
AFTERWORD	TO	THE	NEW	EDITION

REVISITING	1989–1990	AND	THE	ORIGINS	OF	NATO	EXPANSION

INTRODUCTION:	FADING	MEMORIES

The	faded	numbers	on	the	concrete	are	gone	now.	Even	if	you	had	visited	the	site
before	 the	 construction	 crews	 arrived	 and	 built	 the	 discount	 grocery	 store,	 you
might	 still	 have	 missed	 them.	 They	 were	 hard	 to	 spot:	 large	 but	 faint	 white
numbers,	painted	in	a	line	across	what	used	to	be	several	lanes.	One	of	my	Berlin
friends	warned	me	 in	2010	 that	 construction	workers	were	about	 to	erase	 them,
along	 with	 the	 other	 remaining	 traces	 of	 the	 old	 order—an	 electrical	 box	 here,
dangling	wires	there.	So	we	made	a	last	trip	to	see	those	traces.	It	was	no	longer
possible	to	find	all	of	the	numbers,	but	I	could	still	photograph	“6”	through	“10.”
Soon	thereafter,	the	construction	workers	eradicated	them.

Although	it	has	only	been	twenty-five	years	since	they	were	in	use,	those	faded
numbers,	 along	 with	 the	 roofing	 that	 used	 to	 stretch	 over	 them	 and	 the	 long
buildings	 full	 of	 armed	 guards	 that	 paralleled	 them,	 have	 now	 disappeared	 as
completely	 as	millennia-old	 paintings	 on	 the	walls	 of	 caves.	 In	 their	 prime,	 the
numbers	helped	to	enforce	the	Cold	War	order.	They	marked	the	car	lanes	of	the
Bornholmer	 Street	 checkpoint	 between	 East	 and	 West	 Berlin,	 once	 the	 biggest
combined	auto	and	pedestrian	border	crossing	between	the	 two	halves	of	Berlin.
For	Easterners,	 the	 lanes	were	 largely	 forbidden	altogether,	as	was	the	bridge	to
the	West	 beyond.	 For	Westerners,	 lining	 up	 in	 those	 lanes,	 or	 in	 the	 foot-traffic
control	 chutes	 nearby,	 marked	 the	 last	 ritual	 of	 enforced	 obedience	 before
returning	home.

It	is	telling	that	at	Bornholmer	Street,	where	the	wall	first	opened,	a	developer
received	 permission	 to	 obliterate	 all	 signs	 of	 the	 past	 and	 to	 put	 up	 a	 grocery
store.	By	way	of	compensation,	a	small	(and	soon-defaced)	informational	signpost
was	installed.	Later,	more	information	panels	appeared,	but	they	still	fell	short	of
marking	the	full	import	of	the	location.	More	triumphant	markers	of	the	fall	of	the
wall	exist,	of	course,	but	elsewhere.	A	free-standing	memorial,	showcasing	a	large
portion	of	 the	wall	against	a	beautiful	 landscape,	 rises	not	 in	Berlin	but	 in	Simi
Valley,	 California,	 at	 the	 Ronald	 Reagan	 Presidential	 Library.	 Even	 more
imposingly,	horses	gallop	victoriously	over	a	collapsed	pile	of	pieces	of	the	wall	in
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College	Station,	Texas,	 at	 the	George	H.	W.	Bush	Library.	At	Bornholmer	Street,
where	the	wall	first	opened,	there	is	nothing	to	compare.1

The	destruction	of	all	traces	of	the	past	at	Bornholmer	Street	by	a	grocery	store
shows	how	preferred	current	uses	of	historic	locations	often	take	precedence	over
conservation	of	historic	remains.	Put	differently,	as	memories	fade,	past	narratives
lose	ground	 to	present	needs.	This	process	 is	 perhaps	unsurprising,	 especially	 in
this	 case.	 Given	 the	 complicated	 manner	 in	 which	 the	 Berlin	 Wall	 opened
unexpectedly—and	 how	 that	 opening,	 in	 turn,	 restructured	 relations	 between
Washington	and	Moscow	in	ways	that	we	are	still	trying	to	understand	today–the
actual	narrative	of	what	happened	at	Bornholmer	Street	in	1989	might	be	beyond
the	ability	of	any	single	memorial	to	convey.

BEARING	UNWELCOME	TIDINGS

A	book,	however,	has	adequate	space	to	tell	 this	complicated	story.	This	volume,
1989:	The	Struggle	to	Create	Post-Cold	War	Europe,	 investigates	the	political	legacy
of	the	fall	of	the	wall.	As	indicated	at	the	outset,	this	book	considers	1989	not	as
an	 end,	 but	 as	 a	 beginning,	 namely	 as	 the	 start	 of	 a	 heated,	 high-stakes	 debate
about	 the	 future	 of	 Europe’s	 political	 order	 beyond	 the	 end	 of	 the	 Cold	War.	 It
explores	 the	 success	 of	 Bonn	 and	 Washington	 in	 winning	 that	 debate	 and	 in
mastering	 the	 ordering	 moment	 that	 followed	 the	 collapse	 of	 the	 wall,	 with
consequences	that	we	are	still	feeling	today.

In	the	months	and	years	following	the	publication	of	the	book’s	first	edition	in
2009,	 it	was	both	 surprising	 and	gratifying	 to	 see	 it	 receive	 attention	 in	 a	wide
range	of	countries	and	media	outlets.	To	this	day,	I	am	still	enjoying	the	resulting
exchange	 of	 information	 and	 views	 with	 journalists,	 readers,	 scholars,	 and
students	 around	 the	 world.	 There	 were	 also	 other	 surprises,	 including	 three
notable	ones.

The	first	surprise	was	that,	immediately	after	the	appearance	of	the	first	edition,
I	began	receiving	requests	from	broadcasters,	classes,	and	various	publications	to
explain	 the	history	of	 the	wall’s	opening	 in	even	more	detail	 than	 I	had	already
done	 in	1989.	 I	was	asked,	more	 than	a	 few	 times,	questions	 such	as	 “didn’t	 the
wall	 open	 in	 1987	when	 President	 Ronald	 Reagan	 said	 that	 it	 should?”	 or,	 less
politely,	 “don’t	 you	know	 that	Reagan	and	Gorbachev	 (and/or	 the	East	German
regime)	decided	to	open	it,	and	everyone	knew	about	it	well	in	advance?”	I	soon
realized	 that	many	non-German	speakers	were	unfamiliar	with	 the	actual	events
that	 produced	 the	 unintentional	 fall	 of	 the	 wall.	 Looking	 into	 the	 matter	 to
understand	why	 the	historical	narrative	 (briefly	 summarized	 in	 chapter	1	of	 this
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book)	was	 so	 unfamiliar,	 I	 discovered,	 to	my	 surprise,	 that	 there	was	 relatively
little	 in	 languages	 other	 than	 German	 explaining	 the	 proximate	 causes	 of	 the
opening.	 As	 a	 result,	 I	 found	 myself	 writing	 another	 book	 to	 explain	 the
immediate	 causes	 of	 the	 opening	 of	 the	 wall	 in	 greater	 detail,	 namely	 The
Collapse.2

The	 second	 surprise	 was	 that,	 even	 though	 1989	 had	 been	 published,	 my
research	 for	 it	 was	 not	 over.	 This	 unusual	 fact	 was	 due	 to	 the	 length	 of	 time
needed	 by	 archives	 in	 four	 countries	 to	 process	my	 Freedom	of	 Information	Act
requests	 (or,	 in	 the	 case	 of	 countries	 without	 such	 legislation,	 my	 pleas	 in	 the
name	of	 transparency).	 To	 this	 day,	 I	 am	 still	 trying	 to	 get	 answers	 to	 requests
filed	as	long	ago	as	2005.	For	example,	as	I	write	this	revised	afterword	in	2014,	I
continue	to	wait	for	a	decision	on	a	particularly	important	FOIA	query	submitted
six	years	ago	in	2008	to	the	U.S.	Department	of	State,	requesting	a	single	clearly
identified	document.	Repeated	 follow-up	 letters	have	not	yielded	a	 result;	 if	 any
reader	can	advise	me	on	how	to	get	a	reply,	I	would	be	grateful.3

In	cases	such	as	this	one,	archives	have	yet	to	respond.	In	other	cases,	archivists
replied	 positively	 to	my	 requests	 after	 years	 of	 deliberations,	 but	 at	 a	 time	 that
made	 it	 impossible	 to	 incorporate	 the	 new	 materials	 into	 the	 first	 edition.	 The
most	notable	collection	of	new	sources	falling	into	the	latter	category	came	from
the	 former	West	German	and	East	German	 foreign	ministries,	now	 jointly	under
the	control	of	the	current	German	Ministry	of	Foreign	Affairs	(or	AA	in	its	German
initials)	in	Berlin.	The	AA	approved	my	2007	request	at	the	end	of	2009,	as	1989
was	 already	 shipping	 to	 booksellers,	 so	 I	 was	 no	 longer	 able	 to	 use	 the	 new
evidence	for	the	first	edition.	A	similar	problem	arose	with	the	papers	of	François
Mitterrand.	I	was	able	to	view	them	only	as	1989	was	already	in	page-proofs,	thus
significantly	limiting	the	information	that	I	could	include	from	them	in	the	text.

Once	 the	 publisher	 generously	 invited	me	 to	 produce	 this	 new	 edition	 on	 the
fifth	 anniversary	 of	1989’s	 original	 appearance,	 however,	 I	 received	 a	welcome
opportunity	to	revisit	the	book	in	light	of	this	“late-breaking”	evidence.	In	reading
the	new	sources,	I	was	pleased	to	discover	that	they	bolstered	the	main	arguments
of	 the	 original	 edition.	 As	 a	 result,	 the	 publisher	 and	 I	 decided	 to	 present	 the
original	 text	more	 or	 less	 as	 it	was	 first	 published	 in	 this	 new	edition.	We	have
changed	 only	 a	 handful	 of	 typos	 and	 other	 minor	 errors.	 The	 list	 of	 secondary
literature	 has,	 however,	 been	 thoroughly	 updated	 for	 this	 edition	 and	 now
incorporates	the	numerous	publications	that	have	appeared	since	spring	2009.

This	 afterword	 is	 also	 new,	 and	 aims	 to	 provide	 an	 overview	 of	 the	 most
important	evidence	that	I	have	uncovered	since	the	first	edition	of	1989	appeared.
Given	 the	 space	 constraints,	 this	 essay	will	 focus	on	a	 single	 issue,	 but	 one	 that
sheds	light	on	the	themes	of	the	book	overall:	the	question	of	the	role	of	NATO	in
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post-Cold	War	Europe.	The	issue	of	whether	or	not	NATO	would	be	able	to	expand
beyond	its	Cold	War	borders	after	the	fall	of	the	wall	was	more	than	just	a	narrow
question	 of	 the	 provision	 of	 security.	 Rather,	 it	 was	 closely	 tied	 to	 the	 larger
competition	between	various	visions	of	how	Europe’s	future	should	be	organized,
one	of	the	main	concerns	of	the	book.

As	 described	 in	 1989,	 political	 leaders—whether	 office-holders	 or	 dissidents—
differed	in	their	opinions	on	the	future	role	of	NATO	in	European	security.	Some
felt	that	the	alliance	was	indispensable;	others	echoed	long-ago	calls	by	Charles	de
Gaulle,	 the	 former	 French	 president,	 for	 a	 more	 “European	 Europe”	 to	 emerge
from	the	upheavals	of	1989.	Proponents	of	the	latter	view	held	that	Europe	should
find	a	way	 to	play	a	greater	 role	 in	planning	 for,	and	 in	providing	 for,	 its	own
security,	 perhaps	 in	 some	kind	of	 a	 pan-European	 institutional	 fashion,	 perhaps
even	 including	Soviet	 territory.	This	vision	 for	post-Cold	War	Europe	did	not,	of
course,	 prevail—and	 the	 NATO	 expansion	 story	 sheds	 light	 on	 why	 it	 did	 not.4
Instead	 of	 vague	 plans	 for	 pan-Europeanism	 from	 the	 Atlantic	 to	 the	 Pacific,	 a
strategy	that	perpetuated	both	U.S.	security	dominance	and	a	division	of	Europe
into	NATO	and	non-NATO	areas	succeeded	in	the	struggle	to	define	order	in	post-
Cold	 War	 Europe.	 The	 mechanism	 whereby	 this	 happened—namely	 NATO’s
survival	 past	 the	 end	 of	 the	 Cold	War,	 along	 with	 the	 survival	 of	 its	 ability	 to
expand—emerged	from	the	negotiations	on	German	unification	in	1989	and	1990.
This	 discovery,	 one	 of	 the	 most	 important	 findings	 of	 1989,	 challenged,	 and
continues	 to	 challenge,	 the	 common	 assumption	 that	 thinking	 about	 NATO
expansion	 originated	 only	 well	 into	 the	 history	 of	 the	 Clinton	 Administration.
According	 to	 these	 assumptions,	 no	 one	 mentioned	 NATO	 expansion	 before
Clinton	took	office	in	1993—or,	if	they	did,	they	never	mentioned	it	with	regard	to
Eastern	Europe,	only	former	East	Germany.

The	 question	 of	when,	 exactly,	 discussion	 of	NATO	 expansion	 originated	 is	 of
more	 than	 just	 historical	 interest.	 To	 this	 day,	 the	 Russian	 assertion	 that	 the
question	 of	 NATO	 expansion	 arose	 during	 the	 talks	 surrounding	 German
unification—specifically	 in	 the	 form	 of	 guarantees	 that	 it	would	 not	 occur—still
complicates	 Western	 relations	 with	 Moscow.	 Indeed,	 concerns	 over	 NATO
expansion	 were	 a	 large	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 that	 Russian	 leader	 Vladimir	 Putin
decided	to	intervene	in	both	Georgia	in	2008	and	Ukraine	in	2014.5	For	their	part,
Western	policymakers	and	scholars	deny	the	Russian	assertion,	calling	it	a	“myth”
and	claiming	the	issue	of	NATO	expansion	“never	came	up	during	the	negotiations
on	German	reunification.”6	The	result,	as	one	scholar	of	the	post-Soviet	space	has
written,	 is	 that	 the	 controversy	over	NATO	expansion	has	 served	 to	 “generate	 a
militarized	 U.S.-Russian	 relationship	 where	 there	 should	 be	 a	 diplomatic	 one;
bring	 the	 two	 nations	 closer	 to	 war	 than	 ever	 before;	 and	 all	 but	 exclude	 the
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possibility	of	further	nuclear	arms	reductions.”7

For	me	as	an	author,	the	third	and	biggest	surprise	in	the	response	to	1989	was
the	growing	realization	that	I	had	become,	for	some	of	the	parties	involved	in	this
dispute,	the	bearer	of	unwelcome	tidings.	My	goal	in	researching	and	writing	1989
had	been	to	uncover	as	much	new	evidence	as	possible	on	the	dramatic	sequence
of	 events	 immediately	 following	 the	 fall	 of	 the	Wall.	 In	my	 original	months	 of
research	 for	 the	 book,	 I	 assumed	 that	 the	 dominant	 narrative—that	 NATO
expansion	 had	 nothing	 to	 do	with	 German	 reunification,	 that	 it	 never	 came	 up
before	 the	Clinton	era—was	accurate.	The	evidence	 that	 I	discovered	soon	made
clear,	 however,	 that	 the	 U.S.	 and	West	 German	 leaders	 involved	 were,	 in	 fact,
thinking	 in	 terms	of	NATO	expansion	by	 February	1990,	 and	did	 raise	 the	 issue
with	Gorbachev	directly	in	spoken	form.	There	was	even	internal	speculation	that
same	month	(not	shared	with	Gorbachev)	about	NATO’s	future	in	eastern	Europe.
In	the	course	of	that	month,	however,	Bonn	and	Washington	rethought	the	matter
and	 backed	 away	 from	 their	 earlier	 spoken	 remarks	 as	 the	 process	 of	 German
unification	accelerated.	 Indeed,	President	Bush	became	 involved	 in	 the	details	of
the	 diplomatic	 negotiations	 surrounding	 the	 unification	 of	 Germany	 to	 prevent
such	 remarks	 from	 recurring.	 He	 personally	 insisted	 that,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent
possible,	the	future	of	NATO	be	kept	out	of	the	remaining	negotiations	on	German
unification	and	the	written	documents	that	they	were	producing	in	1990.	Anyone
who	wishes	to	understand	relations	between	Washington	and	Moscow	today,	and
wonders	why	they	have	deteriorated	so	badly,	must	not	lose	sight	of	this	sequence
of	events.

Since	 it	 is	 such	 an	 important	 sequence,	 it	 is	 worth	 revisiting	 the	 narrative	 of
these	 events	 as	 described	 in	 the	 first	 edition	 of	 1989,	 now	 expanded	 with	 the
evidence	that	became	available	after	the	manuscript	of	the	first	edition	closed	in
spring	of	2009.8	The	goal	of	 this	afterword	 is	 to	bring	 together	 in	one	place	 the
most	significant	sources	on	 this	 topic,	whether	 they	appeared	before	or	after	 the
first	edition	of	this	book.	The	remainder	of	this	essay	will,	as	a	result,	summarize
the	 key	 moments	 in	 the	 negotiations	 over	 NATO’s	 future,	 and	 then	 close	 with
speculation	on	their	significance	for	U.S.-Russian	relations	today.

GENSCHER’S	THINKING	ON	NATO	EXPANSION	TO
EASTERN	EUROPE	IN	1990

Following	the	opening	of	the	Berlin	Wall	on	November	9,	1989,	the	issue	of	what
kind	 of	 security	 arrangements	would	 emerge	 in	 post-Cold	War	Europe	 formed	 a
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key	part	of	talks	between	Bonn,	Moscow,	and	Washington.	The	new	sources	help
us	 to	 understand	 better	 what	 happened	 at	 the	 start	 of	 February	 1990,	 when
Genscher,	 the	West	 German	 foreign	minister,	met	 not	 only	with	 Baker	 but	 also
with	President	Bush	in	Washington.	At	a	press	conference	on	the	day	of	his	visit,
the	foreign	minister	explained	that	“there	was	no	interest	to	extend	NATO	to	the
east.”9	 Almost	 as	 soon	 as	 Genscher	made	 these	 remarks,	 however,	 the	 National
Security	Council	began	internally	questioning	whether	they	were	wise.10

After	returning	to	Bonn,	Genscher	held	a	confidential	conversation	on	February
6,	 1990,	 with	 Hurd,	 the	 UK	 foreign	 minister,	 to	 give	 his	 British	 counterpart	 a
summary	of	 the	 talks	with	Bush	and	Baker	 that	had	 just	concluded.	According	 to
the	West	German	record	of	the	conversation,	Genscher	reported	that	“NATO	does
not	intend	to	expand	its	territory	to	the	East.”	The	West	German	foreign	minister
also	felt	that	there	should	be	some	kind	of	public	statement	to	this	effect.	“Such	a
statement	must	refer	not	just	to	East	Germany,	but	rather	be	of	a	general	nature.
For	example,	 the	Soviet	Union	needs	 the	security	of	knowing	 that	Hungary,	 if	 it
has	 a	 change	 of	 government,	will	 not	 become	part	 of	 the	Western	Alliance.”	 In
other	 words,	 as	 early	 as	 February	 6,	 1990,	 Genscher	 was	 already	 thinking	 of
NATO’s	potential	future	in	Eastern	Europe.	He	was,	however,	not	advocating	for
it.	Rather,	he	seems	to	have	believed	that	Gorbachev	would	want	a	NATO	presence
in	 Eastern	 Europe	 ruled	 out.	 He	 guessed	 that	 the	 Soviet	 leader	 would	 prefer	 to
emphasize	the	role	of	the	CSCE	in	Eastern	Europe	instead.	As	Genscher	phrased	it
to	Hurd,	“in	a	situation	in	which	the	Warsaw	Pact	erodes,	it	will	be	easier	for	the
Soviet	Union”	to	deal	with	such	a	situation	if	it	can	find	a	way	to	use	“the	CSCE
process”	as	a	“safety	net.”11

The	 West	 German	 foreign	 minister’s	 remarks	 represented	 more	 than	 just	 a
summary	of	his	past	talks	with	Baker.	The	next	major	item	on	his	calendar	was	a
trip	with	Kohl,	the	West	German	chancellor,	to	meet	with	Gorbachev	in	Moscow.	It
seems	that	Genscher	was	therefore	not	only	bringing	Hurd	up-to-date	on	what	he
had	 discussed	 with	 Bush	 and	 Baker	 but	 also	 strategizing	 for	 his	 upcoming
conversation	with	Gorbachev	as	well,	due	in	four	days.

According	 to	 the	West	German	 transcript,	Hurd	agreed	with	Genscher’s	 views.
The	 British	 foreign	 minister	 felt	 that	 “these	 questions	 demanded	 a	 prompt
discussion	within	the	Alliance.”	In	particular,	the	military	leaders	of	NATO	needed
to	 consider	 the	 “the	 political	 and	 security	 consequences	 for	 NATO	 doctrine	 and
force	structure	planning.”	Genscher	urged	that	more	discussion	of	this	issue	should
take	place	“now,”	and	added	that	NATO	should	consider	“developments	in	Poland,
Czechoslovakia,	Hungary	and	East	Germany”	as	well	in	such	discussions.	He	also
remarked	that	“we	do	not	want	to	extend	NATO	territory,	but	we	do	not	want	to
leave	 NATO.	 In	 our	 opinion,	 both	 alliances	 [NATO	 and	 the	Warsaw	 Pact]	must

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 $
{D

at
e}

. $
{P

ub
lis

he
r}

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



become	part	of	the	common	European	security	structure.”12

Also	 on	 that	 same	 day,	 February	 6,	 1990,	 Baker	 began	 his	 own	 travel	 to
Moscow.	He	would	meet	with	Gorbachev,	but	only	after	first	visiting	Ireland	and
Czechoslovakia	and	then	holding	two	days	of	talks	with	Shevardnadze,	the	Soviet
foreign	minister.13	Members	of	 the	media	accompanied	 the	Secretary	of	State	on
this	February	trip	and	received	background	briefings	from	the	secretary	and	other
State	 Department	 officials	 in	 the	 course	 of	 the	 travel.	 In	 one	 of	 these	 en	 route
briefings—the	surviving	records	do	not	make	clear	whether	it	was	Baker	himself	or
a	 deputy	 speaking;	 the	 briefer	 is	 identified	 only	 as	 a	 “senior	 administration
official”—a	reporter	asked,	“how	do	we	feel	about	Genscher’s	proposal	in	toto	that
Germany	be	unified,	but	 that	NATO	troops	not	be	extended	beyond	what	 is	now
West	 Germany	 into	 the	 Eastern	 sector	 and	 that	 Soviet	 troops	 continue	 to	 be
allowed	 to	 remain	 in	 the	Eastern	 sector,”	but	did	not	 receive	a	direct	 reply.	The
reporter	 would	 not	 give	 up,	 however,	 and	 asked	 the	 question	 again,	 rephrased
slightly:	“My	question	is	to	follow	up	on	the	Genscher	idea.…How	do	you	pull	 it
off?	 Do	 you	 have	 a	 situation	 where	 a	 unified	 Germany	 is	 in	 NATO,	 no	 NATO
troops	in	what	was	the	GDR,	but	there	might	still	be	Soviet	troops	there	for	some
period	 of	 time.	 How	 does	 that	 work?”	 The	 briefer	 finally	 responded:	 “…it
[Genscher’s	 idea]	 is	 a	 way	 of	 maintaining	 the	 NATO	 structure	 and	 not	 having
NATO	forces	further	East.”14

THE	SPLIT	BETWEEN	BUSH	AND	BAKER

After	his	 various	 stops	and	 conversations,	 on	February	9	Baker	 finally	 sat	down
with	Gorbachev.	As	the	two	leaders	spoke,	Baker	made	handwritten	notes,	which
he	kept	in	his	private	papers	upon	leaving	office.	The	secretary	put	stars	and	an
exclamation	 point	 next	 to	 his	written	 version	 of	 his	 own	 spoken	 remarks:	 “End
result:	Unified	Ger.	 anchored	 in	 a	 *changed	 (polit.)	NATO—*whose	 juris.	would
not	 move	 *eastward!”	 Baker’s	 own	 notes	 appear	 to	 be	 the	 only	 place	 such	 an
assurance	was	written	down	on	February	9,	however;	the	Secretary	conveyed	this
assurance	to	Gorbachev	only	in	spoken	form	on	that	day.15	And	the	handwritten
notes	 raise	 an	 interesting	 question.	 If	 Baker’s	 “end	 result”	 was	 that	 NATO’s
“juris.,”	 presumably	 jurisdiction,	 would	 not	 move	 eastward,	 did	 that	 mean	 it
would	 not	move	 over	 the	 territory	 of	 East	 Germany,	 the	 question	 raised	 by	 the
journalist	during	the	briefing	in	transit?

In	answering	this	question,	it	is	fortunate	for	scholars	that	Baker,	Genscher,	and
Kohl	 decided	 that	 it	 would	 not	 be	 appropriate	 for	 them	 to	meet	 on	 Soviet	 soil,
even	 though	 by	 this	 point	 they	 were	 in	 fact	 closely	 coordinating	 all	 of	 their
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dealings	 with	 Gorbachev.	 Hence,	 Baker	 departed	 Moscow	 on	 February	 10	 just
before	 the	 two	West	German	 leaders	 arrived.	 Instead	 of	meeting	 the	 chancellor,
Baker	updated	Kohl	on	what	had	transpired	the	day	before	in	writing.	Baker	left
behind	 with	 the	 West	 German	 ambassador	 in	 Moscow	 a	 secret	 letter	 for	 Kohl,
summarizing	 what	 Baker	 had	 told	 Gorbachev	 on	 February	 9,	 which	 the
ambassador	delivered	to	Kohl	as	soon	as	the	chancellor	landed	(and	that	letter	has
been	preserved	in	the	archives).	In	this	confidential	letter	to	Kohl,	Baker	described
his	conversation	with	Gorbachev	as	follows:	“I	told	him	that	the	FRG’s	leadership
was	 strongly	 in	 favor	 of	 a	 unified	 Germany	 remaining	 in	 NATO	 and	 not	 being
neutral.	I	explained	that	we	agreed	with	this,	and	thought	the	Soviets	should	not
reject	such	an	outcome.”	Baker	reported	that	he	had	then	put	the	crucial	statement
in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 question:	 “Would	 you	 [Gorbachev]	 prefer	 to	 see	 a	 unified
Germany	 outside	 of	 NATO,	 independent	 and	 with	 no	 U.S.	 forces	 or	 would	 you
prefer	 a	 unified	 Germany	 to	 be	 tied	 to	 NATO,	 with	 assurances	 that	 NATO’s
jurisdiction	would	not	shift	one	inch	eastward	from	its	present	position?”	In	other
words,	 NATO’s	 jurisdiction	would	 not	 extend	 to	 eastern	 Germany,	 since	 NATO’s
“present	position”	on	February	10,	1990,	remained	where	it	had	been	throughout
the	Cold	War:	on	the	western	side	of	line	of	division	between	the	two	Germanies.
The	 secretary	 then	 quoted	 Gorbachev’s	 response	 verbatim:	 “‘Certainly	 any
extension	 of	 the	 zone	 of	 NATO	 would	 be	 unacceptable.’”	 In	 Baker’s	 view,	 this
meant,	 “by	 implication,	 NATO	 in	 its	 current	 zone	 might	 be	 acceptable.”	 Baker
concluded	 by	 saying	 to	 Kohl	 that	 “we	 need	 to	 coordinate	 very	 closely.	 I’ll	 look
forward	to	comparing	notes	with	you	after	your	meeting.	Sincerely	yours,	Jim.”16

Even	 as	 the	 secretary	 summarized	 his	 remarks	 for	 Kohl,	 however,	 NSC	 staff
members	who	had	 initially	questioned	Genscher’s	press	conference	 remarks	were
now	beginning	 to	attack	Baker’s	words	as	well.	Such	words	 implied	 that	eastern
Germany	could	potentially	become	a	member	of	NATO	in	name	only,	without	full
NATO	jurisdiction	applying	to	it.	They	felt	that	Baker	had	leaned	too	far	forward
on	this	issue	and	had	done	so	too	soon	in	the	process.

In	an	effort	to	undermine	the	damage	that	it	felt	that	Baker	was	doing,	the	NSC
put	 together	 a	 presidential	 letter	 to	Kohl	 that	was	 deliberately	 sent	 to	 arrive	 in
Bonn	before	Kohl	departed	for	Moscow.	President	Bush’s	 letter	explicitly	avoided
the	kind	of	assurances	that	Baker	was	giving	to	Gorbachev,	thus	revealing	a	split
at	 the	 very	 top	 in	 Washington.	 Instead	 of	 suggesting	 that	 there	 would	 be	 no
expansion	 of	 NATO’s	 jurisdiction,	 as	 Baker	 had	 done,	 Bush	 instead	 suggested	 a
“special	military	status	for	what	is	now	the	territory	of	the	GDR.”	The	implication
was	that	NATO	would,	indeed,	expand	to	cover	what	was,	in	February	1990,	still
the	 state	 of	 East	 Germany,	 and	 that	 there	 would	 be	 a	 special	 status	 for	 that
territory	within	NATO	as	the	alliance	extended	beyond	its	1989	borders.17
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Kohl	was	thus	in	an	interesting	position	as	he	prepared	to	meet	with	Gorbachev.
He	had	received	two	letters	on	either	end	of	his	plane	flight	from	West	Germany
to	the	Soviet	Union	on	February	10:	one	from	Bush	and	one	from	Baker.	These	two
letters	contained	different	wording	on	the	same	issue.	The	wording	of	the	former
letter,	 from	 the	 president,	 suggested	 that	 NATO’s	 jurisdiction	 would	 expand
eastwards;	 the	wording	of	 the	 latter,	 from	 the	 secretary,	 suggested	 that	 it	would
not.	 In	 his	 own	 meeting	 with	 Gorbachev,	 which	 wording	 would	 the	 chancellor
echo,	that	of	President	Bush	or	that	of	Baker?

KOHL	AND	GORBACHEV

The	 evidence	 shows	 that,	 when	 Kohl	 spoke	 to	 Gorbachev,	 he	 decided	 to	 echo
Baker,	not	Bush.	Presumably	he	did	so	because	Baker’s	wording	was	more	likely	to
produce	 the	 results	 that	Kohl	wanted:	permission	 from	Moscow	 to	 start	unifying
Germany.	 Following	Baker,	 Kohl	 assured	Gorbachev	 that	 “naturally	NATO	 could
not	expand	its	territory	to	the	current	territory	of	the	GDR.”18	Similarly,	Genscher
told	 his	 counterpart,	 Shevardnadze,	 that	 “for	 us,	 it	 stands	 firm:	 NATO	 will	 not
expand	 itself	 to	 the	 East.”19	 Once	 again,	 no	 written	 agreement	 emerged.
Gorbachev	was	sufficiently	reassured,	however,	that	in	exchange	he	gave	Kohl	the
green	 light	 to	 begin	 the	 first	 steps	 in	 the	 process	 of	 uniting	 the	 two	 parts	 of
divided	 Germany,	 namely	 creating	 economic	 and	 monetary	 union.	 Overjoyed,
Kohl	decided	to	hold	a	major	press	conference	immediately,	while	still	in	Moscow,
to	 lock	 in	 this	 gain.	 He	was	 so	 excited	 by	 this	major	 breakthrough	 that	 he	was
unable	 to	 sleep,	and	so	 instead	went	 for	a	 long	walk	 through	Red	Square	 in	 the
middle	of	 the	night	as	he	considered	his	next	moves.20	Soon	 thereafter,	 the	West
German	 chancellor	 started	 instituting	 economic	 and	 monetary	 union	 between
West	and	East	Germany,	a	rushed	process	that	was	already	completed	by	July	1,
1990,	over	three	months	before	full	political	unification.

Once	 Baker	 got	 back	 to	Washington,	 however,	 he	 had	 to	 face	 the	 opposition
from	 the	 NSC	 in	 person,	 and	 doing	 so	 forced	 him	 to	 reconsider	 his	 wording.
Scowcroft,	 the	National	Security	Adviser,	 thought	 that	 the	 idea	 that	NATO	would
not	 move	 once	 inch	 eastward	 from	 its	 present	 position	 was	 completely
unworkable.	 And	 not	 only	 Scowcroft	 but	 also	 Bush	worried	 that	 the	 new	 forum
established	 by	 Baker	 for	 talks	 on	 the	 legal	 details	 of	 unification—the	 so-called
“2+4”	 forum,	 for	 the	 two	 Germanies	 and	 the	 four	 occupying	 powers,	 Britain,
France,	the	U.S.,	and	the	USSR—might	give	the	Soviet	Union	a	venue	in	which	it
could	pressure	the	U.S.	on	the	question	of	the	future	of	NATO.21

Shortly	 thereafter,	discussion	of	NATO’s	potential	expansion	to	Eastern	Europe
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also	 received	 its	 first	 public	 airing.	On	 February	 20,	 1990,	Hungarian	 politician
Gyula	 Horn	 speculated	 about	 some	 kind	 of	 future	 integration	 of	 Hungary	 into
NATO.	Critics	discounted	his	comments	as	an	election	ploy.	Nonetheless,	back	 in
Washington,	 a	 member	 of	 the	 U.S.	 State	 Department’s	 Policy	 Planning	 staff,
Harvey	 Sicherman,	 was	 given	 the	 job	 of	 writing	 a	 speculative	 report	 on	 future
security	 structures	 in	not	only	 the	Germanies	but	 also	Eastern	Europe.	 Secretary
Baker,	along	with	Ross	and	Zoellick,	his	top	aides,	received	copies	of	Sicherman’s
report	on	March	12.	Baker	later	saved	a	copy	and	took	it	with	him	for	his	private
archive	 after	 his	 time	 in	 office	 ended.	 In	 this	 March	 1990	 report,	 Sicherman
indicated	that	the	countries	of	Central	and	Eastern	Europe	were	becoming	aware
that	cooperation	with	NATO	was	“the	best	way	out	of	the	German-Russian	security
dilemma	and,	with	the	Czech	exception,	the	Hungarians	and	the	Poles	already	see
it.”	 Sicherman	 felt	 that	 the	 United	 States	 could	 offer	 “these	 nations	 great
opportunities,”	 but	 that	 Washington	 needed	 to	 ensure	 that	 “1)	 taking	 on	 the
burden	of	 ‘organizing’	 this	 region	 is	 really	 a	 vital	 interest	 [and]	2)	we	have	 the
means	to	do	so.	My	answer	tentatively	is	that	we	alone	do	not	have	the	means	but
that	 NATO	 and	 the	 EC	 surely	 do.”22	 Both	 Ross	 and	 Zoellick	 began	 speculating
about	a	potential	role	for	NATO	in	Eastern	Europe	in	early	1990	as	well,	in	part
prompted	by	 this	March	memo.	Baker	 recollected	doing	so	by	 the	 second	half	of
1990	as	well.23

By	 April	 1990,	 Bush	 felt	 it	 necessary	 to	 spell	 out	 his	 thinking	 in	 a	 detailed
telegram	 to	 Mitterrand,	 the	 French	 president.	 Washington	 was	 concerned	 that
Moscow	 might	 try	 to	 outmaneuver	 the	 U.S.	 in	 the	 2+4	 forum	 by	 getting	 the
British	and/or	 the	French,	both	of	whom	potentially	had	 reasons	 to	 share	Soviet
uneasiness	about	German	unification,	to	block	agreements	that	the	U.S.	wanted.	It
is	worth	quoting	from	this	lengthy	presidential	telegram	in	detail.

Bush	 began	 by	 saying	 to	Mitterrand	 that	 “I	 am	 deeply	 committed	 to	 the	U.S.
political,	economic	and	military	role	in	maintaining	European	stability.	And	it	 is
absolutely	 clear	 that	 in	 the	 period	 ahead	 a	 strong	 U.S.-French	 relationship	 is
essential	 to	 that	 stability.”	 He	 spelled	 out	 his	 top	 priorities	 to	 Mitterrand:	 that
united	 Germany	 should	 have	 full	 membership	 of	 NATO,	 including	 Article	 5
guarantees,	 for	 its	 complete	 territory;	 that	 allied	 forces	 should	 remain	 in	 united
Germany	 even	 after	 Soviet	 troops	 departed;	 and	 that	 NATO	 should	 continue	 to
deploy	both	nuclear	and	conventional	weapons	in	the	region.	In	his	opinion,	these
issues	were	not,	and	should	never	be,	up	for	negotiation	in	the	2+4	talks.	Instead,
the	 2+4	 negotiations	 were	 to	 focus	 solely	 on	 the	 lower-level	 technicalities	 of
German	unification.	As	the	U.S.	president	put	it,	“we	need	to	be	very	clear	about
the	objectives	of	 the	two	plus	 four.”	 In	his	view,	“[t]he	main	purpose	of	 the	two
plus	four	process	should	be	to…restore	full	sovereignty	to	a	peaceful,	democratic,
and	united	German	state.”	He	was	“delighted	that	the	Western	officials	in	the	one
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plus	 three	meeting	 [a	Western	 preparatory	 session	 for	 the	 full	 2+4	 session]	 on
April	10	agreed	that	the	two	plus	four	should	not	negotiate	over	Germany’s	right
to	remain	a	full	member	of	NATO;	should	not	decide	the	fate	of	allied	conventional
or	 nuclear	 forces	 on	 the	 territory	 of	 the	 current	 FRG;	 should	 not	 agree	 on	 the
future	size	of	a	united	Germany’s	armed	forces;	and	should	not	replace	the	old	four
power	 rights	 with	 new	 discriminatory	 limits	 on	 German	 sovereignty—a
prescription	 for	 future	 instability.”	 The	 problem	 was	 that	 the	 USSR	 “may	 well
want	 the	 two	 plus	 four	 to	 decide	 all	 of	 these	matters,	 to	 use	 the	 two	 plus	 four
forum	to	undermine	German	security	ties	to	the	West	and	the	coherence	of	NATO’s
deterrent	 posture.”	He	warned	Mitterrand	 that	 they	 should	 “in	 no	 event…allow
Moscow	 to	manipulate	 the	 two	plus	 four	mechanism	 in	ways	 that	 could	 fracture
Western	defense	and	Germany’s	irreplaceable	part	in	it.”

Nor	did	Bush	see	the	CSCE	as	the	way	forward	for	post-Cold	War	Europe.	As	he
put	 it,	 “I	 hope	 that	 you	 agree	 that	 the	 North	 Atlantic	 Alliance	 is	 an	 essential
component	of	Europe’s	future.	I	do	not	foresee	that	the	CSCE	can	replace	NATO	as
the	guarantor	of	Western	security	and	stability.	 Indeed,	 it	 is	difficult	 to	visualize
how	 a	 European	 collective	 security	 arrangement	 including	 Eastern	 Europe,	 and
perhaps	 even	 the	 Soviet	 Union,	 would	 have	 the	 capability	 to	 deter	 threats	 to
Western	Europe.”	As	he	concluded:	“NATO	is	the	only	plausible	justification	in	my
country	 for	 the	 American	 military	 presence	 in	 Europe.	 If	 NATO	 is	 allowed	 to
wither	because	 it	has	no	meaningful	political	place	 in	 the	new	Europe,	 the	basis
for	a	long-term	U.S.	military	commitment	can	die	with	it.”24

In	short,	Bush	was	making	clear	to	Mitterrand	that	the	2+4	should	limit	itself	to
the	 minimum	 necessary—renouncing	 four	 power	 rights—and	 that	 NATO	 had	 to
remain	 the	 dominant	 security	 organization	 in	 post-Cold	 War	 Europe.25	 One
Mitterrand	 adviser	 summarized	 the	 U.S.	 position	 as	 follows:	 “The	 United	 States
has	recently	rediscovered	an	interest	in	a	structure	that	will	allow	it	to	participate
in	the	Concert	of	Europe.”26	The	president	personally	made	clear	that	the	two	plus
four	 talks,	 and	 the	 documents	 that	 would	 result	 from	 them,	 should	 avoid
addressing	 any	 of	 the	 truly	 major	 open	 questions	 about	 NATO.	 The	 final	 2+4
documents	show	that	Bush	succeeded	in	this	effort.

In	contrast,	high-level	assessment	of	this	 issue	continued	internally	in	the	Bush
Administration	 through	 the	 summer	 of	 1990.	 In	 July	 1990,	 Baker	 and	 Zoellick
briefed	Bush	on	the	potential	need	to	provide	structure	 for	 the	Soviet	Union	and
East	 European	 states	 after	 their	 own	 institutions	 collapsed.27	 And	 in	 September
1990,	Zoellick	and	his	British	colleagues	refused	to	finalize	the	2+4	accord	on	the
unification	 of	 Germany	 until	 it	 was	 confirmed	 in	 an	 “agreed	minute”	 that	 non-
German	NATO	troops	had	the	option	of	moving	eastward	over	the	alliance’s	1989
border.	Although	he	did	not	explicitly	discuss	Eastern	Europe,	Zoellick	later	stated
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he	had	Poland	on	his	mind.28

To	 recap,	 the	 evidence	 now	 available	 shows	 that	 the	 question	 of	 NATO
expansion	arose	as	early	as	February	1990,	and	that	for	the	Westerners	involved	it
included	 speculative	 discussion	 of	 not	 only	 eastern	 Germany	 but	 also	 Eastern
Europe.	 Moreover,	 the	 question	 of	 the	 future	 of	 NATO	 caused	 internal
disagreements	in	both	Washington	and	Bonn.	In	early	February	1990,	Baker,	Kohl,
and	Genscher	were	willing	to	suggest	to	Gorbachev	and	Shevardnadze	that	NATO
would	not	move	one	inch	eastward	beyond	its	1989	border.29	As	described	above,
such	 statements	 helped	 to	 inspire	 Gorbachev	 to	 agree,	 on	 February	 10,	 to	 the
initial	 steps	 down	 the	 road	 to	 German	 unification,	 namely	 the	 economic	 and
monetary	union	that	was	enacted	on	July	1,	1990.	Almost	as	soon	as	 they	made
these	remarks,	however,	Bonn	and	Washington	reconsidered	the	matter	internally
and	decided	to	cease	doing	so.

THE	CONSEQUENCES	OF	CAMP	DAVID

The	documents	surviving	from	the	preparations	for	the	Bush-Kohl	summit	at	Camp
David	on	February	24–25,	1990,	 show	 that,	by	 late	February	1990,	 the	NSC	and
the	West	German	defense	ministry	had	both	independently	raised	similar	questions
about	the	future	of	European	security	and	of	NATO.30	Genscher	had	considered	the
question	 of	 NATO’s	 expansion	 to	 Eastern	 Europe	 as	 something	 that	 Gorbachev
would	 find	 unacceptable	 and	want	 ruled	 out,	 but	 Genscher	 was	 finding	 himself
ruled	out	 instead.	Kohl	chose	not	to	bring	Genscher,	his	own	foreign	minister,	 to
Camp	David,	even	though	Baker,	Genscher’s	U.S.	counterpart,	was	in	attendance
—a	major	 insult	 to	Genscher,	 insufficiently	papered	over	by	attempts	 to	make	 it
look	as	if	Baker	had	just	shown	up	at	the	last	minute.31

By	 the	 time	of	 the	Camp	David	 summit,	Bush	and	Kohl	had	 realized	 that	 they
wanted	more	 flexibility	 for	 NATO’s	 future	 than	 Baker’s	 earlier	 comments	would
allow.	When	the	U.S.	and	West	German	 leaders	met	at	Camp	David	 in	February
1990	and	the	question	of	compromising	with	Moscow	arose,	Bush	responded,	“To
hell	with	that!	We	prevailed	and	they	didn’t.	We	can’t	let	the	Soviets	clutch	victory
from	the	jaws	of	defeat.”32	Kohl	felt	that	he	and	Bush	would	have	to	find	a	way	to
placate	Gorbachev,	however.	As	described	in	1989,	Kohl	specifically	believed	that
compensation	would	probably	be	necessary:	 “It	will	 come	down	 in	 the	 end	 to	 a
question	 of	 cash,”	 he	 told	 the	 president	 at	 Camp	 David.	 Bush	 agreed,	 and
pointedly	replied	that	West	Germany	had	“deep	pockets.”33	These	phrasings	were
more	 elegant	 than	 the	 words	 later	 used	 by	 Robert	 Gates,	 the	 Deputy	 National
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Security	 Adviser	 in	 1990,	 who	 summarized	 Bonn	 and	 Washington’s	 resulting
strategy	as	follows:	it	was	“to	bribe	the	Soviets	out.”34

Given	 the	 deteriorating	 economic	 conditions	 in	 the	 Soviet	 Union,	 Gorbachev
would	indeed	be	susceptible	to	such	inducement.	In	spring	1990,	Matlock,	the	U.S.
ambassador	to	Moscow,	found	that	the	Soviet	leader	was	starting	to	look	“less	like
a	man	 in	 control	 and	more	 [like]	an	embattled	 leader.”	The	 “signs	of	 crisis,”	he
wrote,	 “are	 legion:	 Sharply	 rising	 crime	 rates,	 proliferating	 anti-regime
demonstrations,	 burgeoning	 separatist	 movements,	 deteriorating	 economic
performance…and	 a	 slow,	 uncertain	 transfer	 of	 power	 from	 party	 to	 state	 and
from	 the	center	 to	 the	periphery.”35	 In	 addition,	 a	 crisis	 caused	by	 a	 Lithuanian
push	 for	 independence	 from	 the	 Soviet	 Union	 would	 soon	 begin	 troubling
Gorbachev	as	well.

In	 short,	 Moscow	 would	 have	 a	 hard	 time	 addressing	 its	 domestic	 problems
without	the	help	of	foreign	aid	and	credit.	In	light	of	the	softening	U.S.	economy,
however,	Bush	neither	wanted	to	be	generous,	nor	felt	that	he	could	justify	giving
aid	 to	 a	 country	 that	 was	 still	 ostensibly	 the	 United	 States’	 greatest	 enemy.
Therefore,	Gorbachev	would	have	to	turn	to	West	Germany	for	help.	The	question
was	 whether	 Bonn	 could	 provide	 such	 assistance	 in	 a	 manner	 that	 allowed
Gorbachev	 to	save	 face—that	 is,	avoid	making	 it	apparent	 that	 the	Soviets	were
being	bribed	out—as	he	accepted	a	unified	Germany	 in	NATO.36	 In	other	words,
the	West	Germans	would	have	 to	 pay	 the	 bribes	 and	 to	 find	 some	kind	 of	 face-
saving	way	to	do	so.	As	described	in	1989,	Kohl	accomplished	both	of	those	goals,
first	 in	 a	 bilateral	meeting	with	 Gorbachev	 in	 July	 1990	 and	 subsequently	 in	 a
series	of	fraught	and	emotional	phone	calls	with	Gorbachev	in	September	1990.

By	 then,	 the	 discussion	 of	 European	 security,	 and	 NATO’s	 role	 in	 it,	 had
suddenly	become	of	 secondary	 importance	 for	Washington,	 following	 the	August
1990	 invasion	 of	 Kuwait	 by	 Saddam	 Hussein.	 Repelling	 this	 invasion	 quickly
became	Bush’s	highest	priority.	It	pushed	the	issue	of	European	security	well	down
his	administration’s	priority	 list.	There	seems	to	have	been	a	 feeling	that	Europe
had	achieved	a	new,	peaceful	post-Cold	War	status	and	that	 its	 remaining	 issues
could	 thus	 be	 put	 on	 the	 back	 burner—while	 the	 crisis	 in	 Gulf,	 in	 contrast,
demanded	 immediate	attention.	There	also	appears	 to	have	been	an	assumption
that	 Bush	 could	 return	 to	 European	 security	 questions	 later	 in	 his	 first	 term,	 or
even	in	his	second.

But	Bush’s	 loss	 in	 the	1992	election	meant	 that	his	 foreign	policy	 team	had	 to
vacate	their	offices	years	earlier	than	they	expected.	Communication	between	the
outgoing	Bush	team	and	the	incoming	Clinton	team	seems	to	have	been	limited.	As
a	result,	knowledge	among	Clinton	foreign	policy	experts	of	events	described	here
appears	 to	have	been	 limited	as	well.	Many	Clinton	staffers	mistakenly	assumed
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that	once	the	question	of	NATO	expansion	arose	once	again,	it	was	arising	for	the
first	time.

CONCLUSION:	THE	PERSISTENCE	OF	PREFERRED
MEMORIES

The	paragraphs	above	have	drawn	together	in	one	place	crucial	pieces	of	evidence
on	 the	early	origins	of	NATO	expansion,	both	 from	 the	 first	 edition	of	 this	book
and	 from	 the	 sources	 that	 became	 available	 afterward.	 To	 summarize:	 this
evidence	shows	not	only	that	NATO’s	future	formed	a	key	part	of	the	negotiations
on	German	unification	but	also	that	the	preparations	for	the	various	negotiations
included	 speculative	 consideration	 of	 Eastern	 Europe.	 In	 early	 February	 1990,
Baker,	Genscher,	 and	Kohl	 all	 discussed	with	Gorbachev	 the	 prospect	 that,	 if	 he
allowed	Germany	to	unify,	NATO	would	not	subsequently	move	eastward	beyond
its	 1989	 borders,	 in	 other	 words,	 not	 even	 into	 East	 Germany.	 Gorbachev
responded	 orally	 that	 any	 expansion	 of	 “the	 zone	 of	 NATO”	 would	 be
“unacceptable,”	 but	 nothing	was	written	 down	 and	 no	 formal	 agreements	were
reached.	However,	such	wording	generated	immediate	and	strong	opposition	from
other	 components	 of	 the	 governments	 in	 both	 Washington	 and	 Bonn.	 That
opposition	 eventually	 succeeded	 in	 preventing	 any	 such	 language	 from	 being
repeated,	let	alone	written	down,	after	late	February.

Because	 of	 these	 events,	 Russians	 to	 this	 day	 accuse	 the	 U.S.	 of	 lying	 and	 of
betraying	Moscow.	Given	the	 intense	 feelings	surrounding	this	 issue,	 it	 is	helpful
to	 take	 a	 step	 back	 from	 such	 emotional	 terms	 and	 instead	 summarize	 what
happened	 based	 on	 the	 evidence	 available:	 the	 representatives	 of	 the	 U.S.	 and
West	 Germany	 expertly	 outmaneuvered	 Gorbachev	 in	 the	 negotiations	 over
German	unification	in	1990.	They	accomplished	their	goals	of	expanding	NATO	to
East	 Germany	 and	 of	 leaving	 open	 the	 door	 for	 future	 expansion	 to	 Eastern
Europe	in	an	impressively	swift	and	decisive	manner.	Indeed,	at	the	tactical	and
operational	 levels,	 Bonn	 and	Washington	 achieved	 success	 at	 nearly	 every	 turn
during	the	unification	process.	One	NSC	staffer,	Robert	Hutchings,	prepared	a	list
of	 roughly	 eighteen	 possible	 outcomes	 to	 these	 talks,	 ranked	 in	 order	 from	 the
“most	 congenial”	 outcome	 for	 the	 U.S.	 (number	 one,	 no	 restrictions	 at	 all	 on
NATO)	to	the	“most	inimical.”37	In	the	end,	the	U.S.	achieved	the	phenomenal	feat
of	 accomplishing	 an	 outcome	 somewhere	 between	 numbers	 one	 and	 two	 on	 the
most	congenial	end	of	the	spectrum	(modest	restrictions	on	NATO,	such	as	 limits
on	what	non-German	NATO	troops	could	do	in	former	East	Germany).	Rarely	do
international	negotiations	go	so	well	for	one	of	the	parties	involved	at	the	tactical

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 $
{D

at
e}

. $
{P

ub
lis

he
r}

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



and	operational	level.

It	is	at	the	strategic	level,	however,	that	the	aggressive	approach	of	“bribing	the
Soviets	 out”	 loses	 its	 luster.	 The	 only	 window	 of	 opportunity	 for	 establishing	 a
new	 form	 of	 partnership	 between	 Washington	 and	 Moscow	 in	 decades	 was
allowed	 to	 close	 without	 any	 serious	 assessment	 of	 a	 means	 of	 durable
cooperation;	 instead,	 the	 short-term	 goal	 of	 pushing	 the	 Soviets	 back	 succeeded
completely.	By	design,	Russia	got	bribed	out	and	left	on	the	periphery	of	post-Cold
War	Europe.	The	line	of	division	between	NATO	and	non-NATO	Europe	from	the
Cold	 War	 persisted,	 just	 moved	 eastwards.	 We	 are	 still	 experiencing	 the
consequences	of	 this	1990	strategy	 today.	A	KGB	officer	named	Putin	who	spent
1989	in	divided	Germany	never	lost	his	sense	of	bitterness	at	how	Russia	thereby
lost	its	position	in	Europe.38	When,	decades	later,	he	had	the	power	to	act	on	this
bitterness,	 Putin	 chose	 to	 do	 so	 by	 changing	 European	 borders	 with	 force	 and
creating	 a	 new	 atmosphere	 of	 conflict	 and	 uncertainty	 in	 twenty-first	 century
Europe.

If	 we	 want	 to	 understand	 the	 decay	 in	 post-Cold	 War	 relations	 between	 the
West	and	Russia,	we	must	keep	 this	 sequence	of	events—as	actually	 revealed	by
historical	 evidence,	 not	 as	 our	 preferred	memory	would	wish	 it	 to	 be—in	mind,
even	 if	 these	 revelations	 are	 unwelcome	 tidings.	 As	 I	 write	 in	 spring	 2014,
relations	 with	 Moscow	 are	 at	 a	 post-Cold	 War	 low.	 Russia	 under	 Putin	 has
experienced	de-democratization,	censorship,	and	rising	xenophobia.	 Its	neighbors
have	endured	aggression,	energy	shut-offs,	and	armed	incursions.	Journalists	and
human	rights	activists	attempting	 to	call	attention	 to	 these	events,	most	notably
Anna	Politkovskaya,	have	died	mysteriously,	with	no	satisfactory	clarification	of
these	 tragic	deaths.39	 In	 short,	 dealing	with	Russia	 in	 its	 current	 aggressive	 and
hostile	 incarnation	 is	 difficult	 enough.	 We	 should	 not	 complicate	 it	 by	 simply
ignoring	 uncomfortable	 evidence	 about	 one	 of	 the	 most	 contentious	 issues	 in
Western	 relations	 with	 Moscow.	 The	 lane	 numbers	 at	 Bornholmer	 Street	 first
faded,	 then	 fell	 to	 active	 destruction.	We	 should	 not	 let	 other	 historical	 sources,
particularly	when	they	concern	matters	of	on-going	significance,	 suffer	 the	same
fate.
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