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NATO ENLARGEMENT IN THE BEGINNING: AN 
AMERICAN PERSPECTIVE
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Cold War was relatively transparent and well documented, particularly the deci-
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as well as official documents, including administration speeches, congressional-
ly-mandated reports and hearings. Most of these are readily available on line. 
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produced a series of studies and reports in the 1990s and into the 2000s assessing 
the qualifications of prospective candidates and the performance of new members. 
The presidential papers of George H.W. Bush and William Clinton provide yet 
more insights into the environment in which enlargement moved ahead. This 
article is based in part on the author’s participation in the process of Congressio-
nal oversight and decision-making. In retrospect, there seem to be very few stones 
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of the alliance.

The setting for NATO enlargement
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seemed a natural step when the revolutions of 1989 led to the end of the Warsaw 
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those countries that had been less-than-willing members of the Warsaw Pact. 
However, at the same time, for others it seemed counterintuitive. After all, the 
framework for international relations had been dominated and, indeed, stabilized 
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more important than the opportunities for independence and democratization to 
which the revolutions had given birth. As a consequence, the years between 1989 

1 Two of the most notable among these are James Goldgeier, Not Whether but When: The U.S. 
Decision to Enlarge NATO (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution Press, 1999), and Ronald 
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approach the new opportunities and challenges.

In the early 1990s, the new democracies in Eastern and Central Europe began 
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ever, saw enlargement increasingly as a way of moving away from the front lines 
in Europe, since enlargement would provide a buffer zone between it and Russia. 
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This initially led to an intricate ballet, in which the would-be members stepped 
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ation with all aspirants, as well as with the great skeptic, Russia.2
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enlargement had an important “pre-history.” Particularly after adopting the Har-
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its Warsaw Pact allies. The goal was to try to overcome the East–West division 
in Europe and reduce the risk of war. This commitment to détente led the allies 
in 1972 to join with the Warsaw Pact and other European countries to begin 
preparations for the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) 
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of the European status quo, was used by the West to promote human rights and 
other fundamental principles that should govern the behavior of states, both in re-
lation with their own peoples and with other states. The Helsinki Process, as the 
CSCE forum was called, was widely credited with legitimizing human rights groups 
in Eastern Europe and weakening the hold of communist regimes on those coun-
tries. The CSCE process also included negotiations on confidence-building and 
stabilizing measures. In 1986, these talks resulted in an agreement signed in Stock-
holm, Sweden, on Confidence and Security Building Measures and Disarmament.

�%����������	
���&�������*�*���
�!&�
����������"�����!�$���������!���Q!��-
���!�
�!��X!�$����!�����!���
� ������!����"%��%�*�����������Q�������� �������Q�
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2 Stanley R. Sloan, Permanent Alliance? NATO and the Transatlantic Bargain from Truman to 
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ty cooperation initiatives in the 1970s and 1980s demonstrated that the allies were 
prepared to take diplomatic steps to reduce the chance of war, even if Warsaw Pact 
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European left. At the same time, some on the left in Europe saw this role as a po-
litical sham, designed for show but not likely to help overcome Europe’s division.

Seen at some distance more than twenty years after the end of the Cold War, 
it appears that a combination of allied détente, deterrence, and defense policies 
contributed to the events that culminated in the end of the Cold War, the disso-
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either side of the Atlantic.

In the first years of the post-Cold War period, it was therefore not a desperate 
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to address the radically new circumstances that had emerged in just a matter of 
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to include potentially all of democratic Europe.

One of the first needs was to adapt the CSCE, shaped as it was by Cold War 
conditions, to the new circumstances in Europe. The CSCE had played an im-
portant role in the Cold War, helping regulate relations among European states 
and also keeping up a human rights critique of Soviet and East European com-
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provided the “rules of the road” for interstate relations in Europe and constructive 
guidelines for the development of democracy in all European countries.
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flicts, manage crises, and settle disputes peacefully.3
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was resources. As a “process,” the CSCE had only an ad hoc structure that was 
not capable of supporting a more ambitious role. On 5 and 6 December 1994, a 
CSCE summit meeting in Budapest, Hungary, agreed to turn this process into an 
organization, with the result that the name was changed to the Organization for 
Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE). The decision was made to provide 
staff and financial resources so that the OSCE could send missions into Europe-
an nations to mediate disputes, monitor elections, and conduct other activities 
designed to prevent conflict.4

�*��%������!&��%��^__�
��=+��������%����X��"����"!�	��Q�%�������%�����!�
deal with potential threats to peace. In Bosnia, the OSCE played a critical role in 
helping to establish a process of free elections and respect for human rights. 
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chance to succeed. OSCE monitors and mediators played important roles in help-
ing resolve conflicts and build democracy from Abkhazia and Tajikistan to South 
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of the key ingredients in an evolving cooperative European security system.

In 1990, negotiations aimed at cutting non-nuclear forces in Europe, which 
%�����Q����
��%����������	
����^_�����!��������"��%��%�������*�!��X!�$����!�-
���+������!���
�������!���~X���\��%�
��������	��Q����������!�������������!�
�
and controls on non-nuclear military forces, from the Atlantic Ocean in the west 
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is the most comprehensive, legally binding agreement on conventional arms 
control ever produced. Its goal was to reduce imbalances in the numbers of ma-
jor conventional weapon systems in Europe in order to eliminate the potential for 
surprise attacks or large-scale offensive operations.
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transparency, as it makes military establishments and forces more visible to other 
states. The treaty’s required declarations of information and inspection procedures 
help reduce concern about the intentions and capabilities of neighboring states. In 
this new system, it has become much more difficult to hide military capabilities.

Emerging candidates for NATO membership

As democratic governments stepped out from the shadow of communism in 
Eastern and Central Europe, many of the new democracies sought membership 
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them carefully, offering the new democracies friendship and cooperation but not, 
initially, membership.
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in need of greater clarity concerning its future relationship with former members 
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relationship of “consultation and cooperation on political and security issues.”5 
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Russia became one of its founding members.
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equate for their needs, but they accepted the first move and immediately began 
working for more.7
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administration. President Bush and his foreign policy team had played a major 
role in the process of negotiating German reunification and ensuring that a unit-
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serious consideration. Sympathetic to the Polish case, the best I could do was to suggest that 
Poland be patient and that the logic of their case would bring them through.
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first since Spain had been admitted in 1982. In addition, President Bush made a 
major contribution to the process of winding down the Cold War by declaring 
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In 1990, neither the Bush administration nor any of the European allies were 
prepared to signal public acceptance of the possibility that countries that had just 
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Bush, were focused primarily on how to ensure that the transition in the Soviet 
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to a new one.

Toward the end of the Bush presidency, senior administration officials never-
theless began acknowledging that the desires of East European governments to 
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The Clinton administration was to bring new and dramatic developments to 
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on track, it had not had time to move beyond the relatively limited and “easy” 
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From partnership toward membership

When President Bill Clinton came to office in January 1993, the administration 
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the economy, following the political rhetoric (“It’s the economy, stupid!”) that 
had helped pave Clinton’s way to the presidency. In the administration’s first year, 
Europe was seen mainly as a problem: the source of economic competition for 
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entry of the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland into the alliance.
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she had the task of chairing the initial inter-departmental review of the issue. 
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at the Department of State, was concerned that moving too quickly on enlarge-
ment would sour prospects for reform in Russia.
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However, as James M. Goldgeier has documented, two key officials leaned in 
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Bill Clinton had not spent much time or energy on foreign policy issues in his 
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enlargement would directly serve this end. This approach made Clinton ripe for 
the message from the new democracies in central Europe. It was a message that 
he heard loud and clear when he met with several Central European leaders, in-
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1993. Clinton subsequently reflected on the meeting, saying, “When they came 
here a few weeks ago for the Holocaust dedication, every one of those presidents 
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provide a security umbrella for the people who are members.”12
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inence in European security affairs, it was the value-based rationale that would 
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Even while official policy largely favored deferring a decision on enlargement 
at the January 1994 summit, some administration officials and others outside the 
administration were putting together a case for moving ahead. In an assessment 
for Congress at the end of 1992, I noted the logic of the case for enlargement, 
writing, 

|!"������%���<�
���Q�������
�!&�?�
�������
������!�
��"%!�%�$���%�!�Q%!����%��X!���?����!��-
ed the Western system, now deny participation in the system to countries that choose democracy, 
to convert to free market economic systems, respect human rights, and pursue peaceful relations 
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making credible efforts to meet the criteria for membership.14 
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In Europe, German Minister of Defense Volker Rühe became the official most 
outspoken as a proponent of enlargement.16 Early in 1993, he organized a small 
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such standards in the near future. But can the allies in good conscience deny participation in 
their security system to countries that have overthrown communist dictatorships and committed 
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16 ���%������%"��Q�����q+�?�����+���������]�Foreign Policy, no. 126 (2001): 88.

Stanley R. Sloan



533

The conference (in which this author participated) was held outside Bonn, Ger-
many. It provided some of the foundations for Rühe’s enlargement position.17

To augment his resources, Rühe contracted the services of a team from the 
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proponents of enlargement, arguing for early consideration of the membership 
desires of Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic.

The Rand team published a major statement of the case for enlargement in the 
fall of 1993, providing a key reference point for the coming enlargement debate.18 
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These proponents of enlargement were in a minority in Europe as well as in the 
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largement in the early 1990s, and Davis had close ties to the work of the Rand team.
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ally supported developing ties to the new democracies, the more difficult and 
demanding enlargement issue continued to be deferred.
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facilitating Russia’s transition to democracy and free markets, reinforced the 
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likashvili (the Supreme Allied Commander, Europe), his staff, and senior Penta-
gon officials (particularly Deputy Secretary of Defense Joseph Kruzel),19 was 

17 The invitation to me and others suggested that the session was designed as an off-the-record 
opportunity to think and talk prospectively about transatlantic security issues.
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premised on the need for aspiring members to meet certain political and military 
criteria before being considered for membership. The second assumption was that 
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curity. The end result of this thinking was the proposal for the Partnership for 
Peace (PfP).

Cooperation prepares ground for enlargement

The PfP concept was a policymaker’s dream. It signaled to those who aspired 
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time. It avoided destabilizing relations with Russia at a perilous moment in that 
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On the negative side, the PfP was clearly not the end of the story. The Central 
European democracies recognized that, although active engagement in the PfP was 
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The program would provide the possibility for non-member military leaders and 
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The PfP was destined to become a successful program in its own right, help-
ing reform regimes in Central and Eastern Europe to accelerate the process of 

in Bosnia, all lost their lives when the vehicle in which they were riding plunged off a dirt road 
outside Sarajevo. 
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The PfP sought initially to promote greater transparency in national defense 
planning and budgeting as a way of building confidence in the peaceful intentions 
of all participants. It also aimed to encourage effective democratic control of 
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In mid-1997, the allies decided to add some new and important elements to 
the PfP agenda to “enhance” the program. When the Clinton administration pro-
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nations at a meeting in Sintra, Portugal, held in May 1997.

Also at Sintra, the allies gave their partners a much stronger role in develop-
ing and deciding on PfP programs. They created the concept of partnership 
“cells,” or units made up of partner military and civilian officials working hand-
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European command is located, to coordinate activities directly with the Supreme 
Allied Commander Europe and his staff. Through the new Planning and Review 
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such as those in Kosovo and Bosnia-Herzegovina, could participate more active-
ly in planning and overseeing the carrying out of such operations. As a result of 
these changes, the PfP became an important part of the evolving cooperative 
European security system, even if it was seen as a transitional device by many 
of its participants.

21 Off-the-record interviews with the author.
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Both allies and partners alike came to regard the EAPC as an important token 
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benefits of peace and stability to all European nations. However, given the large 
EAPC membership, formal meetings consisted largely of set-piece statements by 
participating governments. This provided an opportunity for participants to put 
their national positions on the record, but hardly a chance for discussion and 
dialogue. As with many other international organizations, opportunities for dis-
cussion and dialogue became part of “corridor” conversations and informal meet-
ings on the margins of the scheduled EAPC sessions. 

In recognition of their special significance and unique circumstances, two 
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enhanced dialogue and cooperation.”22
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to speak, in Russia’s open wounds.
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the alliance that had been reinforced by four decades of Soviet propaganda. Even 
many sophisticated Russians found it difficult to understand the fundamental 
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Russian zones of influence in Central and Eastern Europe. Some Russian officials 
believed that when Moscow agreed to facilitate German reunification, the Soviet 
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signed the document on 22 June 1994.
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the negotiations had led the Russians to such a conclusion, no such commitment 
had ever been formally made.
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that they had “no intention, no plan, and no reason” to deploy nuclear weapons 
on the territory of new members. They also said that they planned no permanent, 
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act on behalf of the member states to negotiate a more permanent cooperative 
relationship with Russia. These negotiations, guided by Strobe Talbott and other 
(��!&&�����
����
����������%���!�����Q�+���!���������������!�
��X!!������!������
�������*����"����=+��������%����

������������!�\��%�
��!�������"�
�
�Q����
���{���
� �����*�^__��� ��
����&!���=+������!������ ��
�����
�!�� �!� ��$���� �%����
&!�����?��
�"�{��������!�
��!��!���=+��\

�%���!�����Q�+���
����� ���Q���Q�����!&� �!���
�!��"%��%�=+���������

���
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tions plus Russia) as a framework for continuing consultations. Creating this 
channel for communications was an important step, but there were limits on its 
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allies sought to ensure that the Permanent Joint Council remained a place for 
consultations rather than co-decision making. This would change in 2001, when, 
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with Moscow.
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In subsequent years, Russia has worked hard to ensure its future political and 
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Europe open to question.

The enlargement process
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a variety of cooperative security arrangements in its relations with non-members. 
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erated the greatest controversy. Although the January 1994 Brussels summit de-
ferred decisions on enlargement and put the PfP forward as an outreach vehicle, 
the allies did agree to keep the membership door open.
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an states might subsequently wish to join the alliance. The Treaty’s Article 10 says 
that the allies may, “by unanimous agreement, invite any other European state in a 
position to further the principles of this Treaty and to contribute to the security of 
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������*\]26 The original twelve members 
were, over the years, joined by Greece and Turkey, Germany, and then Spain.
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TO’s door would be opened to qualified candidates. The allies began a study in 
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President Clinton left the Brussels summit apparently ready to move on to the 
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PfP would buy time and defer tough decisions on enlargement.

On a visit to Warsaw in July 1994, in an interview with Polish television, 
Clinton pushed the issue further down the road, saying, 
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developed, but I can’t do that alone.27
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the right thing to do. The Warsaw remarks were taken by pro-enlargement offi-
cials in Washington as a green light to move ahead. According to Goldgeier, a 
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tration. These included the appointment as Assistant Secretary of State for Euro-
pean and Canadian affairs of Richard Holbrooke, who had become an enlarge-
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While the Pentagon remained largely skeptical, administration policy began mov-
ing slowly but surely toward an active enlargement approach.28
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Representatives in the fall 1994 mid-term elections. The new leaders of the House 
brought with them a “Contract with America,” which listed their policy priorities. 
Perhaps the only priority on which Clinton and the Republicans could agree was 
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a fairly wide bipartisan base of support in Congress.
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was to be followed by countries seeking membership on their way to the open 
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and would support the process of democratization and the establishment of mar-
ket economic systems in candidate countries. The report also proposed that en-
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alliance whose fundamental purpose was to preserve peace and provide security 
to its members.

With regard to the “how” of enlargement, the allies established a framework 
of principles to follow, which included the requirement that new members assume 
all the rights and responsibilities of current members and accept the policies and 
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goal of closing the door behind it, that is, using its vote as a member to block 
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the missions of the alliance. Additionally, no country outside the alliance (e.g., 
Russia) would have the right to interfere with the process. In this area, the report 
drew on a set of principles that had been articulated earlier in 1995 by Secretary 
of Defense William Perry (which had become known as the “Perry Principles”), 
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and on further enlargement analyses by the Rand team of Asmus, Kugler, and 
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role in the question of whom to invite for the first round of enlargement.

Bringing new members into the alliance constitutes an “amendment” to the 
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and for bringing in new members.31 This support included the passage of the 
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enlargement as a way to encourage the development of democratic institutions 
and free-market structures in the new democracies. The low-intensity but fairly 
consistent support was a good foundation for collaboration between the White 
House and the Senate, a collaboration that was to be critical for eventually rat-
ifying any enlargement decision.
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to support the enlargement cause. This group, which involved an impressive 
collection of corporate leaders, former civilian officials, and retired senior mil-
itary officers, largely from the ranks of the Republican Party, actively courted 
congressional support for enlargement and played a major role in the lobbying 
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opponent, Senator Robert Dole, mainly competed to be seen as the strongest 
supporter of enlargement. Dole criticized the president for being too attentive to 
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Russia’s views: Clinton had worked hard to reassure Russian president Boris 
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the process of enlargement moving ahead. Dole’s criticism, however, had almost 
no political impact, and most observers saw very little difference between the 
Republican and Democratic positions on the issue. It was yet another sign of the 
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certainly did not guarantee that the approach taken by the president and the al-
liance would win the necessary two-thirds majority in the Senate.

The election campaign provided an opportunity for the administration to 
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in July 1996 and was no longer in imminent danger of being destabilized by the 
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fiftieth anniversary and ten years after the fall of the Berlin Wall, the first group 
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The prominent use of the enlargement issue during Clinton’s campaign visits 
to the Midwest—home to many Central European immigrant communities—was 
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domestic politics. The history of administration policy, as documented by 
Goldgeier and observed personally by me, suggests a different conclusion. The 
president’s commitment to enlargement grew much more fundamentally out of 
his acceptance of, and belief in, fairly basic Wilsonian principles of internation-
al relations: promoting peace and stability through inclusive and cooperative 
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provided important support for both the president and the issue. Had enlargement 
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on the vine, despite the enthusiasm of Polish and other Central European lobby 
groups.

By the end of 1996 and Clinton’s successful reelection effort, collaboration 
between the White House and Congress had become more serious. The White 
House was fully aware that if the Senate felt it had not participated directly in 
the enlargement process, the issue could fail to gain the required two-thirds 
majority. This could occur even if two-thirds of the Senate leaned toward en-
largement, as appeared to be the case. The administration was sensitive to the 
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Clinton administration therefore followed President Harry Truman’s strategy for 
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brought key senators into the process early enough to win their commitment but 
not too early to complicate the policymaking process prematurely.

As the White House began developing working relationships with critical 
Capitol Hill staff, a related but more immediate question arose: To decide which 
�!������
�
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Madrid, Spain, on 8 July 1997. There was virtually unanimous agreement in the 
administration and among the European allies that the Czech Republic, Hungary, 
and Poland would be invited. Only Poland would add significantly to the military 
strength of the alliance. These three probably could, however, be sold to the 
Senate as strategically important and politically acceptable.
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members would give Germany a political and military buffer between it and 
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not being a big fan of the process of enlargement in any case, and concerned that 
too rapid or large an increase in membership would weaken the alliance. How-
�$����������������*������
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focus as well, and they thus favored including Slovenia and Romania in the first 
tranche.

Several members of the Senate, led by Senator Joseph Biden (Democrat, Del-
�"������ ���	��Q� ���!���*� ������� !&� �%�� ������� �!���Q�� ������!�
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and Senator William V. Roth Jr. (Republican, Delaware), favored the inclusion of 
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that, despite the senatorial sentiments for Slovenia, the core package of three 
candidates would be a sufficient challenge for the process of ratification in the 
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Romania, with an important geostrategic position in Southeastern Europe and 
with substantial military forces, lagged far behind the three core candidates in 
political and economic development. Slovenia could be kept as a given for the 
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three and only three was publicly revealed in a Pentagon press briefing by Sec-
retary of Defense William Cohen in mid-June. Cohen’s suggestion that, as far as 
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fact been completed.34
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ton administration and for administrations before and after was how to be a he-
gemon without acting like one. The administration had now made the mistake of 
acting like one.
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gation to help ensure a favorable ratification process. At Madrid, to help smooth 
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to continue to work toward eventual membership by following the guidelines laid 
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The allies reaffirmed their commitment to the open-door policy, in which all 
European countries meeting the conditions of Article 10 and the guidelines of the 
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to negotiate the terms of entry with the candidate states. The Clinton administra-
tion, however, had its own challenging task: to convince at least two-thirds of the 
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The administration had already begun preparing the ground. A respected for-
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������������<�����!���!�Q��

�!�����<�����$��������!�
��
Jeremy Rosner, was brought back to serve as coordinator of the ratification pro-
cess with both a State Department position and staff, as well as the status of 
special adviser to the president. The administration had been wise to include 
senators in the Madrid delegation, but now the serious lobbying work would 
begin.
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conservative Jesse Helms, would have primary jurisdiction over the legislation, 
with the Senate Committee on Armed Services also playing an important adviso-
�*� �!��\�����������!���*�)������������)!��� ~��������������

!����� %��� ������*�
���������%���������=+�����
��$�����!�����%�������*������!�
������������!�%��
designed to help manage the process in support of the Senate’s advice and consent 
role.

In the summer of 1997, even though it appeared that Rosner and his admin-
istration team were starting with a good core of support in the Senate, it became 
clear that they would need a strong lobbying effort to ensure final victory. In the 
course of a luncheon meeting in August hosted by a Scandinavian embassy offi-
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cer, Rosner and I had a few moments to discuss his challenge. I said that I pre-
sumed that President Clinton would be personally involved in the lobbying effort. 
Rosner assured me that, in the coming months, the president would invite senators 
to the White House for dinners and private meetings that were focused on lining 
up the required votes.

However, despite the fact that Clinton had played an important part in getting 
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1998 found him increasingly caught up in impeachment proceedings against him 
in Congress. He never conducted the lobbying dinners and meetings Rosner had 
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the ratification process, the president was present and involved, but one had to 
wonder whether his mind was not on other problems.
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on 30 April 1998, complained that the issue had not been given the kind of seri-
ous attention that was warranted by such an important national commitment. It 
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opinion polls showed broad, but somewhat shallow support for enlargement. The 
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However, a large percentage of those queried in polls showed a lack of basic 
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The debate that raged on opinion and editorial pages of major American news-
papers was largely conducted among the academic and policy elite and was not 
of great interest to the American public. Indeed, most foreign policy issues, such 
�
�=+��������Q����������������������������������Q��*��*��%��������������\��%��
public at large is moved to action and involvement only by more headline-making 
events, particularly those with imminent life-or-death consequences.

In the deliberative body that had to debate and decide the issue, however, there 
was a thorough and serious process of consideration37 in keeping with the Senate’s 
role as a “partner” to the transatlantic bargain. Despite the president’s “absence” 
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the Press, which found that support for enlargement, ran more than three to one in favor (63 
percent for, 18 percent opposed); however, only 10 percent of the public could identify even 
one of the potential new members. Pew Research Center for the People and the Press, America’s 
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the-world-ii (accessed 24 April 2013). 
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in close collaboration with the administration. The process relied heavily on 
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Relations Committee staffer Steve Biegen, Ian Brzezinski, who worked for Sen-
ator Roth, and Michael Haltzel, who worked for Senator Biden. Other staffers, 
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for Senator Jon Kyl (Republican, Arizona), played key roles in the period leading 
up to the Senate debate.
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organized a steady stream of classified and unclassified briefings and meetings 
in the course of 1997–98. Some of these sessions were intended largely for ad-
ministration officials to communicate information to Senate staff. Others provid-
���!��!��������
�&!��������
��!������"��%�
���!��=+��>����!���������*�!&&�����
\�
�������������
�

�!��!&��%��=+�����
��$�����!�����!�Q%��
����!�
��!Q��%���"��%�
the foreign ministers of the candidate countries. The meeting appeared to be a 
turning point for at least one senator who had been skeptical about enlargement. 
�����!��¡�*������*�|���%�
!��~��������������<�
��%�����!&!�����!�����
���!���
�%������������<��������%���

�������&���*���
	��Q�%���
��&&��"��%��%��%����!&��%��
Congressional Research Service, to research a number of enlargement issues. At 
the session with the candidate country foreign ministers, however, it became clear 
to this observer that Senator Hutchison’s feeling of respect and admiration for the 
accomplishments of the three new democracies would likely bring her into the 
“yea” column. It did.
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largement were invited to address the committee.39 Proponents and critics of 
enlargement in the Senate had their staffs investigate the major issues, whereby 
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Congressional Research Service analysts were engaged in hundreds of hours of 
support. One of the most sensitive challenges for Jeremy Rosner and other ad-
ministration officials was to hold together a coalition of Senate supporters and 
potential supporters who were motivated by substantially different assumptions 
and objectives.

Supporters ranged from conservative Republicans to liberal Democrats. Senator 
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first and foremost as an insurance policy against a resurgent Russia once again 
laying claim to the sovereignty of Central and East European states. Helms was 
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relations. In the process of introducing Secretary of State Madeleine Albright at the 
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Russia must be restrained by the reality that Russia’s future commitment to peace 
and democracy, as of this date, is far from certain. In fact, I confess a fear that the 
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members cooperated to deal with new security challenges, including peace oper-
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on Article 5, the commitment to assist a fellow member that has come under 
attack) was what was still needed. On the other hand, some senators found the 
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increasing the number of democratic states that could help deal with new securi-
ty challenges in and beyond Europe. Others (e.g., Senator Barbara Mikulski, 
Democrat, Maryland) were motivated most strongly by the fact that Poland, the 
Czech Republic, and Hungary had thrown off communism and committed them-
selves to a democratic path. How, such proponents asked, could they be denied 
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The Senate opponents of enlargement were also very diverse, both politically 
and philosophically. Senator John Warner (Republican, Virginia) became one of 
the most severe critics of enlargement. He believed that too many members would 
make it impossible to manage the alliance, dooming it to future irrelevance since 
timely consensual decisions with nineteen-plus members would be very difficult 
to make. Senator Warner’s attempt to impose a formal pause on the enlargement 
process was rejected, but a number of senators who had voted for enlargement 
voted with Warner in favor of a pause. Some forty-one senators voted for the 
Warner amendment, enough to block a two-thirds majority of the Senate for the 
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The most strongly committed enlargement opponent, Senator John Ashcroft 
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long ago outlived its utility. Among the opponents, Ashcroft’s position came 
closest to representing a neo-isolationist stance. His perspective related in part to 
�!�����
���!����%���!���������!
��!&�=+��������Q�����\�+��!����!��������
������
that the question of cost would become the most difficult issue in the Senate 
debate. However, conflicting and confusing estimates of the cost blurred the issue 
and made it a virtual non-factor in the final debate. Ashcroft’s attempt to amend 
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mission was defeated through deft parliamentary procedures on the Senate floor. 
Instead, the Senate passed an amendment offered by Senator Jon Kyl (Republican, 
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The other main school of thought motivating opponents of enlargement was 
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Some members, including Senators Paul Wellstone (Democrat, Minnesota) and 
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largely on the basis of Kennan’s warning.42 Another opponent, Senator Daniel 
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tions. After several abortive attempts to organize a debate and final vote in the 
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shire), Moynihan, Ashcroft, and Wellstone, put on a strong show of their concerns. 
As Senator Helms was not well, Senator Biden managed the bill for the Senate 
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some of his democratic colleagues standing impatiently, waiting to be given the 
floor. Several senators made impressive contributions to the advocate’s side, in-
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(Republican, Oregon). The decisive vote was taken late that evening. At the urging 
of Senator Robert Byrd (Democrat, West Virginia), in his role as the unofficial 
guardian of the procedures and practices of the Senate, all senators took their seats 
and then rose when called to deliver their vote. Byrd suggested that the

Senate would make a much better impression [… if senators would] learn to sit in their seats to 
answer the rollcall [… rather than] what we have been accustomed to seeing down here in the 
"�����"%��%��!!	
���	���%��'!!��!&���
�!�	����	��\43 

The Senate, seated with the decorum requested by Senator Byrd, voted eighty 
to nineteen to give the Senate’s advice and consent to ratification of the member-
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was that of Senator Kyl, an enlargement supporter who had left Washington on 
an official overseas trip a few hours before the vote was taken, reassured that his 
side would win by a clear margin. 

41 ��!�Q���\�¡�������q+�����&������!��]�New York Times�����������*�^__���+��\
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stone engaged me in a discussion about the Russia issue. I attempted to provide a balanced 
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that discussion, however, that Wellstone’s vote probably would be with the enlargement oppo-
nents.

43 Even though the Standing Order of the Senate says that “votes shall be cast from assigned desk,” 
roll-call votes are routinely taken with senators walking into the chamber and milling about the 
clerk’s desk until their names are called. Byrd’s comments can be found in Congressional Re-
cord (105th Cong., 2nd sess., 30 April 1998), S3906.
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Although enlargement supporters managed to beat back all potential “killer” 
amendments, the number of votes garnished by Senator Warner’s proposed 
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ment, judged that the system would not be able to support another round until the 
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Some enlargement proponents, however, thought it important to keep the 
process moving ahead. The first package had left aside Slovenia, a small but 
relatively attractive candidate. Senator William V. Roth Jr., one of the leading 
forces behind the enlargement process, argued that the process should “be care-
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author was rapporteur, Roth proposed that when the allies met in Washington in 
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reflecting Slovenia’s preparedness for membership, the invitation would demon-
strate that the enlargement door remained open without overloading the enlarge-
ment process.”45 Senator Roth’s advocacy was considered by and had some 
supporters in the Clinton administration. But the administration ultimately decid-
ed that it was too early to move ahead with new candidates. That step was left 
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ahead immediately with another round of enlargement. The strongest European 
proponent of enlargement, Germany, had accomplished its main objectives with 
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lines looking east, it no longer displayed such great enthusiasm for the enlarge-
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round, in which the potential candidates would likely include one or more of the 
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ly opposed by Moscow.
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hope, even though Slovenia was left standing outside the door. The leaders 
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further the principles of the Treaty and contribute to peace and security in the 
Euro-Atlantic area.”46 The allies created the Membership Action Plan (MAP), 
which promised cooperation beyond the possibilities in the PfP and, perhaps more 

44 Discussion with the author, May 1998.
45 William V. Roth Jr., NATO in the 21st Century�~���
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the enlargement process again no later than 2002.
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keep its door open. However, participation in the MAP does not guarantee future 
membership, nor does the Plan consist simply of a checklist for aspiring countries 
to fulfill.”47 What MAP did do, however, was to provide “concrete feedback and 
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achieving future membership.” The MAP did not substitute for full participation 
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forces and to prepare their force structures and capabilities for possible future 
membership.”48
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states joined together in support of a “big bang” approach to enlargement. Meet-
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than compete against each other for a favored position. Both major presidential 
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George W. Bush, sent letters of support to the session.49
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take on the challenge of leading the alliance toward its enlargement decision. In 
a speech in Warsaw on 15 June 2001, President George W. Bush outlined his 
vision of a Europe “whole, free, and at peace,” and said that all new European 
democracies, “from the Baltic to the Black Sea and all that lie between,” should 
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opened the way for a large second enlargement round, one that might have been 
�<��������!�����!���!$��
���������"%��%��������!����!����&�����

��!������!�
��%���
the first one.

Prior to the 11 September 2001 terrorist attacks, political interest in and sup-
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first round. President Bush said that his administration was a strong supporter of 
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enlargement, but the administration had no eager European partner on this issue. 
Germany, the key European architect of the first round, had less of a strategic 
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within a few months of the attacks it appeared that a consensus was growing in 
favor of a major enlargement initiative, when allied leaders meet in the Czech 
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In Prague, a “big bang” enlargement process was initiated. During the Bush 
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members. In 2009, Albania and Croatia joined the alliance, while Macedonia was 
left invited but standing outside the door, pending a resolution of its differences 
with Greece over the country’s legal name.

With these states coming on board, the enlargement process seemed to be 
������Q���
����\�(	������������!�Q���"����"�����Q�����%��"��Q
������������������
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Postlude and consequences
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One question is whether shortcomings in military reform and defense improve-
ments of the new members suggest that leverage on candidate states disappears 
when they become members.

If countries that do not fully meet the military guidelines for membership laid 
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Russia] loom large. Bulgaria and Romania have the opposite problem of being unable to meet 
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membership as justification for its foreign and domestic policies, but to what 
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Will enlargement be linked in any way to the process of further reforms with-
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In spite of such questions, the consequences of the decisions taken in the 1990s 
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of the transatlantic link, and have moved toward and became members of the 
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The leadership in Moscow, seeking to solidify control and keep Russia from 
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Russia relationship is that enlargement has troubled but not destroyed a cooper-
ative relationship between the alliance and Russia: it did not lead to a “new cold 
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process—have turned out to be far more important to the relationship than the 
addition of former Warsaw Pact allies and the Baltic republics to the alliance.
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(Santa Monica, Calif.: Rand Corporation, 2001). The brief summarizes the analysis complet-
ed by Szayna in NATO Enlargement 2000–2015: Determinants and Implications for Defense 
Planning and Shaping (Santa Monica, Calif.: Rand Corporation, 2001). See also Jeffrey Simon, 
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the most part been designed to invite Russia’s constructive involvement in Euro-
pean and global security affairs, while at the same time critiquing Moscow’s 
recent tendencies to reverse the process of democratization and liberalization that 
began under Gorbachev.
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and can still function as a framework for coordinating responses to the security 
needs of its members. This will remain true as long as the allies—individually 
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such cooperation is in their best interests. The biggest challenge to alliance mem-
bers, old and new, is therefore not Russia, nor even terrorism, Afghanistan, Pa-
kistan, Iraq, Iran or the Middle East more generally, but rather that of maintaining 
sufficient transatlantic cohesion to deal with these and other issues effectively.

Stanley R. Sloan




