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The recent resurgence of ethnic violence in Kosovo, despite 
years of NATO and UN involvement, has once again 
underscored the need for fresh ideas in the joint US-EU 
approach to the Western Balkans. With this objective in focus, 
the CSIS East Europe Project, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
of Slovenia, and the European Stability Initiative (ESI) hosted 
a joint conference From Security to Development in the Western 
Balkans, aimed at addressing the region’s continuing 
challenges.  
 
The conference, held on March 29, 2004, coincided with 
 the inauguration ceremony in Washington for NATO’s newest members. At a time when the 
majority of Central and East European states are moving toward NATO and EU membership, 
the future of the Western Balkans region presents a test case not only for the sustainability of 
economic and democratic development, but also for the success of the trans-Atlantic 
partnership. 
 
Janusz Bugajski, Director of CSIS East Europe Project and conference chair, began the panel 
discussion by highlighting that the challenge for the outside world is how to promote effective 
and legitimate democratic governance across the region. He asserted that a timetable for 
integration into the Euro-Atlantic institutions would propel reforms and foster stability in the 
region. Miomir Zuzul, Minister of Foreign Affairs of Croatia, echoed this view and stated that 
recognition of improvements by the EU and US would be an important motivation for 
continuing the reform process. 

 
The morning’s keynote address, by Slovenian Foreign Minister 
Dimitrij Rupel, touched upon both the successes and 
problems in the region. He emphasized that security is 
growing in Bosnia-Herzegovina, while Croatia and Macedonia 
have made significant progress in reforming their legal, 
economic, social, and political institutions. The most 
challenging factor in the region remains Kosovo, where the 
economy is stagnant, organized crime is rampant, and where 
discussing final status “is often confused with a discussion 
about mission and historic justice.” Only strong political will 

can result in a dialogue and potential solution. As Slovenia’s major foreign policy goals of 
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NATO and EU membership have been achieved, the country is committed to facilitating the Euro-Atlantic integration of 
its Western Balkan neighbors. 
 
Ambassador Carlos Pascual, Coordinator of U.S. Assistance to Europe and Eurasia for the U.S. Department of State, gave 
the keynote luncheon address. The assistance priorities for the region include promoting civil society and the rule of law, 
creating jobs, combating organized crime, and complying with the International Crimina l Tribunal for the Former 
Yugoslavia in The Hague. Discussion of these issues carried into the afternoon panel, which focused on economic 
development. Gerald Knaus, ESI Director and panel chair pointed to the continued instability in local government as a 
hindrance to higher foreign investment.  
 
In the final panel, Special Coordinator of the Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe, Erhard Busek, asserted that 
attention should not only be paid on an integration timeline as an end, but also as a means to increase the momentum of 
reform. Dr. Busek stressed that self-responsibility and a genuine regional partnership are absolute necessities for Euro-
Atlantic integration. As a positive example of such self-responsibility, Montenegrin Foreign Affairs Minister Dragisa 
Burzan discussed Montenegro’s small but steady economic growth, its political stability, the decline in the gray economy, 
and rising employment. He affirmed his optimism about the medium to long-term prospects for the region.  
 
"Although there were differences of approach in resolving the remaining challenges in the Western Balkans, all conference 
participants agreed that close American-European engagement and cooperation are indispensable if the region is to 
become a secure part of a Greater Europe", concluded Bugajski.  
 
CSIS would like to thank the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Slovenia and the European Stability Initiative (ESI) for co-sponsoring and co-
organizing this conference with the Center. A comprehensive post-conference policy paper on the Western Balkans will be available on the CSIS 
website at the end of April. To obtain a conference program, please visit the East Europe section of the CSIS website at www.csis.org/ee. 
 
 
 

NATO’S EASTERN FRONT  
By Milena Staneva 

After several years of mutual 
courtship and debate as to the 
future of NATO, the latest 
round of expansion has come 
to fruition as Bulgaria, 
Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, 

Romania, Slovakia, and 
Slovenia acceded to the protocols of the North Atlantic 
Treaty and deposited their respective instruments of 
ratification with the U.S. State Department.  The addition 
of the seven new Eastern European countries brings the 
alliance membership to a total of 26 nations.  
   
The White House held a ceremony on March 29, 2004 
for the Prime Ministers of the new NATO members and 
President George W. Bush praised the efforts of the 
acceding states: “The countries we welcome today were 
friends before they were allies, and they were allies in 
action before becoming allies by treaty.  Today, all seven 
of these nations are helping to bring lasting freedom to 
Afghanistan and Iraq.”   
  
The seven Eastern European states became members of 
NATO amid increasing security concerns in the Balkans 

and in Iraq. Thus, they will be pressed to define their 
individual roles within a pact, currently in a quest for its 
own raison d'être. In the face of new global challenges, the 
alliance will have to adapt. It is reasonable to expect that 
the future of NATO operations will be in conflict zones 
not in the heart of Europe but on its periphery, which 
calls for modern, mobile, rapidly deployable forces. 
There are also a series of legal, cultural, and linguistic 
challenges that remain to be overcome in order to 
achieve the desired interoperability. The merit of an 
enlarged NATO will be tested by the success of its 
missions in Afghanistan and the Balkans and its potential 
involvement in Iraq. This places a burden of immense 
responsibility upon the East European states, which will 
need to pull their weight and become credible and 
trustworthy allies.  
 
All the new members, aside from Slovenia, as well as the 
three states that joined in 1999, were previously under 
Soviet domination. Not only did they undertake the stern 
task of structural and logistical reform of their armed 
forces, but they also had to face challenges in their 
political and economic ties with Russia. Throughout the 
1990s, Moscow considered East Europe’s application for 
NATO membership as a form of treachery, especially 
with regards to the Baltic States.  
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“We cannot turn a blind eye as NATO’s air and 
military bases get much closer to cities and defense 
complexes in European Russia.” 

Sergei Ivanov for New York Times

Notwithstanding its official acceptance of NATO 
enlargement, Russia continues to undermine NATO’s 
credibility. There is a noteworthy inconsistency by 
Moscow: on one hand Russian politicians claim that the 
alliance is extraneous and ineffective, but on the other, 
they sharply criticize NATO’s presence closer to Russia’s 
frontiers. For example, in an op-ed published in the New 
York Times on April 7, 2004, Russia’s Minister of Defense 
Sergei Ivanov asks: “Why is an organization that was 
designed to oppose the Soviet Union and its allies in 
Eastern Europe still necessary in today’s world?” He 
goes on to give examples of U.S. and NATO failures to 
consolidate international security. Yet, he defines as 
worrisome the fact that during the Prague summit in 
2002, the alliance gave itself approval to undertake 
military operations even outside the territory of its 
member states. With respect to the prospective NATO 
military presence in the Baltic countries, Minister Ivanov 
asserts that the alliance will be “gaining greater ability to 
control and monitor Russian territory.” If NATO was 
truly as obsolete as it is presented, then why worry? 

 
Despite Russia’s assertive calls for greater NATO-Russia 
cooperation, serious differences still persist between the 
two sides and the new members will be more attuned to 
Moscow’s underlying motives than some of the older 
NATO states. In public statements Russian leaders 
emphasize the roles of the OSCE and the UN in global 
affairs and minimize that of NATO. They believe that 
these are the structures Russia can use to counter U.S. 
influence. Ironically, the OSCE sharply criticized Russia 
for its policy in Chechnya, while NATO remained quiet.  
 
All this demonstrates that the accession to the protocols 
of the North Atlantic Treaty was merely the first step for 
Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia, 
and Slovenia. It is the beginning of a journey, which will 
bring serious duties and responsibilities, but also 
advantages and opportunities.  
 
But even with all the challenges, this round of 
enlargement reinforced the argument that NATO is far 
from obsolete as other countries are queuing up to join 
the Alliance. Albania, Croatia, and Macedonia have 
formally submitted their applications, while several 
former Soviet states are seeking various forms of 
cooperation. And despite the endeavors to form a 
European common security and foreign policy, 

independent from the United States, the Old Continent 
is riven by disputes and no uniform platform will easily 
materialize. Thus, for the East Europeans, NATO 
remains the only viable organization that can ensure their 
security in the event of a crisis. 

 

SLOVAKIA’S PRESIDENTIAL 
ADVENTURES 

By Robin Shepherd* 
BRATISLAVA – The really good 
news about Slovakia’s presidential 
elections is not merely that Vladimir 
Meciar, an authoritarian populist, 
may have just suffered his final 
defeat as a serious force in Slovak 
politics. More significant is the 
manner of his defeat at the hands of 
an electorate which acted spontaneously while reformist 
elites more or less abdicated responsibility for the result. 
Slovak voters showed that their reformist instincts were 
slightly more advanced than the political leaders who 
have brought Slovakia back to international respectability 
since Meciar was ousted at landmark parliamentary 
elections in 1998. Analysts who have long speculated that 
civil society in Slovakia may have matured further than in 
many other countries in the region now have some 
evidence to back up their case. Although President elect 
Ivan Gasparovic is nobody’s idea of a spotless reformist, 
his political journey from the days of close collaboration 
with Meciar in the 1990s to Meciar’s political rival, in 
important respects parallels the development of Slovakia 
into the mature democracy it has now become. The 
Slovak elections also have wider significance in a region 
that has seen populist forces reassert themselves just as 
eight countries in central and eastern Europe join the 
European Union on May 1. 
 
THE BACKGROUND  
The Slovak constitution provides for two rounds of 
voting in presidential elections unless one candidate takes 
more than 50 percent of the vote in the first round. 
There is no provision for transferable voting in which 
second or third preferences are taken into account. A 
second round of voting is then decided between the two 
candidates with the most votes from the first round. In 
the final round of voting the winner needs just one vote 
more than his opponent regardless of the percentage of 
the vote he takes and regardless of turnout.  
 
The rules are straightforward and there is no suggestion 
that any candidate approaching the first round of voting 
misunderstood them.  
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It is all the more remarkable therefore that Slovak 
reformists managed to miscalculate in such spectacular 
fashion. In the end, Foreign Minister Eduard Kukan, the 
heavily favored candidate of Prime Minister Dzurinda’s 
SDKU party, missed out in the first round by less than 
4,000 votes, coming 0.2 percentage points behind 
Gasparovic. Meciar came in at the top of the poll with 
32.7 percent, more than 10 percentage points ahead of 
Gasparovic and apparently in pole position to sweep up 
the presidency two weeks later.  
 
TACTICAL ERRORS BY REFORMISTS 
How did reformist forces in Slovakia allow this to 
happen? They appear to have made three tactical 
mistakes.  
First, they split the reformist vote by fielding two other 
candidates in addition to Kukan. Martin Butora, 
Slovakia’s highly respected former ambassador to the 
United States, and Frantisek Miklosko, the Christian 
Democrat nominee, persisted in running despite having 
no chance of winning. Had they stepped aside, Kukan 
would have scooped up almost all of their votes and 
would now, almost certainly, be Slovakia’s president 
elect.  
 
The second tactical mistake came as coalition parties 
urged their voters not to participate in a referendum 
taking place on the same day as the first round of the 
presidential elections. The referendum, calling for new 
parliamentary elections, required a 50 percent turnout to 
become valid. Despite its ability to cause embarrassment 
for the government, the referendum would have been 
non-binding, requiring the support of an unlikely three-
fifths majority in parliament to actually force new 
elections. Voters answered the government’s call and the 
referendum was declared invalid due to a turnout of less 
than 36 percent. However, the call not to vote in the 
referendum may have confused some reformist voters, 
encouraging them in the belief that they did not need to 
vote in the presidential elections either. Turnout in the 
first round was less than 48 percent. In the absence of 
exit poll data, one is driven to speculate that the low 
turnout benefited Meciar whose voter base is famously 
loyal and well disciplined. As noted above, Kukan missed 
out on the run-off by less than 4,000 votes.  
The third mistake was pure over-confidence. An MVK 
opinion poll, taken just days before the first round gave 
Kukan a commanding lead – 10 percentage points – over 
Gasparovic, with Meciar in third place. The poll may 
have comforted optimists in the false belief that the 
Meciar era was finally over, sapping energy from the anti-
Meciar coalition of forces, which has driven 
developments in Slovak politics for more than six years.  
 

Against a background of popular resentment at painful 
economic reforms, Slovak reformists made every mistake 
in the book. The first round of the presidential elections 
was, in short, a fiasco. It is all the more surprising then, 
that leading reformists opted for consistency in their 
approach to the second round.  
 
THE LESSER OF TWO EVILS?  
The dilemma faced by reformists for the second round 
was as real as they wanted it to be. Meciar’s record of 
anti-democratic abuses in the 1990s is well known: mass 
corruption in the privatization process; the abuse of the 
security services for political ends; the kidnapping of 
Michal Kovac, son of the reformist president of the same 
name, in 1995; the mysterious death of Robert Remias, a 
former police officer who was feeding the reformist 
media with information on the Kovac kidnapping case, 
in a car bombing in 1996; and an intolerant attitude 
toward the ethnic Hungarian minority which makes up 
10 percent of the Slovak population.  
 
At the time that these and many other abuses of power 
were taking place, Gasparovic was the speaker of the 
Slovak parliament – a prominent ally of Meciar 
occupying a high profile position. Though never quite 
part of Meciar’s innermost circle, Gasparovic himself 
does bear at least some responsibility for one of the more 
notorious episodes of the Meciar years. In 1996, 
Frantisek Gaulieder defected from the Movement for a 
Democratic Slovakia (HZDS), the party which Meciar 
leads and of which Gasparovic was a senior member. As 
punishment for his apostasy, Gaulieder was kicked out of 
parliament on the basis of a forged letter purporting to 
be from Gaulieder himself announcing his resignation as 
a deputy. This illegal dismissal from Parliament occurred 
under Gasparovic’s watch as Speaker. Later, as 
Gasparovic began distancing himself from unscrupulous 
HZDS activities, he was effectively kicked out of the 
party in 2002 and consequently set up politics on his 
own.  

 
Nevertheless, come the second round of the 2004 
presidential elections, Prime Minister Dzurinda argued 
that neither of the two candidates was more palatable 
than the other, refusing to advise voters to support 
Gasparovic in a protest vote against Meciar. Several 
other leading politicians went one better (or worse) 
urging voters to boycott the poll altogether. Reformists, 
whose tactical ineptitude had helped eliminate the most 
popular candidate in the first round, subsequently 

“The demise of Vladimir Meciar has been prematurely 
predicted before. This time, however, things may be 
different.” 
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abdicated all responsibility for the results of the second. 
With Meciar holding a commanding lead from the first 
round, it seemed certain to many observers that he would 
win the final round easily. The Reuters news agency 
carried an analysis of the votes from the first round 
under the ominous headline: “Former Pariah Meciar set 
to take Slovaks into EU.” 
 
PEOPLE POWER   
Since no opinion polls took place between the first and 
the second round of voting, it is difficult to be absolutely 
sure of what happened to ensure Meciar’s defeat. What 
can be said for certain is that the leading figures in the 
government played no significant role at all. Fortunately, 
minor criticism of Meciar was expressed by the media. 
 
There are indications of a subtle but perceptible shift in 
the attitude of the most influential reformist daily SME. 
Fiercely, almost fanatically, critical of Prime Minister 
Dzurinda in recent months, the paper initially appeared 
indifferent to whether Meciar or Gasparovic became 
Slovakia’s head of state. By the middle of the week 
before the poll, things seemed to have changed 
somewhat. The most important evidence came with the 
publication of a story on the attitude of former president 
Michal Kovac. Kovac, in what one close colleage called a 
kamikaze stunt, issued a call for Meciar to step down in 
the interests of the country allowing Kukan to take his 
place in the second round. Having grabbed popular 
attention with a sensational but knowingly unrealistic 
headline, Kovac proceeded to remind voters of the 
abuses of the Meciar era. He specifically called on voters 
to accept that Gasparovic had never been the initiator of 
such abuses and to vote for him to protect Slovakia’s 
image abroad. The story was carried by other media, but 
its appearance in the paper of choice of the traditional 
anti-Meciar constituency must have added power. On the 
day before the election, SME also carried a front page 
story reporting the words of the mother of the murdered 
Robert Remias, saying she would be turning out to vote 
and making it clear by implication that she would vote 
for Gasparovic against Meciar.  
 
THE RESULTS: SOME FAMILIAR PATTERNS 
The scale of Gasparovic’s victory surprised almost 
everybody, not least Gasparovic himself. Official results 
gave him 59.9 percent of the vote to Meciar’s 40.1. 
Turnout was just 43.5 percent but even that surprised 
many domestic analysts who had assumed that calls from 
government leaders to boycott the poll may have pulled 
it down to less than 40 percent. Slovak voters, therefore, 
took matters into their own hands – a welcome signal 
that reformist instincts have taken root. 
 

The breakdown of voting across the country also 
confirmed that the traditional pro-Meciar and anti-Meciar 
camps had turned out to decide the results of the 
elections without guidance from elites. 
 
In Meciar’s rural heartland, the vote was almost a dead 
heat. In the towns and cities, traditional reformist 
strongholds, Gasparovic took more than two thirds of all 
votes cast. In Bratislava he won 75 percent of the vote to 
Meciar’s 25 percent, a pattern that was almost exactly 
replicated in the eastern city of Kosice. In areas heavily 
populated by ethnic Hungarians, Gasparovic’s margin of 
victory was even more emphatic. In Dunajska Streda, for 
example, Gasparovic took 82 percent of the vote to 
Meciar’s 18 percent. In the end, Gasparovic won in all 
eight of Slovakia’s main voting regions and 42 out of 50 
districts. 
 
WHAT TO EXPECT FROM GASPAROVIC  
Gasparovic is a journeyman. A lawyer who claims credit 
for helping draft Slovakia’s first constitution as an 
independent state, he is one of many senior politicians to 
have parted company with Meciar and his dubious 
attitude to democratic governence. Reformist voters and 
politicians are happy to forget the overwhelming support 
Meciar enjoyed in Slovakia in the early months and years 
after the Velvet Revolution.  Though Gasparovic took 
longer than most to leave the Meciar camp – he was 
effectively pushed out of HZDS in 2002 – he has sought 
to distance himself from the abuses of the Meciar years 
and made great use of Meciar’s poor image abroad 
during his election campaign. This suggests that he is 
sensitive to Slovakia’s need to retain good relations with 
its neighbors and is potentially malleable in the presence 
of skilled diplomacy. Further evidence for this can be 
found in the apparent reversal of his position on the Iraq 
war. Gasparovic, who once opposed Slovak participation 
in Iraq, now says the situation has changed because of 
Slovakia’s recent entry into NATO.  
 
Like outgoing President Rudolf Schuster, Gasparovic is a 
center-left politician by conviction who has had 
reservations about the social consequences of the center-
right coalition’s reformist zeal. To a significant degree he 
owes his presidency to the support of the populist- leftist 
SMER party which currently heads the opinion polls. 
Gasparovic has denied, however, that he is beholden to 
SMER. This is plausible since Gasparovic knows that he 
also owes his presidency to the support of center-right 
voters. If he has any ambitions to be relected in five years 
time, he will need support from both sets of 
constituences, adding further weight to the suggestion 
that he is unlikely to seek outright confrontation with the 
government. Gasparovic has already said that the issue of 
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new parliamentary elections has been decided by the 
failure of the referendum. 
 
As president, Gasparovic will wield veto powers and like 
his predecessor he is likely to use them from time time, 
especially against laws which are seen to hurt the poor. 
Despite its minority status in parliament, the government 
has overcome vetos in the past – a simple majority is 
needed to do so – and may be expected to do so again. 
In any case, the most radical economic reforms – the 
equalisation of income, corporate and value added tax at 
a flat rate of 19 percent – have already been passed. Even 
if Gasparovic could create gridlock in the legislature – 
and it is unlikely that he could or would want to –  
Slovakia would still remain one of the most investor 
friendly countries in central and eastern Europe.  Apart 
from the veto powers, the Slovak presidency is mainly 
ceremonial although Gasparovic would have the power 
to dissolve parliament in the event of legislative deadlock 
for more than three months. 
 
MECIAR AND POPULISM IN THE REGION 
For populist forces across Eastern Europe, Meciar’s 
defeat should be seen as a setback. The nationalist Self-
Defense Party in Poland currently heads the opinion 
polls and could take power if the government falls in 
mid-year. Earlier in April, Party leader Andrzej Lepper 
issued glowing words of praise for Adolf Hitler's 
economic policies. In the Czech Republic, the largely 
unreformed Communist Party has second place in the 
opinion polls. Serbia’s Radical Party leader Tomislav 
Nikolic is favored to win June presidential elections. 
There is no evidence that populist and nationalist parties 
are working together in Eastern Europe. But it is 
plausible to suggest that a Meciar win could have helped 
legitimize them, especially since the European Union had 
made it clear that Slovakia’s accession would take place 
regardless of who took the presidency. 

 
END OF AN ERA? 
The demise of Vladimir Meciar has been prematurely 
predicted before. This time, however, things may be 
different. HZDS has now lost two consecutive 
parliamentary and two consecutive presidential elections. 
Ambitious HZDS parliamentarians admit privately that 
they are condemned to permanent opposition as long as 
Meciar remains at the helm. Several members of the 
party have also voiced their concerns at Meciar’s erratic 
behaviour after his defeat. He refused to talk to 

journalists for several hours after the results were known. 
When he finally emerged from party headquarters, he 
responded to bemused reporters‘ questions by whistling. 
He also publicly refused to shake Gasparovic’s hand. 
Nevertheless, HZDS has been tightly constructed around 
Meciar’s political personality. Party members are aware 
that the demise of Meciar could also lead to the collapse 
of the party. He also retains a loyal following among his 
supporters in the villages of central Slovakia. Though it 
can only be a matter of time before the shadow of 
Vladimir Meciar is finally lifted from the Slovak political 
landscape, it is still not clear how long we will have to 
wait. 
 
*Robin Shepherd is an adjunct fellow of the Center for Strategic 
and International Studies. r_shepherd2001@yahoo.com 
 
 

BIGGER IS BETTER 
By Milena Staneva 

Europe is increasingly 
institutionally united. On 
May 1, eight Central and 
East European countries 
– the Czech Republic, 
Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Poland, 
Slovenia and Slovakia –  
together with the two 
islands of Cyprus and Malta, officially joined the 
European Union (EU). This single enlargement almost 
doubled the number of member states, from 15 to 25, 
while increasing the total population to over 450 million 
people, making the EU the world’s largest free-trade 
zone. 
 
May 1 2004 marks a long and arduous progression of 
reforms, but the hard work is not over. Some of the 
EU’s most difficult issues remain to be tackled and a 
transition period is currently in effect for the newest 
member states. They will need to continue making 
progress in the most problematical areas, such as the 
environment, border controls, ethnic issues, and judicial 
reform. In addition, bridging the gaps between the 
wealthiest and poorest regions in the new union of 25 
will be a formidable challenge. EU regional subsidies are 
expected begin to equalize the differences and a 
reformed regional policy will be negotiated to obtain 
greater efficiency.  
 
However, it is also important to acknowledge the degree 
of responsibility assumed by the East European states. 
Hungarian Prime Minister Medgyessy addressed his 
nation and noted “We should not expect miracles from 

“Slovak voters showed that their reformist instincts 
were slightly more advanced than the political leaders 
who have brought Slovakia back to international 
respectability…” 
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Europe; the miracle is in all of us.” Now that the major 
foreign policy goals of EU and NATO membership have 
been accomplished, the Central and East European states 
are setting their next goals, such as joining the Schengen 
zone, adopting the Euro, and seeking an early end to 
restrictions on the movement of labor within the EU.   
 
Perhaps the greatest victory at this point is psychological. 
Most of Europe is at peace. The new members have 
overcome the most significant obstacle in their modern 
histories, by overcoming communism and installing 
democratic rule. Rather than being on the periphery of 
the continent, the new members will become players 
within the Union, with the potential of making a 
significant contribution in overcoming the transatlantic 
divide. 
 
The public celebrations across Europe marking the 
historic event appeared far removed from the recent days 
of division between “Old” and “New” Europe. Disputes 
between the United States and France and Germany 
placed the East Europeans in the middle of the 
transatlantic rift. As EU members, they will now seek to 
bridge the gap. Most of the governments have stated that 
their countries are in Europe and with America, and they 
want to ensure continued U.S. involvement in Europe as 
a guarantor of security for the entire continent.  
 
The next round of enlargement is tentatively set for 
2007. Bulgaria has been praised for its progress, as has 
Croatia, which the European Commission (EC) 
commended for making major strides over the past few 
years. In April, Zagreb received a favorable opinion from 
the EC on its formal application to join the Union. 
Romania’s reforms have been under scrutiny by the 
European Commission, but Bucharest has made more 
promises to bring the country up to speed. Romania will 
hold both presidential and parliamentary elections in late 
November, and this may motivate the country’s leading 
parties to pursue the needed reforms. The EU should 
maintain its pressures, but it should also uphold the 
political will for further enlargement in order to truly 
ensure that the whole of Europe is united, prosperous, 
and free. 

 
 

ROMANIA: AMERICA’S NEW ALLY 
 

Romania has traveled a 
long journey from its 
totalitarian past to become 
one of the newest NATO 
members and a steadfast 
U.S. ally. The evolution of 
its institutions and civil 
society has been 

recognized in Washington, but the new global security 
environment calls for a more in-depth analysis of the 
future of the U.S.-Romanian partnership. A recently 
launched CSIS-ROR (Romanian Radio Broadcasting 
Corporation) initiative, entitled “Romania: America’s 
New Ally,” explores bilateral relations and the impact of 
such factors as the upcoming elections in both countries, 
NATO and EU enlargement, regional insecurities in the 
Balkans and Black Sea, and Romania’s participation in 
international military missions.  
 
The CSIS East Europe Project established a Senior 
Romania Working Group to examine these questions 
and to discern how best to inform the Romanian public 
about their country’s foreign policy and international 
standing. A roundtable meeting was held on April 27, 
2004 at CSIS and helped to set an agenda for an 
international CSIS-RRBC Conference “U.S.-Romania: 
New Allies, New Challenges,” planned for October 2004. 
 
For more information about the initiative and for highlights of the 
April 27th meeting, please visit the East Europe Project website at 
www.csis.org/ee 
 

 
BACK TO THE FRONT: RUSSIAN 

INTERESTS IN THE NEW EASTERN 
EUROPE 

 
 
The re-election of President 
Vladimir Putin does not 
engender confidence and 
security in Eastern Europe. 
Evidence indicates that Putin’s 
Kremlin is seeking to regain 
Russia’s influence and leverage 
throughout the former Soviet 
bloc and to limit Western 
penetration in the region. In the 
newest Donald W. Treadgold 
Paper in Russian, East 
European, and Central Asian 

"Today's enlargement is the fifth and the largest in the 
history of the union and I am convinced that it will not 
be the last. Other European countries and nations will 
decide to join our undertaking until the whole 
continent is unified in peace and democracy."  

Romano Prodi., RFE/RL
 



Page 8 
 

Eastern Europe Project • Center for Strategic and International Studies 
1800 K Street, NW • Washington, DC 20006 • Tel: (202) 887-0200 • Fax: (202) 775-3199 • http://www.csis.org/ee 

Studies published by the University of Washington, 
entitled Back to the Front: Russian Interests in the New Eastern 
Europe, Janusz Bugajski, director of CSIS’s East 
European project, analyses Moscow’s policies toward its 
former satellites. He examines four main zones of 
Russian penetration: the European Commonwealth of 
Independent States (CIS), the Baltic region, the Central 
European states, and South East Europe. The CIS is 
viewed by Putin as essential for regaining a broad sphere 
of primacy and power projection toward Europe. The 
Baltic states are considered as a vital buffer against 
Western influences in the former Soviet territories. The 
Central Europeans are perceived as a potentially negative 
source of attraction for their CIS neighbors, which 
Moscow attempts to neutralize. And finally, the South 
East European or Balkan region is viewed as an 
important zone of Russian interests because Western 
influences can be challenged in the post-conflict turmoil. 
The issue of Russian foreign policy toward east Europe 
will be further reviewed and assessed in Bugajski’s 
upcoming book Cold Peace: Russia’s New Imperialism In 
Eastern Europe scheduled to be published in the fall of 
2004.  
 
To obtain a copy of this paper, please visit: 
http://depts.washington.edu/reecas/dwt/titles.htm#fortyone_ 
 
 

 
INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL 

SECURITY CHALLENGES FOR 
NEWLY INDEPENDENT COUNTRIES 

 
On April 19, 2004 CSIS East Europe Project Director 
Janusz Bugajski delivered a talk at a landmark 
international conference, organized by Freedom House 
on security and human rights in Tashkent, Uzbekistan. In 
his remarks, Bugajski focused on the major regional 
challenges, including weak states, terrorist networks, and 
weapons proliferation in the Central Asian 
neighborhood. More specifically, he concentrated on 
Uzbekistan’s relations with the U.S., NATO, Russia and 
the other Central Asian countries. 
 
According to Bugajski, Uzbekistan’s main domestic goals 
should be to achieve internal legitimacy and eliminate 
violent threats resulting from terrorism or public unrest. 
However, he warned that counter-terrorism should not 
be employed as a pretext for eliminating moderate and 
constructive dissent and opposition, or else this could 
further fortify radical Islamists. Instead, with the help of 
the United States, Uzbekistan should aim to expand 
individual liberties and economic opportunities and thus 

earn public trust and eradicate the sources of extremism 
and instability.  
 
Finally, Bugajski pointed out that for Uzbekistan’s long-
term security and stability, the country should preserve 
its national independence and withstand Moscow’s 
renewed efforts to establish political and economic 
control in the region. His comments come at a time 
when, following the meeting in mid-April between 
Uzbek President Islam Karimov and Russian President 
Vladimir Putin, there is increasing anxiety about the 
rapprochement in Russian-Uzbek relations.  
 

 
For Bugajski’s conference remarks “Internal and External 
Challenges for Newly Independent States” please go to CSIS East 
Europe Project Website under the section Presentations and 
Interviews. Also see “Eleven Questions About Uzbekistan”, an 
interview with Janusz Bugajski for RFE/RL available at 
http://www.rferl.org/reports/centralasia/. 
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“In order to defend itself against negative and 
regressive Russian influences, Uzbekistan with its rich 
history, demographic strength, and distinctive national 
identity can become a regional leader in human rights 
and freedoms, in pluralism, and in economic 
development. An “Uzbek model” of development 
within a secular Islamic nexus would be a positive 
contribution to regional stability and global security.” 

Janusz Bugajski  


