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complete this project—and ample opportunity for rnisfnlu:a: anel failuze, The
slage was set for one of the most dranatic plays in NATO' history,

In April 1gg7, [ switched froan being a RAND analyst and State Df.'lpiiﬂml:nl
consultant to being a fulltime American diplomat when | iumc:! ’Hu:
Diepartment's European Bureau as @ political appointee responsible for NATO
issues and Eumpean security, Within days, | was off 1o Moscow o part of 11:5_-
team helping Secretary of State Albright and Deputy Secretary Talbott negoti-
ate what would become the NATO-Russis Founding Act. From the ceremony
launching a new NATO-Russia relationship in Paris in late May 1997, we '-I'r'r:nt
directly to the Alliance’s spring Ministerial in the Portuguese city of Sintra
where, for the Frst time, the latent differences between Washington and some of
its allies over the scope of enlargement and its future broke into the open.

In the ensuing weeks, U5 -French differences over who should be invited to
join NATQ would escalate into a dramatic diplomatic shoot n.m hE!‘t'.'EEII
Washington and Paris at the Madnd summit. Following the summit, President
Clinton went to Warsaw where he received a jubilant welcome from mare Lh.'!.n
30,000 enthusiastic Poles. Even more dramalic was the President’s reception in
Bucharest where an estimated 100,000 Romanians tumed out to cheer Clintan
and Romanian President Emil Constantinescu—in spile of Washington's rejec-
tion of Rimania’s bid for immediate NATO membership. Clinton wrapped up
this week-lon tour with a stop i Copenhagen where some 80,000 Dancs l'mT::r_!
out to cheer him as well. I, in turn, was part of the team accompanying Albright
on a tour of Linbljana, St Petesburg, Vilnius, and her native city of Prague for
an emotional homecoming. Secretary of Defense: Bill Coben cnmp]ct:t‘.d the
Administration’s grand tour of Central and Eastern Hurope, _tra\-'cilng to

Budapest and Sofia, to show the US. commitment to building a un.uﬁm{ Europe.

Nearly everyone on Clinton's national security team dealing wﬁh' i!.urupe:?n
security jssues had read former Secretary of State Dean Acheson’s mermir;
Present at the Creation, in which he eloquently deseribes NATO's founding*
We shied away from saying it publicly for fear of appearing prctr.-ri'li:fm, bt
there was a very real sense of being present at and participating in the hll‘l]‘lf IEJf:I
new NATO for a new Eurape. Madrid was the culmination of years of political
and diplomatic work involving some of the most farreaching changes .in
NATO's histary. But it was not an easy birth, These six months were filled with
drama, dip!un{mic inlrigue, and palitical confrantation —with the Bussjnns as
well 25 with some of our closest allies. Madnd was one of the most important,
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second term. Perhups no one betler epitomized the 1.5, commitment to over-
come Hurope's Cald War divide. A naturalized American cilizen barn in
Czechoslovakia, Albright had come to the United States at the age of eleven
after the communist coup i Prague that led her father, Josef Karbel, then the
Czechoslovak Ambassador to Belgrade, 10 flee to the West, Albright was fiercely
prowd to be an Ameriean. Unlike many Diemacrats of her generation, her intel-
lectual paradigm was Municl, not Vietnam, She did not harbor any doubts
about using America's pawer to pursue 115, diplamatic goals. Instead, she saw
the 1L, as the "indispensable” nation when it came to advancing the cause of
peace and democracy.?

Albright knew firsthand Enrape’s trzgic recent history. As a child she had wit-
nessed first Hitler and then Stalin's eccupation of her native Czechoslovakia.
Her academic training was in Soviet and Fast Furopean studies at Columbia
University, where she wrate her doctoral dissertation on Crechoslovakia
Fallowing a stint working as a legislative aide for Senator Ednund Muskie, she
worked for Zhigniew Brzezinski's National securly Council staff in the seeand
half of the 15705, where she was in charge of legislative affairs. From there she
went to Georgetown University where she taught U5, foreign policy and be-
came the President of the Center for National Fulicy. In the mid-1g8os, Albright
started traveling back to Central and Eastern Europe where she met many of
the dissidents in Prague, Warsaw, and Budapest. She became a fiend of and
eventually an informal advisor to Vaclay Havel. Following communism's cal-
lapse, she was part of s team of experts that examined public attitudes in Central
and Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union.* Few Americans knew the re-
gion better than she did.

By the time she became Secretary of State, Allright had become an enthusi-
astic champion of NATO enlargement. She saw it as a historic appartunity o
anchor a demacratic Central and Eastern Eurape to the West once and for all,
“The purpose of enlargement,” she said in her first statement before the Senate
Foreign Relations Cemmittee on January 8, 1957, “is to do for Euirope's 1Zast
what NATO did se years ago for Europe’s West: Lo integrate new democracies,
defeat old hatreds, provide confidence in cconomie recovery and deter con-
flict.” Her goal, she once hand-wrote on a memo that U.S, Assistant Secretary

of State Marc Grossman had sent her, was to ensure that Burape’s future was
safer than its past: "Let's develop a 215t century better than the 20th —the bload-
iest in Europe's history™

y el e I Albright also viewed enlargement as o moral impermtive. [ was an opporty-
; « of the most contentious summits, in NATO' history. i ’ : _ : dadenicn o
and also one of the I nity to erase the lines drawn by the armies of Hitler and Stalin and aceepted by
- | the West at Yalta, Following the Madrid summil, Albright spoke in Prague
o) 1 L} - (8] 1 + - + -
1. MADELEINE'S VISION W about how NATO's Madrid summit had framed her life and her life's work, She
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journey from tatal war and absolute division to the promiss af @ new unity; and
the Czech nation's journey from independence in 1918 to subjugation in 1948 to
taking what she deseribed a5 “your rightful place in the family of Eurcpean
democracies—fully, finally and forever.” NATO enlargement was “a moment of
injustice undone, of promises kept, of 3 unified Europe begun.” This single sen-
tenice encapsulated the reasons for Albaght's commitment to NATO enlarge-
ment.”

But Albright's commitment to enlargement also reflected her vision of 2 new
U.5 -Eurapean relationship. She believed that the U.5. and Europe remained
natural partness in the pos-Cold War world. NATO enlargement was T L
tant to make Europe’s castern half safe and secure. But it was also a stepping
stone to modemize the Alliance for a future in which a sécure Europe would
jcin the U.S, in dealing with new threais beyond the continent. In the spring of
1997 Albright was reading a biography of former Secretary af ‘State Dean
Achesan® In meetings with her seniar staff, she often compared the period fol-
lowing the end of the Cold War to the early past-World War Il perind. In the
late 19405, Truman and Acheson had committed the United States to remain in
Europe. They had created NATO as a security umbrells against the very real
Soviet threat and as the framework within which European reconciliation and
integration could take place. In so doing, they had helped to define fifty years of
U5, international engagement.

The task the U.S. faced, she told us, was to build on that legacy and accom-
plishment. Sitting with Albright in her private office one duy in the spring of
197, she said to me and other members al her senior staff: “The challenge we
face is different than the one Truman and Acheson faced. Thank God we don't
face the threat that Stalin posed or the danger of Warld War [IL" "But,” she con-
tinued, “in many ways the questions are still the same. What shape will this new
Europe take? What role will the U.5, have? Will we continue to wark lopether
to salve the problems of the future?” There was little doubt in her mind what
the answer should be. America was a European power. It had fought the Cold
War not only to defeat communism but {o win the peace us well. We had an his-
foric opportunity to lay the foundation for a Enrope whole and free in allianee
with the United States—and we had to use it

Albright firmly believed that America’s interest and role in Evrope tran-
scended the Soviet threat, but that the Alliance had to be reshaped if it was o
survive. She believed that NATO needed to be transformed and modernized to
meet the challenges of the next fifty years—and the U.S. needed to do so at &
time when many questioned whether it was needed at all or if the U.5. should
even remain in Europe. "We have a window of opportunily in which to recast
tie foundation of this Alliance. 1f we get it right, NATO will Last for anather Afty
years. And we will have succeeded just like the founding fathers of NATO did,

If we don't, the U.5, and Eurape are likely to slowly drift apart and the Alliance:
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will atrophy,” she once told me. The problem, she often repeated 1o us, was that
too many peaple on bath sides of the Atlantic were camplacent and took the
U.5-European relationship for granted ®

In the spring of 1997, Albright delivered the commencement speech at
Harvard University—an the spot where so years earlier Secretary of State
George Marshall had lsunched the Marshall Plan. Albright invoked the vision
of Marshall and her own life experience to underscore the role that America
still had to play in Europe and around the warld. She recalled sitting in a bomb
shelter in London during World War II praying for American help. But she also
recalled the price the West paid for not being vigilant in standing up early
enough to Nazi apgression, America, she ondescored, had to continue to lead.
Anew generation again had to make the choice to lead and shape a new warld
just as Marshall's generation had dene in their time.

“Taday," she told her audience, “the grealest danger to America is not some
fareign enemy; it is the possibility that we will fil to heed the greal example of
that generation, that we will allow the momentum towards democraey to stall,
take for granted the institutions and principles upon which our own freedom is
based, and forget what the histary of this century reminds us, that problems
abroad, if left nnattended, will all toa often come home to Ammeriea. 10

Critics would at times accuse Albright of pushing for too much change too
quickly, and hectoring or riding roughshod over our allies. But Albright was
eonvinced the US. had a window of opportunity in which to lay the foundation
for a new and transfarmed trans-Atlantic relationship. The danger in her eyes
was not that the U.S. was loo ambitious, but rather that it would become com-
plicent. She wanted the ULS. to take the lead in consolidating the global tri-
umph of democracy and forging new alliances to keep the peace as effectively
as those of the Cold War. "We have a responsibility in our ime, as others had in
theirs,” she said in her Harvard speech, “not to be prisoners af history but to
shape history; a responsibility to fill the role of pathfinder, and to build with oth-
ers 4 global network of purpose and law that will protect our citizens, defend our
mterests, preserve our values and bequeath to future generations a legacy as
protd as the one we honor Loday,"!!

Albright’s visian of a unified Furope included a demperatic Russia, For
Albright, the Cold War had been a fight against communism as an idealogy, not

against the Russian people. Following her nominalion as Secretary of State, the
Russian press initially portraved her as a disciple of Zhigniew Brzezinski snd an
unreconstructed anti-Russian Cold Warrior. They dubbed her Gospozha Stal or
“Madam Steel”—a label she was actually fond of, But her commitment to bring
Russia into the Western commuily of nations came a5 a surprise to some of her
Bussian interdocutors.!? In her finst meeting with Russian President Yeltsin in
February, Albright told him that he should not view her as a Farmer Cold
Warrior, but as an American version of Primakov—a lough but prigmatic de-
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fender of national niterests who was commitled to boilding a frendlier L1LS.-
Russia partnership, When Yeltsin lold her that she needed to recognize that
there was o new Russia, she asked Yelsin to recognize that NATO, too, had
changed. “1 would like you to think," she told Yeltsin, “that there is a new
MNATO, not one of we versus you or you versus us, but one where we are on the
samne side ™

Some six weeks later, Albright was back in Moscow for 3 final round of ne-

gatiations on the NATO-Russia Founding Act. She met with a group of Russian
strategic intellectunls at the Camegie Moscow Center. Albright made an impas-
sioned plea for them to put aside Cald War stereotypes and bury their distrust of
NATOM In the question and answer session, she talked aboui ]mw hoth she
and many of them had what she tenmed “Cold War libraries” filled with books
on communism, arms contral and the history of o divided Furope in the 2oth
century. “My library at home iz a Cold War library. [1 35 filled with boaks about
totalitarianism, communism and arms contral,” she said, “1 wan! to make it ob-
solete. [ want people to look at these books and think they belong to ancient his-
tory hecause we have so changed our relations for the better”!®

Flow important was Albight for NATO enlargement? Her role was ertical
for three reasons. First, her sppoimtment was widely seen in Europe, Russia, and
in the 1.5, as confirmation of Washington's determination to see NATO en-
largement through. While many conservative eritics had openly questioned
whether President Clinton was truly commitied to enlargement, no one
doubted her determination to seeing it through. She was the high-level cham-
pion on this issue the Administration needed at home and abroad,

Second, while much of the coneeptual work and diplomatic foundation was
completed prior to her becoming Secretary of State, it was Albright who got the
actual job done. Her relationship with Primakoy helped broker the final com-
promises that made the Founding Act possible. She was critical in holding the
line in favor of three candidates for NATO's Aest round at Madrid—and con-
vinced skeptics that Washington's commitment to forther enlasgément was
credible, To se an Amercan foothall metaphor, she came in as the team quar-
terback in a red zone offense and put the ball in the end zone—a metaphor of
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poster during the Senste ratifieation campaign. While Albright's ster as 115,
Seeretary of State would subsequently fade 5 criticism of her and her policies

grew, she was at the top of her game during the first years of her tenure when
NATO enlargement was implemented.

2. CHANCELLOR KOHL COMES TH ROUGH

On January 6, 1997, Chaneellor Helmut Kohl called Clinton with a Rrsthand
account of his recent trip to Russia where he had met privately with Yn:]tsj;: at
his country home in Zavidove on January 4. It was Yeltsin's first meetin with a
Western leader sinee heart surgery two months earlier, Kahl had [mmr.ngfJEjn
]u.ukmg older and Frailer than previously. The Russian President had expressed
.I."s anger over what he referred to as the “monster” of NATD enlargement that

our friend Bill” had unleashed. Yeltsin appedled to Kohl to help him, *I 11:41:'c
ta be able to ook my people in the eye and tell them that their interests are
being protected,” he said. “We can’t keep cooperating with the West unless 1
can assure them of a7 :

_Koh] assured Clinton that he had stood firm on enlargement, But he de-
scribed Yeltsin's position in vivid terms: “His position is quite clear; he i¢ against
it. He thinks it is unnecessary and fraught with enarmous psw:hc;logic;:] Epnrr:uh—
lems. He is afraid that 5 new Cald War is imminent and Hiai‘lhc people won't
understand it." The Chancellar told the President he still supported NATCO en-
largement, but Western leaders had ta deal directly with Yeltsin to reach an un-
derstanding and not rely on normal diplomatic channels or the NATO burasu-
eracy. Absent a deal with Yeltsin before the Madrid sumrmit, he wamed, there
was a real risk of a breach in the West's ties with Moscow. The G::rmau
Chancellor asked Clintan to send Talbott to Bonn to meel with him as snan as
pussible, ¥ .

_ Ku.h!’.s phone call came at 3 eritical juncture. The wrestling mateh hetween
W..uiungtmn and Moscow over NATO enlargement was not over. Although
Primakov had signaled to Washington in private thal he recognized enlarge-
ment was geing to happen, Moscow remained adamantly opposed in pu bJEL‘.?h'

the sott she teased her male colleagues for using, t' this time, Yeltsin and Primakoy had staked out such strong rhetorical and puh
Third, Albright’s passionate ability as a communicator made her the ideal ' lic opposition to NATO expansion that it was gaing to be difficult for i} F'”I g
spokespersan on MATO enlargement. She became the public face selling the s e back dewn without suffering palitical damage.!" Meeting with an ﬁn?r = fu
poliey to the U8 public, to the Europeans, and to the U8, Senate. She en- ficial in carly 1997, Russian communist e aiien G.,-;-%ngd,,. s awn{:nn ﬂlj
joyed taking on NATO enlargement’s eritics and explaining why, in her words, ] smugly that whereas in Washington there still app-‘:urcu.:l to be E'I'?;uﬁ' :U:f::?:::-s
a bigger MATO was # hetter one. ' She could reach across the aisle to conserva- i onenlargement, in Moscow there was only one view —everyone w:asi]i osed >
Lives in 4 way that other Administration officials could not. Republicans who i That opposition eontinued to be accompanied by ominous hints at P:-ns:;ib-l
disliked President Clinton liked Albright, her patniohism and her defense of @ retaliatory steps. After a Kremlin meeting on NATO enlargement t‘h.']lircd h:
AT S ol (T e WO i = s e iy e o= i I = = :’ I [SNEE 6 anenymens Dckeme Mt Tt e e puoled e
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countermeasures” against NATO, “If NATO moves eastward, Russia will move
westward,” one Kremlin source was quoted as saying. Moscow was also report-
edly considering creating an anti-Westem allignee with China, lan, and India,
E.f-':-.-n if it could not stop enlargement’s fist round, the same source concluded,
Moscow would reserve the right to use “any means™ to prevent the Baltic states
from “joining the military orbit of the U5 and NATO"H .

The endgame was starting. The Mudrd summit was scheduled lor carly July
1997. NATO had six months to try to finalize a NATO-Russia deal and complete
preparations for enlargement. But the gap between NATO and Maoscow was
still large, By this time Talbott had concluded that the anly way to induce
Moscow to work seriously to bridge that gap was to make it erystal clear that en-
largement was going ahead, inespective af whether MATO and Russia came fo
terms or not. Only the absalute certainty that enlargement was coming would
lead the Russians to shift away from attacking enlargement and instead focus on
what kind of relationship they wanted to have with an enlarged NATO. Inather
words, American diplomacy had to convirice Mascow that the timetable and
outeome of the Alliance’s enlargement plans were set in cancrele —and that the
real choice facing Russia was whether it would protect ifs own interests by seek-
ing a eloser and cooperative telationship with the Alliance or watch enlarge-
ment go ahead without it S

For that strategy to wark, Washington needed to be confident that its allies
would not blink if negetiations with Moseow stalled. But the LLS: was still not
sure how solid Western European allied support was, The Russians had spent al-
mast four years tying to convince the Europeans that expansion would destroy
Moscow’s relationship with Europe. NATO Secretary General Solana had
warned Ambassador Hunter in early November that Buropean support for en-
largement remained weak. Faced with conflicting chrices, he said, some
Europeans seemed prepared to choose Moscow as their fisst prionty™ Solana
repeated that concemn to Senator Bill Rath (R-DE} later that mml:l]_l. i 1.1“
Europeans had to choose between NATO enlargement and conflict with
Russia, the Secretary General said, NATO enlargement might just lose. 2

The Administration faced a paradox. To get the allies on board it needed a
NATO-Russia agreement —or at least to be able to demonstrate that it had done
everything possible to try to get ane, But to get Moscow (o negotinte :?:r]uusiy an
a NATO-Russia agreement, it needed to convince Moscow that allied suppord
was solid and enlargement inevitable. The Administration also needed a mech-

anism for negotiating with Moscow that included the allies but was not overly

cumbersome. Kohl had told President Clinton that this issue wis too impartant
A S : ] : ar
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the U.5., in front yet still allow Washington to drive the process from behind the
scenes. I early January 1997, Solana visited Washington, Talbott proposed em-
powering him to be the Alliance’s point person in dealing with Moscow —with
the U.S. playing an active behind-the-scenes-role, While Solana was open to the
idea, he emphasized it would only work if the ather NATO allies, especially
France, went along with it. And Talbatt’s scheme was nat the only one o the
table. French President Chirac had sugpested that the U.S,, France, Germany,
and the United Kingdom hold s five-power summit with Moscow to try to ham-
mer out the details of a NATO-Russia agreement. The Administration was not
enthusiastic. In talking to Chime, the President had told him that he did not
rule out such a meeting but wanted to try to first make progress in the U.5.-
Russia channel ™
One week later Talbott departed for London, Paris, and Bonn. His mission
was to gel Washington's closest allies to agree to the Administration’s proposed
strategy and mechanism for negotiating a NATO-Russia agreement. He arrived
in London on January 13 for meetings with British Foreign Sccretary Rifkind
and senior British officials. They made it clear to him that London supperted
Washington's approach and was prepared to lel Solana and the U.S, take the
lead in hammering out a NATO-Russia agreement. While underscoring the
British interest in reaching an agreement with Moscow, London also signaled
that it was prepared to go ahead with enlargement with or without 3 NATO-
Russia agreement. ™
Crossing the channel, however, Talbott arrived to a chillier reception in
Paris. While President Chirac was maore supportive on NATO than his prede-
cessors, Paris’ reticence to follow the ULS. lead en prinerpe was also well known,
From the beginning, France had been the most reluctant of Washington's
major allies en enlargement, and Chirac had already Aoated the idea of post-
poning the Madrid summit with Polish President Kwasniewski some weeks car-
lier. Chirac had his own, often strongly held, views on liow to deal with
Moscow, too. Complicating matters, the White House and the Elysée were con-
ducting quiet back-channel talks between Sandy Berger and Jean-David
Levitte, President Chirac's diplomatic advisor, to explore a compramise that
would still bring France back into NATO' integrated military command by
Madrid. It was a delicate moment in U.S.-French relations.

In the Elysée, the French President listened politely as Talbott argued that
anly a clear and unified allied position would induce Moscow to seriously ne-
gotiate a NATO-Russia agreement before Madrid. Chirac’s respanse made it
clear that he saw the problem lying not only in Moscow, but in Washington as

(]

vately among the U.S,, the major European powers and the Russians.

Talbatt, too, had concluded that the NATL purcaucmicy was: T A
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“The Russian people are profoundly hostile to NATO enlargement. It reflects a
fear of encirclement—a traditional fear of the Russians—as well as a fear of hu-
miliation.” He recalled ronning into a busload of fosty Russian babushkas in
Paris who had tald him that NATO was encireling Russis and had asked: "What
will Yeltsin do when American noclear werpons slart falling on Moscow and St
Pelersburg?”

Chirae warned that if Washington simply went ahead and enlarged NATO,
the consequences could be the collapse of the Yeltsin government. "If one im-
poses MATO enlargement on the Russians, the Yeltsin regime will not be able
to resist the public reaction and will not remain in power for very long,” the
French President supgested. Washington could not simply impose NATO en-
largement on Russin and nol woery about consequences that would be felt first
and foremost by the Europeats. "Do not forget that it is we Furopeans who are
Russia’s neighbors and who are mosl concerned about the consequences,”
Chirac concluded. “You should not blind yoursell to the possibility that this
could lesd to a resurgence of deep-rooted Russinn nationalism.”

Instead, Chirae wanled France and Germany Lo step in and act as an honest
braker, *Yelisin needs a mecling with me and Helmut Kohl because Russia
kriows that France and Germany understand the situation belter than others”
The French President returned to the idea of a Big Five summit with Moscow.
It was also an attempt to reduce Washington's role and leverage. And it com-
pletely cut out NATO Secrctary General Solana from any official role. When
Talbiott asked what the summit's goal would be, Chirae responded that “what-
ever solution we arrive al must not be imposed on the Russians” It was the op-
posite of what Washington wanted,

Talbott asked what France would de if such s stratepy failed. Was Paris pre-
pured to go ahead and enlarge NATO if it proved impossible to conclude a
MNATO-Russia agreement? Chirac dodged the question: “I ean't imagine Filure,
If we failed, it would aise questions in France as lo whether we were back to
sguare one, We will not fail if we approach the issue with finesse. So failure is
unthinkable, If there were some fundamental reasons why the Russians were
opposed to enlargement, we would have 1o confront some serious questions,
But surely maost of the problem is based on misunderstandings.”

Washington and Paris were clearly not on the same wavelength, Talbott dis-
agreed with Chire’s analysis—of Rossia, of the U.S.-Russia relationship and of
the tactics on how to deal with Moseow in the months ahead. He tald the

Freneh President that he thought it was guite possible that Russia would not be
willing or ablc ta negotiate a NATO-Russia deal by July —even if it wanted to,
which was not at all elear. “The Russian side i all screwed up,” Talbott told
Chirae, having “gone through one of the greatest traumas in history, with more
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President Clinton, he conbinued, was “thinking about what we would do
in that situation: faced with the prospect of Madrid but no NATO-Russia deal,
and what signal we would send about that all-toc-imaginable possibilily.”
Washington's view, he continued, was that Madrid had to take place even als-
sent a deal with Moscow, “If we were to allow the Russian's discontent, or their
inahility to come to terms, to determine whether we go ahead with NATO en-
largement then enlargement will stop in its tracks and never go forward,”
Talbott went on. “Ifwe make it a condition for enlisgement that Russia be com-
pletely satishied and that their satisfaction be written into the terms of 2 NATO-
Russia deal, we will have made enlargement hostage 1o the Russians and have
given them a veto, It will take oo vears—ar if you're an optimist 5o years—{or
the Russians to be completely confident in themselves and the vision that Yt
and President Clinton have for an undivided Eurape.”

Chirac countered that NATO and Russia could reach an sccommaodation—
so long as the U5, showed the proper degree of nesse. “You must start,” he lee-
tured Talbott, “ly understanding Yeltsin The Russian President, ho continued,
“is @ man whe did nol attend fes Grandes Ecoles; he didn't go ta Harvard. He is,
nonetheless, & man of senditivity, although not someone who was trained to
think in terms of ‘one, two, three' in Cartesian fashion. That is why you need a
wariner approach {o him." In all frankness, Talbott responded, he had been
dealing with the consequences of Chirac’s previous “warmth” toward Moscow
and his statement that the Alliance needed to first agree with Moscow before
enlarging He explained how Primakov had tepeatedly distorted France's posi-
lion to try to stow down and postpone enlargement in talks with him,

The Deputy Secretary concluded by saying: “If we convey any qualifications
or ambiguity about our resolve with regard to enlargement, the Russians will
conclude that NATO will postpone enlargement, and that will be the end of it
It will never happen. They will have won the game” Chirac replicd that he
found Talbatt's view “a bit shrupt, a bit too hlack and white” The allies, the
French President concluded, needed to look at what he called the “cost-benefit
analysis.” "1 repeat that to impose something on Russia would be a big risk,
NATO enlargement is not urgent—althaugh [ would never say that in public,
of course. We need to losk at the costeffectiveness of proceeding, My eonvie-
tion is that there is 3 g5 percent chance thal we will resolve Wiis prablem il we
tise the proper skill. "2

Talbott left Paris worried that Chirac was not an board. He arsived in Bonn
the next day with some trepidation. On the one hand, the German Chancellor
had made it clear that he viewed Poland's integration into the West and Polish-
German reconciliation as a historical task on a par with the rapprochement he-
tween France and Germany that his political mentor, Konrad Adenaver, had
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be accomplished without a confrontstion with Yeltsin's Russin, and had also
Aoated his own proposal for pestponing enlargement only one year earier.
Given the close political ties between Paris and Berlin, o Franco-Cerman coali-
tion in favor of postponing enlargement could not be excluded. I would have
been a disaster for LLS. policy,

As Talbolt entered the Chancellor’s office along with Assistant Secretary of
State John Komblum, he found Kohl seviewing o German lranseript of las con-
versation with Chirae from the previous day with the key sections underlined with
a yellow laghlighter. The Chancellor was elearly well informed. But the contrast
between the views of Panis and Bonn could net have been more obvious, One of
Kolil's cardinal principles was to avoid having to choose bebween Washington and
Faris, And the Chaneellor was careful not to utter a single word that could have
been interpreted as discord between Panis and Bonn, But his message was the op-
pasite of Chirac’s, I want to stress: | am absolutely against postponing the sum-
mit,” he told Talbatt. Whatever doubts the Claneellor had harbored on NATO
enlargement were now gone. He was committed to enlarging NATO —and daing
so-at Madrid, "1 we were to postpone it, it would only make things more difficult.
We must have a clear vision and nerves of steel, Aware that Pans had at fimes sug-
pested (hat its support of enlargement was ted to a suceesshul resolution of the
AFSouth issue, he said: “ know that intemal adaptation of NATO i also impor-
tant, but enlarpement must be the number one priority.”

In contrast to Chirae's push for European solidarity to balance Washington's
approach, Kohl emphasized that the key tosuccess was close US-German co-
operatian. He told Talbott that he had been thinking a good deal in recent days
about the United States and the importance of U.S.-Cerman cooperation. He
had supported Clinton during the recent Presidential elections and considered
him a friend. Clinton, he noted, was different [rom previous American leaders.
“I appreciate a President who can listen, He understands that while the U5, 3
impartant, it necds gennine partiers, not subordinates” Yeltsin trusted the LS,
President, oo, he added: *He trusts Clinton—he thinks he is the best American
leader. He has great mistrust of others, especially some in Congress whom he
calls warmongers.”

The Chancellor undescored that Washington and Bonn were al a "histori-
cal crossroads” in Furopean security comparable to the Euromissile erisis ef the
early 1g8os or German unification. It was again imperative that Washington and
Bonn work together elosely, “I must tell you that in eur country, or elsewhere in
Burape, there is.an undertone of anti-Americanism,” the Chanceller conlin:
ued. Failure on NATO enlargement would only encourage that trend. "If we
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happen. Finally the French will say that they knew better all the time but the
Americans would not listen.”
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He did _net want that to happen, Kol added. “If NATO enlargement fails
now, we will have a dismal situation for any years. Again the Americans will
be blamed and the President will be blamed. Certain circles will make :.nuch af
the filure. Please tell Bill Clinton as 2 friend: T don't want that t‘o happen. |
want to use these four years Lo capitalize on American leadership. i

Kohl now told Talbott that the fime to enlarge NATO had ;:rril;'m.f "W ean't
tell l!u.: Foles and the Crechs that they are not welcome [in the W:stj after -.alrha[
they did to survive communism.” But NATO enlargement was also g question of
EI?I'IT.I.'].I] national interest, especially in terms of Cermany's relations with
neighboring Poland, Kohl added. “This is nat just a moral issue.” he said, "it'si
our selfinterest to have this development now and not in the ﬁ:h:rf: .
) Kohl was well known for his strang BEuropean credentials, EliTDPI;.‘HTI. integra-
tiom, he I{nderscured, was of “existential” importance to Cermany. Mangin
"-'!rfcslem Europe, he added, were hypacritical about their support far Dcn}rhu[
Ei.uru;n:, especially in the EUL “If there were today a truly secret vote amone m
EU calleagues, 1 am nat sure we would have a majority for expansion "ETh:
Chancellor brushed aside arguments that EU mcmhq:rsh:i-p could serve -'L'il'i sul-

stitute for NATO. “Even if the EU could manage expansian, it would r;cut kL
ennuih to stabilize Central and Eastern Eurape. My clear pns:’rfiun is that E1J i:
;;::il.; :E:[Lt]i._f,n:]zi::ifn]mgﬂ“mL It is important that you understand that

“Time is running out,” the German Chancellor continued. There were lwa
key :casfmr: why the Alliance had to act now. The fist was that irends in Russia
v-::m panting in the wrong direction. “The situation in Russia is petting more
difficult all the time, both concerning NATO and in other areas. New “Eves f
nati.L'fnn]ls:n are mounting in Russia.” The problem was the ps].r-chnlo .ofihmr
R.mmﬂ.r}jmpj: trying to recover from the debris of seven decades ui’i};mmu-
Eéj-,nt-:lr:r é:n:fmnl;nlc politics with a peaple’s psychology—just look at 20th-

The second reason was that it was not clear how much longer Yeltsin would
be around. Yeltsin was “the best of the current political figures that might come
to power™ in Russia—but not the only one imaginable. “I don't tlu'ngk Yeltsin
will Ll,m aut his term,” Kohl said. He recalled how moved Yelisin had been to
st ]'u.m and how the Russian President had confided in him that he had un-
dl:freshmnl:d the severity of his illness and was not stire how long he wuu[d live
His ]s:st meeting with the Russian President in Mascow had been an cmnl[unal-
one. .I am no doctor but | believe we should make good use of the lime re-
ma‘nl-ung. IFthe chances are going to be good, it is now."

= Todatites for moving Torward, The key

hing . ders =0 TOgEther i a small group with Yeltin,
e un_;!crswrud the importance of giving France and Chirae special rale, but
made it clear he was not opposed to using Selana as NATO' lead negotiator if
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Muoscow accepted that approach. The important thing was to move while
Yeltsin was in office and make him feel included in the decisionmaking process,
“We have to give priority to embracing Yeltsin in the positive sense of the
word—and we have to do so before July, well before July, Time is numning out
o us Yeltsin should be able to say afterwards, Kolil concluded, “that he played
a special role in the process, He can say: ‘T helped decide. L am a big guy.’ That's

The NATO-Russia Endgama g

non-starlers. Lef to their own devices, Primakoy and Rodionoy were unlikely to
tiegotiate a deal on NATO' timeline. They were too interested in haggling over
the details, especially regarding the military details of enlargement. But the
good news was that Chemomyrdin and Yeltsin wete increasingly involved —and
they had different concemns that were easier for the U.S. to address, Their priot-
ity was that they “credibly be able to claim to their own people this spring that

very important to him,” 1f Yeltsin knew that NATO would proceed with or with- ' they have dl:fr_‘m.ied Rl.l.s:i:i_q."ﬁ mﬂ"it}l and [,m_-,ur 1'1_-, thie Tiee u{. a looming devel-
out a NATO-Russia agreement, he would “join us rather than turning his back = 1 apmcit t_hﬂtﬁlell domestic political adversaries will characterize as o defeat and
ke 135 or letting himself be left behind as Europe moved forward without him."™ . humiliation.™ . -

Talbott left Bonn relieved. The German Chancellor had endossed the ! '_I. Shortly IEIE[EHH‘.—.’-.' Yeltsin sent out the first feelers suggesting he wanted a
essence of Washington's strategy. Chirac and France would still require special b 3 deal. I a lettes to Clinton on h“"—"“_’?’ 30, the R'-Jif'-'iﬂl" PTf—'_SidCHl underscored the
handling, but Washington had enough support from Solana and key allies to S need lo ensure I|I1:|t the U_P.-ﬂuﬂlnn pjrtnersiu_p remained “irreversible.” He
launch the effort. The U.S. Deputy Secretary retumned to Washinglon on S noted that bﬂllh sides e deadlocked” on the issue of NATO expansion, but
January 16 to report to the President and his national securily leam in the i TE"—‘E'_HEFI Prﬁﬁlldl'ﬂt G!u.ﬂu[u past ussulmim_:c:s that cr:lnrge:mr:nt would be carried
Cabinet Roam on his trip. Sandy Berger, now sitling oppesite President Clinton : ot A i:-“!"ml nol uu_mu:al to Russia’s interests, "1 believe you, and trust that
at the cabinet table as the President’s National Security Advisor, warned the our justified concern will, as you said, not simply be nated butwill be taken into
President that the road shead would be difficult. Managing the twin commit- = account in a clear and precise EC'"'I"rH Yeltsin wrote, It would be best if this were
ments to enlarging NATO and sustaining cooperation with Russia, he said, was p dane, as !r'{-"_"l f““'—“"—‘“: ’fri't:‘_"iu publicly, in the form of an official agreement be-
going to be like Scylla and Charydbis and among the most difficult foreign pol b tween Russia and NATO.™ ) | _
icy challenges Clinton would face as President.” They were not ”I’f_“f'""]-‘ of 4 leader about to break off relations with the

3 West, In a closed briefing (o the Duma in early February, Primakoy stated that

: - 1 Moscow had decided to try Lo negotite a NATO-Russia deal in the hope that

.. THE ROAD TO HELSINKI IS i i ik o e R

Clinton and Yeltsin were scheduled to meet in Helsinki in March. Owver the . NATO enlargement. W}“:“ Chemomyrdin arrived in Washington in early
next two months a frenzied set of negotiations took place in Moscow, Brusscls, :i F:EF’"’M}': he {F:nk 4 fough .lmr: at the |:r_H‘1|:ia] CCC rm;ctmlgs, bt was more con-
and Washington. In late January Talbott and Gore's national security advisor, b cilistory in private. Meeting with Clinton, Chemnomyrdin made it clear that

Leon Fuerth, visited Mascow for three days of intense discussions, “Our con-
clusion is that, afler three years of fghting the problem of NATO, the Russians
miay finally be prepared to join us in solving it,” they wrote upon their return.
“I'his is partly because they seem to have realized that despite their opposition
to enlargement and their best efforts to denail the process, Madrid is a fixed
point an the horizon—and on the calendar—and they must navigate acenrd-
ingly."

Russian attitudes had vot changed, Talbott and Fuerth noted. "Fram the
Russians’ perspective, what will happen in Madnd remains a thoroughly ugly
fact. But they are no longer devoting guite so much energy to trying to talk us
out of enlargement, or to split us from our Allies. Nor are they quite so baldly
threatening to restart the Cold War in retaliation for enlargement.” Instead,
Muoscow seemed to be groping for a way to insulate the US.-Russia relationship

Moscow did nat want a confrontation with the West. But he undemcored that
the communist-led opposition in the Duma “will take advantage of anything” tn
try to "change the whole regime.** Flying to Chicago with Gore the next day,
Chemomyrdin told him: “1 understand that the decision [on enlargement] has
been made; and we know you can't reverse it. But we need help on managing
our own domestie politics on the ssue” Core responded: "Victor, we'll do that,
so long as you can find a way to declare victory in what we can offer™?

|t was now clear that Moscow wanted to negotiate with the U.S,, not Paris or
other Buzopean capitals. Far all of his previous efforts to explait divisions be-
tween Washington and its Furopean allies, Primakoy now referred 1o Solana
and Washington's NATO allies with contempt. He would continue to talk o
others, he told Talbott, but he cansidered Salana a “stool pigeon” and the role
of countries like France “ermamental.” Moscow knew who was making the real

_ aned e Ges with the West from the fallank of enlareement R
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decisions. “T'hat’s why we'd rather talk directly with you We're notsonaivesstn
e ilot s b 4 PIPLE hink that vy b o o L
_ mipmn eontinned. Moseow was still insisting on demands that were complete

we all undesstand that a deal depends on the US. and Russia coming to
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Helmut Kobl for the role he plaved at the Madrid sumemnit. In a meeting with
German President Roman Herzog in Wishington later that month, Clinton
bubbled aver with peaise for the German Chancellar. "I wonld de anything for
Chanecellor Kolil—even jump off this building—since he has done so much for
the United States,” the President gushed.

Clinton said that some in Europe were criticizing the ULS. for the way it had
handled NATO expansion, and that the French were fecding that feeling, "All
that | can tell you," be zaid, "is that | have supported a strong Eurcpean Undon,
a Eurapean defense identity within NATO, and the expansion of the European
Union, On accasions, there will be differences, but [ have no interest in tving
to use the fact that, at the moment, we are doing well economically. [ have lo
deal with an isolationist Congress but my goal is ool to thow our weight
around. | faver partnesship,” the President said. *“Therefare, | invite you to treal
us a5 friends with whom you can be honest and not to see us a5 2 country that is
trving {o be both selationist and atogant af the same bme. | regret how some of
the: issues played ant, but please understand that | see our future in continued
partnership, shared responsibility and shared decision-making."*

Book VIII

THE POLITICAL BATTLE

One major hurdle remamed. NATO enlargement required ratification by all
the allies. In the United States, this meant a two-thicds majority vote in the U5,
Senate. While the U5, was the NATO ally most committed to enlargement, it
was also parsidoxically the country where enlargement was most vulnerable po-
fitically. The U.S. constitution, by requiring a two-thirds Senate majority, sct a
higher bar for ratification than that faced by most other allics. And the indepen-
dent traditions of the Senate inevitably made the task even harder.

At fiest plinee, the Administration had several key advantages. Both
Republicans and Democrats supported NATO enlargement in their party plat-
forms and several votes on nonbinding resolutions on the Senate floor had pro-
duced a solid majority in favor of enlargement.! The Rnal So-1g Senate vate
suggesled an averwhelming victory over enlargement opponents. But the actual
political fight was closer and harder fought than those numbiers suggested. The
Administration’s support was broad but often shallow wnd was not locked in
until late in the game. One week after the final vote in the spring of 1gg8,
President Clinten admitted to ltalian Prime Minister Romano Prodi that the
final vote was “a little misleading™ and that the outcome of the enlargement bat-
te was closer than it looked. "A lot of people who voted with us were reluctant”
the President said ?



2 The Palitical Battle

The reasons were apparent. MATO enlargement to the Czech Republic,
Hungary, and Poland invalved the biggest incrense in the LLS. securily ¢ommil-
ment o Europe in decades. The Clinten Administration also insisted that the
first new members would not be the last and that enlargement could eventoally
embrace countries from the Baltic to the Black Sea. This ambitious agenda was
put farward at d time when foreign policy was seen as a less pressing national
priotity, and when the American public appeared skittish about new com-
milments abroad and Congress was less prepared Lo be deferential to the
President. Generational turnover and the decrease in the authority of the key
Congresstonal committees had also undermined the traditional levers for the
Senate leadership to ensure building bipartisan support on Capital Hill *

While both Democrats and Republicans supported enlargement in prinei-
ple, there were also important differences between them that needed to be rec-
anciled, The Clinton Administration had embraced enlargement as part of 2
broader overhaul of the Alliance to help unify Europe and create a new tans
Atlantie partnership oriented toward new threats. It emphasized that enlarge-
ment was part of a broader effort to ereate a "new NATO" for a new era. In con-
trast, many Republicans were inclined to support enlargement as a geopolitical
hedge against Moscow. They were suspicious of, if not opposed to, nepotiating

the NATO-Russia Founding Act. They were skeptical about NATO assuming
new missions such as peace support operations and uncomfortable that the
Administration put emphasis on such missions beyond NATO'S borders.
Lurking behind these questions was the broader issue of why the LS. remained
in Europe after the end of the Cold War and what NATO was for in the future.

Partisan politics was also @ faclor—and increasingly so. The President’s
avoidance of the draft, his handling of gays in the military, and wha
Republicans perceived as his unsteady record on the use of force had all con-
tributed to Republican erticism of Clinton's handling of foreign alfairs. The bit
ter debates over Bosmia policy had @lso left political scars on both sides. While
the Monica Lewinsky scandal would not break until early 1968, the increasingly
bilter tenor of Washington politics made it difficult to knit tegether bipartisan
cooperation i any area, including foreign policy. After the end of the Cold
War, politics no longer stopped at the water's edge, if it ever had. Lven

Republicans inclined to support enlarpement nevertheless asked why they

should help the Clinton Administration achieve a mujor foreign palicy victary,

Opposition to enlargement was also passionate. The opponents included
many well-known and respected hgures m the US. foreign policy establish-
ment. George Kennan, a key architect of posi-World War Il containment pal-
icy, attacked the decision to enlarge: NATO as “the most fateful error of

American policy in the entire post-Cold War era™ John Lewis Gaddis, the
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II::.r: ccrrl.wnuuih_.' of historians, for an announced palicy position.”" The New York
Times issued one editorial after anather opposing enla rg:.‘n-:(.‘llt anI{! illl 'Lor
Cnug.n:.u to do the same. Critics openly prodicted it support wanld mH% .
ence it was exposed to public seruting, Some suppested that enlarpement v : p]sg
never be matified, The stage wus set for a nujor political batile, s .

1, CREATING A COMMAND POST:
THE BIRTH OF S/NERO

k the challenge the Administration faced, President Clinton and
Secretary Albright decided to create a special NATO Enlargement Ratifie: ;'Il
Office to spearhead the rmtification effort. Like cverything in the ;;”“
Department, it had to be reduced to an acronym — SINERO — which in :‘jt.::e
Department-ese meant that it answered directly to the Secretary of State, B :
the acronym led to more than one quip about whether we truly wanted o nla: .
H‘I.’ll. many people assaciated with the hubris and fall of the Roman E';rn o,
:'r’hjlr !Z.:jalr.-a.:f in the State Department, this office was to be the cur:mml‘uc}t:;:t.
T::jn:;n; Hr;;r:;i:m entire Administration’s political effort to ensure enfarge-
I'he mh?rinisfmtiur} turned to Jeremy Rosner to head this office. Rosner had
h::f:n #aenior NSC aide in charge of legislative affairs and speechwriling in
Clinton's fiest term and had written the President’s January 1904 Prague s fg :h
on enlargement. After leaving the White House, he had éﬂﬂc to lhf Caj:::‘-:'
Endowment, a leading Washington-hased think tank, to write a book on xlie
ol ﬁ:ur_e[gn policy isues beconie telatively easy successes on Capitol Hill as Ell
others !:all.” One of the first baoks Rasner read was Stull Holt’s Treaties Dife r1d
ty ?ftf- Senate which teeced the history of the Senate's handling EIJ'-!T'I:"IIZ.J'{:: _‘W:g
plaining lls_u demise of the Treaty of Versailles after World War 17 S
ch-sm:lr immedialely saw parsllels between the League of Nations' defeat and
the Jur::mmg battle aver NATO enlargement. In both cases, the Hdmhﬁﬂ}aim
Was trying to push a treaty through the Senate involving & major new LLS. o .
mitment following victory in a war but at 1 time when there were req) fe e
to retrench from international commitments and refocus on dmm;,s:!:.- J;Zﬁi‘?:
Rostier wats convineed enlargement ratification was 3 winoable proposition a d
that public support for it existed, But the more Rosner looked at the pacall 1 |:,
tween the League of Nations and NATO enlargement, the more cm::-j::c-:::d hL:
bEEHTe that the Administration could lose this batile ifitadapted o “busjj;et:- .
usual” approach in the uncertain political envitonment of the post—Cold ‘.v:’ﬂs
erd—a point he made inan aricle in Foreign Affairs and pressed with bath [M-if;

Hecngni?.ing

and Berger in private in the fall of 19g6.°
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glance buf at the end ol the day were unlikely by desert their President on this
issie in spite of their qualms. Republicans, in contrast, seemed more suppartive
on paper but, Rosner voted, they were deeply uncomfartable with the
Administration’s enlargement ratiomale, ils policy on Russia, and the implica-
tiong for MATO's effectiveness as o military alliance. In a memo to Berger in
early 1wy, Rosner laid ol four scenarios debuling how the Administration
might lose the mtificatian battle. In the hrst scenavio, Republicans defected
from the pro-enlargement coalilion because the Adninistrabion was viewed as
having gone too far in accammpdating Moscow's concerns. In a second sce-
naria the pro-enlargement coalition splindered over cost and burden-sharing is-
sties, A thind seenario envisioned Republicans deserting the President because
Democrats tried to monopolize the political credit for enlarpement. Rosner's
final seenario foresow the Senale turning down enlargement because 1 felt i
had not been given an adequate say in the process, as was the case in part with
the League of Mations.”

To avoid these pitfalls, Rosner believed the Administeation had to reach out
to the conservative Republicans and pursue a "center out” as opposed to “left
in” strategy. In other words, it had to start by locking in political suppart among
bath iotermabonzlist Democrals and Republicans in the center and then build
out toward hoth political extremes, On Febmary 26, 1997, Rosner sent Berger
and Albright a private memo outlining his strategy. The stakes involved were
high, he argued. Success “would give NATO, Europe and genenl ULS. foreign
policy an important boost.” But s loss “would be League of Nations H with grim
consequences for NATCH and the ability of the LS. to pursae its goals abroad.”
The Administration therefore necded a “geod win™ in the Senate “on a com-
fortable, larger-than-expected margin rather than simply winning 67 votes by
the skin of our leeth."H

T get this “good win,” Rosner concluded, the Administration had to pursue
the ratification effart “aggressively, broadly and doggedly” and knit together a
coslition spanning divergent groups—"hawks and doves, Russo-phobes and
NATCphiles, Democrats and Republicans.” It alse had to recognize just where
its political Achilles” heel was: "While miost of Uie viotes we need 1o pick up at
this point are from Demoeests on the left, the most serious prospect for defeat
entails a broad defection by Republicans on the fight.” This meant that a focal
poinl of our strategy had o be winning over conservative Republican figures
like Trent Lott and Jesse Helms, hardly beloved hgures for most Democrats,
Some senior White House afficials initially strongly apposed the noban of giv-
ing Senate Republicans preferenbial freatment. One week laler, however,
Rosner received a copy of his mema dated March 3 with a handwritten note
scrawled on it by National Security Advisor Berger: *1ageee with this approach.”
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the Sepate Foreign Belations Committee, whieh had formal jurisdichHon over
the issue. That meant desling with the Committes's Chairmian, Senator [ese
Helms (R-NC). Albright was already working hard to establish that relationship.
In her confirmation testimony, she had pledged to be nanpartisan, joking that
she had had her partisan political mstinets surgically removed when she be
came Sceretary of State. Albnight journeyed to Wingate, Norcth Caroling in Hle
March 1997 to visit Helms on his home turf where he had attended college. A
picture of Helms and Albright halding hands on the stage at Wingate University
would later become a popular poster of the U'S. Commitiee o Expand NATO
in the campaign for Senate ratification with the slogan: “Lets Do It Right
Seenre the Peace, Expand NATO.” -

Helms was an especially haesh critic of the Clinton Adininistration. But he
liked Albright's straightforward style and her anti-communist credentiali He
wais inelined, at least initially, Lo give her the benefit of the doubt. But Helns
was not yet locked in as a supporter of enlargement, While he had voted in favor
of several nanbinding resolutions supperting NATO enlargement, his stalf also
made it clear that he was reserving final judgment and that he had concerns
that needed to be addressed, Pro-freedom and anti-Yalts, he was also skeptical of
entangling alliances and overseas commitments. Indeed, during the achal
Senate vote on ralification, Helms would say to one of his fop aides, Steyve
Biegun: “You don't know how big a shift this was for me. [ wasa supporter of the
Mansheld amendment”—a reference to (he alterapt ta pull LS. troops out of
Furape in the mid-ig7os™!

The Administration alse needed a mechanism for generating bipurtisan sup-
poet for enlargement in the Senate and spatning the five different committees
thal eould potentially claim a stake in the issue, It got it when on March 21, 1907
Majority Leader Senator Trent Lott announced the creation of a Senate NKJ"(:J'
Observers Group (SNOG) for what he called “the painstaking effart” ta build
support for ratification.”? Lot had been o member of the Arms Contral
Observer Group as s member of the House, which in turm served as 3 model for
the SNOG. The idea of ereating such a group had originally been floated with
the Administration by lan Brzezinski, an aide ta Senator William Roth {R-DE)
i December 1996. Roth, who was alse President of the Muorth r‘hdan!il;
Assembly (NAA), became chair of the SNOG, Tt started work on April
with 28 Senators as members,

Other private groups also stepped forward 1o reach seross the political wiste.
!’E11|:|p5 the most important was the 1S, Committee to Expand NATO
{USCEN). It was the brainehild of several Republican supporters of enlargment
who had worked together in the Dole Presidential campaign: Bruce Jackson, 4
former Defense Department official in the Reagan Administration who lad he.
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Prefense in the first Bush Administrstion and would become Deputy National
Security Advisar in the second Bush Administration; and Julie Finley, 4 promi-
nent Republican philanthropist and fundraiser whose foreign policy views had
been shaped by the late Senator Henry M. Juckson [D-WA). Along with Paula
Dabriansky, Paul Wolfowite, and Bab Zoellick, they had helped ensure that the
Dale campaipn and the Republican Party platfonn took & strong stance in favor
af NATO enlapement o the stmmer and Gll of 196 apd defeated the more
isalationist sentiments in the GOP.

Ohnee it became elear that Clinton was geing 1o be reelected, Finley, Hadley,
and Juckson reached oul to centrist Democrats 1o create whal they envisioned aga
bigarlisan “cilizen's inibiative” o support NATO enlarpement. " They approached
Greg Craig, a wellkbnown Democrabic lawyer dl the law fimm of Williams &
Connally who had worked for Senator Ted Kennedy and would become Albright's
first head of Policy Flanning before going on to defend President Clinton during
his impeachment hearings. They asked Craig to join them in a bipartisan effort to
support enlargement. On Novernber 1, 1996 the Committes was established wilh a
bipartisan Board of Directors and a group of senior advisors, including stalegic
heavyweights like Richard Holbrooke, Anthony Lake, as well as Wolfowilzs and
Zioellick. On Navember 12, 190, one week after Clinlon's reelecton, Jackson <t
down with NSC Sentor Director Dan Fried at the Metrapalitin Club to discoss
the Committee's plans to help bald bipartisan support for enlargement, ™

Jackson became the Committee's President. He had initially been skeplical
about NATO enlargement, but Hadley had convineed him that il was the logi-
cal extension ol Ronald Reagan's support of Solidarity in Poland in the 1gbos
and George Bush's unification of Germany in NATCLY Jackson had been in-
volved in the bitter iights within the Republican Party between the internation-
alist and 1solationst wings poor o Pat Buchanan's deparbure from the Parly, He
believed the key to ensuring Republican support for enlargement was to lock in
conservative stalwarts like Senator Helms and Senate Majority Whip Don
Mickles (R-OK) to ferm o firewall agsinst solationists within his own party. Ina
memao to the members of the Committee Board in March 1997, he wrote that
“the greatest threat to a successful ratifieation of a treaty expanding NATO lies
in the potential defection of conservative Republicans” led by "national seeurity
consénvatives and Rocky Mountain unilateralists™"

Juckson alse believed that MATO enlargement ratification required freezing
oul the isolationists in both palitical parties. He called it the “wing not strategy.”
It meshed well with the “center-out” approach Rosner was developing. As a
Reaganite Republican, Jackson also bad the credentials lo bring consemvative
Repubilicans on board in favor al eolargement. When Senator Bob Smith (-
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comanilonent the Senator had made the previous yesr to support enlargement.
Jackson reminded him of his pledge and underscored how eritical his suppoct
was i securing conservative support, Nickles told Jackson lie was 3 man of his
word and the Committee could count on his vote. But he added: “Young man,
don’t ever come back in my office asking for a favor for Bill Clinton, "7

[n early 1997 the Committee hosted Hhe Grsk of many dinness at Finley's resi-
dence. At the supgestion of Kozminski, it invited Adam Michnik to be the Buest
of honor at a dinner designed 1o showcase Poland’s case for Alliance member-
ship. Michnik was a well-known former Polish dissident who had gone on o
become editor-inchief of Polands first independent newspaper, Cazeta
Wyboreza. The dinner was held an February 18, Finley and Jackson wailed ner-
vausly for Michnik to arrive for a dinner of red wine and lamb chops with a se-
lect group of Washingtan's pawer elite. Michnik arrived late, dressed in blue
jeans and a leather jacket —and having clearly aleeady had a few drinks, He pro-
ceeded to sit down and, while chain-smaoking cigarcties and drinking scatch,
mesmernized bis sudience with a two-hour disconrse on Poland’s tragic history,
his own inearceration and tocture by the communist police, and how NATO
membership was the logical culmination of Solidarity’s struggle for democracy
and freedom. The audience was overwhelmed.

Finley's stately home an Woodland Drive soan became a kind of salon
where both Republican and Democrat activists rubbed shoulders with Central
and East Buropean intellectualsturned-diplomats and former freedom fighters,
Political gossip was exchanged on who was on board and who was not and
NATO enlargement lobhying efforts were coordinated. Central and Fast
European loreign Ministers vied with one another for invitations to meet
Senators and members of Congress to make the case for their entry into NATO,
Craig noted jakingly ina fax to Finley an March 6, 1997 after receiving requests
from several Central and Fast European Foreign and Prime Ministers for din-
ner during the samne week: “Well, now 1 know | fmally) what it 35 like to be in de-
mand. We are really where it is at in Washington these dayst™!8

Jacksom becamne o well-known figure who could almast always be found at
the Metropolitan Club sfter work comparing notes and dizcussing tactics with
Administration officials and Central Eurapean diplomais on the maost recent
twist and turn in the debate. At a lime when partisanship in Washington was on
the rise, the Committee was one of the faw examples of bipartisan foreign policy
in practice. Ata time when the Administration needed to shore up suppart on
the Hill, the Cammittee members helped reach out 1o the target andience the
Administration needed most— conservative Republican Senatars, By carly June
1957, the Committes had met one-on-one with same 25 Senators, along with
the staff of 15 others "

MNH) said he would "never” vote for anv initistive pushed by “that— — —
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hitting Reagan.” In the spring of 1gg8, he went to see Nickles to follow up oo a
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favor of enlargement. One way to do that was 1o signal that this was s ton
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Adviimistralion pricrty that the President was prepared to go to the mat over. By
sending thal message early and often, the Administration wanted to deter paten-
tizl opposition. NATO enlargement was the topic of Clinton's anly foreign pol-
iy speech during the 1ggh Presidential campaign and histed as the st priority
in Clinton's Jarmary 27, 19g7 State of the Union speech. Along with the creation
of a special envoy, these steps were also designed to underscore that the
Adanistrabion’s commitment was serious,

Another way was to ine up a5 many public endorsements of enlargement as
possible, ‘The debate over enlargement was always going to be predominantly
an elite issue. But Rosner was determined to change the face of the issue—
fromn its perceived image as an “ethnie issue,” into a broad-based “American”
issue by lining up a broad and diverse set of supparters. When @ Senator subse-
quently focused on the lssue, he ar she would almost inevitably 1ake & loak at
who way in favar and who was apsinst. 1T the list included groups whose views
the Senator considered important, it edsed the way for that Senator to join the
“ves” columa.

Resner's first step in' setting up SMNERCG was to hire as his right-hand man
Do Cameron Munter, & talented foreign service officer who had served in
Poland and the Crech Republic. Munter was not only Rosner's eyes and ears
but also the point person in erganizing a domestic coalition supporting NATO
enlargement. SINERO stall crisserossed the country deing briefings on NATO
endargement for state and loeal politicians, business councils, ete. They accom-
panied religious, cthnie, and veterans leadets on visils Lo the candidate coun-
tries; arranged for Administration representatives to go on publie call-in radia
shows; and warked firelessly to enlist support from veterans” groups, business as-
sociations, labor leaders, local politicians, as well as the American Jewish com-
munity and other representatives of the religions and values community.

By the: lirne of the Senate vote in the spring of wgoB, SINERO staffers had vis.
ited more than 4o states to brief local leaders and editotial boards, and 1o neet
with 4 variety of proups representing different segments of American society.
When, in the spring of 198, opponents would claim that enlargement had not
been debated and did nol have the support of the LS. public, they were con-
Ironted with evidence of public support in the form of endersements from more
than o organizstions. o o flyer circulated to Senators, the Comimittee eshi-
muted that these organizations represented more than o million Americans.

In early March 1997, however, the Administeation still had a long uphill
strugele ahead of il Muoels of the forcign policy establishment was still skeptical
of, if nat hostile to, the Administration’s palicy. In a widely publicized debate at
the Council on Foreign Relations in December 1996 between former Assistant
Seeretary Holbrooke and NATO enlargement eritic Michael Mandelbaum, an
informal vede taken at dinner following the debate clearly favored the appo-
nents of enlargement® As Richard Coben wiote in The Whashington Post,
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“Halbrooke lost the debate—not to mention, on aceasion, his temper”
Whether the audience was predisposed to oppose enlargement or won over by
Mandelbaum's arguments was not important: “Whatever the case, NATO
lost—and lost big,” Cohen noted. “1F 2 bunch of internationalists feel this waty,
how's MATC) expansion going to play in Peariar™!

Support en Capitol Hill was also broad but often shallow. The Senate had
overwhelmingly passed several non-binding resolutions in favor of enlargement,
but these were precisely that: non-hinding. They were important as a barometer
of sympathy and an indication of which way Senators were leaning. But at the
end of the diy they did nal mean that the Administration had the voles of these
Senalors locked in. A eloser ook at the views of the heads of several key com-
mittees revealed that the Administeation still had wark to do, even among ity
own party fithful, The ranking Democral on the Senate Forcign Relations
Committee, Senator Joe Biden (D-DE), signaled his unease with the Adininis-
lration's poliey in January 1907 as well. “1 have serious reservations about NATO
enlgrgement,” Biden told New York Times columnist Tom Friedman. Anyone
assuming that Congress was on board for enlargement, the Senator cimpha-
sized, “was making & big mistake "2

In early March Rosner set up shop in a dingy State Depanment office. e
and Muntet put up a calendar on the wall mapping out what needed to be ac-
complished by when. On March 5, Rasner's first day in the job, Albright called
him up to her office. The Seeretary had testified on Capitol Hill eadlier that day
and had found herself criticized from both the left and the right and by
Democrats and Republicans on NATO enlargement. Albright was no new-
camer to the job of dealing with Congress, having worked as Seantor Ed
Muskic’s chief legislative assistant and having been NSC Senior Director for
legislative alfairs in the Carter White House. Her message to Rosner was clear:
we're hehind the curve on this. She emphasized to Rosner the need lo develop
aclearand cvisp message on enlargement and to lave answers far the barrage of
questions she was being confronted with—and quickly,®

2. THE CAMPAIGN STARTS

The Administration’s campaign to sell enlargement started in earnest in late
April 1gg7 when Albright and Cohen were scheduled 1o teslily before the
Senate Armed Services Committee, Albright had asked Rosner and me to arm
her with the best arguments in favar of enlargement. We had both jpined the
Administration within weeks of each other with the same mandale: to success-
fully enlarge NATO. We both believed that this debate was noat just abaut
ading new members o an existing Alliance, Instead, it would be about why the
U5 should remain in Eurape following communism'’s demise and what kind of
NATO made sense in the post-Cold War era. Even before joining the State
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Department, we had discussed at length how to integrate the policy and politics
of enlargement. We often joked that my office did the "engineering” of enlarge-
ment while Rosners did “sales” Chr staffs would work together elosely and
avoid the normal bureavcratic frictions and rivalries that often plagued policy-
making in the Department

Albright wanted 1o clearly lay oot the Administmtion's vision of Europe and
our ratisnale for enlargement as the centerpiece of a broader Alliance overhiaml.
Whereas erilies were portraying enlacgement as a radical and polentially dan-
gerous step, the Administration saw it as the logical adaptation of the Alliance to
a new Europe. Albright also wanted us to convey our view that if the Alliance
did not adapt o the needs of modem-day Eurape, it was doomed, Rosmer and |
decided on an appreach that drew on an argument [ had picked up at RAND —
nanely posing and then answering the question of what kind of NATO we
wonbd want if we were nalding it gver froin seratele [ was an attempt to get
people o think beyvond the status quo. [T NATO did not exist, would we create
it and what would it look liker®

Chur answer was that of course we would still want to have a strstegic allisnce
between the U5, and Burope to defend our common interests agsinst fulure
threals. But it was also obvious that such an alliance wonld losk quite differ-
ent—and would have new members and be focused on a different sct of mis-
sions. Lrgo, enlargement was part of the natural transformalion and moderniza-
tion of NATO for 2 new era. Albrght liked the argument and asked s to work i
into her testimony, I was @ way 1o underscore thal the changes we were making
in NATO were a commonsensical adaptation of the Alliance lo a new
post—-Cold War world.

O April 23 Allright and Cohen appeared befare the Senate Armed Services
Committee. Albright led off her testimony by stating that the Adounistrabon's
goal was “to build, for the very first time, a peaceful, demoeratic and undivided
trans-Atlantic commmunity” that would do for the eastern half of the continent
what the Alliance had previously done for the western half—namely provide
peace and prosperity. But Albright immediately framed the mssue of enfarge-
ment as the centerpicee of a broader effort to translonn the Alliance for a new
era. "The debate about NATO enlargement is really a debate about NATO it-
seld. It is about the value of maintwining allisnce io times of peace and the value
of our partnership with Eurape.”

“Clearly, if an institution such as NATCO did not exist today, we would want
ta create one,” Albright insisted. "Just as elearly, if we were creating a new al-
liance taday, we would net make the old lron Curtain its gastem frontier. We
would not leave a demoeratic country out in the cold because it was once,
against the will of its people. part of the Warsaw Pact” "The key auestian, she
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urged the Senators not Lo be canfined by the old thinking of the Cald War and
to think in terms of what an Alliance between the United States and a Europe
whole and free should ook like.

Albright listed four reasons why NATO enlargement was in America’s inter-
esk. First, it was the best wiy to provent anather war in Euvrope. Second, it was
the best way to consalidate Europe’s gains toward democracy, peace, and inte-
gration. Third, it was needed “to right the wrongs of the past” and to allow
Europe’s new democracies (o join the old enes as American allies. Finally, the
Secretary insisted that enlargement would also steengthen NATO by H'l'-IiJjT!g
new, eapable allies, The issue, she coneluded, was “whether the prople who
knocked the teeth out of totalitarianism in Furope and whe helped to liberate
us from the Cold War are warthy members of history's greatest demderatic al-
liange "5

But the responses of many of the Senators were skeptical. One Senator after
another now asked whether enlargement would not ereate a new elividing line
in Europe, whether it wouldn't weaken and dilute NATO and who would pay
for it. 'The Chairman of the Committee, Senator Jobn Warner [-VA), sumimed
up his concemns at the end of the hearing hy saying: “l come from the schonol ‘i
it's not broken, why try and fix i7" By the end of the hesring Albright was
forced to concede: “In listening to you,” she satd, “there is no question that we
have a very difficult job ahead of us.” 2 New York Times columnist and enlargs-
ment opponent Tom Friedman gloated that the Administration had run into hi-
partisan skepticism from some of the Senate’s most knowledgeable defense ex-
peits. “lmagine,” he wrote, “what happens when the ‘koow nethings” in
Congress start debating expansion.™?

The committee hearings were also a reminder of the tensions within the
coalition we were trying to knit together. Democrats on the left were worried
that enlargement would damage Russian democracy and arms eontrol. The
Administration'’s most effective political weapon in addressing these lalter con-
cerns was Talbott, whode commitment to Russian clemucru:;y and reform was
beyond question. Throughout the spring of 1957 he met with numerous
Pemoeeatic Senators and Members of Congress o explain why the Adminis.
tration believed it conld pursie both NATO enlargement and support Russian
tetarm in tandem. Talbott corresponded privately with & number of eritics, in-
cluding George Kennan, to explain Administration policy. Diplomatic break-
throughs at Helsinki and the NATO-Russia Founding Act helped lock-in
Demaocratic support, including that of Senator loseph Biden (13- DE), the rank-
ing Dessocrat on the SFRC.

But Republican eritics now lashed out at the Administration for going oo far
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lations with Moscow, shored up suppart for enlargement among the allies, and
seeured our liberal political Bank at home, many Republicans, led by Kissinger,
belitted these accomplshments and aceuwsed the Admimstration of granting
Moscow toa much say in the Alliance’s inner workings and trying to turn it “into
a UMostyle system of collective security."*® The former Secretasy of State's ar-
gument that enlargement was a good idea done wrong was exactly the kind of
critique that Rosper feared could lead o the defection of conserative Senators,

But Albright fought back, defending the Adrministration's approach. She told
one visitor after anothes: "Heney just has Tas facts weeng on this soe.” Adminis-
tration officials fanned out to meet with key Senators and other infuential
Washington individuals to explain the safeguards we had built into the MATO-
Russia Founding Act. We alse got some help from Czech President Vaclay
Havel who defended the Administration's atiempt to shift NATO away from a
focus on a Russian threat in The New York Times. “Some people simply want to
continue Aghting the cold war and consider Russia their chief enémy; they see
the threat of Russia as the reason to enlarge NATO,” he weote. Such thinking,
Havel underscored, underestimated the runge of dangers facing the Eumo-
Atlantic region. NATO needed to focus on these vew theeats or ebie it would
turn “inte a hopelesly antiguated eluly of cold war veterans ™

The Administration was also determined to blunt suggestions that it was
afraid to talk gbout the risks enlarging NATO involved, above all the pledge 1o
ga to war to defend Central and Eastern Europe if need be, There was no betier
way to kil this argument than to have President Clinton address the issue him-
self. T'he venue chosen was the US. military academy at West Point. After all, it
would be these young eadets whe were hikely to command the U8, troops who
might be called upon to defend Central Europe at some point in the future,
Addressing the graduating class of West Point on May 31, 1997, Clinton told
them that he was proposing to expand NATO "to make it less likely that that you
will ever be called to fight in another war aoross the Atlantic” But, lonking di-
rectly al the graduating cadets, the President acknowledged that enlargement
was not risk free and that enlargement "means that you could be asked to pul
your lives on the line for & new NATO member, just as today you can be called
upon to defend the freedom of aur allies in Westerm Europe." ¥

But nowhere was the President moce effective than in dealing directly with
key Senators himself. On the evening of June 11, the SNOG leadership was in-
vited to the White House for consultations before Clinton made a final decision
on the countries the LLS. would suppoct inviting to join NATO at Madrid. But
itwas also an opportunity for the President to gauge the overall level of suppont
among the Senators on enlargement. Clinton apened the session by Taying out
his arpuments in favor of nviting just three countries—the Czech Republic,
Hungary, and Poland, “You know from press reporis that [ favor a smaller ex-
pansion,” he told the Senators. “These three countries are the best prepared.
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Extending a seeurily guarantee is important, No NATO member has over heen
attacked " He also underscored the need to avoid creating a new dividing line in
Europe that could jeopardize the Baltic states or Ukrine

“If you take a smaller number, we have s betler chance o kecp the
Europeans in line for a second round of admissions, 1t will alse keep people
from going nuts on the Baltic issue. We need o keep a certain amount of ambi-
guity here. If we take five, we are just ereating 2 new dividing line, But we want
to keep the door open,” Clinton told the group. “The Europeans originally did
not like enlargement,” the President added. “But now they think it is their idea.
They think the sasier thing ta do is to just let evervone in, But if we listen ta the
JCS and their aguments, 'm tilting to three. | know there’s a lot of support for
Slovenia and maybe cven Romania. But I'd like to hear your views.”

Roth, a5 Chaimman of the SNOG, respended first, He supported four eandi-
dates including Slovenis—and handed Clinton a letter signed by u Senatars
backing that small Balkan country’s eandidacy. ™ Biden also supported Slovenia
and argued that including it would lave a positive effect on stability in the
Balkans. But he agrecd that Remania was not ready and would he a problem on
the Hill. “If Romania is the price for Slovenia, T wouldn't do it,” he concluded.
The President thanked Roth and Biden. Nobing that the two SNOG leaders
bath came from the small state of Delaware, the first to ratify the Constitution,
he quipped: “All of us who come from other states appreciate that Delaware
supporied enlsrgement in the United States.”

Senator Helms wiss next, “Mr, President, [ think vou have sized it up just
right” He was unimpressed with the argument that the Alliance had to bring
Romaniz in because it was fragile. “That is not a good reason to bring them in,
NATO is not a therapy group. Remania’s reforms are great, but they are not vet
locked in. It would be very tough politically to do 4 ar 5.” As they went araund
the table, thete were a variety of views. Senators Gordon Smith (R-OR) and
Blan Coals (RAIN) underscored their support for Romana,

The President then turned to Senator Strom Thurmand (R-SC), Thurmend,
the gg-year-old Senator who had recently broken the Senate's record for the
longest term in office, respanded with remarkable suceinctness: “I'd stay with
three and do it quickly and by doing that it will lend hape to the others.” There
was a wave of laughter, as everyone marveled at his insight and brevity. The
President quipped: “Stram, this is the first time 1 have spoken to vou since v
broke the longevity record. If I could say so much so briefly, they'd repeal the 22
amendment!”—a reference to the two term limit for Presidents,

But seveal Senators fired waming shots across the President’s bow on the
wisdom of enlarging NATO st all. The strongest wamings came from
Republican Senators Warner and Ted Stevens {R-Alaska). As Chairman of the
Senate Armed Services and Appropriations Comimitiees respectively, each wasa
political powerhouse in his own right. Each of them had traditionally been a
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strong praponent of NATO throughant their carcers in Congress, They were
potentially dangerous opponents if they publicly opposed énlarpement. And
lLiath were leaning in that direction,

Warner tald the President that he had come (o leamn, “Bul | have strong con-
cerns,” he added, signaling that he was not on board. "We have to make sure
we'te not mining the best military slliance in history,” Stevens echoed that sen-
timent. He asked how we could be expanding U5, commibments at the same
time we were shrinking the size of the military and our defense budpets, The
way the debate was being conducted made it sound like joining NATO was
joining @ political club, Stevens continued. *1 have nol opposed enlargement
pl.]b]ic;hr,“ he added, but he feared it would min the Alliance. A younger gener-
ation of LS. paliticians would not pay for it. He was also not convineed it was
in the U5, inerest to go forward with enlargement in light of other global de-
fense commiliments, particularly those in Asia, a region that the Senator from
Alsska had long wged the LS. to pay more altention ta.

The President responded frst to Warner, "What's the opbon if we don't es-
pand? If you believe that we and the Canadians have an inlerest in staying en-
paged in Burope, | goess we could dress op PIP and leave that as our strategy.
But ane thing T learned as a result of Bosnia is that the bottom line for os is that
we should have the broadest and deepest alliance with the democrcies of
Eurgpe.”

Addressing Stevens, Clinton said. "Your point i that we may need our de-
fenge resources in Asia. | agree with that. We need to be honest about providing
what we need to fund defense, including in Asia: But my thought has been that
if we could gel a pood deal with Russia, strengthen NATO and PEF, then we
could eliminate the possibility of a major upheaval in Europe, Even if things
happen on the edges of Enrope —like in Bosnip—we would have a mechamism,
the allies and the resources to handle them. So [ see this as freeing up resources
for Asia. But yous are rght we have 1o be honest about the defense dollars”

But Stevens warned: *l expect another Mansfield smendment [on withdraw-
ing LLE. troops from Evrope]. If Europe is ready to have a collective defense
mechanism, why not let them do it without us. They all talk to me about inter-
operability, but it only means more ULS. dollars” Berger broke in fo say: "We'ne
mare vulnerable to the Mansfield Amendment if we freeze NATO in Cold War
amber. | think we are more likely to have public support ifwe keep it asa strong
collective defense pact but one which is also helping to bolster new democra-
cies” Clinton agreed thal the Europeans should do mare for their own defense.
“That's why we support ESDH he said. “But,” he told Stevens, “if we were nat
there, Bosnia would still be going on"#

Meanwhile, Rosner was also looking for a way fo put a human Ilu:e on the
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LS. during Wosld War 11 They pointed him o John Keegan's Siv Armies in
Mormandy which deseribes a battle where U5, and Polish forees fought side by
side b1 Normandy after the D-Day invasion, Outside the Freneh city of
Chambais, sever] German tank divisions were encireled when the US. Arriy's
galh Infantry Division met up with the Palish st Armored Division to clese the
last escape ronte—the so-called Falaise Gap, Cver the next few davs, the Polish
units held their ground against a series of bloody German counterattacks while
awaiting Canadian reinforcements. In the days after the battle, the bodies of 335
Pulish soldiers were buried in makeshift graves. A Canadian unit subsequently
placed a sign in English on the French furmland that read “A Polish
Baltlefeld "%

Rereading Keegan, Rosner realized this batile could affer a way to remind an
American audience that Poles had already praven their worth as allies in
Furope’s last great war. The American soldier who had made the first contact
will the Polish st Armored Division in closing the Falaise Gap had been U5,
Army Captain Laughlin E. Waters, Rosner asked Kaplan in the Pentagon's
Public Affairs Office to track him down. They found Waters in Los Angeles,
where the Ba-year-old Waters was @ retired federal judge—and a Republican.
Rasner called him to inguire whether he would be willing to intraduce
President Clintan at a NATO enlargement event al the White House. "That's a
prety broad iovitalion to extend to & Republican,” quipped Waters, bul Le
apreed to do ik

On July 3, Judge Waters infroduced President Clinton at a ceremony in the
East Room of the White House. In his remarks, the President noted that far
more han fve decades ULS: solders had labored for the goal of an undivided,
demoeratic and peaceful Europe, That goal, he noted, was now “within reach”
a5 the Alliance prepared to expand to Central and Eastern Europe. "“Judge
Waters,” the President concluded, “your presence here today g3 years later 1e-
minds us of the character of these we are about to add ta NATO." Taking on
those critics who claimed that adding these countries as allies would weaken
NATO), the President added: "They, toa, have fought and died for freedom and
dcmncrﬂ:‘:}', far ours a5 well as their own, Our ties have been &lrg»::d in blood,
And just as they were strong allies in World Wa 11, they will be again,"*

But the upposition was organizing as well. On June 16, the first news wire re-
ports crossed our desks announcing that a group of prominent foreign policy fig-
vres were denouneing NATO enlargement in an Open Letter to the President
Led by Susan Eisenhower, the ganddaughter of the late President Dwight
Eisenhower and the ultimate icon of America's ties with Eusope, the group con-
sisted of nearly o] E.‘.ITCI.gl] pl:l]ll:"r' experls, retised diplomats, senators, and senior
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MeMNamam, Ambassadors Paul Nitze and Jack Matlock as well as Professars
Michael Mandelbaum and Richard Pipes.

The letter attacked NATO enlargement “as a palicy ermor of histaric propar-
tions” It claimed enlargement would undercot Russian reform, degrade
NATC's primary mission of self-defense, diminish the security of countries not
in enlargement’s frst round, and extend a L5, guarantee “to countries with se-
rious border and national minority problems and unevenly developed systems
of demoemtic government,” The letter concluded by stating that enlargement
was “neither necessary nor desiable and this ill-conceived policy can and
should be put on hold."* Seveml signatories made their case at a press confer-
ence on June z6. Matlock, former U5 Ambassadar to the USSR, wamed that
an enlarged MATO would be too “presccupied with its own navel and its ex-
panding waistline” to carry out its mission. Asked whether it was not loo late 1o
stop enlargement, Mandelbaum insisted that the end of the Cald War meant
that LLS. eredibility was no longer on the line in the same way. “The waorld is
now safe for the United States to recognize its errors and corect them "™

Even maore worrying was a letier to President Clinton dated June 25, 1997
and signed by 20 Senators. It had been organized by enlargement skephic
Senator Kay Bailey Hutchison (R-TX). While carcful not ta explicitly oppose
enlargement, it listed more than one-and-a-half pages of concems and questions
that could not be read as anything but & warning light. The lelter was signed by
twice ds many Republicans as Demecrats.™ The most roubling name on the
list was that of Senator Helms. The doubts of Wamer and Stevens ay the
Chairmen of the Armed Services and Appropriations Committees were known
to the Administration, but Helms's signature came as a surprise. The conserva-
tive béte noire was thought to be in the pro-enlargement camp. His defection
would have been a major boost for the opposition. Along with Warner and
stevens, it would have meant that the Chairmen of all three key Senate
Committees on {oreign, defense, and appropriations opposed enlargement.

|esse Helms's shadow seemed to follow vs on the road as we departed for the
Madrd summit. As part of it outreach effort, the President had invited a
SNOG delegation led by Senator Lott fo accompany him to Madrid. We had
also amanged for SNOG Chairman Roth 1o address the summit in his capacity
as head of the Nacth Attantic Assembly, Afler Madvid, the President arrived in
Warsaw for a stop intended to be the trips emotional highlight. President
Clinton and the entire U.5. delegation received an emotional reception from a

crowd of more than 30,600 Poles in Warsaw's Castle Square. 1 watched as Poles:

spontaneously went up and hogged o ULS. military officer who was in the
crowd.
Our jubilant mood was punctured when, on the moming of July g we woke
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by throwing almest every conceivable consenvative eriticism at us. The
Administration was accused of pursuing a “dangerous and ill-considered plan
for NATO transformation” thit was o combination of “nation building,” and “an
exercise I the appeasement of Russia” The editorial ended on theeatening
note: "If the Clinton Administration views NATO not as a tool o defend
Evrope, but s a laboratary for social wark, then NATO should not anly eschew
expansion, it should declare victary and close shop.” Helms's op-ed demanded
that “dramatic changes must be made” before he would support enlargement—
and listed nine conditions that the Administration had to meet to gain his sup-
port. ¥

We were stunned. Had Helms defected to the opposition? Or was he merely
firing a warning shot across our bow? Rosner called Helms's press spokesman,
Mare Thiessen, from his eell phone while standing on Warsaw's Castle Square,
He lold Thiessen that the President and Sccretary Albright had read the
Senator’s op-ed, but were also seeing news reports suggesting that the Senatoer
had come out against NATO enlargement. Rosner asked whether the latter re-
ports were accurle. As Thiessen wrole in an email to Bud MNance later that day:
“Hold him the news reports were inaceurate, and that Helms's pasition is what
he wrote in the op-ed: he is inclined to support expansion bul has a number of
serious concerns that need to be addressed.” Rosner, Thiessen wrote, had re-
spanded that he thought the Administration could “meet Senator Helms's con-
ditions.” When Senator Helms saw Thiessen's e-mail, he wrote in hand an it:
“Bud, Mare handled this just right.”

It was the start of a carelul dance between the Administration and Senator
Helms that would lead to s set of understandings that, in torm, became a cor
nerstone of the Senate ratification effort, We needed Melms's seal of approvil,
both as Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and as & conser-
vitive icon to lock in conservative Republican votes—and he knew it. We were
willing to address his cancerns—but not at the expense of reversing core policy
deeisions, alarming the allies or reopening the NATO-Russia Founding Act
with Moscaw, Given the other tensions in the pro-enlargement coalition, we
had 1o be careful that whatever moves we made in the direction of Helms did
not alienate those Democratic Senators whase votes we needed, too.

3. DANCING WITH JESSE HELMS

We returned to Washington from the President’s Madrid trip to find the critics
of enlargement keeping up a steady drumbest of attacks. ™ The Gouncil for a
Livable World, a liberal anti-nuclear group that opposed enlargement, issued g

The Wall Street Journal. In i, he launched a frontal assault on our NATO policy

vote count showing 4o Senators leg i laspp 2 ;
s o] L4 cereathsht s X TSI e O

sition was only § votes shy of the 34 voles needed to defeat enlargement 1
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Especially worrisome were signs of erasion of suppoct in Republican ranks more
generally ? Senator Richard Lugar (R-IN), one of the staunchest supporters of
enfargement, sent National Security Advisor Sandy Berger a private memo
wammning that the Admimstrabion was in danger of losing the battle in the
Senate M

In fate July, Rosner sat down Lo assess where the Administration stood politi-
cally, Pang and Madsid had conselidated support among some Senate
Democrats. The Senate Republican leadership was still solidly behind enlarge-
ment although there were signs of erosion in Republican suppaorl Rosner him-
self counted fewer than g0 Senators as confirmed supporters. The danger the
Achmtnestration faced, he wrole Albieight, was that Senators with very different
concerns would coalesee it a bloe to provide the 54 votes needed to defeat en-
largement.™ But the frst fruits of the Administration’s outresch stralegy were
also starhing to come in. In Jate June, the LLS. Conference of Mayors and the
American Jewish Committee endorsed enlargement. Throughout the summer
and early fall a series of veterans organizations came out in favor as well —the
Reserve Officer’s Association, the Veterans of Foreign Wars, |ewish War
Veterans and the American Legion.

I early September the Administration got a major boost when the New
Atlantic Intiative (NAL) issued o pro-enlargement letter signed by more than
130 figures from the foreign policy establishment —ineluding former seeretarics
al state, fve former national securily advisors, six former seerétaries of defense,
eight farmer senatars, and two former vice presidents, It was presented in early
Septemnber by Republicans Jeane Kirkpatrick and Paul Wolfowitz, along
with Democrats Tony Lake and Richard Holbrooke, in the Andrew Mellon
Auditarinm of the State Department,

But the key to the Administralion’s strategy was the Senate Foreign Relations
Clommittee, which would make the initial recommendstions e the Senale a5
whole and draft the resolution of ratification, and in particular Senators Helms
and Biden. . With the Armed Services and Appropriations Committecs chaired
by skeptics, we needed Helms and Biden 1o cheerlead enlatgement in the
Senate. Over the summer Rosner met regularly with Helms's and Biden's chiefs
of staff, Bud Mance and d Hall, as well as the key Eurapean-foreign-palicy
aides of the two Senatos—Steve Biegun and Mike Haltzel. Randy
Scleuneman from Majority Leader Lott's slafl and lan Breezinks: from Senator
Roth's staff also played a key role. We agreed to a series of fall hearings focusing
on the rationale for enlargement, new members' qualifications, and burden-
sharing as well as NATO-Russia relations,

O Angust 28, Resner reported to Albright on how the planned hearings fit
into the Administration’s stralegy. He underscored Albright's erucial role in ap-

pressively addressing Helims's concerans during the hearings—while at the sane
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lisne working to bring skeptical Demoerats on board. NATO planned to sign
the protecals of accession at its Foreign Ministers meebing in December. The
tentative window for the vote in the Senate was in March 1998, The clock was
starting to tick. Therefore, the antumn hearings were key to locking in the
Senators’ support.®

The following week, Helms® staff sent him a parallel memo proposing the
fall hearings as initiating the formal process of Senate advice and cansenl. The
Senator agreed to chair the hearings, and cireled on his copy of the memo
the issue of burdenssharing and writing: “This should be number ane™ Bt
Helms was still being labbied by canservative appanents of enlargerment to se-
eonsider his position. On September 2, Helms wrote Jude Wanniski. a friend of
the Senator and patron saint for conservative supply side economists, denying
that he had irmevacably committed himself to expansion. “My only firm public
position is that | do not favor further soaking the Ametican taxpayer for any
NATO expansion (and | do favor diminishing our enormous outlays as euickly
is may be passible)”

When Hebms' staff saw the letter, they realized their boss had still not yet
tully made up his mind. They requested a meeting with the Senator to clarily
his views on enlargement. ln preparation for that meeting, they sent him a
memo on September 8 arguing that enlargement was 2 conservative idea that
came from anti-cammunist leaders like Lech Walesa and Vaclsy Havel who
feared Russian encroachment. They noted that it was supported by key 1.5,
conservative figures such as Jeane Kickpatrick, Richard Perle, and Dick Cheney
and had been part of the Republican “Contract with America” The message
was clear: enlargement had a solid Republican pedigree. The Clinton
Administration, the memo alleged, had initially opposed enlargement for fear it
would offend Russia. “Clinton political advisors” it noted, had “belatedly ac-
cepled the issue of NATO enlargement and tried to elaim eredit for the initiz-
tive.” But the memo adwitted that Albright's appeintment as Secretary of State
“has put the United States on a clear course toward NATO enlargement,”

Republicans, the memo noted, had three concerns sbout the Administra-
tion's handling of enlargement. One was the Clintan Administration’s reticence
to justify NATO enlasgement as a military response to a residual Russian threat
The second was the NATO-Russia Founding Act's provisions o potential joint
decisionmaking. The third was the costs of enlargement. “Notwithstanding
some of the unfaverzble inclinations of the Clinton Administration, NATO en-
largement can be done right,” the memo concluded. *For the somewhat maori-
bund though still formidable military alliznce of NATO, enlargement will be a
certain improvement. For the legacy of Yaltn it will be a reversal, and for the fu-
ture stability of Europe it can build upon the fifly years of the NATO alliance
which kept the United States out of yet another world war in Enrope ™
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Helms signed off on the memoe—and in favor of enlargement. One week
later Helms went public with his support— but also with Lis qualifications. Ina
letter to Secretary Albright, he wrote: “[ have arrived at my deécision to suppart
enlargement based on my Lelief that this i 2 warthwhile endeavor. However,
my supporl resnains condiboned upon gur ability to wark together 1o melude
proper safeguards.” Those safepuards, he continued, needed to inelude *a elear,
military mtionale for NATO enlargement,” agréement in advanee on the costs
af enlarpement, and assurances to U.S. laxpayers as bo costs, and cleady delin-
ealed limits to Russia's role in NATO decisionmaking. The letter concluded by
stating: “The alternative is for the process of NATO enlargement to fail upon
the very concerns that | have outlined above, We reust not let that happen” [em-
phasis i origmal] ¥

Rosner and | were greatly relieved. While each condition required meshing
different political impulses, we fell the Administration coubd meet thear. In
terms of the military rationale for NATO enlargement, the Administeation rec-
ognized that a revanchist Russia might someday again teeaten Central and
Eastern Eurepe. We thought the chances of that happening were low and that
engaging Moscow through s cooperative MATO-Russia relationship could
make that prabability cven lower, We also wanted o rationale for NATO that
went heyond a hedge against Russia and that was based on what we were for, not
only what we were sgainst. We thaught NATO should focus on all the posable
threats Lo ils allies. Russia was one of those but nol the only ar even the most
likely ane,

Republicans, in contrast, saw enlargement primarily as a hedpe against
Russia, They thought the Administration was ducking the issue of Russian neo-
nperial ambitions and too focused on new missians like peacckeeping, Many
Republicans were comfortable with NATO assuming 4 more active war-fighting
rale out of area, but wanted to avoid messy and at imes ambiguons peacekesp-
ing operations —i.e., they wanted an Allance that could deploy to the Persian
Culf but not get bogged down in Resnia, In contrast, the Administeation saw
peice support operations as impartant in their own right and ss a slepping stone
far our allies to embrace other, more ambitious posi-Cold War missions, There
was commen ground here between Republicans and Democrats, But finding it
in the politically heated contest of the NATO enlargement debale was not al-
Wways easy,

Republican skepticism on Russia Tay behind Helms’ demand that elear Tim-
its be set on the NATO-Russia Permanent Jaint Council, Above all, Helms
wanted it to be clear that NATC would always have a commoan position before
it sat down in the PJC 1o talk with Russia. Helms wanted this safeguard on the
record in s clesr wayv. He and his staff repeatedly told us that they wanted Lo tie
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S::pl.r:n;i:er Steve Biegun from Helins' staff culled Rosner with the idea of & cho-
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teographed exchange between Albright and Helms to clarify what the PJC
would and would not do. Among other things, the exchange would upderscore
that NATO would always have an sgreed position before sitting down with
Mascow. He then proceeded to read a question dowly so Rosner could take
down every word. Rosner camie 1o see me and we spent the next couple of days
clearing an answer Albright could give Helms, When we first showed Albright
our proposed answer, she said, “It's not tough enongh,” and added several sen-
tences drawing the line even more firmly against Russia having too strong a
voice in the Morth Atlanlic Council {NACH

Shortly thereafter, however, Talbott, who was out of town, called in to cane
plain that our proposed response sounded too anti-Russian. So we added vel an-
other paragraph that addressed his cancerns ss well. Rosner then called Biegun
back: “Of course, you understand that | can't predict what the Seeretary will
necessarily say, but what do you think the reaction weould be il her FESPONSE Wi
as follows?" He then read the carefully seripted response. Biegun respanided: 1
think if the Chairman asked that question, and the Secretary pave that answet,
the response would be very positive.” The day before the hearings Biegun faxed
Rosner 4 picce of paper with the question be had provided Helms, “This is what
we pave the Senator,” he wrote on the Fax, “] cannot guarantee 100 percent that
he will ask it” [emphasis in onginal ] ®

The third of Helms' concerns was on the costs of enlargement. Here the
Administration was in a quandary of its own making. NATO did nat have an
agreed upen methodolagy for measuring the costs of enlargement. Initial stud-
ies by RAND and the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) had produced a
wide spectrum of estimates ranging from s little as $1o billion to more than
%100 billion™ A Defense Department study issued in February 1997 had esti-
mated the costs of enlargement —for the United States, other current allies, and
the new members—to be between $27-35 billion over a ten yeur poriod. This
estimate was premised on the assumptions of the NATO enlargement study—
Le., that no immediate military threat existed and that NATO could rely on a re-
inforcement capability to carry out new commitments. It also made the point
that such costs spread out over a 1ovear period were modest in an Alliance
where European allies spent $160 billion per year an defense —and were in any
case much lower than what these countries would spend if they were providing
for their own national defense,

Politically, these numbees nonetheless created sticker shock across the conti-
nent—and promised 1o hand our opponents at home an issue with which to at-
tack us. Allies were under pressure to meel the fiseal eriteria for the European
Monetary Union and in no mood ta increase defense spending. They acocpted
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MNATO would spend on its common budget on for infrastrocture, This was les
than lalf of ane af the categaries the Administration had identified in il cos)
study, They wanted to stretch even these costs over a longer period and fund
them through repriocitizstion and reallocation. At Madeid, we squeezed a state-
ment out of our allies that they would provide the resources necded for enlarge-
ment—but it bad been ke squecsing blood out of a stone

The Administration had a political problem. olaled in NATO, it had little
choice but to give in to the allies. As a resull, NATO'S official cosl estimales
were going to be a fraction of what Dol had estimated some eight months ear-
lier. We had to explain why the Administrabion had decided to go with new,
much lower numbers measuring a different, and much smaller, picce of the
NATO enlargernent pie. Such an approach promised to make the cost numbers
so small that they ceased to be an issue for some—but it also apened s up 1o
the charge of either hoving been incompetent in grossly overstating the costs
initially or a5 having capitulated and accepted lower hgures under political pres
sure from frec-riding allies.

On the eve of Alboght's commitiee appearance, Rosner and | laid out ow
private thonghts in a memo ta her “The set of hearings you will kick off on
Tuesday offer an enarmous opportunity, but also distinet dangers. 1f we handle
the hearings right, we could be well on our way to generating the momentum
wie tieed to assure both the atification of NATO enlarpement and the absence
of harmiul reservations. You are the key assel, because you can speak with preat
ciedibility to the concems of hoth the anti-communist-right and the too-
worried-about-Russis-lef.” Momentum was building in our favor, we emphas
sized, but events were shll Buid and there was plenty ol romm for mistakes. We
still had less than fifty confirmed votes in our favor

The vote count was nol our only concern, however. “The danger here 15 not
simply falling shart of 67 votes, althougl that remains possible, The larger dan-
ger is that we will face a raft of reservations and conditions, and each of which
only needs 51 vetes o become binding.” While some amendments were unob-
jectionable, others were potential “killer” amendments we would need to de-
leat —and would need a bloc of cobesive veters to do so. “Thus, the stakes are
high,” the mema conehided. 17 this month's hearings go badly, we will face a
lclng sustained ﬁghi, p::rl‘ir:u]:.r]j,l over reservalions. Bl if you hit a home run,
we could starl 1o see more critics folding their hands, more undecideds declar-
ing suppoet, and more reporlers and observers concluding that this fight may
nat be much of a fight after all ">

O Oetober 7, the Senate Foreign Belations Cominittee kicked off the first
of nine full commitlee hearings on enlargement over the next (hirty days before

three different Commitiees— Foregpn Relstions,  Appropristions. and  the
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rectly addressed the concems that Helms had laid out in his letter the provious
montle. Why, she asked, was the US. so focused on enlarging NATO at 4 time
ol relative peace when there was no immediate military threat in Europe? “The
answer,” she satd, “is that we want the peace to last. We want freedom to endure,
and we belivve there are still potential theeats to our future ernariating from
Ewropean soil " .

“Let us not deceive ourselves,” she said. “We dre 2 Buropean power. We have
an interest in the fate of the 200 million peaple who live in the nations between
the Baltic and the Black Sea. We waged the Cold War in part because these ns-
tions were held eaptive. We fought Warld War 11 in part because these nations
had been invaded. f there were a major threat to the security of their region, we
would want to act, enlargement or no enlargement. Our aim must be to prevent
that threat from arising”

One of the threats NATO enlargement was designed to address, she told
Helms, was Russia's uncerlain fuhure. “We want Russian democracy to endure.
We are optimistic that it will. Bul one should not dismiss the possibility that
Russia could retum 1o the patterns of the past. By engaping Russia and enlang-
g NATO, we give Russia every incentive to deepen its commitment to peace-
ful relations with neighbors, while clasing the avenue to more destructive alter-
natives.” While there was no way to prediet what dangers might arise in or to
Eumope in the decades ahead, we did know the following, she said: “whateyer
the future may hold, it will be in our interest to have a vigorous and larger al-
liance with those European democracies that share our values and our determi-
nation to defend them.” “A larger NATO," she concluded, “will make Ameries
safer, NATO stronger and Europe mare peaceful and united. That is the strate-
gic Tationale "5

Helms then read Albright the exact question on the NATO-Fussia relation-
ship that Biegun had previewed with Rosner, adding, “A pretty hefty question
but I know you can handle it Albright reitersted that the NATO-Russia
Permanent Joint Couneil did not give Russia “any role in decisions the Alliance
takes on internal matters, the way NATO organizes itself, conducts its business,
or plans, prepares for and conducts those missions which affect oy its mem-
bers." The independence of the Noeth Aflantic Council was sacrosanct, she un-
derscored. Russia would never have a veto over internal NATO decisions and
NATO-Russia consultations would only take place after NATO had frst set its
awn policies. After she finished, Helins replied: “That is 3 vetry cood answer to
my question and 1 appreciate it"

Senator Biden made it clear that he, oo, supported enlargement, but that
the Administeation still had to convince the American public that enlargement
was needed. Americans wanted to kpnow. he nsisted why NATE wne <t
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“I believe very strongly,” she responded, “that this is 4 very smart additional
preventive measure beeause history has shown us that we will go into Europe
when we see massive wars that invalve people we are closely related to, and
when it involves our economic and strategic interests.”

Olher Senators asked Albright o series of questions about diferent aspects of
enlargement, but it was also clear that the majority of Senators on the
Committes were now inclined to support the Administration, Afier the hearings
Biden said: “1 think I've got the votes but I'm not sure,™

Ln the following weeks, erities of enlargement such as Ambassador Jonathan
Dean, Ambassadot Jack batlock, and Michael Mandelbaum alse had their say
before the Cammittes. But they received o critical reception from both Helms
and  Biden, Biden in patticular dismissed the arguments of Dean and
Mandelbaum agins! enlargement as “desd wrong.” He deseribed the sugges-
tion that U5 -Russian arms control agreements could be in trouble becanse of
enlargement as "a perversion of recent history” and sugpgested thal to not en-
large NATO because there was no immediate Russian threat was "a preseripbion
for paralysis.” There was no Jonger any doubt an which side of the issue the
Demaocratic Senator from Delaware stood.™

The Albright-Helms exchange also tock much of the sting out of conserva-
tive commplaints sbout the NATO-Russia Founding Act. In a special session set
aside to cxplore the NATO-Russia issue, Heory Kissinger stated that he was re-
assured by the AlbrightHelms exchange on the PJC and [hat enlargement
should proceed with bipartisan support. ™ When Moscow was bricfed by
American diplomats ahout the restrictive inlerpretation of the Founding Act
that the Administration and the Senate had sgrecd to, it was not pleased ™

The cost issue, in turn, was tackled on October 21 before Senator Ted
Stevens’ Appropriations Committee, where Albright appeared along with
Sectelary of Defense William Cohen. Stevens had called the hearing because
e believed the Administeation’s assamption oo both costs and troop deploy-
ments wis too rosy, He believed that the demands oo 1S forees would be
greater and that the end result would be a further erosion of U8, military readi-
ness when the main strategic threats to the U5, were in Asta. Shaortly before the
hearing started, Cohen tumed to Albrght and said “Let me handle this, I koow
these puys and can talk to them.” It was one of many maments where Cohen's
credentials and support were invaluable in terms of winning aver skeptical
Republican Senators. A Republican and former member of the Armed Services
Committee himself, he enjoyed great respect among his former colleagues,

Stevens apened the hearing by reading Albright Dean Acheson's unfortunate
response to Senator Bourke B, Hickenlooper (R-lowa) al the 1gqg hearings
when Acheson had stated that the LS, did not intend to deploy substantial
numbers of U5, troops in Europe on a more or less permanent basis,™ Stevens
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now asked whether Albright could assure him that the US. was not repeating
the sume mistake. Albright responded by carefully explaining why NATO did
not see the need to deploy any additional 1.5, troops in Eurape in the existing
environment—and argued that enlargement was the best way to lock in the
peace and prevent the LS, from fighting a future European was.

But it was Cohen who bore the lion's share of the burden in explaining why
the Administration’s cost estimates had changed so dramatically. He put his pre-
pared statement aside and addressed the Senators as their former eolleague. He
laid out the reasons why the initial U5, estimate was so high and why NATO'
own estimates were poing to be lower. He explained that NATO assessment
teams had found that the infrastructure in these countries was in better shape
than expected. And he assured the Senators that, based on his discussions with
his colleagues in NATO, that the allies would pay their fair share.® Colen con-
cluded by quoting President Eisenhower that a soldier’s pack is not as hieavy asa
prisaner’s chains. “That is something (bt these three countries have endured
for too many decades.” They have had to cary around the weight of prisoner's
chains, They now have an opportunity to join the most suceessful military msi-
tution in the histary of the world, and to secure their security, and to promote
their prosperity and stability. That is in our vital interest and we should ratiy for
thase reasons glone,™ -

At a bnal heanng before the SFRC in early November, nongovernmental
ani other organizations were offered an open mike to go on the record either
suppotting or oppesing enlargement. Represenlatives of some ffteen groups tes-
tified, inchicding the Atlantic Council, Freedom House, the American Jewizsh
Committce, trade unions, veterans and ethnic groups—with twelve of the
hfteen supporting enlargement. The broad-based caalition of enlargement sup-
porters was starting to come together. SINERO s work in encouragiog tnany of
these groups to get involved was paying off. Bipartisan support was growing —
and Sepstors were starting to pay altention.®

4. NEW MEMBERS AND NEW MISSIONS

In mid-Navember Helms and Biden issued ajoint “Dear Colleapoe” letier sum-
marizing the SFRC hearings, “We are convinced more han ever,” the two
Senatars wrote, “that the enlargement of the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation ta include Poland, the Cxech Republic, and Hungary is the cornect pal-
icy for the United Stales to pursue” Many of the principles upon which the
Administestion's policy was premised, they noted, had gone largely uncontested
in the hearings. But their coneluding paragraph was the key one palitically: “We
believe that NATO enlargement, arguably the most impartant foreign policy
initialive for the country in many years, 1s an issue that transcends parlisan poli-
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tics, Both of us are frmly convinced that enlargement is squarely in the
American national interest and we anticipate that the Senate debate before the
ratifications vote carly next year will validate our conelusion "=

With this seal of approval from the leadership of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, a comerstone of the Administration’s strategy was in
place. A month later, Albright joined her NATO colleapues in Brussels to offi-
cially sign the protocals of accession. Albright signed the document using her
full name: Madeleine Korbel Albright. Aflerward she turned to Rosner and me
and noted that she rarely signed her pame that way but winted to do so on this
decument as it would bring the homeland of her father into NATO. We e
turned home to ind on our desks the most recent vole count of the Committee
to Expand NATO frem mid-December. It showed 66 Senators inclined to vobs
ves, 13 inclined to oppase, and 21 undecided, We had turned the comer #nd
were well on the way o consolidating the two-thinds majority we needed in the
LS. Senate,

In the meantime, an important piece of our open door strategy had also fallen
into plage with the completion of negotiations on a ULS.-Baltic Charter. On her
plane after visiting Vilnius during the Administrtion’s post-Madnd tour of
Central and East European capitals, Albright had tormed to me and said: “Ron,
that was & great speech but where is the strategy to turm it into reality?” With  di-
rect mandate from Albright, | had spent much of the summer warking with my
colleagues al State, the Defense Department, and the White House to develop
our Baltic strategy, If the Charter were going to provide the perspective
of NATO membership, we needed an action plan. Major General *Buzz”
Kievenaar at Do) took the lead in developing a plan to help the Baltic states re-
form their militaries so that they would become NATO compatible. In early
Septernber, Assistant Secretary of State Mare Crossman had unvetled a new ULS,
"Morthern European Initiative” at a meeting with Nordic and Baltic Foreign
Minsslers in Bergen, Norway which embraced the idea of an expanding regional
cooperation around the Baltic Sea, including with Russia.® It was a part of a
broader strategy to help re-create the spirit of the old Hanseatic League, where
all of those countries were connected by commerce and regional cooperation.

In mid-Cretober, a final round of nepotiations between the US. and the
Baltic states held in the State Department produced a common text, The dis
trust from the previons spring had dissipated as we all sat around @ table with a
Thesaurus looking for the right adjectives to resolve final wording isues. When
the White House schedulers postponed the initial signing date for the Charter,
MNational Security Advisor Berger called in the three Baltic Ambassadaors 1o reas
iure them that everything was on track. To everyone’s surprise, he revealed that
his ancestors were from Riga and guipped that le was the first Baltic-American
Mational Security Advisor of the United States,

‘The Political Battle 77

In an emotional ceremony held in the White House on January 16, 1998,
Fresident Clinton and the Presidents of the three Baltic states met to sign the
U.5.-Baltic Charter. Clinton pledged to the three Baltic Presidents that the U.S,
would never consider Europe to be fully secure until they, too, were secure. He
underscored the importance of NATO's open door palicy and underscared that
the United States was “determined to help create the conditions under which
Estenia, Latvia and Lithuaniz can one day walk through that doon"® Albright
turned to Grossman and me and said: It doesn't get much better than this. ‘This
is what we all signed up for” At a reception at Blair House, conservative
Republican supporters of the Baltics mixed with Democrats, another sign of the
bipartisan support that was starting to emerge.

At the same time, the Senate hearings from the fall and the public debate on
NATO were clhanging. Increasingly, we were no longer confronted solely or
even primarily with questions on the pros and cons of enlargement. Instead, the
debate was shifting from the question of NATO's fubure roster to rationale—ie.,
what was an enlarged NATO for and what would its fufure mission he? The
question was not a new one. The Administration had fought bitter fights over
whether the Alliance should intervene in Bosnia and whether US. troops
should be deployed as part of a peacekeeping mission on the ground. Mare gen-
enally, the Administration had argued thal in & post-Cold War world the
Alliance had to be prepared to intervene beyond its borders to defend its mem-
bers against new and different theeats.

This debate over NATO's future missions had been percolating in the strate-
gic community. In early 1997 a group of RAND analysts published a hook put-
ting forth the thesis that the U.S. and Europe should embrace a new global part-
nership in which NATO should refocus on threats to common trans-Atlantic
lerritory and interests that could come from beyond Europe in the form of
weapons of mass destruction or terrorism. The argument was simple but con-
tioversial: as Europe became increasingly stible and the Russian threat contin-
ued to wane, the traditional U5, role of defender of Europe was becoming less
relevant. As apposed to viewing Europe as a place the U5, had to defend, we
needed to think of it as a partner with which we tackled new threats to our com-
mor interests together. This meant that NATO had to shift its focus away from
Russia to the mast likely military threats of the future—many of which were
fikely to be beyond Europe® Prior to joining the State Department, | was
among those arguing for NATO's “double enlargement” of new members and
new missions.®

At the time, such views were dismissed by many in the ULS, government as
beyond the pale in terms of what the U.S-European relationship could handle
or our Buropean allies would ever embrace. But Albright was open to this kind
of rethinking. It resonated with her belicf that we had to modernize NATO for
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a new world in which we would confront very different threats than during the
Cold War, That view was alse shared by her new Assistant Secretary [or
European Affairs, and my new boss, Mare Grossman, who had arrived to take
up the reigns of the State Depactment's European Bureau that summer,
Grossman had spent much of his diplomatic career going back and forth be-
tween diplomatic assignments in Europe and the Middle Fast, As Ambassador
to Turkey, he had seen how events in one region increasingly affect the other,
and how the neat bureaueratic distinetion between Euwropean and Middle
Eastern or Persian Galf security often broke down in the real world and how
events in one region increasingly affected the other,

Within the State Department, Albright's new chief of Policy Planoing, Greg
Craig, was also pushing for 2 more radical rethink of NATO'S core missions
in conjunchon with enlargement. Craig was one of the [ounders of the
Committee to Expand NATO and had independently come to the same con-
clusion that NATO needed o be overhauled of @t was to remain relevant®
Grossman encouraged me to pursue my idess in private, as well as in collabora.
tion with Dan Hamilton from Craig’s stafl. A strong advocate of enlargement,
Grossman nonetheless realiced thal size was not the same as purpose. Madsid
had clarified NATO'S future roster, but not its future role. Ceossman wanted
MATO to remain g strong and effective military allianee. He had started his ca-
reer as the spectal assistant to NATO Secrelary General Lord Carrington and
had remained a staunch Atlanticist, One day be confided to me thal his night-
e was Hiat we would wake up in ten years and find that NATO had begun to
look like the EU ar the OSCE as it compeled with these institubions for some-
thing meaningful to do.

In the fall af 197 and early woll, Grossman and 1 exchanged a series of notes
in which we debated those issucs. Should the prime foeus of US, policy be sim-
ply ta continue the enlargement process eastward? Or was it more important to
refocus the Alliance on addressing new threats of instability i the south, in-
cluding potential threats from weapaons of mass destruction coming from be-
yond Europe? Or should we by to do both in parallel? Grossman called it the
“mega-question” in LS. policy on NATO™ We concluded that we needed g
NATO that bath helped to build 8 Europe whele and free that also served as a
slepping-stone for a broader partnership. The question was how both to enlarge
the Alliance and to reorient it o face the missions of the future —and prevent it
from becoming a politically weak and militarily impotent arganization as it
grew in numbers.

The best way ta avaid this dilemma, Grassman believed, was fo make sure
NATO was focused on real military missions in & new post-Cald War environ.
ment. NATO, he emphasized, had to remain focused an what it did best— de-
terring and, if need be, Aghting wars, 1f those threats came from new sourees or
beyond Europe, the Alliance had to reorient itself to meat them, The LS., be

The Political Battle. 244

believed, should view MATO as “the institution of choice” when the 1.5, and
Europe would have to act together militarily. I the resicual Russian threat con-
tnued to wane, NATO had 1o focus on the new thrests to gur territory and in-
lesests. This meant the Alliance had to rethink what Article g meant in a new
era and prepare for missions that would take the Alliance bevond its own terei-
tory. But it had to do it in a stepby-step fashion that did not facture the
Alliance's consensus.

At Madrid the Alliance had decided fo rewrite its stratepic concepl, In the
fall of 1997 the Administration was starting to define its own goals for this cver
cise. At first there was little appetite in the LS. government for an ambitions
rewrile of the stralegic concept as it promised to be divisive with the allies. Bul
Albright firmly believed that NATO had 1o start tn tackle such fssues as Saddam
Hussein and his attempt to acquire weapons of mass destruction. At the
December NAC, she publicly called an NATO to “start a discussion” on the
challenge posed by the growing spread of weapons of mass destruction to
the Alliance and the need to think about new threats to Alliance securty that
eould come from beyond Europe. Thase remerks dominated the headlines of
the December 1997 Fareign Ministers' meeting but it was clear that wost of our
allies were not yet ready for such a discussian. !

Following our retum from the December Farcign Ministers miseting,
Grossman raised the need to facus on the issue of NATO' future missions in a
mema to Albright.™ In parallel, he asked me to prepare a presentation for him
e inake at Albright's annual strategic relreat in early January.™ In making our
cise, we were joined by Craig. Grossman and Craig mude their piteh to
Albright on January g, 1994 at the Seeretary's anenal retreat with her senior ad-
visors. Albright was supportive and asked us to develop our views further

On January 15, Grossman sent her a note suggesting the U.S. consider using
1999 to define a new U.S.-European bargain for the 215t century premised on
the U.S. and Evrope working together in an expanded trans-Atlantic framewark
to solve problems both in and outside of Burope. This would require o new
NATC with expanded missions, the recientation of US-EU relations to global
challenges, and a retooled OSCE to promaote demoeracy througheut the Euro-
Atlantic region. Grossman suggested using major sumimits that each of these in-
stitutions had scheduled for 1999 to push for this new U.5-European bargain,
He had a name for it—the trifecta, Albright wrote back on the fote: “Cood
idea. Let's develop a zist century belter than the 2oth— Eorope's bloodiest "™ |t
was 4 green light to make this a top policy priority—but after the ratifieation
vote. We wanted to aveid provoking a debate on this sensitive issue prematurely.

In mid-December, National Security Advisor Sandy Berger sent President
Clinton a memo laying out an endgame strategy for NATO enlargement mbf-
cation, It emphasized that the Administration was in good shape in the Senate,
but painted to the failure fo obtain fast-track authority for a new free trade
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rananid as an example of the need not to take things for granted. Fven though a
two-thirds majority in the Senate appeared increasingly likely, the memo
wamned that support for enlargement in the Senate was shll fepid; the
Administration would face battles over key amendments. 1t urged early
Presidential invalvement to strengthen the Admmistration's hand early in the
endgame, penerate political momentem, and create the solid victory that would
strengthen Clinton's future prerogatives and those of his successor.™

President Clinton kicked off the campaign by highlighting his commitment
to enlargement in the Stake of the Union address in late January. On February
tt, he officially transmitted the protocels of accession from the executive branch
to the Senate. He was joined by the three Foreign Ministers and the Senale
leadership for a ceremony in the ornate Franklin Room of the State Depurt-
ment. The President delivered his remarks in frant ol a fullsize photo replica of
the Berlin Wall, which Resner had borrowed from the Pentagon for the event,
As lie hoished his eemorks, the President pointed to the display and said:
“Behid me iga picture of the wall that for so long représented the false and
forced division of the European continent. NATO cannot maintain the old Iron
Curtain as its permanent frontier. It must and can bring Burope together in se-
curity, not keep it apart in instability.” As they left the ceremeony, Vice President
Coore reminded Senator Biden that it was the Rftieth anviversary of the end of
the Yalta conference that had started 1o cement the orginal division of
Europe —and that the West was now overcoming. ™

Lvents were now breaking our way. In late Janvary the AFLACIO cume o
publicly i favor of the Administration’s policy, following mectings between
Loth Mhrighl and Clinton with the organizalion’s pn.:sir.tunl, Jahn Su.'cn'n::y.” A
few days later, a group of sixly senior retited military commanders —including
five former Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff— endarsed enlargement inan
effarl organized by Steve Hadley of the Committee to Expand NATO.™ 1t all
sgemed almost too good o be true. On January 20, Polish Ambassador Jersy
Kozminski sal down Lo wrile a cable identilying what could still go wrong for
Warsaw, He sketehed ool several scenarios in which NATO enlargement might
still be derailed.

The first was a ensis with Russia in the Balkans or elsewhere that would lead
Western leaders to rethink enlargement, The second was a crisis in one of the
candidate countries that might disqualify it or lead to new doubts about their
qualifications. A third was something happening in the US. that damaged the
President’s ahility to get enlasgement through the Senate. The next day, January
21, 15908, Rosner walked into my office with a copy of The Washingion Post and
pointed to astory alleging that President Clinton had had an affair with a young
intern by the name of Monica Lewinsky and had tried to cover it up. We wers
prabably the only people in the world thinking aboul the connections betwesn
Lewinsky and NATO enlargement. We were lucky that the President’s im-
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peachment hr:aring:.. as well as the war in Kosovg, did sot anfald uatil one ver
later. Ratifying enlargement against that backdrop of either would have been
much mote difficalt and perhaps impossible.

The opposition had nat given up either. In late Jamuary, we received reports
about a new anti-enlargement group, the Coalition Against NATO Expansion
{CANE). It consisted of political groups from both ends af the political spec-
trum, from the Free Congress Foundation and Eagle Forum on the right to the
Unien of Concerned Scientists and Council for a Livable World on the eft,
CANE's Founding Declamation claimed that NATO enlargement smounted fo
a “Gulf of Tonkin” resolution that would entangle the U.S, in ethnic conflicts
in Central and Eastern Furope and soak the U5 taxpayer of billions of dollars.
Claiming that enlargement was being dreiven by Washington elites out of touch
with the American public, they called for exhaustive hearings and an extensive
floor debate with no vote before mid-1gg8, alleging that plans for an earlier vote
were "milroading the issue."™ Similarly, we also picked up reports of growing
internal debate and opposition to enlarzement within consenative Republican
circles and the board rooms of think tanks such as the Heritage Faundation who
officially supported enlargement. Both ends of the political spectrum, it scermed,
had their own Russia-fiesters.

Later that spring CANE was joined by the Business Leaders for Sensible
Priorities (BLSP) whose President, Ben Cohen, was a co-founder of the Ben and
Jerry’s ice cream empire. BLSP was committed to shifting U8, governmeint
spending from defense to domestic needs. It wauld fund a series of ads that op-
posed enlargement and showed the mushroanmeshaped clouds of nuelear explo-
sions and warned that NATO expansion could slienate Russia and rekindle Cold
War tensions. They were focused i states where Senatars had yet to announce
their prsitions on NATO enlargement. But the apposition was unable 1o make
significant political intoads—either in the Senate or in the broader public, They
were not well organized politically, too disparate in their idealngical composition,
and unable to put together a broad-based coalition, Above all, they could nat en-
list a eritical mass of political leaders, neither on Capitol Hill, nor more generally
framn the political center—which the Administeation had assiduously cultivated,

By this time SINERO had become a kind of a polifical rapid reaction SWAT
unit. Every time Rosner received a report that a Senator might be wavering, he
immediately arranged for 3 phone call from the President or from Mbright,
Cohen, or Berger addressing his or her concermns, A team of senior officials was
piten dispatched to follow-up with a briefing for the Senatar or stafl. Rosner and
| met regulacly with the Ambassadoss of the three invited countries over break-
fast ta compare notes and were on the phone several times a day with USCEN
exchanging notes on how to counter the critics. Rosner joked it was like playing
the game “whack-a-mole”—every time an oppanent popped up, the Adminis
tration tried lo bat down what it considered a bad ides,
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But it was a twolront strupgle. While waging the public batle, the
Administration was also engaged in intense and at Hmes contentions talks with
the Republican stafl from the Senate Forsign Relations Commitiee over the
language of the resolution of ratification. It was the wehicle through which
Senators could attach reservalions or amendnients that conld constrain future
Administrations or, in the worst case, foree the Administrations to abandon the
treaty. By nud-February we had had several difficult rounds of contentious talks
but were fAnding conmnon language on many key issues: Russia, costs and
burden-sharing, the open deor, CFE, intelligence sharing with new members,
POWS, and Jewish property restiation. On Febroary 1g, Helms® staff sent him
an updated dealt resolution of ratification. Helms sent it back with his com-
ment: “Looks good to mel” Two days later, Rosner and 1 sent our asessment o
Talbott concluding that we could work with the SFRC draft as well

5. THE ENDGAME

The SFRC was scheduled (o hold the last in s series of seven hearings conclud-
ing the formal testimony record on NATO enlarmement on Febeuary 24, The
day before, Februsry 23, we got the SFRC' latest draft of the resolution of ratifi-
cation, We were namowing the gap.f! That same day the results of 4 new poll on
LS, public attitudes on enlargement showed that public support was high and
unchanged from the fall of 1996, It belied the argument of the critics that once
Americans became more familiar with the issue support would fall. The pall
showed that & percent of Americans supported adding the first three members,
anel so—43 percent supperted adding additional states afler the fist three, As
Rosner underscared in an e-mail, virtually 2l the pro-enlargement arguments
tested had pained suppart whereas nearly all the anti-enlargement arpuments
had lost support.®

The next momeng Albright made her fimal appearance before the SFRC. In
addition to repeating the Administration's arguments i fvar of enlargement,
shie toak aim at some of the propased amendments that enlargement opponents
were starting fo circulate, The signing of the US-Baltic Charter two weeks eus-
lier had opened another line of attack from enlargement erities who naw
claimed the Administration's open door strategy was reckless. In a New York
Times editorial in early February, four well-dmown opponents of enlargement—
Howard Baker, Sam Nunn, Brent Scoweroft, and Allon Frye —called for “s def-
inite if not permanent panse in this process” after the fisst enlargement round ®
It was quickly embesced by Senator Warner in the form of an amendment.®

The Administration believed thata “pause” on enlargement was umnecessary
because the LS, already had a de facte veta over further invitations, and it was
dangerous because it could undercul democratic reforms i the region.
Albright, who was already on record opposing the amendment before Warner
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officially effered it, wanted to lay down g marker that we were going to hght
hard againgt Warner in her finl testimony.® She pointed out that NATO had
alveady enlarged several times in ity lostory aod had becone stronger, not
weaker, each time, She insisted that an open door policy was “central to the
logie”™ of a new Alhance that would help koil Eorope topether. “A mandated
pause,” Albright told the gathered Senators, “would be heard from Tallinn in
the north to Seha in the south as the sound of an open door slamming shut. 1t
would be scen as a voie of no confdence in refor-minded governments from
the Baltics to the Balkans."®

The Senate Foreign Relations Committes convened on March 3 to voie on
the resolution of ratification. The vobe was 162 in pur favor. Rosner's “center-
oul” strategy had warked. We had the support of all but the most conservative
and liberal Senators on the Committee —Republican John Asheroft (R-MO)
and Democral Paul Wellstone (D-MN). But several Senators had made it clear
thot they were uncomfortable aver where NATO was headed. 1o a meme to
.’\]b[jg]u tlat EVENing, Roster and 1 weote: “Today's meeling of the Senale
Forcign Relations Cammitiee on NATO enlargement was intellectually and
politically fascinating, and holds many lessons. The 16—=2 margin clearly bodes
well for the final tally, But the substance of the Committee’s deliherations sug-
gest the debate has gone beyond the merits of enlargement to these first three
states, and has moved to broader issues: MATDS future orentation and new
missiens;: mture rounds of L'I'I[HFEL“:I[!E:II[ and the European security strategy Lre-
yond NATO"

We wamed Albright that 2 number of Senators still had concerns and were
likely 1o try o use amendments lo put their imprint on enfargement. “Today's
mectng,” the memao stated, “does nothing o diminish our confidence that we
will obtain the needed two-thirds vote, But it does suggest that if the ultimate
vote 1% gﬂing ter stamel 95 0 breoad afRomation of our vision for NATO and Europe,
we have work to do.™ The next morning. March 4, the USCEN issied an in-
forenal vote count that had 2 Senatoes voting yes, 13 opposing and 15 unde-
cided. By this connt, we had crossed the huedle of 67 votes reqguired for ratifca-
tion. We could now focus on the endgame. In o subsequent memo we
underscored; “How this ends—the final margin, the amendments that prevail,
the posi-martems by the press—will all color oue ability to pursue the next
phase of policy toward NATO and Europe."®

The Senate Foreipn Relations Committee vote was a major victory for the
Admumistration. The eritics were funous. The New Tord Times nh;lrgcrl that,
"Rarely has such an impartant matter seemed headed Toe approval with so litile
enthusiasm or altention."® Tom Friedman accosed the SFRC of putting ona
“shameful pﬂrﬁ:nr:anct." Iz column in The New York Times, he complained,
“Senators Jesse Helms, Joe Biden & Co. rolled over like puppies having their
bellies rabbed when Clinton officials explained their plans for NATO expan-
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sion by dodging all the hard questions™™ Other major newspapecs, including
‘The Washington Post, praised the SFRC vote.® And on March 15, The Chicago
Tribune reversed its previous position opposing enlargement und now came out
in our favor —a reversal that followed an Intense effort by SINERO to get at least
ane major editorial board cpposed 1o enlargement to change its position.*

Sensing that momentum was rapidly building on our side, enlurgement op-
ponents urged a postponement of the final Senate vote. Seventeen Senators
sent Lott and Duschle a letter asking that the vote be delayed undil June v
Former Senators Sam Nunm and Howard Baker also wiote the Senate Armed
Services Commitlee criticizing, the SFRC resolution and calling lor additional
hearings und a delay in the vote ® When Albright heard about their request, she
tolled her eyes and reminded us that during the foue years we bad been debat-
ing enlarpement the founding fathers of NATO had not anly created the
Alliance bt also alresdy enlarged it ance. Pro-enlargement Senators countered
with their own letter, and President Clinton weighed in with Lott to urge him to
stick to the planned schedule.® Helms, in turn, defended his handling of en-
largement in an op-ed.™

The Senate floor debate on enlargement started on March 18 but then, fuced
with the need to address o pending education hill, Lot postponed it until affer
the Senmte's Faster recess. While Llis;ippmntn:l, this was a pse wie could lve
with. With the final floor hght nowscheduled for late April, we had a chance to
step back and review the order of battle. The fight was now over amendments,
Mare than a dozen Senators had signaled their intention to offer amendments,
often more than one. The amendments we worried about most were those pro-
posed by Asheroft, Harkin, Hutehison, Levin, Moynihan, Stevens, and Warner.
They were propesing amendments ranging fram restricting bilateral assistance
to new miembers, a cap on LS. contributions 1o NATO budgets, limits on new
missicns, creating @ new conflict resolution process within e Alliance for
Central Evrope, to o sugpestion that we ereate a way to gject allies- from the
Alliance if they did not meet our standards ™

While the Adrinistration was determined to hglit each of them, bwo were at
the top of our list of "nwst wins” The first was Senator Warner's “panse” amend-
menl. The second was an amendment Seoator John Asheroft had annosnced to
limit any future aut of area role for NATO. The Senator from Missouri was cen-
sidering a run for the Presidency and positioning himsell as the candidate of the
right wing of the Republican Party. He lad Taunched a mean-spirited attack
mischaricterizing Albright’s views on NATO's new missions, Albright had weit-
ten him explaining in detail why s characlerization of her views was wiang,
but Asheroft lad jgnored her explanation and mstead accused the Adminis
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clear that NATOYs collective defense commitment was limited to the Noth
Atlantic ares as defined in the treaty in geographic terms. But it had loft open
the option of NATO members coming together voluntarily under other articles
of the Treaty to defend their common interests outside of that area. Acheson
had made these points quile clearly in March 1949 in public interviews in
which he had explained cach Article of the Washington Treaty, We had dug the
Diepartment's simmary of those iterviews out of the archives and cireulated it
as part of our effort to defeat the Ashoroft amendment, which we feared would
prevent NATO from being able to address new threats from beyend Eurape in
the futuee

O April 20 Albright met with the Democeatie Caveus to shore up their sup-

potl. She told the gathered Senators that the enlagement vote was one of tie
most important they would cast. It was a chance to truly end the Cold War—"to
put it in concrete” —and to overcome Europe's divide. “1 hope you would view
it as an honor to vote for enlargement—to make these three countries part of
the best Allianee in the world” she told them, Even at this late stape, however,
it was clear that a number of Senators still had dowbits centering largely on en-
largement’s impact on Bussia and arms contral, Albright went out of her way to
address them: I want you to know how committed the President and T are to
making our relations with Russia work " The Russians did not like enlargement
but they had aceepted that it was going to happen, Albright said. There were
still problems in U.S.-Russian relations, but it was a mistake to blame them on
enfargement. “That's like blaming everything on El Nino,” she quipped. A
number of Senators said they were poing to support the President — but without
enthusiasm. @

On April 24, 1998 Senators Roth, Licherman, and MeCain sent around u
“Dear Colleague" letter urging their colleagues o vote in favor of enlargement
They noted that enlargement enjoyed wide hipartisan support and had been en-
dorsed by three lomer Presidents, eight former secretaries of state, seven former
secretaries of defense, five former national security advisors and sisty former sen-
ior flag officers in the U.S. military. In addition, enlargement had been endorsed
by 13 state Senates und House of Representatives, the US, conference of Mayors,
the National Governor's Association, the Couneil of State Governments, the
AFL-CIO, numerous veterans groups, and 26 ethnic, religious and humanitarian
utganizations. “These endomsements,” they concluded, “are a powerful reflection
of the broad consensus affirming that NATO enlargement is in America’s na-
tiorial interest and deserves the full support of the Senate ™%

The final Hoor debate opened on a slightly nervous note an April 27, 1998,
Only a few days earlier Senator Lot had publicly urged the Administration not
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voles, but there's not a lot of enthusiasm in here” he warned '™ The pro-
enlargement forces were led by Senator Biden who took over the role of foor
manager and became in many ways the key figure in managing the Senate de-
bate. The opposition was de facts led by Senator John Wamer. By the evening of
the first day some fifteen Senators had spoken—ten for, fve against and one
undecided

Behind the scenes, the President, Albright, Cohen and Berger warked the
phones to line up the votes to defeat the amendments the Administration was
fighting. SACEUR Ceneral Wes Clark pitched in by calling a number of
Repubilican Senators 1o explain why the Asheroft smendment was damaging to
NATO. The rest of us spent most of the day working with SFRC staff to answer
the concerns of individual Senators and to Reld requests for last-minute phone
calls to help get them on board. A Demoeratic whip count found that there was
abmost no support among Demoerats for the Asheroft amendment—Dbul that
there was support for the Wimer “pause” amendment, Secretary of Defense
Cohen met privately with Senator Stevens fo convinee him to withdraw his
amendment

The first amendments came to the Senate Aoor for votes on April 38, Senator
Harkin's amendment proposing limits on bilateral assistance to the new mem-
bers was defeated 7624 Senstor Jon Kyl (B-AZ) offered an amendment sug-
gesting guidance for the rewrite of the slralegic coneepl which made clear that
NATO's future missions would not be limited to peacekeeping. [t was a vehicle
to deflect support away from Asheralt by allowing Senators to underscore their
support for NATO's core mission of collective defense and to note their reserva-
tions about peacekeeping while keeping open the option of more ambitions
out-of-area war Gghting missions. The Administration cagerly supported it. It
passed overwhelmingly go—g. We also enlisted the support of Zbigniew
Breezinski and senior Republican strategists to lobby against the Asherofi
amendment. Ina memo written late on the evening of April 28, Rosner wiote:
“Today wasa pood day."

The political battle was now being fought an the editorial pages of the major
LS. newspapers. The MNew York Times” ongoing opposition to cnlargement was
relentless "t Anticipating that the Times would issue a final blast against the
Administration on the day of the vote, Alliright submitted ber own editorial
making the case for enlargement. On April zgth, we woke up to see the two con-
trasting editarials on The New York Times editorial page. As expected, the Times'
editorial attacked enlargement a5 o mistake of historie proportions, “IL is dely-
sional,” they wrote, "to believe that NATO expansion is not at its core an act that
Russia will regard as hostile"™ In contrast, Albrighl entitled her editorial “Stop

Wiornving abont Rossia” — and srped her readers to stop viewing Central Eumpe
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be a sign that we understood the world had changed and the Cold War was
over, '™

A group of us headed over to the Senale to help head off auy last-minute sus-
prise challenges before the final vote. A highlight came when Dan Fried, who
had since moved on o become U5, Ambassador in Wassaw, phoned to tell us
about an amusing incident be had experienced earlier in the day. While visiting
the Jasna Gom monastery in southern Poland, the home of the funous Black
Madouna icon, I'ried had been approached by one of the Fathers—eomplete in
white robe and cell phone —who said: “We know you are having some prob-
lems in the Senate.” He then pointed to the ceiling and said: “We're willing to
provide # little help.”

The day was filled with political skirmishing before the final vote. In the
Senate, a series ol las-minote maneuvers was underway. At one point enlarge-
ment opponents suggested that the vote be put off becavse Helms was sched-
uled ta underga surgery the next day. But Helrus called their bluff by saying he
was prepared to debate through the night if necessary. Lobbying by Biden along
with Berger and Talbott helped convinee Democratic Senators Leahy (DVT)
and Bingaman {D-NM) le withdraw amendments on CFE and the Bsltic states.
Biden and Helms urged their colleagues to fold as many other amendments as
possible into a single manager's amendment to get to a final vate. But we still
faced a number of potentially dangerous amendments, above all those being
pushed by Asheroft, Moynihan, Stevens, and Warner, When David Compert, 4
senior NSC official responsible for European affairs in the Bush Adminis-
tration, wiote an op-ed criticizing Asheroft, we made sure it was faxed to every
Republican Senatar's office. 1

Woting on amendments started at 3:30 PM. There were now seven of them.
Asheroft and Warner had each asked that their amendments be considered last.
It was an altempt to gather the protest votes of those Senators who had sup-
ported enlargement but still wanted to signal that their support of our policy was
not earte blanche. But the momentim was now clearly on the Administration's
side. Moynihan's amendment linking EU and NATO enlasgement was de-
feated 8317 in spite of an emotional warning from the New York Senator that
the U5, was re-creating the hair-trigger tensions that existed at the height of the
Cold War.'* Senator Hutchison's amendment on a new conflict dispute resolu-
tion was defeated 62—37. Wamner continued to argue against enlargement as
committing the U.S. to a "blank check” for an ill-defined military alliance.
“We'd be creating through this expansion a gu organization,” he arpued claim-
ing that NATO was in danger of becorming “Dial a cop, dial a soldier” But his
“pause” amendment also went down to defeat, 55-41.17

Throwghout the dav Ashoraft harpained with Lot aver how mneh dehage
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nations who wanted to be America’s allies. Enlarging NATO, she argued, would
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thal evening and became increasingly icritated with Ashemlts demand for sev-
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eral hiours of debate al prime time whén other Senators were getting muoch less.
Finally, fed up with Asheroft's tactics, he walked over to ask Senator Biden to
tnove Lo table Asheroft's amendment. It wasa parhamentary maneaver to kill it
before it even reached the floor. Biden agreed — but only if Lot would second
his motion to make it clear that this was not a partisan move, After hesitating [oo
a mimte, Lalt eoncurred. As Asheroft walked back into the Senute chamber, he
saw lis annendment, which the Administration feared would be the most dan-
gerous and eloselyvoted amendment, go down to defeat 82—8 without ever haw
ing reached the Senate oo

AL B30 pw. the final floor debate commenced. The vote started at 1o:25 P
Senator Roberl Byed [DSWVA), invoking an old Senate tradition for votes on
grave matters of state, insisted that the Senators remain at their desks and nse
one at @ time to have their votes registered. There was a hushed silence in the
chamber as cach Senator rose with his “yes” or “nay” The final vote was Bo-19
with 45 Republicans and 35 Demoerats in favor. Rosner was called into another
mom to take a congratulatory call from the President. Senators Lugar and
Biden came over to congratulate us. Standing outside the visiter's galley in the
corridors of the Senate, we saw the Sg-year-ald Jan Nowak walking towsard us
swinging his cane like a spry youngster with a big smile on his face, °1 never
thaught,” he said, “that | would live to see the day when Poland is not only
free —but safe.”

The next day Secretary Albright issued & statement on the vote, “The Senate
hias dene the right thing at the right time. For this is 3 moment of relative peace
in 1:1:ump|:, a fime when freedom is ascendant. Now we can be that much more
confident that peace and freedom will endure” Albright underscored the
broader implications of the vote for LLS, foreign policy. “Today's vole sends a
message o our old and new allies that America will continue to defend its in-
terest in the peace and secority of Furope, It will reassure all of Eurape’s new
democracies thal we are not going to treat them as second class citizens in the
future just becanse they were suljugsted in the past. 1t is a signal that America
will defend its values, protect its interests, stand by ils allies and keep its
ward "I

CONCLUSION

AL NATCYs founding on April 4, 1949, President Hary 5. Truman deseribed the
creation of the Atlantic Alliance as a neighbosly sct taken by countrics deeply
conscious of their shared heritage as democeacies that had come together deter-
mined to defend their common values and interests from those who threatened
them. The Washington Treaty was a very simple document, he noted. But it was
a treaty that might have prevented two wars had it existed in 1019 or 1930, Its goal
was to establish a zone of pesce in an ares of the world that had been at the
heart of those two wars. Pratecting this area, the President said, was an impar-
tant step toward creating peace in the world, And he predicted that the positive
impact of NATO's ereation would be felt bevond its borders.!

Fifty years later, NATO decided to extend that zone of peace and stability
from Western to Central and Easterns Burope following the collapse of comumu-
nisn and the end of the Cold War, [t opened its door to the Czech Republic,
Hungary, and Poland as part of a steategy of uniting Eurape and recasting the
Alliance for the post-Cold War era. By underscoring that NATO'S door re-
mained open to other European democracies willing and able to meet the eri-
terid set out in the Washington Treaty, allied heads of state affirmed their wish
to extend that zone even further in the future. NATO enlargement, i President
Clinton's words, was designed to ensure that the eastern half of the continent
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