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Why NATO Enlargement Does Not Spread Democracy

The debate over the
costs and beneªts of enlarging the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
that preceded the March 1999 inclusion of Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Re-
public retains policy relevance in the twenty-ªrst century. Nine more countries
have formally applied for membership, requesting entry in 2002.1 Supporters
of enlargement have argued that it would help to stabilize Eastern Europe in at
least three ways. First, a strong Western commitment to former communist
states in this region would deter any future Russian aggression. Second, en-
largement would reduce the likelihood of conºict among NATO members,
ameliorating security dilemmas and forcing them to accept current borders
and pursue the peaceful resolution of disputes. Third, it would further democ-
ratization in the region, which in turn would help to stabilize the area because
democracies are unlikely to ªght each other. As former United Nations Am-
bassador Jeane Kirkpatrick explained, “There is . . . only one reliable guarantee
against aggression. It is not found in international organizations. It is found in
the spread of democracy. It derives from the simple fact that true democracies
do not invade one another and do not engage in aggressive wars. . . . Pre-
serving and strengthening democracies in Central and Eastern Europe should
be the United States’ central goal and top foreign policy priority in Europe, in
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my opinion. Membership in NATO will help to achieve those goals and
strengthen the alliance.”2

Critics of NATO enlargement worry about its risks and costs. Their principal
concern is that expansion may jeopardize relations between Russia and the
West, pushing Russia away from cooperating on issues such as strategic arms
control and peacekeeping in the Balkans, and perhaps turning it back toward
belligerence and even ultranationalism. Critics also express concern that the
ªnancial costs of enlargement will weaken NATO’s military power and com-
plicate decisionmaking within the alliance.

The claim that NATO enlargement will spread democracy has been
underexamined in the public debate and deserves closer scrutiny. If true, it
would be the strongest argument favoring enlargement. Hence the decision to
expand should hinge on whether increasing NATO membership will indeed
spread democracy. If enlargement furthers democracy, then this would be an
important reason to support it. If it does not, then the costs and risks warn
against further expansion.

My central argument in this article is that NATO membership has not and
will not advance democratization in Europe. The empirical record during the
Cold War is clear: Inclusion in NATO did not promote democracy among its
members. Further, enlargement did not contribute much to democratization in
the three East European states admitted in 1999, and the promise of NATO
membership is unlikely to speed democracy within any of the nine countries
currently awaiting a decision on their request for membership. The weakness
of the democratization argument, coupled with the costs and risks of further
enlargement, caution against pursuit of this policy in the near or medium term.
Instead the West should rely on the European Union (EU) to spread democ-
racy, an approach that is more likely to foster democratization yet less likely to
alienate Russia.

This article proceeds in ªve parts. First, I present some background on
NATO enlargement. I then lay out the principal reasons for supporting expan-
sion, contending that the democratization proposition (if valid) would be the
strongest argument favoring an enlarged NATO. In the second section, I dis-
cuss the theoretical logic of the proposition that increasing NATO’s member-
ship will spread democracy. In the third section, I explore whether NATO
expansion fostered democratization during the Cold War, focusing on the cases
of Turkey, Spain, Portugal, and Greece. In the fourth section, I examine NATO
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2. Quoted in U.S. Congress, “The Debate on NATO Enlargement,” Senate Committee on Foreign
Relations, 105th Cong., 1st sess., October–November 1997, p. 49.
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enlargement in the 1990s, exploring whether the carrot of NATO membership
signiªcantly advanced democratization in Eastern Europe, and whether it will
spread democracy among the current round of applicants. Finally, after com-
paring the weak arguments favoring NATO enlargement against its potential
costs and risks, I conclude that enlargement will not spread democracy in Eu-
rope and that the West should refrain from any further expansion.

Democratization in the NATO Enlargement Debate

On April 4, 1949, twelve countries—Belgium, Britain, Canada, Denmark,
France, Iceland, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, and
the United States—signed the North Atlantic Treaty. Three components of the
treaty relevant to enlargement and democratization are notable. First, Article 5
is the most binding aspect of the treaty, declaring that “an armed attack against
one or more of [the parties] in Europe or North America shall be considered an
attack against them all.” Second, the treaty in two places (Articles 2 and 10)
states its commitment to democratic principles. Third, Article 10 allows for the
inclusion of new members by unanimous vote.3 Four nations joined as new
members during the Cold War: Greece and Turkey in 1952, followed by West
Germany in 1955 and Spain in 1982.

In the early 1990s, the U.S. government began to consider NATO’s future
role in Europe. Following suggestions by the German government, President
Bill Clinton developed a post–Cold War vision of the alliance that included
new members, speciªcally former Warsaw Pact nations. In January 1994, he
made a strong statement favoring their inclusion, declaring to Central Euro-
pean leaders that “now the question is no longer whether NATO will take on
new members but when and how.”4 This statement provided a bureaucratic
basis for administration members such as Secretary of State Warren Christo-
pher and National Security Adviser Anthony Lake to push for NATO enlarge-
ment. The list of potential invitees eventually narrowed; at the July 1997
Madrid summit, NATO invited the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland to
negotiations over their membership. In March of the following year, they
ofªcially became NATO’s newest members. Nine other states—Albania, Bul-
garia, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Macedonia, Romania, Slovakia, and
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3. Sir Nicholas Henderson, The Birth of NATO (Boulder, Colo.: Westview, 1983).
4. Quoted in James M. Goldgeier, Not Whether but When: The U.S. Decision to Enlarge NATO (Wash-
ington, D.C.: Brookings, 1999), p. 57. See also Warren Christopher, In the Stream of History: Shaping
Foreign Policy for a New Era (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 1998); and Carter and Perry,
Preventive Defense, pp. 21–64.
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Slovenia—have formally applied for NATO membership, and in May 2000
they declared their desire to be admitted as a single group in a “big bang” ex-
pansion by 2002.5

Will NATO inclusion of these nine countries spread democracy in Eastern
Europe? The answer is important for two reasons. First, the supposed democ-
ratization beneªts have been and will continue to be an important public
justiªcation of NATO enlargement. Arguments for increasing membership
represent the post–Cold War, neo-Wilsonian foreign policy consensus in the
West that international organization, democracy, peace, and trade are all mutu-
ally reinforcing. As Secretary of State Madeleine Albright wrote, “To protect
our interests, we must take actions, forge agreements, create institutions, and
provide an example that will help bring the world closer together around the
basic principles of democracy, open markets, law, and a commitment to
peace.”6 The 1991 North Atlantic Cooperation Council’s Strategic Concept calls
on NATO to build security in Europe by, among other things, fostering “the
growth of democratic institutions.”7 In the summer of 1993, Secretary of State
Christopher reviewed U.S. policy toward NATO, concluding that the alliance
should be maintained and expanded eastward, among other reasons to help
spread and strengthen democracy in former communist states.8 Clinton explic-
itly made the survival of East European democracy a U.S. security interest,
stating in 1994: “If democracy in the East fails, then violence and disruption
from the East will once again harm us and other democracies.”9 Later that year,
Secretary of State Christopher told the North Atlantic Council: “Our alliance of
democracies can help consolidate democracy across an undivided Europe at
peace. We can help design a comprehensive and inclusive architecture that en-
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5. Steven Woehrel, Julie Kim, and Carl Ek, NATO Applicant States: A Status Report (Washington,
D.C.: Congressional Research Service, 2000), p. 1; and William Drozdiak, “Nine Nations United in
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6. Madeleine Albright, “The Testing of American Foreign Policy,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 77, No. 6
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7. David S. Yost, NATO Transformed: The Alliance’s New Roles in International Security (Washington,
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8. Christopher, In the Stream of History, p. 129.
9. Quoted in Goldgeier, Not Whether but When, p. 55.
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hances security and freedom for all. . . . [NATO enlargement] will strengthen
the hand of forces committed to political, military, and economic reform.”10

As the policy debate over NATO enlargement developed, advocates increas-
ingly argued that expansion would advance both security and democracy in
Eastern Europe. In February 1995, Secretary of Defense William Perry pre-
sented the “Perry principles,” which would be used to determine which coun-
tries would be admitted to NATO. Declaring the spread and defense of
democracy to be one of the “four key principles” of NATO, Perry stated that
new members would have to maintain democratic institutions. Deputy Secre-
tary of State Strobe Talbott and Assistant Secretary of State Richard Holbrooke
publicly argued that year that NATO enlargement would spread democracy.11

NATO’s July 1997 Madrid Declaration also stressed the importance of democ-
racy by reiterating that “the consolidation of democratic and free societies on
the entire continent, in accordance with OSCE [Organization for Security and
Cooperation in Europe] principles, is therefore of direct and material concern
to the Alliance.”12 Since then, enlargement advocates have continued to tout
the democratizing advantages of NATO, including in U.S. congressional de-
bates in 1997 and 1998.13

The goal of spreading democracy has been important for other actors as
well. European states have focused on democratization as a primary argument
favoring NATO enlargement. As early as 1993, the German defense minister,
Volker Ruhe, advocated increased membership on the grounds that it would
nurture democracy in Eastern Europe. In later years, other European govern-
ments also began to use the democratization argument in their national en-
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10. Christopher, In the Stream of History, p. 235.
11. Study on NATO Enlargement (Brussels: NATO, 1995). On the Perry principles, see William J.
Perry, “The Enduring Dynamic Relationship That Is NATO,” Defense Viewpoint, Vol. 10, No. 9
(1995), http://www.defenselink.mil/speeches/1995/s19950205-perry.html. See also Strobe
Talbott, “Why NATO Should Grow,” New York Review of Books, August 10, 1995, p. 27; and Richard
Holbrooke, “America, a European Power,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 71, No. 2 (March/April 1995),
pp. 38–51.
12. The Madrid Declaration is available at http://www.nato.int./docu/pr/1997/p97–081e.htm.
13. Bebler, The Challenge of NATO Enlargement, pp. 95–98. See also Christopher L. Ball, “Nattering
NATO Negativism? Reasons Why Expansion May Be a Good Thing,” Review of International
Studies, Vol. 24, No. 1 (January 1998), p. 60. For criticism of the democratization argument, see U.S.
Congress, “The Debate on NATO Enlargement,” p. 84; Michael Mandelbaum, “Preserving the
New Peace: The Case against NATO Expansion,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 74, No. 3 (May/June 1995),
pp. 9–13; Stanley Kober, “James Madison vs. Madeleine Albright: The Debate over Collective Secu-
rity,” in Carpenter and Conry, NATO Enlargement: Illusions and Reality; Jack Snyder, From Voting to
Violence: Democratization and Nationalist Conºict (New York: W.W. Norton, 2000), p. 348; and Brown,
“Minimalist NATO.”
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largement debates.14 In 1997 President Vaclav Havel stressed the demo-
cratizing advantages of NATO enlargement when he campaigned for Czech
admission.15

A second reason to examine the claim that NATO enlargement will spread
democracy is that, if valid, it would be the strongest argument in support of
such action. Proponents contend that the spread of democracy serves the gen-
eral American and global interests of building a more peaceful and less repres-
sive world. The assumption of U.S. policymakers that democracies are
signiªcantly less likely to ªght each other has received strong support from in-
ternational relations scholarship, using advanced statistical (as well as case
study) methodologies, controlling for several possibly confounding variables,
and using a variety of data sets.16 The spread of democracy offers other
beneªts: Democracies engage in higher levels of trade with each other, demo-
cratic governments are less likely to violate the human rights of or commit
genocide against their populations, and democracies are less likely to experi-
ence famine.17 NATO enlargement would thus be worth continuing if it could
spread democracy in Eastern Europe.

In contrast, the other claimed advantages of NATO expansion, including its
potential to increase deterrence, are more dubious. The prospect of renewed
Russian aggression against any of the current NATO applicants is extremely
remote. Other than among minority ultranationalists on the political fringe,
Russia has exhibited no inclination to rebuild the Soviet empire through
threats or force, especially against the states that have formally applied for
NATO membership.18 This docility is easily understood for a variety of rea-
sons: an awareness that empire pays no economic returns, the complete ab-
sence of a military threat from Western Europe, and a recognition that such
action would devastate the emerging structure of Western-Russian coopera-
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14. Volker Ruhe, “Shaping Euro-Atlantic Policies: A Grand Strategy for a New Era,” Survival, Vol.
35, No. 2 (Summer 1993), pp. 129–137; and Yost, NATO Transformed, pp. 110, 131.
15. Vaclav Havel, “NATO’s Quality of Life,” New York Times, May 13, 1997, p. A21.
16. The democratic peace literature is enormous. Important empirical works include Russett and
Oneal, Triangulating on Peace; David L. Rousseau, Christopher Gelpi, Dan Reiter, and Paul K. Huth,
“Assessing the Dyadic Nature of the Democratic Peace, 1918–1988,” American Political Science Re-
view, Vol. 90, No. 3 (September 1996), pp. 512–533; and John M. Owen IV, Liberal Peace, Liberal War
(Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1997).
17. James D. Morrow, Randolph M. Siverson, and Tressa E. Tabares, “The Political Determinants of
International Trade: The Major Powers, 1907–1990,” American Political Science Review, Vol. 92, No. 3
(September 1998), pp. 649–661; R.J. Rummel, Power Kills (New Brunswick, N.J.: Transaction, 1997);
Amartya Kumar Sen, Development as Freedom (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1999); and Russett and
Oneal, Triangulating Peace.
18. Russian belligerence has been against nations that have not applied for NATO membership
(i.e., in Bosnia, the Caucasus, Central Asia, Chechnya, Kosovo, and Ukraine).
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tion. Although some foreign policy analysts have outlined scenarios of the as-
cension of Russian ultranationalists or the collapse of Russian democracy, the
survival of an essentially mainstream Russian leadership and the failure of po-
tential demagogues such as Aleksandr Lebed and Vladimir Zhironovsky to
seize power even in the wake of the economic collapse of 1998 should
strengthen Western conªdence in the stability of Russian democracy and for-
eign policy.19

Intentions aside, the capabilities of the Russian military are not what they
were feared to be during the Cold War. Russia’s economic base has eroded
since the collapse of the Soviet Union, and its gross domestic product has de-
clined by 45 percent since 1991.20 Operations in Chechnya convincingly dem-
onstrated the very serious problems that face the post–Cold War Russian
military. Other embarrassments such as the August 2000 sinking of the Kursk,
the pride of the Russian nuclear submarine ºeet—to say nothing of the ruth-
less cuts in Russian military spending in the last ten years (including the elimi-
nation of 600,000 troops announced in November 2000)—further demonstrate
that even a newly belligerent Moscow leadership could not rely on the military
to support any renewed aggression.21 As Lawrence Freedman bluntly stated,
“There is now no particular reason to classify Russia as a ‘great power.’”22

Despite the virtual absence of Russian aggressiveness and the collapse of
Russian power, some policy and academic analysts still worry about a hypo-
thetical Russian threat in the future, an as yet unforeseen nationalist seizing
power and somehow rebuilding Russian military power. There are two rea-
sons why, aside from its sheer improbability, this prospect does not justify
NATO enlargement. First, a NATO commitment to defend new members will
have very low credibility. The deployment of U.S. troops to defend Eastern Eu-
rope from a Russian invasion is not popular with the American public, under-
cutting the credibility of an American commitment to defend these countries

Why NATO Enlargement Does Not Spread Democracy 47

19. Russians generally have accepted the basic democratic norms of free elections and expression.
Paula J. Dobriansky, “Russian Foreign Policy: Promise or Peril?” Washington Quarterly, Vol. 23, No.
1 (Winter 2000), pp. 136–137; and Michael McFaul, “Getting Russia Right,” Foreign Policy, No. 117
(Winter 1999–2000), pp. 58–71. See also Robert Legvold, “The Three Russias: Decline, Revolution,
and Reconstruction,” in Robert Pastor, ed., A Century’s Journey: How the Great Powers Shape the
World (New York: Basic Books, 1999), pp. 139–190.
20. World Factbook, 2000 (Washington, D.C.: Central Intelligence Agency, 2000).
21. See, for example, Anatol Lieven, “Nightmare in the Caucasus,” Washington Quarterly, Vol. 23,
No. 1 (Winter 2000), pp. 145–159; Gail W. Lapidus, “Contested Sovereignty: The Tragedy of
Chechnya,” International Security, Vol. 23, No. 1 (Summer 1998), pp. 5–49; and Michael Wines,
“Putin Cuts Forces by 600,000, Promising Military Overhaul,” New York Times, November 10, 2000,
p. A14.
22. Quoted in Legvold, “The Three Russias,” p. 172.
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from a Russian attack. An autumn 1998 survey found that only 31 percent of
the American public agreed that the United States had a vital interest in Poland
(in contrast, 87 percent agreed that it had a vital interest in Japan). Less than 30
percent of the respondents agreed that spreading democracy should be a “very
important” goal of the United States, and only 28 percent favored the use of
U.S. troops in response to a Russian invasion of Poland.23 The American public
would probably be even more reluctant to defend less well known states in
Eastern Europe, such as Slovakia or Latvia, from a Russian invasion. Relatedly,
the West would have difªculty convincing Russia that the sovereignty of these
nations was sufªciently important for NATO to go to war to maintain their in-
dependence. The West did after all accept Soviet annexation or domination of
all of these states during the Cold War without taking military action. Further,
none of the candidates for NATO membership is critical to maintaining the Eu-
ropean or world balance of power, as none have sizable military forces or econ-
omies, and all have relatively low levels of trade with the West (notably, none
export an important raw material such as oil).

Second, NATO enlargement is likely to increase the chances of renewed Rus-
sian belligerence, rather than provide a useful insurance policy against it.
Some observers have expressed concern that enlargement will jeopardize
the West’s relationship with Russia. George Kennan, author of the famous
“Sources of Soviet Conduct” essay that laid the groundwork for U.S. foreign
policy during the Cold War, stated it bluntly: “Expanding NATO would be the
most fateful error of the entire post–cold war era.” The historian John Lewis
Gaddis was equally critical: “Some principles of strategy are so basic that
when stated they sound like platitudes: treat former enemies magnanimously;
do not take on unnecessary new ones; keep the big picture in view; balance
ends and means; avoid emotion and isolation in making decisions; be willing
to acknowledge error. . . . NATO enlargement, I believe, manages to violate
every one of the strategic principles just mentioned.”24

Fortunately, some of the gravest predictions regarding Russian reactions to
NATO enlargement—such as possible Russian refusal to ratify the Strategic
Arms Reduction Treaty (START II) or Russian withdrawal from the Conven-
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23. John E. Reilly, American Public Opinion and Foreign Policy, 1999 (Chicago: Chicago Council on
Foreign Relations, 1999).
24. George F. Kennan, “A Fateful Error,” New York Times, February 5, 1997, p. A19; and John Lewis
Gaddis, “History, Grand Strategy, and NATO Enlargement,” Survival, Vol. 40, No. 1 (Spring 1998),
p. 145 (emphasis in original). See also Bruce Russett and Allan C. Stam, “Courting Disaster: An Ex-
panded NATO vs. Russia and China,” Political Science Quarterly, Vol. 113, No. 3 (Fall 1998), pp. 361–
382.
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tional Forces in Europe (CFE) treaty—have not come to pass.25 Many other is-
sues will crowd the U.S.-Russian policy agenda over the next several years,
however, including renegotiation of the 1972 Antiballistic Missile (ABM) treaty
in the context of American national missile defense, negotiation of START III,
the continuing adaptation of the CFE treaty, oil and gas exploration in Central
Asia, the management of ethnic conºict in the former Yugoslavia, and the pro-
motion of global nonproliferation. Western and U.S. foreign policy interests
would be damaged if progress in these areas were to be sacriªced for the sake
of NATO expansion. A new round of enlargement pushing NATO up to Rus-
sia’s borders may damage Russia-Western relations more than did the ªrst
round of enlargement. For example, Russian President Vladimir Putin signed a
law in 2000 stating that “the expansion of military alliances” poses a threat to
Russia’s borders. The risk may not be in sparking a complete renewal of the
Cold War, but rather in pushing Russian leaders away from the belief that the
West is a trustworthy partner in cooperation. Already, NATO’s Strategic Con-
cept and its 1999 operation in Kosovo have reversed a trend in Moscow’s doc-
trinal development away from the assumption that there are no external
military threats to Russia.26

Other alleged security advantages also offer little to warrant NATO enlarge-
ment. First, qualiªcation for NATO membership is probably not necessary as
an incentive for East European states to resolve their disputes with one an-
other. Early 1990s’ fears of an epidemic of conºicts in Eastern Europe driven by
border disputes and concerns for minority rights have not come to pass: The
only clashes have been in former Soviet republics in the Caucasus (which have
not applied for NATO membership) and the former Yugoslavia (among the
former Yugoslav republics only Slovenia, which has avoided involvement in
much of the post-1990 Balkan conºict, has applied for membership).27 Al-
though some attribute NATO membership demands as encouraging the 1996
Romania-Hungary reconciliation treaty, domestic political changes and incen-
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25. For concerns about Russian reactions, see Thomas L. Friedman, “The Grand Bargain,” New
York Times, January 22, 1999, p. 25; and Doug Clarke, “Russia May Suspend CFE Cuts If NATO Ex-
pands,” OMRI Daily Digest, April 4, 1995.
26. Celeste A. Wallander, “Wary of the West: Russian Security Policy at the Millennium,” Arms
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tives to qualify for EU membership were at least as important to completion of
this agreement. Further, this “success” for NATO should be weighed against
Romania’s failure to reach similar agreements with Moldova, Ukraine, and
Russia.28 Second, NATO’s alleged ability to lessen disputes between its mem-
bers should not be taken for granted; NATO was famously unsuccessful in pre-
venting conºict between Greece and Turkey during the Cold War.29 This is not
terribly surprising, given the deep skepticism among many observers that in-
ternational security organizations can dampen conºict between their mem-
bers.30 Regarding Serbia, Europe’s only real post–Cold War mischief maker, the
United States has already demonstrated its willingness to contain Serbian ag-
gression, and NATO membership for countries such as Albania and Slovenia is
probably unnecessary to boost the alliance’s credibility. Lastly, if accepted, the
states that have formally applied for membership would be unlikely to make
signiªcant contributions to NATO operations. They can already make contri-
butions as members of the Partnership for Peace (PfP), and Hungary as a new
member of NATO provides the necessary staging areas for launching opera-
tions in the Balkans.31
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31. The PfP, created in 1994 to develop intermilitary cooperation with several Eurasian states, al-
ready attempts to do this in several former communist states in Eastern Europe and the former So-
viet Union. On the contributions of PfP members in Bosnia, see Art Pin, “NATO Program for Ex-
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only serious threat. Hungary contributed to the 1999 air campaign against Serbia, as NATO aircraft
ºew missions from Hungarian bases, and Hungarian territory would probably have been a
launching point for a ground assault. Susan Milligan, “Hungarians’ Plan: Dump Milosevic,”
Boston Globe, June 4, 1999, p. A21; and Michael J. Jordan, “NATO Enlists a Reluctant Hungary into
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Some might counter that even if the geopolitical arguments favoring NATO
enlargement are weak, expansion should still be pursued. Indeed the West
ought to exploit Russia’s weakness by rolling NATO right up to the Russian
border, in essence kicking Russia while it is down. Even if one assumes that
NATO enlargement would not cause a Russian backlash, other very real costs
would trump the virtually nonexistent geopolitical advantage of engaging in a
policy of post–Cold War rollback. There is the ªnancial cost to current NATO
members, with estimates reaching into the tens of billions of dollars.32 More
worrisome, NATO membership will force new members to increase their own
spending on defense to facilitate integration into NATO’s command frame-
work; the Czech Republic, for example, is planning to heighten the share of its
gross domestic product devoted to defense by a tenth of a percent per year.33

The increased budget and trade deªcits that may attend such growing spend-
ing are especially ill-advised for new democracies with fragile market econo-
mies, given that economic prosperity is one of the most important factors
driving successful democratization.34 Further, enlargement weakens NATO be-
cause the more members it has, the more difªcult it will be to reach decisions.
As NATO includes more states, it will become increasingly difªcult to reach
consensus, especially on the conduct of peacekeeping and out-of-area opera-
tions. Such consensus is especially difªcult to acquire among democracies, as
demonstrated by Western inaction in the early 1990s over Bosnia. The lacklus-
ter support of the Czech Republic for the 1999 Kosovo operation should give
special pause to those who advocate widening NATO’s decisionmaking circle
even further.35

How NATO Might Spread Democracy

Advocates have claimed that NATO enlargement will spread democracy. They
have not, however, sufªciently explained why. This an important task, both to
understand the argument and to test its propositions empirically. I develop
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three mechanisms to explain how NATO enlargement could encourage democ-
ratization in Europe.36

The ªrst mechanism is that the prospect of NATO membership can be used
as a carrot to induce potential new allies to become democratic. The proposi-
tion is straightforward: NATO promises to admit states that make democratic
reforms, and potential new members respond by adopting such reforms. Com-
pliance with this democracy requirement would be relatively easy to verify,
through inspection of a state’s electoral laws and constitution and by election
monitoring (note that transparency is also a democratic characteristic, facilitat-
ing veriªcation). As discussed above, democracy was formally declared in
1995 as a requirement for new NATO members.

Second, NATO membership can be used as a stick to spur democratization:
Any new member that reverts to authoritarian rule would be ejected from the
alliance. Signiªcantly, the stick must be credible to make the carrot incentive
work. Without the threat of ejection from NATO, a tyrannical cabal within a
state could permit democratic reforms, earn alliance membership, and then re-
impose authoritarian rule (perhaps through a military coup) without jeopar-
dizing the state’s membership status. The stick argument also would carry
more weight for new East European members, given that all former East Euro-
pean states have already taken signiªcant steps toward democracy, most of
them enjoying an uninterrupted decade of democratic governance.37

Signiªcantly, there is no legal basis for the ejection of a state from NATO,
within the North Atlantic Treaty or elsewhere. By ejection, I mean revocation
of a state’s status as a signatory of the North Atlantic Treaty, and thereby of the
beneªts of the security commitment in Article 5.38 The only mention of exit
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from the treaty is in Article 13, which allows for voluntary exit with a year’s
notice. Although both the 1995 Study on NATO Enlargement and the 1997 Ma-
drid Declaration state that democracy is a prerequisite for membership, neither
says anything about states that revert to autocracy being ejected from NATO or
even sanctioned. In contrast, the Charter of the Organization of American
States declares that “a Member of the Organization whose democratically con-
stituted government has been overthrown by force may be suspended from the
exercise of the right to participate” in OAS bodies and functions. A similar “de-
mocracy guarantee” clause was added to the Southern Cone Common Market
(or Mercosur) free-trade agreement in 1996, which allows for the imposition of
economic sanctions against any member that moves away from democracy.
The European Union also permits the suspension of a member’s treaty rights
and privileges as accorded by EU treaties if that member fails to uphold the
“principles of liberty, democracy, respect for human rights and fundamental
freedoms, and the rule of law.”39

The absence of a speciªc mechanism does not necessarily render expulsion
from NATO impossible. The United States severed its security ties with New
Zealand within the Australia-New Zealand-United States treaty in 1986 over
the issue of nuclear-powered and nuclear-armed vessels visiting New Zealand
ports, even though that treaty has no provision for involuntary expulsion.40

The New Zealand example should not boost conªdence in the stick of NATO
expulsion, however, because New Zealand has to date failed to comply with
American demands for porting privileges of U.S. nuclear vessels.

The alliance’s large membership further complicates efforts to expel a state
from the North Atlantic Treaty. The most legally defensible strategy for ejecting
a state would probably be by unanimous vote of the other members, given that
Article 10 allows for new members to join by unanimous vote. Reaching a
unanimous decision to expel a newly authoritarian East European state would
be difªcult, however, because other states may not agree that democratic rever-
sal constitutes a sufªcient condition for expulsion. Consider two likely candi-
dates for the next round of inclusion, Romania and Slovenia. If either were
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admitted and then experienced autocratic reversion, France, Italy, or Turkey
might vote to keep the new member because of cultural and historic ties
(France) or because of local security concerns (Italy and Turkey). France
pressed extremely hard to get Romania included in the 1997 Madrid Declara-
tion, conceding to the list of three new members only after NATO agreed to
take up Romania’s case again in 1999.41 Faced with such opposition, a push by
the United States to line up support for ejection would likely split the alliance,
with the United States on one side and its most important European allies on
the other. A failure to achieve unanimity would then leave the United States in
the difªcult position of promising to honor its NATO commitments only selec-
tively. Not only would this position be legally insupportable, but it might also
undermine its reputation as a treaty guarantor. Even if the United States did
elect to withdraw its security commitment, this action might be unmotivating
to the newly autocratic state if the state could still count on the commitment of
other large NATO members such as Britain, Italy, or France.

Lastly, the threat of ejection is undermined by a fatal Catch-22. In a danger-
ous environment, the threat to eject autocratic states from the alliance may not
be credible, because the democratic members of the alliance may prefer to re-
tain a useful alliance member even if it is autocratic. This explains why neither
Greece nor Turkey was ejected from or even sanctioned by NATO when they
reverted to autocratic rule. In a low-threat environment, however, the possibil-
ity of ejection will not deter a state from reverting to autocracy, as long as the
state believes that it can afford to be unallied in the absence of signiªcant inter-
national danger.

The third argument as to how NATO membership could nurture democracy
concerns civil-military relations. One potential threat to democracy is military
intervention in domestic politics, speciªcally military coups d’état, which are
frequently ignited by economic collapse. A recommended inoculation against
such military intervention is institutionalized civilian supremacy over the mili-
tary that the military accepts.42 Speciªc suggestions regarding the formulation
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of civil-military relations in East European states include having a civilian min-
ister of defense, ensuring that civilian ofªcials work in the defense ministry,
keeping the military out of partisan politics, maintaining legislative supervi-
sion of both the defense budget and defense policy, and encouraging open dis-
cussion of defense issues.43

How can NATO membership help to solidify civilian control of the military?
One proposition is similar to the carrot-and-stick argument: Alliance member-
ship will be contingent upon institutionalizing (perhaps by constitutional de-
sign or amendment) civilian control of the military. As Madeleine Albright
proclaimed in 1997, “Just the prospect of NATO enlargement has given Central
and Eastern Europe greater stability than it has seen in this century. . . . Coun-
try after country has made sure that soldiers take orders from civilians, not the
other way around.”44

A second and more sophisticated proposition is that membership in a demo-
cratic alliance, especially one that is highly institutionalized, provides an envi-
ronment within which transgovernmental contacts between militaries can
spread norms of civilian control of the military. Some institutionalists have ar-
gued that international organizations in particular can be effective in spread-
ing norms, and thereby change national preferences. Robert Keohane and
others have proposed that transgovernmental and transnational connections
can affect domestic politics, in particular on issues such as domestic gover-
nance and human rights.45

Transgovernmental linkages between militaries are thought to institutional-
ize civilian control both by exchanging technical information and by spreading
norms of conduct. The “technical” information in this context concerns the
building of legal structures—including matters of constitutional form, budget-
ary authority, and so forth—which would in turn provide an institutional foun-
dation for civilian control. Spreading norms would mean the communication
from the members of one military to another of the importance of accepting ci-
vilian control of policy, avoiding participation in national politics, and so on.46

Why NATO Enlargement Does Not Spread Democracy 55

43. Ben Lombardi, “An Overview of Civil-Military Relations in Central and Eastern Europe,” Jour-
nal of Slavic Military Studies, Vol. 12, No. 1 (March 1999), p. 15.
44. Madeleine Albright, “Why Bigger Is Better,” Economist, February 15, 1997, p. 21.
45. Robert O. Keohane, “Conclusion: Structure, Strategy, and International Roles,” in Keohane, Jo-
seph Nye, and Stanley Hoffman, eds., After the Cold War: State Strategies and International Institu-
tions in Europe, 1989–91 (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1993), pp. 381–406; Martha
Finnemore, National Interests in International Society (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1996);
and Thomas Risse-Kappen, ed., Bringing Transnational Relations Back In: Non-State Actors, Domestic
Structures, and International Institutions (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995).
46. Talbott, “Why NATO Should Grow,” p. 27.

59



Security institutions, however, are unlikely to address the core factors that
affect the likelihood of democratic transitions and breakdowns. The quantita-
tive empirical literature on democratization shows conclusively that economic
prosperity is a central factor affecting the likelihood of democratic emergence
and collapse. Richer autocracies are more likely to undergo the transition to
democracy, and more prosperous democracies are less likely to experience
democratic failure. On the latter point, Adam Przeworski and his colleagues
have argued that once a democracy’s per capita income reaches $4,000 per
year, it essentially cannot be overthrown. Other research has found that higher
levels of development are an effective inoculation against military coups
d’état, and relatedly that the military is likely to resist civilian control when
there is internal instability.47 Whether democracy emerges and thrives is more
likely to be determined by economic factors than by membership in an interna-
tional security institution.

NATO and the Spread of Democracy during the Cold War

During the Cold War, NATO was focused more on maintaining allied unity in
the face of the Soviet threat than on democratizing its members, arguably re-
ducing the signiªcance of the Cold War period in evaluating the claim that
NATO spreads democracy. Still, to provide a complete empirical record, it is
important to cover the Cold War period as well as the post–Cold War period.
Further, some NATO enlargement advocates have argued that the alliance’s
success in spreading democracy during the Cold War should increase
conªdence that it will be able to do so after the Cold War, highlighting the im-
portance of examining the historical record in both periods.48 The focus here
is on autocratic or democratizing members or potential members of NATO.
Overall, the cases provide almost no evidence that NATO membership
signiªcantly promoted democracy: The transgovernmental effects on civil-
military relations were uneven, the stick of NATO ejection was never applied
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to members that reverted to autocracy, and in the instance of NATO entry there
is no evidence of the NATO carrot spurring democratization.

Turkey is an example of a state undergoing turbulent democratization de-
spite NATO membership. Turkey has experienced three breakdowns of de-
mocracy since 1952—in 1960, 1971, and 1980—all because of military inter-
vention motivated by perceived civilian misgovernance. In a fourth episode, in
1997, the military successfully pressured an elected pro-Islamic prime minister
to step down from power in favor of a secular leader. None of these actions in-
spired NATO to eject or even sanction Turkey. During the 1960 military coup
against the elected Democratic Party government, for example, despite the de-
cisions of the coup plotters to execute the prime minister, foreign minister, and
ªnance minister, NATO took no action against Turkey.49 This pattern contin-
ued in the second and third Turkish democratic breakdowns, as well, though
Turkey’s economic ties to the European Community—especially through the
Council of Europe—may have facilitated the country’s return to democracy.50

Spain emerged from World War II under the rule of the dictator Francisco
Franco and was not an original NATO member. Spanish inclusion into NATO
(culminating in formal entry in 1982) and Spanish democratization occurred at
about the same time. Importantly, democracy was not then a requirement for
membership. Notably, even if the military’s failed February 1981 coup had
been successful, this would probably not have jeopardized Spain’s bid for
membership, given NATO’s dominant interest in containing communism.51

Some have attributed the perseverance of Spanish democracy since 1982 to
NATO membership, arguing that the acceptance of civilian supremacy was en-
couraged by the institutional structure of NATO within which civilians are
dominant.52 Disturbingly, however, several of the 1981 coup participants had
taken courses at American military schools in part to fulªll the pre-NATO se-
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curity agreements between the United States and Spain.53 Therefore the at-
tempted overthrow occurred despite the presence of the kinds of
transgovernmental military-to-military contacts that are supposed to make
coups less likely.

Portugal was also a dictatorship after World War II, although unlike Spain it
was an original NATO member. Interestingly, the government of Antonio
Salazar in 1949 did not even pay lip service to the North Atlantic Treaty’s rhe-
torical embrace of democracy.54 The dictatorship was toppled in a military
coup in 1974 and replaced by a democracy. Here, NATO membership’s contri-
bution was to expose the Portuguese military to foreign inºuences, opening
their eyes to the ºaws in Salazar’s dictatorship and producing rifts between ci-
vilians and the military.55 This exposure to the outside world through military
and other exchanges, however, soured some ofªcers on afªliation with the
West, pushing them to consider joining the Nonaligned Movement as an alter-
native to NATO membership.56

Greece entered NATO in 1952. The (limited) postwar Greek democracy per-
severed until a military coup in April 1967, which was motivated by a desire to
protect the corporate interests of the armed forces. Interaction with ofªcers
from other NATO states had failed to instill in the Greek military respect for
the idea of civilian control; for example, the Greek military resisted a May 1964
effort by the civilian leadership to expand control over and depoliticize the
armed forces. The coup did not disrupt support for and aid to Greece. Democ-
racy returned in 1974, but not because of NATO or American pressure.57

In sum, what does the Cold War historical record suggest about the effects of
NATO membership on democratization? Is there evidence favoring the carrot,
stick, or transgovernmentalism arguments? In total, NATO membership has
exerted only minimal inºuence on democratization. Regarding civil-military
relations, NATO membership has generated disparate results. Turkey is a
mixed case; several military coups occurred while Turkey was a NATO mem-
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ber, although contact with NATO militaries probably helped to restore civilian
rule.58 NATO membership did not prevent a military coup in Greece in 1967,
although in Spain no military coup has occurred since accession to NATO in
1982. Military contacts with NATO strengthened the Portuguese military’s mo-
tives for overthrowing the dictatorship there. But although this action eventu-
ally had a pro-democratic impact, it runs contrary to the model of civil-military
relations touted by NATO of the military accepting ªrm civilian control. Also,
the leftist leanings of the Portuguese military jeopardized Portugal’s member-
ship in NATO after the intervention. The Turkish military interventions also
were taken for what was seen as the good of the country; indeed NATO mem-
bership may have indirectly contributed to the 1960 coup by raising the expec-
tations of junior ofªcers and inspiring them to rebel against their superiors.59

There is little support for either the carrot or stick arguments. NATO has
never sanctioned, much less ejected, a state for domestic political changes, but
not because it lacked opportunity: Both Greece and Turkey experienced rever-
sions to autocracy.60 Portugal’s membership as a dictatorship demonstrates
that strong national security interests can trump liberal interests in advancing
democracy. Even at the dawn of the Cold War, however, realpolitik concerns
did not always dictate policy (note Spain’s exclusion). NATO membership’s
lack of effect on democratization echoes the results of quantitative research,
which found that from 1960 to 1992 NATO membership did not delay the
breakdown of democracy.61

NATO and the Post–Cold War Spread of Democracy

The post–Cold War period offers another opportunity to evaluate the question
of whether NATO membership can facilitate democratization. I discuss ªrst
the cases of Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic, which entered NATO in
March 1999. Did the promise of NATO membership speed the democratization
process in these three countries?

The simple answer is no, because their societies and their elites were
committed to democracy anyway. One way to assess the impact of the NATO
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membership carrot is to examine the progress that Poland, Hungary, and
the Czech Republic had made toward democratization by early 1994 when
Clinton remarked that NATO enlargement was no longer a question of
“whether NATO will take on new members but when and how.”62 History re-
veals that these states had made long strides toward democracy even before
the NATO carrot was dangled before them. Competitive electoral systems
were established, and elections were held by 1990 in all three states (though in
1990 the Czech Republic was still part of Czechoslovakia). None of the three
states suffered democratic breakdown in those early years or later.63 Impor-
tantly, the idea of NATO enlargement originated with these states, with Poland
calling for membership as early as 1992 and President Vaclav Havel pressing
for Czech membership during a 1993 visit to the United States.64

In short, the link between NATO enlargement and East European democrati-
zation is best understood in the following terms: Poland, Hungary, and the
Czech Republic chose democracy because it was the will of the majority; the
ruling leaderships and publics favored membership; and the leaderships be-
gan to request entry following the installation of democratic institutions in
each country. In interviews, policymakers in the Czech Republic and Hungary
echoed this view: NATO membership was not necessary for democratization
because each already had a strong national commitment to democracy.65 This
is different from the process envisioned by the carrot hypothesis: that NATO
promised membership in exchange for the continuation of democratic reforms,
and that these reforms went farther and faster than they would have absent the
promise of NATO membership.

A special issue is civilian control of the military. Some hope that the military-
to-military contacts of NATO membership will spread norms of military accep-
tance of civilian control. The Partnership for Peace group already attempts to
do this in several former communist states in Eastern Europe and the former
Soviet Union. The PfP may have unexpected adverse effects on strengthening
the civilian hold on the military, however, because its programs focus on build-
ing military rather than civilian expertise. This may contribute to the sentiment
among the military that a relative lack of civilian knowledge makes civilian
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oversight unnecessary, which in turn may actually undermine civilian control
of the military.66

Did the prospect of NATO membership push Poland, Hungary, and the
Czech Republic to take steps that signiªcantly reduced the chances of military
coups? Again, the answer is no. Some have argued that the PfP and the re-
quirements of NATO membership did move these states toward the
institutionalization of civilian control of the military. In none of the three, how-
ever, did democracy face a real threat from political action by the military.
Even though these states may enjoy stronger civilian control of the military
and better defense policymaking because of the incentives introduced by
NATO membership, they have not avoided military coups because of these in-
centives.67

In Poland, the strengthening of civilian control of the military began even
before the fall of communism. Between 1988 and 1989, the Polish government
moved authority of the National Defense Council (which controlled the de-
fense and interior ministries) from the Communist Party to the president. As of
April 1989, the council has been a state bureaucracy controlled by the parlia-
ment. The overthrow of the Communist Party saw continued moves to subor-
dinate the military to noncommunist, civilian control. Two noncommunist
civilians, Bronislaw Komorowski and Janusz Onyszkiewicz, were appointed as
deputy defense ministers, and continued efforts to remove the inºuence of the
Communist Party in the military and in foreign relations. The solidiªcation of
civilian control continued after Lech Walesa became president in December
1990. His moves to consolidate power in the presidency at the expense of the
parliament also meant the expansion of (civilian) presidential authority over
defense matters. Walesa chaired the National Defense Council and also exerted
authority over the National Security Bureau, which is responsible for military
doctrine, threat assessment, and reforms of the defense establishment.

The postcommunist government in Poland moved to solidify civilian control
of the military from the earliest stages, banning ofªcers from taking part in po-
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litical activity and speciªcally weakening the power of ex-communist military
ofªcers. There was a minor rufºe in civil-military affairs in 1994 when Walesa
attempted to increase military involvement to strengthen his hand at the ex-
pense of the parliament and cabinet; some have argued that ambiguities in the
Polish constitution facilitated this power play. However, note that it was a ci-
vilian (not military) action that appeared to undermine strict civilian control.
These constitutional ambiguities were mostly resolved by the passage of a se-
ries of 1996 laws aimed at the ministry of defense and the 1997 constitution,
but critically the constitution effectively shifted power away from the presi-
dent and toward the parliament, speciªcally by placing the chief of the general
staff under the authority of the minister of defense, which in practice means
under the National Assembly. As such, the 1994 fracas and the legal changes
that followed did not indicate a genuine military threat to democratic rule, fol-
lowed by the institutionalization of civilian control, which may in turn have
been motivated by the carrot of NATO membership. Rather, the 1994 episode
was caused by the president’s political ploy to increase military involvement in
politics, which in turn motivated changes to shift the balance of power in favor
of the parliament at the expense of the president.68

Power plays between the president and parliament aside, underlying this
process has been the consistent willingness of the Polish military in the 1990s
to accept democratic principles and civilian control. This acceptance emerged
because President Wojciech Jaruzelski, Poland’s military ruler under martial
law in the 1980s, agreed to civilian control and the move to democracy. The rest
of the armed forces saw advantages in depoliticization both because of past
negative experiences with military intervention in politics and because the mil-
itary wanted to avoid association with the tough decisions to be made on
shock therapy economic reform policies, leading one observer to conclude that
“fortunately for Poland, the ofªcer corps is not likely to question the principles
of democracy.”69
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Hungary also established civilian control of the military in the early 1990s.
As early as 1989, the postcommunist government recognized the importance of
establishing civilian control of a depoliticized military. In February 1990, the
Hungarian National Assembly passed legislation giving the parliament control
over the Hungarian military, speciªcally by taking from the Defense Council
the power to deploy the armed forces. In the next two years, disputes followed
over speciªc issues relating to civil-military relations, such as control of mili-
tary education and the use of the armed forces domestically. As in Poland,
however, the disputes were over which civilian sector of the government had
power over the military; they did not emerge from military attempts to assert
authority at the expense of the civilian leadership. A constitutional court ruling
facilitated the 1992 restructuring of the defense ministry by increasing the
power of the civilian defense minister. Further reforms followed, including the
1993 Defense Law, which clariªed areas of authority and accountability. These
were accomplished relatively swiftly and successfully, in part because
the Hungarian military had maintained a similarly subordinate role under
communism.70

Of these three countries, the risk of a military coup was and is the low-
est in the Czech Republic. Indeed the principal problem in Czech civil-military
relations is not dissuading a military man on horseback from riding to power,
but rather making the military more respected in society. The military has
traditionally gotten little respect in Czech society, a condition reºected in the
Czech saying that the last battle the Czech army fought was in the Thirty
Years’ War (which it lost). The original program of the Civic Forum called
for civilian control of the military as early as 1989, and in December of that
year all political parties were banned from conducting activity in the armed
forces. Civilian control was further advanced with the appointment of a
noncommunist civilian defense minister in 1990. In the early 1990s, draft-
dodging was rampant in Czech society, rendering the very idea of a coup by
this traditionally marginalized and unpopular institution highly implausible.
Like its neighbors, however, the Czech Republic moved to institutionalize ci-
vilian control of the military. The December 1992 Czech constitution requires
parliamentary approval for a declaration of war or the dispatch of troops be-
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yond the republic, and declares the president to be the head of the armed
forces.71

It is useful to consider other NATO aspirants in Eastern Europe. The failure
of states such as Romania and Slovakia to undergo sufªcient political or eco-
nomic reforms to qualify them for inclusion in the June 1997 Madrid list must
be considered at least in part a failure of the carrot argument. The prospect of
NATO membership was insufªcient incentive to push these states toward ac-
cepting an adequately extensive level of democratization.

One could argue, however, that Slovakia might offer some evidence favoring
the carrot argument. It has had democratic political institutions since emerging
as a sovereign state in 1993, but under the elected strongman Vladimir Meciar
the practice of Slovak politics deviated from democratic norms.72 Once it be-
came apparent at the July 1997 Madrid summit that Slovakia would not be on
the list of ªrst-round invitees, one could argue that the Slovaks realized that
their democratic reforms would have to go further before their nation could be
considered for NATO membership. The most important step in this direction
was to oust Meciar from power, which the Slovaks did in their September 1998
election, a contest that enjoyed fair practices and an 84 percent turnout.

The Slovak example has several problems, however. Among them, there is
no evidence that the issue of NATO membership was a major factor in steering
voters toward dumping Meciar in 1998. Several other factors—including the
perception that Meciar’s policies were decreasing Slovakia’s chances of earn-
ing membership in the EU and dissatisfaction among ethnic Hungarians with
their treatment under Meciar—helped turn voters toward the opposition.73

This focus on the EU over NATO reºected popular preferences: A poll taken a
few weeks after the September 1998 election revealed that 70 percent of the
Slovak public supported entrance into the EU, whereas only 48 percent fa-
vored NATO membership.74 This lukewarm support for NATO accession does
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not square with the interpretation that Slovak voters ejected Meciar from ofªce
principally because they were furious that he had missed an opportunity for
Slovak participation in the ªrst round of NATO enlargement. Indeed the
NATO issue was probably neither a necessary nor sufªcient cause for Meciar’s
loss at the polls, given the public’s greater interest in joining the EU and gen-
eral disillusionment with the Meciar government.

One might also argue that Romania is an example of the carrot of NATO
membership spurring democratization. A communist-dominated party (the
Party on Social Democracy in Romania [PSDR]) ruled the country after a
bloody revolution in 1989, and was not turned out of power until the 1996
election. Did the 1995 democracy standards for NATO membership push
the Romanians to make crucial steps toward democracy in 1996, effecting
what was arguably the nation’s ªrst ever peaceful leadership transition? The
answer is no. Notably, Romania held its ªrst postcommunist election in 1992,
before the issue of NATO membership became salient. That election was
determined to be free and fair by international observers, and the PSDR
under President Ion Ionescu won not because the election was rigged, but
because the opposition was disorganized and fragmented. In 1996 opposition
leader Emil Constantinescu won because he had proved to be not only a party
uniter but also an effective campaigner. Even more important, Romanians
were dissatisªed with the poor state of their economy. In short, factors other
than a desire to prepare Romania’s entry into NATO led to the leadership
transition.75

The carrot of NATO membership is unlikely to inºuence signiªcantly the de-
mocratization of states currently aspiring to enter NATO. The most likely can-
didates for the next round of enlargement—Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania,
Romania, Slovakia, and Slovenia—have all established constitutional democ-
racies carrying out free and fair elections since the fall of communism.76 Hence
the NATO carrot is no longer necessary to encourage democratization. Indeed
the exclusion of many of these states (especially the Baltic states) from the ªrst
round of NATO enlargement indicates that progress toward establishing a
market democracy is not sufªcient for NATO membership. The Baltic states,
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for example, were left out of the ªrst round of enlargement because of concern
for the Russian reaction.77 This undermines the power of NATO membership
as a carrot for democratization, because it seems that adopting a market de-
mocracy does not guarantee NATO membership.

Finally, democratization in Eastern Europe after the Cold War is most likely
to be advanced by international institutions other than NATO, speciªcally the
EU, which is likely to do better than NATO at providing the carrot and stick
necessary to promote and maintain democratization. Including a state in the
web of EU institutions strengthens domestic economic and political reforms,
thus making it more difªcult to overturn them. As mentioned, the EU both ex-
plicitly requires democracy as a condition of membership and contains a meas-
ure permitting the sanctioning of a member that backs away from democratic
norms.78 The carrot of EU membership continues to be the most effective inter-
national means of coaxing Turkey toward democracy. In May 2000 the Turkish
parliament elected a prominent judicial ofªcial to be president, signaling Tur-
key’s determination to make the democratic reforms necessary for entry into
the EU.79 EU membership is likely to prove more effective than NATO mem-
bership as both a carrot and a stick: Even after the Cold War, when NATO is
supposedly putting more emphasis on democratization, conªdence that
NATO or the United States will be willing to punish NATO members if they
backslide on democracy or human rights should be tempered. For example,
the end of the Cold War has not put democratization and human rights
signiªcantly higher on the agenda of U.S.-Turkish relations. In 2000, high poli-
tics proved dominant when the U.S. Congress elected not to pass a resolution
condemning the 1915 Turkish genocide against Armenians for fear of disrupt-
ing U.S.-Turkish relations and jeopardizing American security interests.80

Signiªcantly, Russia has not opposed the eastward expansion of the EU, rais-
ing the possibility that EU enlargement may permit the consolidation of de-
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mocracy in Europe without the disadvantage of undermining relations
between Russia and the West.81

Conclusions

Proponents of NATO enlargement argue that it will help spread democracy in
Eastern Europe. The experience of the Cold War and post–Cold War periods
demonstrates, however, that NATO enlargement has not and will not have a
signiªcant impact on the survival of democracy. During the Cold War, some
states ºipped between democracy and autocracy with no effect on their status
within NATO. Since the end of the Cold War, former communist states have
successfully pursued democracy, demonstrating a willingness to democratize
regardless of whether NATO membership is in the ofªng. This does not mean
that the West is powerless in advancing the laudable goal of promoting democ-
racy in Eastern Europe. The EU is likely to be equally if not more effective than
NATO at democratizing Eastern Europe, without the costs or the geopolitical
risks incurred by enlarging the alliance. More broadly, NATO’s inability to
spread democracy exempliªes limits in the democratizing potential of interna-
tional institutions, providing an important caveat to the liberal optimism of the
synergy between democracy and international organization.82

NATO’s inability to spread democracy is a telling blow against arguments
for further enlargement. NATO did not push democratization during or after
the Cold War, and there is no reason to believe that it will do so in this decade.
Further NATO enlargement has very real costs, including ªnancial costs to
both old and new members and the deterioration of relations with Russia, po-
tentially sacriªcing progress on important issues such as Balkan peacekeeping
and global nonproliferation. These costs encourage the rejection of any further
enlargement.
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