling the shardges of China's national ambitions. An importagpsh that
direction would be to include China in the annuahmit of the world's leading countries, the so-aal-7
(Group of Seven), especially since Russia hashkasa invited to it.

Despite appearances, China does not in face lgaand strategic options. China's continued ecamnom
success remains heavily dependent on the infloWes$tern capital and technology and on access &gfor
markets, and that severely limits China's optidasalliance with an unstable and impoverished Russiuld
not enhance China's economic or geopolitical prasp@nd for Russia it would mean subordinatio@iina).

It is thus not a viable geostrategic option, eviahis tactically tempting for both China and Rizs® toy with
the idea. Chinese aid to Iran and Pakistan is akErimomediate regional and geopolitical significat@e€hina,
but that also does not provide the point of departior a serious quest for global power status. An
"antihegemonic" coalition could become a last-resgtion if China came to feel that its nationalregional
aspirations were being blocked by the United Stététh Japan's support). But it would be a coatitaf the
poor, who would then be likely lo remain collectiwvpoor for quite sonic time.

A Greater China is emerging as the regionalipig@ant power. As such, it may attempt to imposelfitsn its
neighbors in a manner that is regionally destahtjzor it may be satisfied with exercising itslugnce more
indirectly, in keeping with past Chinese imperiatbry. Whether a hegemonic sphere of influenca waguer
sphere of deference emerges will depend in paticmn brutal and authoritarian the Chinese regimearas
and in part also on the manner in which the ke)sidat players, notably America and Japan, reaché¢o t
emergence of a Greater China. A policy of simplpesgement could encourage a more assertive Chines
posture; but a policy of merely obstructing the sgeace of such a China would also be likely to poada
similar outcome. Cautious accommodation on somgessnd a precise drawing of the line on otherdiimig
avoid either extreme.

In any case, in some areas of Eurasia, a Gr&iltema may exercise a geopolitical influence thsat
compatible with America's grand geostrategic irgeyein a stable but politically pluralistic Eurasigor
example, China's growing interest in Central Asvitably constrains Russia's freedom of actioseieking to
achieve any form of political reintegration of thegion under Moscow's control. In this connectionl @as
related to the Persian Gulf, China's growing nemdehergy dictates a common interest with Amerita i
maintaining free access to and political stabiiitythe oil-producing regions. Similarly, China'spport for
Pakistan restrains India's ambitions to suborditiae country and offsets India’s inclination taperate with
Russia in regard to Afghanistan and Central Asimalfy, Chinese and Japanese involvement in the
development of eastern Siberia can likewise helpnttance regional stability. These common intergstsild
be explored through a sustained strategic dialdgue.

10. In a meeting in 1996 with China's top natiorsdcurity and defense officials, | identified (using
occasionally deliberately vague formulations) thkofwing areas of common strategic interest ashasis for
such a dialogue: (1) a peaceful Southeast Asia;n(@)use of force in the resolution of offshore éssy3)
peaceful reunification of China; (4) stability inokea; (5) independence of Central Asia; (6) balabetween
India and Pakistan; (7) an economically dynamic angrnationally benign Japan; (8) a stable but ob
strong Russia.



There are also areas where Chinese ambitionktrolgsh with American (and also Japanese) intgrest
especially if these ambitions were to be pursueduth historically more familiar strong-arm tactidhis
applies particularly to Southeast Asia, Taiwan, Hodea.

Southeast Asia is potentially too rich, geobreglly too spread out, and simply too big to beilga
subordinated by even a powerful China—but it i® &% weak and politically too fragmented not tedrae at
least a sphere of deference for China. China'enagjinfluence, abetted by the Chinese financidl @onomic
presence in all of the area’'s countries, is boongrow as China's power increases. Much dependsowon
China applies that power, but it is not self-evidérat America has any special interest in oppogiuiyectly
or in becoming involved in such issues as the Sdlitima Sea dispute. The Chinese have considerable
historical experience in subtly managing unequal t{dutary) relationships, and it would certairthg in
China's own interest to exercise self-restrairdroher to avoid regional fears of Chinese impenalighat fear
could generate a regional anti-Chinese coalitiond (®ome overtones of that are already presentimalscent
Indonesian-Australian military cooperation), whigbuld then most likely seek support from the UniBdtes,
Japan, and Australia.

A Greater China, especially after digesting glafong, will almost certainly seek more energeticab
achieve Taiwan's reunification with the mainlandislimportant to appreciate the fact that China haver
acquiesced in the indefinite separation of Taivildrerefore, at some point, that issue could generéiead-on
American-Chinese collision. Its consequences fbrahcerned would be most damaging: China's ecanomi
prospects would be set back; America's ties wifadaould become severely strained; and Ameridantgto
create a stable balance of power in eastern Eucasid be derailed.

Accordingly, it is essential to attain and main reciprocally the utmost clarity on this iss&®en if for the
foreseeable future China is likely to lack the nweameffectively coerce Taiwan, Beijing must untkngd—and
be credibly convinced—that American acquiescencannattempt at the forcible reintegration of Taiwan
sought by the use of military power, would be seadtating to America's position in the Far East #raerica
simply could not

afford to remain militarily passive; if Taiwan weneable to protect itself.

In other words, America would have to intervere for the sake of a separate Taiwan but forstides of
America's geopolitical interests in the Asia-Pacdrea. This is an important distinction. The Uhitetates
does not have, per se, any special interest iparate Taiwan. In fact, its official position haseln, and should
remain, that there is only one China. But how Chsegks reunification can impinge on vital American
interests, and the Chinese have to be clearly agfaret.

The issue of Taiwan also gives America a legite reason for raising the human rights questioitsi
dealings with China without justifying the accusatof interference in Chinese domestic affairss pperfectly
appropriate to reiterate to Beijing that reunifioat will be accomplished only when China becomegemo
prosperous and more democratic. Only such a Chilhdevable to attract Taiwan and assimilate ithwita
Greater China that is also prepared to be a cordéde based on the principle of "one country, salve
systems." In any case, because of Taiwan, it @hima's own interest to enhance respect for hunghisy and
it is appropriate in that context for America talegks the matter.

At the same time, it behooves the United Staiaskeeping with its promise to China—to abstaianfr
directly or indirectly supporting any internationapgrading of Taiwan's status. In the 1990s, sontg.-U
Taiwanese official contacts conveyed the impresdi@t the United States was tacitly beginning tattr
Taiwan as a separate state, and the Chinese amgertlos issue was understandable, as was Chines
resentment of the intensifying effort by Taiwanedgcials to gain international recognition for Wan's
separate status.

The United States should not be shy, thereforepaking it clear that its attitude toward Taiwaiil be
adversely affected by Taiwanese efforts to alterltimg-established and deliberate ambiguities gongrthe
China-Taiwan relationship. Moreover, if China dq@ssper and does democratize and if its absorpifon
Hong Kong does not involve a retrogression regardiuil rights, American encouragement of a seriowoss-



Strait dialogue regarding the terms of an evenahification would also help generate pressurerforeased
democratization within China, while fostering a eficstrategic accommodation between the United Statd
a Greater China.

Korea, the geopolitically pivotal state in Naaist Asia, could again become a source of contebetween
America and China, and its future will also impdatctly on the American-Japanese connection. Ag las
Korea remains divided and potentially vulnerable twar between the unstable North and the incrgsiith
South, American forces will have to remain on teaipsula. Any unilateral U.S. withdrawal would oty be
likely to precipitate a new war but would, in allopability, also signal the end of the American itarly
presence in Japan. It is difficult to conceivehd Japanese continuing to rely on continued U.Slogiment on
Japanese soil in the wake of an American abandonofi€douth Korea. Rapid Japanese rearmament wauld b
the most likely consequence, with broadly destabidj consequences in the region as a whole.

Korea's reunification, however, would also bBelly to pose serious geopolitical dilemmas. If Aroen
forces were to remain in a reunified Korea, theyldanevitably be viewed by the Chinese as poiragdinst
China. In fact, it is doubtful that the Chinese Wbacquiesce in reunification under these circumsga. If that
reunification were taking place by stages, invajvanso-called soft landing, China would obstrugtalitically
and support those elements in North Korea that iredaopposed to reunification. If that reunificatiovere
taking place violently, with North Korea "crash ¢tmg," even Chinese military intervention could rim
precluded. From the Chinese perspective, a redniferea would be acceptable only if it is not sitankously
a direct extension of American power (with Japathabackground as its springboard).

However, a reunified Korea without U.S. troapsits soil would be quite likely to gravitate fitoward a
form of neutrality between China and Japan and gnedually—driven in part by residual but stillentse anti-
Japanese feelings—toward a Chinese sphere of githigically more assertive influence or somewhairen
delicate deference. The issue would then arise aghether Japan would still be willing to servetlas only
Asian base for American power. At the very ledsg, issue would be most divisive within Japaneseedia
politics. Any resulting retraction in the scope WfS. military reach in the Far East would in turaka the
maintenance of a stable Eurasian balance of powwe mdifficult. These considerations thus enhancee th
American and Japanese stakes in the Korean statuftttpugh in each case, for somewhat differerdaes),
and if that status quo is to be altered, it musuodn very slow stages, preferably in a settinguafeepening
American-Chinese regional accommodation.

In the meantime, a true Japanese-Korean rd@iimmn would contribute significantly to a moreabte
regional setting for any eventual reunification.eTarious international complications that coulduenfrom
Korean reintegration would be mitigated by a geausconciliation between Japan and Korea, resuitiraqn
increasingly cooperative and binding political tilaship between these two countries. The UniteateSt
could play the critical role in promoting that recdiation. Many specific steps that were takemdwance first
the German-French reconciliation and later thavbeh Germany and Poland (for example, ranging font
university programs eventually to combined militafgrmations) could be adapted to this case. A
comprehensive and regionally stabilizing Japanese#h partnership would, in turn, facilitate a @oming
American presence in the Far East even perhapskadtea's unification.

It almost goes without saying that a closetjwali relationship with Japan is in America's globeostrategic
interest. But whether Japan is to be America'salassal, or partner depends on the ability of thaericans
and Japanese to define more clearly what intemmatigoals the countries should seek in common and t
demarcate more sharply the dividing line betweenWhS. geostrategic mission in the Far East andnJap
aspirations for a global role. For Japan, desgite domestic debates about Japan's foreign poligy, t
relationship with America still remains the centtsacon for its own sense of international directi&
disoriented Japan, lurching toward either rearmdrmoen separate accommodation with China, wouldl gpe
end of the American role in the Asia-Pacific regiaand would foreclose the emergence of a regiorstdigle
triangular arrangement involving America, Japard @tina. That, in turn, would preclude the shamh@n
American-managed political equilibrium throughouir&sia.

In brief, a disoriented Japan would be like adieed whale: thrashing around helplessly but danggy. It
could destabilize Asia, but it could not createiable alternative to the needed stabilizing balaac®ng



America, Japan, and China. It is only through ase&lalliance with Japan that America will be able to
accommodate China's regional aspirations and @nsts more arbitrary manifestations. Only on thasis
can an intricate three-way accommodation—one thablves America's global power, China's regional
preeminence, and Japan's international leadershepsethtrived.

It follows that in the foreseeable future, retituc of the existing levels of U.S. forces in Jagand, by
extension, in Korea) is not desirable. By the saoken, however, any significant increase in thepgétcal
scope and the actual magnitude of the Japanese&amileffort is also undesirable. A significant U.S.
withdrawal would most probably prompt a major Jags@narmament program in the context of an unsgttlin
strategic disorientation, whereas American pressargapan to assume a greater military role capdaarhage
the prospects for regional stability, impede a widgional accommodation with a Greater China, diyapan
from undertaking a more constructive internatiomé&sion, and thereby complicate the effort to fostable
geopolitical pluralism throughout Eurasia.

It also follows that Japan—if it is to turn iface to the world and away from Asia—must be gigen
meaningful incentive and a special status, soitha@wn national interest is thereby well servedliké China,
which can”seek global power by first becoming aiae@ power, Japan can gain global influence by
eschewing the quest for regional power. But thakesat all the more important for Japan to feetl tihas
America’s special partner in a global vocation thas politically satisfying as it is economicatigneficial. To
that end, the United States would do well to comsithe adoption of an American-Japanese free trade
agreement, thereby creating a common American-éggaeconomic space. Such a step, formalizing the
growing linkage between the two economies, woulavigle the geopolitical underpinning both for Amere
continued presence in the Aaa Kasl and for Jagan'structive global engagement."

11. A strong case for this initiative, pointing dbe mutual economic benefits thereof, is made loy Kong,
"Revolutionizing America's Japan Policy," Foreigaliey (Winter 1996-1997).

To conclude: For America, Japan should be ital \vand foremost partner in the construction of an
increasingly cooperative and pervasive system albajl cooperation but not primarily its military yalin any
regional arrangement designed to contest Chinglsenal preeminence. In effect, Japan should be faer
global partner in tackling the new agenda of wafthirs. A regionally preeminent China should beeom
America's Far Eastern anchor in the more traditialmenain of power politics, helping thereby to fast
Eurasian balance of power, with Greater China imaka's East matching in that respect the rolerof a
enlarging Europe in Eurasia's West.



Chapter 7.Conclusion

THE TIME HAS COME for the United States to form@aind prosecute an integrated, comprehensive, an
long-term geostrategy for all of Eurasia. This needes out of the interaction between two fundaaien
realities: America is now the only global superpowand Eurasia is the globe's central arena. Hembat
happens to the distribution of power on the Eurasiantinent will be of decisive importance to Ancars
global primacy and to America's historical legacy.

American global primacy is unique in its scopel @haracter. It is a hegemony of a new type tbfi¢ats
many of the features of the American democrati¢esysit is pluralistic, permeable, and flexible t#ihed in
the course of less than a century, the principalpgktical manifestation of that hegemony is Amalsc
unprecedented role on the Eurasian landmass, tutttex point of origin of all previous contendeos §lobal
power. America is now Eurasia's arbiter, with ngan&urasian issue soluble without America's paréition
or contrary to America's interests.

How the United States both manipulates and raooodates the principal geostrategic players on the
Eurasian chessboard and how it manages Eurasiagekgolitical pivots will be critical to the longéy and
stability of America's global primacy. In Europbetkey players will continue to be France and Gegmand
America’'s central goal should be to consolidate exhnd the existing democratic bridgehead on Eaisas
western periphery. In Eurasia's Far East, Chitiaady to be increasingly central, and America wihit have a
political foothold on the Asian mainland unless Aamerican-Chinese geostrategic consensus is suotgssf
nurtured. In the center of Eurasia, the space letveen enlarging Europe and a regionally rising &inll
remain a geopolitical black hole at least until lasresolves its inner struggle over its postinmgbeself-
definition, while the region to the south of Russthe Eurasian Balkans—threatens to become a caulufro
ethnic conflict and great-power rivalry.

In that context, for some time to come—for mibr@n a generation—America's status as the wqitdisier
power is unlikely to be contested by any singlellenger. No nation-state is likely to match Amerioathe
four key dimensions of power (military, economiechnological, and cultural) that cumulatively produ
decisive global political clout. Short of a deliagr or unintentional American abdication, the ordal
alternative to American global leadership in theegeeable future is international anarchy. In tegpect, it is
correct to assert that America has become, asderdgsClinton put it, the world's "indispensableioat'

It is important to stress here both the fadhat indispensabil-ity and the actuality of thegmtial for global
anarchy. The disruptive consequences of populagaplosion, poverty-driven migration, radicalizing
urbanization, ethnic and religious hostilities, aif proliferation of weapons of mass destructiooubd
become unmanageable if the existing and underlyiaion-state-based framework of even rudimentary
geopolitical stability were itself to fragment. \Watut sustained and directed American involvemeetore
long the forces of global disorder could come tondwte the world scene. And the possibility of suich
fragmentation is inherent in the geopolitical temsi not only of today's Eurasia but of the worldreno
generally.

The resulting risks to global stability are likeo be further increased by the prospect of aengeneral
degradation of the human condition. Particularlytie poorer countries of the world, the demographic
explosion and the simultaneous urbanization ofehmpulations are rapidly generating a congestaronly
of the disadvantaged but especially of the hundoédasillions of unemployed and increasingly restlgsung,
whose level of frustration is growing at an expdra@mate. Modern communications intensify theipture
with traditional authority, while making them inasgngly conscious—and resentful—of global ineqyadind
thus more susceptible to extremist mobilization.t@@mone hand, the rising phenomenon of global atignms,
already reaching into the tens of millions, mayast temporary safety valve, but on the other hiamngl also
likely to serve as a vehicle for the transcontiakobnveyance of ethnic and social conflicts.

The global stewardship that America has inkdris hence likely to be buffeted by turbulencesken, and
at least sporadic violence. The new and complexmnational order, shaped by American hegemony atidnw
which "the threat of war is off the table," is likdo be restricted to those parts of the world mreh&merican



power has been reinforced by democratic sociopalitsystems and by elaborate external multilatebalt—
also American-dominated—frameworks.

An American geostrategy for Eurasia will thusdoenpeting with the forces of turbulence. In Eurapere
are signs that the momentum for integration andargement is waning and that traditional European
nationalisms may reawaken before long. Large-scalemployment persists even in the most successful
European states, breeding xenophobic reactioncthéd suddenly cause a lurch in French or Gernuditiqs
toward significant political extremism and inwardemted chauvinism. Indeed, a genuinely prerevohary
situation could even be in the making. The histrtanetable for Europe, outlined in chapter 3,/ Wi met
only if Europe's aspirations for unity are both@maged and even prodded by the United States.

The uncertainties regarding Russia's futureeaemn greater and the prospects for a positive &ealunuch
more tenuous. It is therefore imperative for Ametic shape a geopolitical context that is congeani&ussia's
assimilation into a larger setting of growing Eugap cooperation and that also fosters the selneli
independence of its newly sovereign neighbors.tivetviability of, say, Ukraine or Uzbekistan (notdpeak of
the ethnically bifurcated Kazakstan) will remaincartain, especially it American attention becomeerted
by new internal crises in Europe, by a growing bafween Turkey and Europe, or by intensifying hibgtin
American-Iranian relations.

The potential for an eventual grand accommodattith China could also be aborted by a futursisrover
Taiwan; or because internal Chinese political dyisanprompt the emergence of an aggressive andldosti
regime; or simply because American-Chinese relatiturn sour. China could then become a highly
destabilizing force in the world, imposing enormatrains on the American-Japanese relationshigparntbaps
also generating a disruptive geopolitical disoion in Japan itself. In that setting, the st&pitif Southeast
Asia would certainly be at risk, and one can omplgcailate how the confluence of these events wanighct on
the posture and cohesion of India, a country @ilitic the stability of South Asia.

These observations serve as a reminder thidten¢he new global problems that go beyond theead the
nation-state nor more traditional geopolitical cems are likely to be resolved, or even containkdhe
underlying geopolitical structure of global powergms to crumble. With warning signs on the horiagnoss
Europe and Asia, any successful American policy tniosus on Eurasia as a whole and be guided by a
geostrategic design.

A GEOSTRATEGY FOR EURASIA

The point of departure for the needed policy hasvdohard-nosed recognition of the three unprecedent
conditions that currently define the geopoliticidte of world affairs: for the first time in hisor(1) a single
state is a truly global power, (2) a non-Eurastartesis globally the preeminent state, and (3)glbbe’s central
arena, Eurasia, is dominated by a non-Eurasian powe

However, a comprehensive and integrated gdegirdor Eurasia must also be based on recognitidhe
limits of America'’s effective power and the inebitattrition over time of its scope. As riotedleayr the very
scale and diversity of Eurasia, as well as them@tepower of some of its states, limit the deptrAmerican
sittrézio and the degree of control over the course oftsve his condition places a premium on geostrategi
Insight and on the deliberately selective deploynwmAmerica's resources on the huge Eurasian bbasd.
And since America's unprecedented power is bourdinbinish over time, the priority must be to manaige
rise of other regional powers in ways that do hotaten America's global primacy.

As in chess, American global planners must tlsekeral moves ahead, anticipating possible comatess.
A sustainable geostrategy must therefore distitgbistween the short-run perspective (the next diveso
years), the middle term (up to twenty or so yeaasy the long run (beyond twenty years). Moreotlegse
phases must be viewed not as watertight comparsmaut as part of a continuum. The first phase must
gradually and consistently lead into the second-edall be deliberately pointed toward it—and the séco
must then lead subsequently into the third.



In the short run, it is in America's interestctinsolidate and perpetuate the prevailing geagallipluralism
on the map of Eurasia. That puts a premium on meaareand manipulation in order to prevent the emerge
of a hostile coalition that could eventually seekchallenge America's primacy, not to mention theate
possibility of any one particular state seekingdoso. By the middle term, the foregoing shouldigedly yield
to a greater emphasis on the emergence of incgdpsmportant but strategically compatible partneiso,
prompted by American leadership, might help to shapmore cooperative trans-Eurasian security system
Eventually, in the much longer run still, the fooerg could phase into a global core of genuinelsrst
political responsibility.

The most immediate task is Jo make certainribadtate or combination of states gains the capaxiexpel
the United States from Eurasia or even to dimirggnificantly its decisive arbitrating role. Howeyehe
consolidation of transcontinental geopolitical plism should not be viewed as an end in itselfdnly as a
means to achieve the middle-term goal of shapimyige strategic partnerships in the key regionEwfsia.

It is unlikely that democratic America will wish toe permanently engaged in the difficult, absorpegd
costly task of managing Eurasia by constant maatmr and maneuver, backed by American military
resources, in order to prevent regional dominatipmny one power. The first phase must, theretoggcally
and deliberately lead into the second, one in whidfenign American hegemony still discourages stfrem
posing a challenge not only by making the costthefchallenge too high but also by not threatetiegvital
interests of Eurasia's potential regional aspirants

What that requires specifically, as the midelien goal, is the fostering of genuine partnershpsdominant
among them those with a more united and politicdéfined Europe and with a regionally preeminenin@&h
as well as with (one hopes) a postimpe-rial andpeHoriented Russia and, on the southern fringeuoésia,
with a regionally stabilizing and democratic Indigut it will be the success or failure of the efftw forge
broader strategic relationships with Europe andn@&hrespectively, that will shape the defining eantfor
Russia's role, either positive or negative.

It follows that a wider Europe and an enlarydrO will serve well both the short-term and thader-term
goals of U.S. policy. A larger Europe will expatme range of American influence—and, through theiasiion
of new Central European members, also increasherEuropean councils the number of states withoa pr
American proclivity—without simultaneously creatireg Europe politically so integrated that it coulnbs
challenge the United States on geopolitical mattérsgh importance to America elsewhere, partidylan the
Middle East. A politically defined Europe is alsesential to the progressive assimilation of Rugsia a
system of global cooperation.

Admittedly, America cannot on its own generatenare united Europe—that is up to the Europeans,
especially the French and the Germans—but Amesdnaobstruct the emergence of a more united Eurome.
that could prove calamitous for stability in Eueasind thus also for America's own interests. Indeatess
Europe becomes more united, it is likely to becaonme disunited again. Accordingly, as stated earids
vital that America work closely with both FrancedaBermany in seeking a Europe that is politicalgble, a
Europe that remains linked to the United States| anEurope that widens the scope of the cooperative
democratic international system. Making a choidsvben France and Germany is not the issue. Witbitlogr
France or Germany, there will be no Europe, antiaut Europe there will be no trans-Eurasian system.

In practical terms, the foregoing will requiggadual accommodation to a shared leadership in QIAT
greater acceptance of France's concerns for a Eanole not only in Africa but also in the Middtast, and
continued support for the eastward expansion ofBEble even as the EU becomes a more politically and
economically assertive global player.1 A TransditaRree Trade Agreement, already advocated bynabeu
of prominent Atlantic leaders, could also mitig#te risk of growing economic rivalry between a margted
EU and the United States. In any case, the EU'ste&k success in burying the centuries-old European
nationalist antagonisms, with their globally didiup effects, would be well worth some gradual diation in
America’s decisive role as Eurasia's current atoitr

1. A number of constructive proposals to that emdewadvanced at the CSIS (Center for Internaticarad
Strategic Studies) Conference on America and Euyrbekl in Brussels in February 1997. They rangeuinfr
joint efforts at structural reform, designed to veg government deficits, to the development ofrdnareced



European defense industrial base, which would eodanansatlantic defense collaboration and a greate
European role in NATO. A useful list of similar aather initiatives, meant to generate a greater dpgan
role, is contained in David C. Gompert and F. Stdfil Larrabee, eds., America and Europe: A Partngrysh
for a New Era (Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND, 1997).

The enlargement of NATO and the EU would seoveeinvigo-rate Europe's own waning sense of aelarg
vocation, while consolidating, to the benefit ottbdmerica and Europe, the democratic gains wooulin the
successful termination of the Cold War. At stakethis effort is nothing less than America's longga
relationship with Europe itself. A new Europe idl gaking shape, and if that new Europe is to rema
geopolitically a part of the "Euro-Atlantic” spadbe expansion of NATO is essential. By the sankeripa
failure to widen NATO, now that the commitment heeen made, would shatter the concept of an expgndin
Europe and demoralize the Central Europeans. Itdceuen reignite currently dormant or dying Russian
geopolitical aspirations in Central Europe.

Indeed, the failure of the American-led effartetxpand NATO could reawaken even more ambitioussiRn
desires. It is not yet evident—and the historieglord is strongly to the contrary that the Rusgialitical elite
shares Europe's desire for a strongand enduringidamepolitical and military presence. Therefordiler the
fostering of an increasingly cooperative relatiopshith Russia is clearly desirable, it is impottéor America
to send a clear message about its global priariliess choice has to be made between a larger Btlemtic
system and a better relationship with Russia, dhmér has to rank incomparably higher to America.

For that reason, any accommodation with Russighe issue of NATO enlargement should not erstail
outcome that has the effect of making Russia aagéeo fdecision-making member of the alliance, thereb
diluting NATO's special Euro-Atlantic character Wehsimultaneously relegating its newly admitted rbers
to second-class status. That would create oppdiganior Russia to resume not only the effort tgaie a
sphere of influence in Central Europe but to usgiesence within NATO to play on any American-paan
disagreements in order to reduce the Americanindiiropean affairs.

It is also crucial that, as Central Europe enlATO, any new security assurances to Russiadagathe
region be truly reciprocal and thus mutually reasgu Restrictions on the deployment of NATO trogrsl
nuclear weapons on the soil of new members cannb@n@ortant factor in allaying legitimate Russian
concerns, but these should be matched by symmdRitssian assurances regarding the demilitarizatfdhe
potentially strategically menacing salient of Kalgrad and by limits on major troop deploymentsrribe
borders of the prospective new members of NATO #ed EU. While all of Russia's newly independent
western neighbors are anxious to have a stablecaogerative relationship with Russia, the facthiat they
continue to fear it for historically understandabd&asons. Hence, the emergence of an equitable NATO
accommodation with Russia would be welcomed byatopeans as a signal that Russia is finally mattieg
much-desired postimperial choice in favor of Europe

That choice could pave the way for a wider ¢fforenhance Russia's status and esteem. Formabensmp

in the G-7, as well as the upgrading of the pohtgking machinery of the OSCE (within which a splecia
security committee composed of America, Russia, sewkral key European countries could be estalljshe
would create opportunities for constructive Russeaigagement in shaping both the political and s$gcur
dimensions of Europe. Coupled with ongoing Westénmancial assistance to Russia, along with the
development of much more ambitious schemes fom@mRussia more closely to Europe through new haghw
and railroad networks, the process of giving sultstato a Russian choice in favor of Europe could/eno
forward significantly.

Russia's longer-term role in Eurasia will depéargely on the historic choice that Russia hasntike,
perhaps still in the course of this decade, reggrdis own self-definition. Even with Europe andii@h
increasing the radius of their respective regionfiience, Russia will remain in charge of the witwllargest
single piece of real estate. It spans ten time gane is territorially twice as large as either theted States or
China, dwarfing in that regard even an enlargedpeir Hence, territorial deprivation is not Russcestral
problem. Rather, the huge Russia has to face dgusrd draw the proper implications from the fdwttboth
Europe and China are already economically more galand that China is also threatening to outgaassia
on the road to social modernization.



In these circumstances, it should become madeaet to the Russian political elite that Russia& priority
is to modernize itself rather than to engage iatéef effort to regain its former status as a glgi@aver. Given
the enormous size and diversity of the countryeeedtralized political system, based on the freeketa
would be more likely to unleash the creative po&mif both the Russian people and the countryss matural
resources. In turn, such a more decentralized Russuld be less susceptible to imperial mobilizatié
loosely confederated Russia—composed of a Europtisssia, a Siberian Republic, and a Far Eastern
Republic—would also find it easier to cultivate s#o economic relations with Europe, with the neatest of
Central Asia, and with the Orient, which would &gy accelerate Russia's own development. Eacledhtbe
confederated entities would also be more ablegddeal creative potential, stifled for centurigs Moscow's
heavy bureaucratic hand.

A clear choice by Russia in favor of the Eurapeption over the imperial one will be more likélyAmerica
successfully pursues the second imperative strdnds ostrategy toward Russia: namely, reinforcirg t
prevailing geopolitical pluralism in the post-Sdvapace. Such reinforcement will serve to discoerragy
imperial temptations. A postimperial and Europeepted Russia should actually view American efftotthat
end as helpful in consolidating regional stabiktyd in reducing the possibility of conflicts aloitg new,
potentially unstable southern frontiers. But theiqyoof consolidating geopolitical pluralism shoutwbt be
conditioned on the existence of a good relations¥ith Russia. Rather, it is also important insugant case
such a good relationship fails to develop, asaates impediments to the reemergence of any thudatening
Russian imperial policy.

It follows that political and economic suppéot the key newly independent states is an integaal of a
broader strategy for Eurasia. The consolidatioa ebvereign Ukraine, which in the meantime redsfiteelf
as a Central European state and engages in clusgration with Central Europe, is a critically ianfant
component of such a policy, as is the fostering ofoser relationship with such strategically paldtates as
Azerbaijan and Uzbekistan, in addition to the mgemeralized effort to open up Central Asia (in espof
Russian impediments) to the global economy.

Large-scale international investment in aneasingly accessible Caspian-Central Asian regionldvaoot
only help to consolidate the independence of ite weuntries but in the long run would also benefit
postimperial and democratic Russia. The tappinthefregion's energy and mineral resources woulergés
prosperity, prompting a greater sense of stakdlitgt security in the area, while perhaps also reduitie risks
of Balkan-type conflicts. The benefits of acceledaregional development, funded by external investn
would also radiate to the adjoining Russian proescwhich tend to be economically underdeveloped.
Moreover, once the region's new ruling elites cameealize that Russia acquiesces in the regiotégyiation
into the global economy, they will become lessfidasf the political consequences of close economiations
with Russia. In time, a nonimperial Russia couldstlyain acceptance as the region's preeminent Eono
partner, even though no longer its imperial ruler.

To promote a stable and independent southercaSaa and Central Asia, America must be carefulamot
alienate Turkey and should explore whether an imgreent in American-Iranian relations is feasible. A
Turkey that feels thai it is an outcast from Europich it has been seeking to join, will becomenare
Islamic Turkey, more likely to veto the enlargemehNATO out of spite and less likely to cooperati¢h the
West in seeking both to stabilize and integrateculsar Central Asia into the world community.

Accordingly, America should use its influenceguarope to encourage Turkey's eventual admissidineté&U
and should make a point of treating Turkey as apean state—provided internal Turkish politics @b take
a dramatic turn in the Islamist direction. Reguansultations with Ankara regarding the futureted Caspian
Sea basin and Central Asia would foster in Turkesease of strategic partnership with the UnitedeSta
America should also strongly support Turkish agfmires to have a pipeline from Baku in AzerbaijarCeyhan
on the Turkish Mediterranean coast serve as maijgetdor the Caspian Sea basin energy sources.

In addition, it is not in America's interest fmerpetuate American-lranian hostility. Any eventual
reconciliation should be based on the recognitioa mutual strategic interest in stabilizing whatrently is a
very volatile regional environment for Iran. Adneitlly, any such reconciliation must be pursued ki bales
and is not a favor granted by one to the otheriréng, even religiously motivated but not fanatizanti-



Western Iran is in the U.S. interest, and ultima&ilen the Iranian political elite may recognizattreality. In
the meantime, American long-range interests in &araould be better served by abandoning existirg. U
objections to closer Turkish-lranian economic caapen, especially in the construction of new pipes$, and
also to the construction of other links betweem,lrAzerbaijan, and Turkmenistan. Long-term American
participation in the financing of such projects Wbin fact also beJn the American interest.2

2. It is appropriate to quote here the wise adwiffered by my colleague at CSIS, Anthony H. Cordasfim
his paper on "The American Threat to the Unitedetd February 1997, p. 16, delivered as a speecthne
Army War College), who has warned against the Ataarpropensity to demonize issues and even natians.
he put it: "Iran, Iraq, and Libya are cases whehe tU.S. has taken hostile regimes that pose resllimited
threats and 'de-monized' them without developing warkable mid- to long-term end game for its st
U.S. planners cannot hope to totally isolate thssdes, and it makes no sense to treat them &®yf were
identical 'rogue’ or 'terrorist’ states. ... The3J.lives in a morally gray world and cannot succegdrying to
make il black and white."

India's potential role needs also to be higtieg, although it is currently a relatively passplayer on the
Eurasian scene. India is contained geopoliticajiyie Chinese-Pakistani coalition, while a weak$faisannot
offer it the political support once provided by t8eviet Union. However, the survival of its demagras of
importance in that it refutes better than volumésacademic debate the notion that human rights and
democracy are purely a parochial Western manifestatndia proves that antidemocratic "Asian vallues
propagated by spokesmen from Singapore to Chieasianply antidemocratic but not necessarily charastic
of Asia. India's failure, by the same token, wolda blow to the prospects for democracy and wmrttbve
from the scene a power that contributes to grdzance on the Asian scene, especially given Ghise to
geopolitical preeminence. It follows that a progres engagement of India in discussions pertairtong
regional stability, especially regarding the futwk Central Asia, is becoming timely, not to mentithe
promotion of more directly bilateral connectiongvieen American and Indian defense communities.

Geopolitical pluralism in Eurasia as a wholdl weither be attainable nor stable without a deepse
strategic understanding between America and Chirfallows that a policy of engaging China in aisas
strategic dialogue, eventually perhaps in a thrag-effort that involves Japan as well, is the neapsfirst
step in enhancing China's interest in an accomnmuatith America that reflects the several geojpit
interests (especially in Northeast Asia and in @érsia) the two countries in fact share in commibvralso
behooves America to eliminate any uncertaintiesandigg America's own commitment to the one-China
policy, lest the Taiwan issue fester and worsepe@asally after China's absorption of Hong Kong. tBg same
token, it is in China’'s own interest to make tHzgaption a successful demonstration of the prladipat even
a Greater China can tolerate and safeguard inaehgersity in its internal political arrangements.

While—as argued earlier in chapters 4 and 6—aoyld-be Chinese-Russian-Iranian coalition against
America is unlikely to jell beyond some occasiotaditical posturing, it is important for the Unit&dales to
deal with China in a fashion that floes not driveijiBg in that direction. In any such "antihegenairalliance,
China would be the linchpin. It would be the stresij the most dynamic, and thus the leading comyone
Such a coalition could only emerge around a dis&dtg frustrated, and hostile China. Neither Russialran
has the wherewithal to be the central magnet foh sucoalition.

An American-Chinese strategic dialogue regarding areas that both countries desire to see ffee o
domination by other aspiring hegemons is thereiioygerative. But to make progress, the dialogue khba
sustained and serious. In the course of such coneation, more contentious issues pertaining to &aiand
even to human rights could then be addressed nevseigsively. Indeed, the point can be made quédilaly
that the issue of China's internal liberalizatian not a purely domestic Chinese affair, since oaly
democratizing and prosperous China has any proseaacefully enticing Taiwan. Any attempt at fbte
reunification would not only place the American-Gdse relationship in jeopardy but would inevitably
generate adverse consequences for China's capacditract foreign capital and sustain its develepin
China's own aspirations to regional preeminencegéwinhl status would thereby be victimized.

Although China is emerging as a regionally daanirpower, it is not likely to become a global doea long
time to come (for reasons stated in chapter 6)—@ardnoiac fears of China.as a global power aredbrge



megalomania in China, while perhaps also becommegsburce of a self-fulfilling prophesy of intemsd
American-Chinese hostility. Accordingly, China shibue neither contained nor propitiated. It shoblsl
treated with respect as the world's largest dewedpptate, and—so far at least—a rather successiell Its
geopolitical role not only in the Far East but iar&sia as a whole is likely to grow as well. Heriteyould
make sense to coopt China into the G-7 annual strmamihe world's leading countries, especially sinc
Russia's inclusion has widened the summit's fo@m £conomics to politics.

As China becomes more integrated into the weyktem and hence less able and less inclined toiekp
regional primacy in a politically obtuse fashionalso follows that a de facto emergence of a Glarsphere of
deference in areas of historic Interest to Chindikisly to be part of the emerging Kurasian slui@ of
geopolitical accommodation. Whether a united Kaxgdhoscillate toward such a sphere depends mucthen
degree of Japanese-Korean reconciliation (which aaeshould more actively encourage), but in arsecéhe
reunification of Korea without an accommodationhw@hina is unlikely.

A Greater China at some point will inevitabhegs for a resolution of the issue of Taiwan, hetdegree of
China’s inclusion in an increasingly binding setrgérnational economic and political links mayaalsave a
positive impact on the nature of Chinese domediitigs. If China's absorption of Hong Kong provest to be
repressive, Deng's formula for Taiwan of "one coyrntvo systems" can become redefined as "one ogunt
several systems." That might make reunification enacceptable to the parties concerned—which again
reinforces the point that without some politicabkrion of China itself, a peaceful reconstitutimnone China
will not be possible.

In any case, for historic as well as geopdltimasons, China should consider America its ahtalty.
Unlike Japan or Russia, America has never had emyadrial designs on China; and, unlike Great &nif it
never humiliated China. Moreover, without a viasifitegic consensus with America, China is notyike be
able to keep attracting the massive foreign investnso necessary to its economic growth and thegstalits
attainment of regional preeminence. For the samasorg without an American-Chinese strategic
accommodation as the eastern anchor of Americadvement in Eurasia, America will not have a gegisigy
for mainland Asia; and without a geostrategy forintzand Asia, America will not have a geostrategy fo
Eurasia. Thus for America, China's regional powas;opted into a wider framework of international
cooperation, can be a vitally important geostrategiset—in that regard coequally important withdperand
more weighty than Japan—in assuring Eurasia'slgyabi

However, unlike the European situation, a daatox bridgehead on the eastern mainland will moemrge
soon. That makes it all the more important that Acaés efforts to nurture a deepening strategiatiaship
with China be based on the unambiguous acknowledgith@at a democratic and economically successful
Japan Is America's premier Pacific and key glolaatner. Although Japan cannot become a dominainAsi
regional power, given the strong regional aversi@vokes, it can become a leading internation&. drokyo
can carve out a globally influential role by coagierg closely with the United States regarding whaght be
called the new agenda of global concerns, whiladavg any futile and potentially counterproductie#ort to
become a regional power itself. The task of Ameristatesmanship should hence be to steer Japdatin t
direction. An American-Japanese free trade agregmszating a common economic space, would fottiy
connection and promote the goal, and hence iisywgtould be jointly examined.

It is through a close political relationship vilapan that America will more safely be able ttoaumodate
China’s regional aspirations, while opposing itsrenarbitrary manifestations. Only on that basis ean
intricate three-way accommodation—one that involkaterica's global power, China's regional preemteen
and Japan's international leadership—be contrikdedvever, that broad geostrategic accommodationdcbel
undermined by an unwise expansion of American-Jaggmilitary cooperation. Japan's central role lshoot
be that of America's unsinkable aircraft carriertiie Far East, nor should it be America's princifsian
military partner or a potential Asian regional powdisguided efforts to promote any of the foregpimould
serve to cut America off from the Asian mainlanal vitiate the prospects for reaching a strategitseasus
with China, and thus to frustrate America's capatot consolidate stable geopolitical pluralism thighout
Eurasia.



A TRANS-EURASIAN SECURITY SYSTEM

The stability of Eurasia’'s geopolitical pluralisprecluding the appearance of a single dominant pomauld

be enhanced by the eventual emergence, perhapgimerearly in the next century, of a Trans-Eurasian
Security System (TESS). Such a transcontinentalrggagreement should embrace an expanded NATO—
connected by a cooperative charter with Russia—&drnida as well as Japan (which would still be coter:to

the United States by the bilateral security treaBgt to get there, NATO must first expand, whilegaging
Russia in a larger regional framework of securbpmeration. In addition, the Americans and Japanasst
closely consult and collaborate in setting in motsotriangular political-security dialogue in tharFEast that
engages China. Three-way American-Japanese-Chsezsgity talks could eventually involve more Asian
participants and later lead to a dialogue betwdemtand the Organization for Security and Coopamait
Europe. In turn, such a dialogue could pave the feaya series of conferences by all European andnAs
states, thereby beginning the process of instiatining a transcontinental security system.

In time, a more formal structure could begintdke shape, prompting the emergence of a Trarnsskur
Security System that for the first time would spla@ entire continent. The shaping of that systemanutgy its
substance and then institutionalizing it— coulddme the major architectural initiative of the nebecade,
once the policies outlined earlier have created rtbeessary preconditions. Such a broad transcomgine
security framework could also contain a standingugty committee, composed of the major Eurasidities,
in order to enhance TESS's ability to promote éffeccooperation on issues critical to global digbi
America, Europe, China, Japan, a confederated &uasd India, as well as perhaps some other cesntri
might serve together as the core of such a mouetsted transcontinental system. The eventual esneryof
TESS could gradually relieve America of some oflitsdens, even while perpetuating its decisive esde
Eurasia's stabilizer and arbitrator.

BEYOND THE LAST GLOBAL SUPERPOWER

In the long run, global politics are bound to beeomcreasingly uncongenial to the concentration of
hegemonic power in the hands of a single statecélemerica is not only the first, as well as timéyotruly
global superpower, but it is also likely to be tleey last.

That is so not only because nation-states adugily becoming increasingly permeable but alstabse
knowledge as power is becoming more diffuse, mdw@exl, and less constrained by national boundaries
Economic’ power is also likely to become more dispé. In the years to come, no single power idylike
reach the level of 30 percent or so of the woi@P that America sustained throughout much of ¢bigtury,
not to speak of the 50 percent at which it crestelP45. Some estimates suggest that by the etidsoflecade,
America will still account for about 20 percent gibbal GDP, declining perhaps to about 10-15 perbgn
2020 as other powers—Europe, China, Japan—inctbaserelative share to more or less the Amerieuell
But global economic preponderance by a single yerait the sort that America attained in the couw§ehis
century, is unlikely, and that has obviously faaaking military and political implications.

Moreover, the very multinational and exceptlodbaracter of American society has made it eafser
America to universalize its hegemony without legtih appear to be a strictly national one. For eplamnan
effort by China to seek global primacy would inabity be viewed by others as an attempt to impasatianal
hegemony. To put it very simply, anyone can becamémerican, but only a Chinese can be Chinese—anc
that places an additional and significant barmethie way of any essentially national global hegeyno

Accordingly, once American leadership begingatte, America's current global predominance isketyito
be replicated by any single state. Thus, the keaston for the future is "What will America bequeab the
world as the enduring legacy of its primacy?"

The answer depends in part on how long thahgey lasts and on how energetically America shapes
framework of key power partnerships that over toae be more formally institutionalized. In facte twindow
ofTiistorical opportunity for America's construatiexploitation of its global power could prove ®relatively
brief, for both domestic and external reasons. Augeely populist democracy has never before atthine
international supremacy. The pursuit of power aspkeeially the economic costs and human sacrifiae ttie



exercise of such power often requires are not gélgezongenial to democratic instincts. Democrdt@ais
inimical to imperial mobilization.

Indeed, the critical uncertainty regarding théufe may well be whether America might become first
superpower unable or unwilling to wield its powlight it become an impotent global power? Publicam
polls suggest thai only a small minority (13 petyesf Americans favor the proposition that "as dwe
remaining superpower, the U.S. should continuedaahe preeminent world leader in solving internadio
problems."” An overwhelming majority (74 percentgfer that America "do its fair share in effortsdolve
international problems together with other coustti@

3. "An Emerging Consensus—A Study of American @@litudes on America's Role in the World" (Codleg
Park: Center for International and Security Studaghe University of Maryland, July 1996). It istaworthy,
but not inconsistent with the foregoing, that stsdby the above center, conducted in early 199d€un
principal investigator Steven Kull), also showed@nsiderable majority in favor of NATO expansio (6
percent in favor, with 27 percent strongly in favand only 29 percent against, with 14 percent rsilg
against).

Moreover, as America becomes an increasingljicatiural society, it may find it more difficulio fashion
a consensus on foreign policy issues, except igitbamstances of a truly massive and widely peeszbdirect
external threat. Such a consensus generally existedghout World War Il and even during the ColéanMt
was rooted, however, not only in deeply shared deatic values, which the public sensed were being
threatened, but also in a cultural and ethnic #ffifior the predominantly European victims of htesti
totalitarianisms.

In the absence of a comparable external clggdleAmerican society may find it much more diffictd reach
agreement regarding foreign policies that cannotdivectly related to central beliefs and widely rgth
cultural-ethnic sympathies and that still require enduring and sometimes costly imperial engageniént
anything, two extremely varying views on the imptions of America's historic victory in the Cold Ware
likely to be politically more appealing: on the ohand, the view that the end of the Cold War jiesifa
significant reduction in America's global engagemeamespective of the consequences for Americkbal
standing; and on the other, the perception thatithe has come for genuine international multilatiem, to
which America should even yield some of its sowgrgi. Both extremes command the loyalty of comrditte
constituencies.

More generally, cultural change in America may abs uncongenial to the sustained exercise abroad o
genuinely imperial power. That exercise requireshigh degree of doctrinal motivation, intellectual
commitment, and patriotic gratification. Yet thendoant culture of the country has become incredging
fixated on mass entertainment that has been hedeityinated by personally hedonistic and socialyapsst
themes. The cumulative effect has made it incrgasidifficult to mobilize the needed political carsus on
behalf of sustained, and also occasionally cositgerican leadership abroad. Mass communications baen
playing a particularly important role in that redagenerating a strong revulsion against any geé&ctse of
force that entails even low levels of casualties.

In addition, both America and Western Europeehaeen finding it difficult to cope with the cultlr
consequences of social hedonism and the dramatimelén the centrality of religious-based valuesociety.
(The parallels with the decline of the imperialteyss summarized in chapter 1 are striking in tagpect.) The
resulting cultural crisis has been compounded kystiread of drugs and, especially in America, $yinkage
to the racial issue. Lastly, the rate of econommawgh is no longer able to keep up with growing enizi
expectations, with the latter stimulated by a aeltilnat places a premium on consumption. It isxaggeration
to state that a sense of historical anxiety, pesheyen of pessimism, is becoming palpable in theemo
articulate sectors of Western society.

Almost half a century ago, a noted historianngi&ohn, having observed the tragic experiencéneftivo
world wars and the debilitating consequences oftti@itarian challenge, worried that the West nhaye
become "fatigued and exhausted." Indeed, he fehedd



[tlwentieth century man has become less confidean this nineteenth century ancestor was. He has
witnessed the dark powers of history in his ownesigmce. Things which seemed to belong to the past
have reappeared: fanatical faith, infallible leadeslavery and massacres, the uprooting of whole
populations, ruthlessness and barbarism.4

4. Hans Kohn. The Twcntntirth Century (New Yorkd9)9p. 53.

That lack of confidence has been intensifiedviyespread disappointment with the consequenctdseaénd
of the Cold War. Instead of a "new world order" dth®n consensus and harmony, "things which seemed t
belong to the past" have all of a sudden becomdutinee. Although ethnic-national conflicts may lomger
pose the risk of a central war, they do threaterpace in significant parts of the globe. Thug, iwaot likely
to become obsolete for some time to come. Withntloee-endowed nations constrained by their own highe
technological capacity for self-destruction as veallby self-interest, war may have become a lukuay only
the poor peoples of this world can afford. In tbeefeeable future, the impoverished two-thirds whanity
may not be motivated by the restraint of the peiyéd.

It is also noteworthy that international cocili and acts of terrorism have so far been remgrkbdwvoid of
any use of the weapons of mass destruction. Hog tlbat self-restraint may hold is inherently unpctable,
but the increasing availability, not only to stabeg also to organized groups, of the means tacinfhassive
casualties—by the use of nuclear or bacteriologidpons—also inevitably increases the probalwlittheir
employment.

In brief, America as the world's premier powees face a narrow window of historical opportunithe
present moment of relative global peace may bet dived. This prospect underlines the urgent nemdah
American engagement in the world that is delibéydtecused on the enhancement of international gktigal
stability and that is capable of reviving in the 8/a sense of historical optimism. That optimisiurees the
demonstrated capacity to deal simultaneously witiernal social and external geopolitical challenges

However, the rekindling of Western optimism dhe universal-ism of the West's values are noluskely
dependent on America and Europe. Japan and Indieormsrate that the notions of human rights and the
centrality of the democratic experiment can bedvali Asian settings as well, both in highly develdpones
and in those that are still only developing. Thatsmed democratic success of Japan and Indiaesefore,
also of enormous importance in sustaining a morgidgent perspective regarding the future politishape of
the globe. Indeed, their experience, as well asdh&outh Korea and Taiwan, suggests that Chemisnued
economic growth, coupled with pressures from oetéat change generated by greater internation&lsian,
might perhaps also lead to the progressive denipatian of the Chinese system.

Meeting these challenges is America's burdemvels as its unique responsibility. Given the ralof
American democracy, an effective response will ieggenerating a public understanding of the catig
importance of American power in shaping a widerragnework of stable geopolitical cooperation, ohatt
simultaneously averts global anarchy and succdgsfafers the emergence of a new power challengesd
two goals—averting global anarchy and impeding éheergence of a power rival—are inseparable from the
longer-range definition of the purpose of Ameriaglsbal engagement, namely, that of forging an e@ndu
framework of global geopolitical cooperation.

Unfortunately, to date, efforts to spell outew central and worldwide objective for the Unit&ates, in the
wake of the termination of the Cold War, have beas-dimensional. They have failed to link the nésd
improve the human condition with the imperativepoéserving the centrality of American power in wiorl
affairs. Several such recent attempts can be fo=htiDuring the first two years of the Clinton aidistration,
the advocacy of "assertive multilateralism™ did reaffficiently take into account the basic realities
contemporary power. Later on, the alternative emghan the notion that America should focus on glob
"democratic enlargement” did not adequately take sccount the continuing importance to America of
maintaining global stability or even of promotingnse expedient (but regrettably not "democratic*jveo
relationships, as with China.



As the central U.S. priority, more narrowly feed appeals have been even less satisfactory,asuttiose
concentrating on the elimination of prevailing istice in the global distribution of income, on simgpa
special "mature strategic partnership" with Russiagn containing weapons proliferation. Other ralstives—
that America should concentrate on safeguardingetmgronment or, more narrowly, on combating local
wars—have also tended to ignore the central reslif global power. As a result, none of the fonego
formulations have fully addressed the need to ereainimal global geopolitical stability as the edss
foundation for the simultaneous protraction of Ailo@n hegemony and the effective aversion of intenal
anarchy.

In brief, the U.S. policy goal must be unapelficplly twofold: to perpetuate America's own doamh
position for at least a generation and preferabhger still; and to create a geopolitical framewtrlt can
absorb the inevitable shocks and strains of s@mbtical change while evolving into the geopol#iccore of
shared responsibility for peaceful global manageém&rmprolonged phase of gradually expanding codpara
with key Eurasian partners, both stimulated andratked by America, can also help to foster thecpnelitions
for an eventual upgrading of the existing and iasnegly antiquated UN structures. A new distribatiaf
responsibilities and privileges can then take etoount the changed realities of global power, restatally
different from those of 1945.

These efforts will have the added historicalaadage of benefiting from the new web of globakéges that
is growing exponentially outside the more tradiibnation-state system. That web—woven by multoei
corporations, NGOs (nongovernmental organizatiomsth many of them transnational in character) and
scientific communities and reinforced by the Int#rralready creates an informal global system tkat i
inherently congenial to more institutionalized amclusive global cooperation.

In the course of the next several decadesyetiining structure of global cooperation, basedjeopolitical
realities, could thus emerge and gradually assin@eniantle of the world's current "regent,” whicls fer the
time being assumed the burden of responsibilityworld stability and peace. Geostrategic succesthan
cause would represent a fitting legacy of Americals as the first, only, and last truly global symwer.



