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Baker had asked Gorbachev “whether he would prefer a united Germany outside of 
NATO, independent and without any American troops, or whether Germany should 
remain part of NATO, with the assurance that NATO jurisdiction would not move 
one inch eastwards from its present position. Gorbachev answered that “any 
extension of NATO’s area would be unacceptable.i 

The opening quotation of this paper continues to echo around the chancelleries of Europe, 
Russia and the USA. It gave rise to a series of misunderstandings that went on to colour foreign 
policy in Russia. And it also led to crucial misunderstandings in Russia about the way in which 
NATO changed after 1989 into more of a group of nations seeking the advantages in mutual 
self defence, rather than as Cold War organization aimed at winning a conflict with 
Russia/USSR. 

These misunderstandings cannot be kept separate from misunderstandings about the transition 
from Communism to Capitalism and what was required to make this a success. Various 
multilateral organizations influenced by the West, notably the IMF, underestimated what the 
micro level legal and institutional changes were needed in order to provide better mechanisms 
to help shore up the transition process. The IMF’s conditionality approach worked far less well 
than it had done with other developing economies.ii  

That the atmosphere between Russia and the West has deteriorated has been clear for some 
time, propelled by Russian views that it was threatened by NATO’s eastward expansion, for 
which no evidence can be found. This paper explores the failures of national and international 
statecraft that have led up to the present situation, which can be described as a failure to 
accurately read and understand signals being transmitted between NATO and Russia.  The 
view taken here is that misunderstandings on both sides, but especially by Russia, have un-
necessarily increased tensions, transforming an internal conflict within Ukraine into one that 
now threatens the security of all nations in Europe. 

We consider that there are four main groups of disagreements affecting the current situation: 

• Disagreements within Ukraine about the future direction of the country, and its 
alignment with Russia or the West.  

• Disagreements between pro-western Ukrainian factions and the Russian 
government. Pro-western factions disagree with the premise introduced by the 
Primakov doctrine that Russia has seigneurial rights over its “near abroad” to 
determine how such territories should behave and with whom they should have 
relations. They disagree with Putin’s revisionist history of Ukraine which regards 
Russia and Ukraine as being “indivisible”. 
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• Disagreements between NATO and the EU on the one hand, and Russia on the 
other, about the rights of independent, sovereign and democratic states to join 
international organizations and mutual defence organizations, if they so wish, and 
when they so please. Additionally, there are disagreements about whether NATO 
“deceived” Russia by expanding East, ignoring other promises made as far back 
as 1990.  

• Disagreements within the West as to how to assist the transition from Communist, 
centrally planned economies towards developed market economies complete with 
democracy and the rule of law. In particular disagreements, and to some extent 
failures, between IMF top down macro support measures, and the faltering 
progress of micro level legal and institutional reforms.  

In the course of discussing these issues particular attention will be paid to views on the 
“Russian grudge” against NATO, and NATO’s eastward expansion, a view that also presents 
Russia as a victim of western policies.  

The paper considers how failures in statecraft influenced Russia’s defensive attitude towards 
the prospect of NATO expansion.  Russian thinking remained substantially trapped in a Cold 
War mode, unwilling to seize opportunities presented by the global economy, remaining 
suspicious of Western intent, and blaming them, wrongly, on NATO.iii  

Efforts to assist Russia making its transition to capitalism, efforts to include Russia’s interests 
within NATO, and proposing a forward view on a Partnership for Peace all ultimately crumbled 
with narrow Russian concerns around perceived threats to its security. 

The ending of the Cold War showed that the goals of the containment policy (originally 
proposed by George F Kennan in 1947) conducted by the US and NATO against the Soviet 
Union had been successful. Looking forward it was hoped that Russia would move away from 
the Soviet model, and  evolve into something closer to a liberal, democratic state, along the 
lines of those in Europe and North America. These hopes were shared between the US, NATO 
and Russian reformers within the Yeltsin government. Views gradually changed so that by the 
turn of the century some opinions, and particularly those of Putin cooled towards the West. 
Details of these changes can be found in Appendix 1 below.  

The question of NATO expansion, that had proceeded relatively uneventfully in the late 19 
90s, then started to intersect with internal developments in Ukraine. As is explained below, 
internal tensions in Ukraine, some of which preceded the break-up of the USSR, focused more 
and more on a disagreement between different factions in Ukrainian ruling elites about the 
future course of Ukraine’s development. The question being whether Ukraine should continue 
its close association with Russia, as part of a revised CIS iv  international arrangement, or 
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whether it should converge with the EU (and NATO) in order  to accelerate the same transition 
from Communism to capitalism as was being experienced by Russia. Ukraine chose to seek 
membership of the EU, as a means of forcing various changes on Ukrainian economy, politics 
and civil society. This would then form the basis for an “acquis communitaire”. This view is 
and was highly controversial in the eastern part of Ukraine.  

INTERNAL DISAGREEMENTS WITHIN UKRAINE CONCERNING ITS FUTURE 
ORIENTATION AND ITS ATTITUDES TO RUSSIA.  
 
Internal disagreements within Ukraine go back a long way and relate to the different 
experiences of the industrialized east of the country around the iron/steel, coal  and chemical 
industries in the Donbas region, from the more agriculturally based western Ukraine. Industrial 
activities were closely linked to the goals and identity of the Soviet Union.  These regions were 
settled by immigrants from Russia, representing the dominant Russian culture. This contrasted 
with more agricultural activities in the West of the country. Indeed, the post-Communist 
experience has turned Ukraine into being the “breadbasket” of Europe, and into one of the 
largest grain exporters in the world, very different from the difficulties facing Ukrainian 
agriculture under Communism and forced collectivization. 

Even so, it is by no means obvious that this should give rise to bitter animosities between 
eastern “Russophile” and western Ukrainians “Russophobe” factions. Given other similarities 
in culture, language and ethnicity, there is little reason why, as Anna Reid (2022) put it, 
relations within Ukraine between the “phobes” and “philes” and  between Ukraine and Russia 
could not be as close, and yet as different, as they are, say, between Canada and the USA. Alas, 
this is not how things turned out. 

Before proceeding further, it is useful to consider how to define Ukraine ? Its geographical 
borders have shifted over the years. Putin claims that Russia and Ukraine are culturally 
indivisible and are part of the same “greater” Russia.  

In the Middle Ages Ukraine became an integral part of the combined Kingdom of Poland and 
the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, which ruled Ukraine for 409 years (from 1386 to 1791).v And 
through this Ukraine was exposed to more western and central European influences than were 
territories further East around Moscow. Putin’s version of the indivisibility of Ukraine and 
Russia is clearly incorrect. For that period Ukraine was not buried within Russia and continues 
to have a separate identity within the  Lithuanian Commonwealth. 

This is not to under-rate the close and complex relations that Ukraine developed with Russia, 
although these were not necessarily arrangements Ukraine had much control over. Thus in the 
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18th century, the partitions of Poland meant that Ukraine ended up within the Tsarist Russian 
Empire for over a century. Ukraine suffered grievously in the Russian Civil War, when it was 
occupied by White Russian forces for a time.  It experienced extensive famine during Stalin’s 
forced collectivisation of agriculture in the early 1930s. Ukraine’s agricultural surpluses were 
forcibly requisitioned by the Soviet Communist Party as the USSR embarked on its crash 
industrialization programme.vi Ukraine then became the main battleground between Soviet and 
German troops between 1941 and 1945 experiencing atrocities from both sides. 

It was after the death of Stalin in 1953 that the new leader Nikita Krushchev, who had strong 
affinities to Ukraine, decided to change administrative boundaries. Crimea was transferred to 
the Ukrainian SSR from the Russian Socialist Federation of Soviet Republics (equivalent to 
the Russian Federation today) on 19th February 1954. Official reasons given at the time were 
to simplify administration, noting that Crimea was effectively a continuation of Ukrainian 
steppes. The forced deportation of the Crimean tartars at the end of WW2, resulting in a 
depopulation of Crimea may also have been a factor. Perhaps, in a small way, Krushchev’s 
decision was a recognition of the difficulties experienced by Ukraine during Stalin’s rule. 
Suffice to say, relations between Ukraine and the rest of Russia were not particularly clear cut 
during the existence of the USSR. Nevertheless, the size and importance of both Ukraine and 
Belarus were recognized internationally, since both countries became members of the United 
Nations in 1945, technically as independent sovereign states.  

In trying to define Ukraine, it also has to be recalled that Ukraine’s borders changed radically 
after WW2. As part of the post WW2 settlement, Ukraine gained territory from Poland to its 
West. This also involved gaining and absorbing a substantial Polish population.vii To some 
extent these changes led to the inclusion of more people with greater exposure to European 
rather than Russian cultural and political influences.  

The formal process of independence from the USSR was achieved partly by the Ukrainian SSR 
declaring that it would no longer adopt Soviet laws (July 1990), followed by a referendum 
supporting formal independence (August 1991). The referendum turnout was 84.2% of the 
electorate, of whom 92.2% voted in favour of independence, and 7.74% voted against. When 
looked at on a regional basis, cities like Lviv and Kyiv voted 93% and 75% in favour 
respectively. Support was weaker in areas such as Crimea (37%), Kharkiv (65%), Donetsk 
(64%). Majorities were achieved in all regions, except in Crimea. The Crimean rejection of 
independence may have influenced Putin’s decision to annex it in 2014. 

The evidence suggests that while disagreements within Ukraine existed at the time of 
independence from the USSR, their gravity did not provide any justification for thinking that 
due process had not been adhered to, given the extraordinary steps surrounding the break up of 
the USSR. There were good grounds for thinking that any underlying difficulties between West 
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and East Ukraine could be satisfactorily resolved. And as shall be shown below, the Russian 
Federation was also moving through similarly troubled waters in the 1990s as various 
constitutional issues had to be resolved. At no time during this period were questions around 
NATO expansion of any consequence to events unfolding in Ukraine. Neither was the 
independence of Ukraine seen as a threat to Russia. 

One indication of this can be gained by Ukraine’s attitude to its inherited stock of ex-Soviet 
nuclear weapons (warheads and delivery systems). Ukraine was willing to renounce the use of 
these weapons in return for binding security guarantees regarding sovereignty and 
independence from various great powers. This was achieved through the signing of the 
Budapest Accords in 1993, where Ukrainian sovereignty and security was achieved through 
guarantees from Russia, the USA, UK and France. This agreement removed any idea of 
Ukraine being a military threat to Russia.  

Independence from Russia also implied that the country would be free to adopt choices and 
strategies that could deviate from those of the Russian Federation. This could also include the 
freedom to discuss trading and other arrangements with parties other than Russia, including 
the EU and NATO. Initially in the early 1990s, such aims were not limited to Ukraine, and 
other Eastern European states, as well as Russia itself, were also seeking ways of increasing 
cooperation with the West. There were hopes that Russia and its former territories could 
transition to democratic, liberal capitalist states, participating in the network of international 
legal agreements on trade and other matters.   

INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL DIVERGENCES IN UKRAINE AND RUSSIA  
 
At the time of Ukrainian independence it was not clear how far Ukrainian and Russian 
development paths would converge, run in parallel, or diverge. At the beginning there a strong 
connexion and similarity between the governing institutions in Russia with those of Ukraine 
based on their shared Soviet legacy. Since 1991 there was a gradual realignment of Ukrainian 
policy, diverging away from Russia and towards closer cooperation with Poland, the EU and 
NATO. However, the most significant area of contact with the West was with the IMF as part 
of a process of achieving some economic stability during the transitional process. In our view, 
the interactions  between the IMF and the governments of both Russia and Ukraine have had a 
much greater impact on developments there, than hesitant and ultimately rather fruitless 
negotiations with NATO and the EU, particularly for Ukraine.  

In terms of failures of statecraft, with the benefit of hindsight, it looks very much as if various 
Ukrainian governments were inclined to under-estimate the neuralgic point that NATO had for 
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the Russian Federation. Unlike Ukraine, Russia became ever less enthusiastic about the 
benefits of closer cooperation with the West involved.  

Russia also experienced radical changes during the 1990s following from Russia’s shock 
economic therapy associated with reformists around President Yeltsin. The tenor of these 
changes is that the IMF failed to stabilize the Russian currency and failed to avert a wider crisis 
of confidence in 1997/8, sparked off by the Asian financial crisis at that time. Both countries 
developed market economies, but against a background of partial and slow institutional 
reforms. The failure to build up stronger domestic legal and government institutions 
contributed to the further divergence in the development paths of the two countries.  

Russia took the IMF’s money, but was slow to meet the conditions attached to it. The rise of 
the Oligarchs, and the establishment of a loyal United Russia party, dominated by Putin and 
his associates allowed the political system to develop along more authoritarian lines, led 
primarily by the President and his surrounding clique. 

In Ukraine the development process was affected by political volatility as the Europhiles and 
Europhobes struggled to gain, and keep political, social, and economic control. And this led to 
growing fractures and splits between the pro-Russian east, and the pro-western West of the 
country. 

The first and most visible disagreements over internal Ukrainian policy occurred with the 
Orange revolution in 2004 that followed from the decision of the second Ukrainian president, 
Kuchma, to retire. Kuchma had tried to maintain a parallel course with Russia. The two 
candidates for his job as president had very different ideas. Viktor Yanukovych supported a 
convergent path with Russia, and in maintaining the Communist status quo. He was challenged 
by Viktor Yushenko who wanted Ukraine to look to the West, and ultimately to join the EU 
(and NATO). The presidential election was messy. Yanukovych narrowly won, but the result 
was challenged by Yushenko. The supreme court ruled in the latter’s favour. The first election 
was ruled null and void, and Yushenko won the second election.  

His period in office was characterised by intrigues and instability. He did not manage to carry 
his parliamentary party with him, and dissolved Parliament. This too was legally challenged, 
but Yushenko, unlike his predecessor, intervened in the constitutional court itself, firing three 
judges. Tensions also grew with Russia, particularly over contractual terms of gas 
delivery/transit fees for Ukraine with Gazprom. Unity within the pro-Western faction also 
crumbled. In the 2010 presidential election, three candidates stood for office. Yushenko, the 
“pro-western” incumbent, Yulia Timoshenko, a former Yushenko ally and now political 
enemy, while still being a Europhile, and Yankovych, the pro-Russian candidate. The 2010 
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presidential election was won by Yankovych, who abruptly changed Ukraine’s policy direction 
away from closer cooperation with the West and towards more cooperation with Russia.  

Yulia Timoshenko was arrested and imprisoned on trumped up corruption charges; press 
freedoms were curtailed.  Yankovych then tried to shift the direction of foreign policy. The 
Ukrainian parliament had approved an accord with the EU. This document was ready for 
signature in 2013, but Yankovych  chose not to sign the agreement, instead signing an 
economic  cooperation agreement with Russia.viii 

This proved to be the last straw for pro-western factions in Ukraine, and it led to the Maidan 
demonstrations and eventual insurrection. This took place between December 2013 and 
January 2014, and involved a takeover of government offices and administration by pro-
Western factions. Some 80 people were killed during this period. 

The centre of resistance continued to be Parliament which continued to oppose Yankovych, 
eventually forcing him out of office on 22nd of February 2014. Yankovych fled to Russia, 
revealing how he had acquired impressive wealth in a short period of time. 

The effective takeover of power by pro-western factions, backed and authorized by their 
democratically elected parliament was then almost immediately followed by the Russian 
invasion of Ukraine, starting on March 18th 2014. Russia seized and then annexed Crimea. By 
the end of 2014 6,400 people had been killed, with the total rising to 13 thousand by the end 
of 2020.  Russian backed insurgents then seized two provinces in the eastern Donbas region, 
while Russian military forces then opposed efforts by Ukrainian forces to retake them. In 2014 
tensions between east and west factions led to the start of a Ukrainian civil war, where the 
eastern Donbas side was supported by the Russian federation. Ukraine was effectively 
partitioned. 

During this period, better statesmanship could have provided more assurances. From NATO 
and the EU to Ukraine, as well as placating Russian fears. However, Putin’s increasingly 
authoritarian rule suggests that by 2014 he could no longer have been deflected from his aim 
of annexing Crimea.  

CONSOLIDATION OF PRO WESTERN FACTIONS 
 
Following the effective partition in 2014, Ukrainian national policy took on a markedly pro-
western direction. This process was aided by the prevention of eastern parliamentarians from 
attending parliamentary in Kyiv. Parliament approved constitutional changes making joining 
NATO and the EU a constitutional duty (February 2019). 
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President Poroshenko’s coalition government elected in October 2014 introduced measures to 
“de-communize” Ukrainian institutions. It negotiated a free trade agreement with the EU, as 
well as a free travel arrangement with Schengen countries, the latter leading to around 2 million 
Ukrainians working and living in Poland. Additional funding was negotiated with the IMF, and 
actions were also taken against several Ukrainian oligarchs. Steps were taken to remove anti 
Maidan officials from the government, while some banks were nationalized. Formal 
cooperation with CIS  were cut to a bare minimum.  

Continuing hostilities along the eastern border with Donbas confirmed the partition of Ukraine. 
It also encouraged more unity in parliament, resulting in the election of Zelensky as President 
in 2019, with an absolute majority in parliament, something previously never attained. 

As can be seen, Ukrainian policies and politics became more “western” after 2014. This is less 
due to NATO intervention, and due more to the view that joining western alliances would 
protect recent political gains from Russian interference.  

The main source of active Western support for Ukraine throughout its transition to capitalism 
was financial assistance provided by the IMF, as well as by other western multilateral 
organizations. Ukraine received SDR 25.4 billion, roughly equivalent to US$ 34 billion during 
the period 1994 to 2022, much of which has been repaid. The loans were disbursed in two 
periods, firstly from the mid 1990s to 2001. There was then a gap, before more loans were 
disbursed between 2008 and 2010, followed by another gap. Loans were re-commenced in 
2014 after the Russian invasion. The blank periods correspond to periods of acute disagreement 
between the two factions. Relations between the IMF and Ukraine were often tense. As an 
economically weak debtor nation, the IMF took a harder line than it was to do with Russia. 
There were occasions when IMF loans were discontinued because the Ukrainian government 
had failed to meet the conditions agreed as part of the loan process. And this in turn led to 
volatility in the country’s economic performance.  

Ukrainian economic performance improved under President Poroschenko until the second 
Russian invasion. However, Ukraine’s economy has experienced a large current account 
deficit,  relatively high inflation, and high levels of overall and government debt. It also shares 
many of the same issues affecting Russia with the fitful progress in re-structuring the economy 
and in following up and implementing civic and institutional reforms generally agreed with the 
IMF. Thus while the medium term goals were reasonably clear, on paper at least, the ability of 
the government to initiate and stick to a reform schedule was weak, very often because the 
necessary political support was not there owing to the splits between the Europhiles and 
Europhobes.  
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One of the consequences of the IMF difficulties was to weaken confidence in Ukrainian 
reforms by western supporters and investors. This, in turn, contributed to hesitancy in both 
NATO and the EU to more enthusiastically supporting prospective Ukrainian membership. 

Seen from a western perspective questions have to be asked about the overall effectiveness of 
IMF policies for the Ukraine. Both Russia and Ukraine experienced higher economic volatility 
owing to the IMF’s failure to recognize the importance of making micro level institutional and 
economic changes crucial for the overall transition process.  

RUSSIA, THE “GRUDGE” FACTOR AND THE PRIMAKOV DOCTRINE 
 
In a recent TV broadcast to the Russian Federation, Putin referred, once again, to the claim that 
in conversations in early 1990, the US Secretary of State, James Baker, made an unequivocal 
promise not to extend NATO’s borders eastward,ix not even by one inch – the relevant passage 
is shown at the start of this article. As has been discussed by Kramer (2009), Telschik ( 2019), 
Die Zeit (2019) there is no evidence of such a promise having been made. As has been 
repeatedly stated, circumstances in 1989/90 Q1 did not permit anything more than settling 
outstanding issues surrounding German reunification. NATO expansion possibilities only 
entered discussions after the collapse of both the Warsaw pact and the USSR in 1991.  

The underlying significance of the Baker-Gorbachev-Kohl conversations is that it is the only 
time when explicit consideration was given, albeit briefly, about the future structure of Europe 
following on from German reunification. No other references in the public domain can be 
found. The conversation was also important since the Russians were given a choice as to 
whether they wanted a united Germany within, or outside of NATO. They chose to have 
Germany within NATO, and they preferred to keep NATO in existence, thus maintaining US 
involvement in European security matters (Die Zeit 2019).  One needs to bear in mind the 
ability of the participants in these talks to forecast the future was limited.  

Foreign minister Schewardnadze cautiously forecast in Izvestia that “the fall of 
the Warsaw Pact was improbable, since Czechoslovakia and Poland still 
needed security guarantees, so long as the German question was not 
resolved.” Additionally, 500,000  fully equipped Soviet troops were stationed in 
Central Europe, Hungary, Czechoslovakia and Poland. There were 370,000 troops 
in East Germany. Who could and who wanted at this moment to raise the question 
of an extension of NATO? The NATO question in 1990 was limited exclusively 
to the status of East German territory and the question of an extension of NATO? 
The NATO question in 1990 was limited exclusively to the status of East 
Germany territory and the question of a new security structure, along the lines 
expressed in the Paris Charter of  November 1990 (Die Zeit 2019). 
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The much cited reference to not moving NATOs borders eastwards, not by a single “inch”, 
referred strictly to the expansion of the border of united Germany from the Elbe. The border in 
question referred to that between East Germany and Poland, in other words along the 
Oder/Neisse line, as agreed at Yalta/Potsdam. (Die Zeit 2019). 

In our view, discussions about the future expansion of NATO occurred later during the 1990s 
and into the first decade of the 21st century. These discussions had little to do with threatening 
Russia, and indeed were, for the most part, not objected to by Russia at that point in time 
either.x.  

INITIAL DEVELOPMENTS IN THE POST-SOVIET PERIOD. 
 
DIVERGENCE FROM UKRAINE 
Russia held relatively free elections in 1990, which created parliaments in the 15 separate 
republics that constituted the USSR, including Ukraine. These parliaments, often backed by 
local referendums, set the agenda for leaving the Soviet Union, which was dissolved in 1991. 
Not everybody in Russia welcomed this. For many, including Putin, democracy became linked 
with the “blackest day in Russian history” when the USSR imploded. Moreover, there were 
already views held by parts of the ex-Soviet elite that the rise of democracy and the consequent 
fall of the USSR had been deliberately instigated by Western forces.  

A pro reformist/pro Western view  argued that it was  forces unleashed by Glasnost and 
Perestroika, introduced by Mr. Gorbachev in his efforts to reform Communism from within, 
that were the main contingent drivers of the Soviet collapse.xi  

As the USSR imploded, so hopes that democratic institutions would become established within 
the Russian Federation took root, implying that over time Russia would effectively play its part 
in the newly emerging international order. And to a degree, this did take place. Russia has 
regular presidential and legislative elections on a 5 year cycle, and initially these elections were 
considered to be free and fair. It was after the relative success of the United party, organized 
by Putin, in 1999 that Yeltsin, who suffered from ill health, was encouraged to resign, under 
the impression that parliamentary democracy was sufficiently robust to make a return to 
authoritarian Communism impossible.xii What Yeltsin did not foresee was how with Putin’s 
attainment of the Presidency the “government” party of United Russia came to dominate the 
legislature, creating a situation where United Russia has an absolute majority, not requiring 
any coalition partners to govern. And equally, how the wishes of the president could be rapidly 
converted into legislation and enforced by legal authority with few if any constitutional limits.  
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However, even during these early days, the republic of Chechnya in northern Caucasus 
declared unilateral independence from Russia, feeding Russian anxieties that other parts of the 
Russian Federation might follow suit, leading to more instability within the Russian Federation 
and former Soviet “space”. The war in Chechnya provided an opportunity for Putin to 
demonstrate political leadership within the Yeltsin government, paving the way to his 
succeeding Yeltsin in 1999.   

It was President Yeltsin and his supporters who strongly supported the economic shock therapy 
introduced during the 1990s. Although advised by Western experts, decisions around the 
timing and implementation of these policies rested with the Russian government alone. 
(Odling-Smee 2004). And the reformist Russian government was faced by a combination of 
nationalist and Communist representatives in the Duma who were hostile to economic reforms.  

The introduction of a new constitution, following the introduction of sweeping economic 
reforms in 1991 turned out to be a very difficult and a socially costly transition, the 
consequences of which affect Russian policies today. Russia embarked on a “shock therapy” 
in terms of economic de-regulation in 1990 to 1991, a policy recommended by the USA and 
IMF, although some western experts disagreed.  This sparked off massive inflation, high 
unemployment, and a large decline in GDP. It is estimated that between 1990 and 1995 Russian 
GDP declined by 50%. President Yeltsin, and his economic reformist advisors, stuck 
determinedly to their policies, even though other parts of the Russian political system opposed 
this. This triggered a constitutional crisis in 1993 where President Yeltsin, claiming special 
powers not given to him by the constitution, effectively over-rode and then abolished the 
Congress of Deputies and the Supreme Soviet, legislative entities that adamantly opposed to 
the bulk of the economic reform programme. This was radically different from Ukraine, where 
Parliament (Rada) survived and went on to determine future legislation and the direction of 
policy. It also had nothing, directly, to do with NATO or any security issues. It was, if you will, 
a bold decision by a group of reformist politicians keen on instigating a transition from 
Communism/planned economy towards a market based system. 

In Russia, the adoption of both free market principles as well as greater democracy in the period 
1990 to 1993 came at a terrible cost to Russia. It would only be under President Putin’s rule in 
the first decade of the 21st century that the Russian economy would begin to recover. It has 
been estimated by the IMF that the Russian economy only regained its former Soviet size 
(1990) in 2007, a 17 year “depression”.  Another feature of this period is the imposition of a 
new Constitution that greatly strengthened the power of the President at the expense of both 
the legislature and the judiciary, a system that continues today. Thus, we had a situation where 
the supposedly “liberal” forces in Russia around the President Yeltsin resorted to highly 
illiberal and repressive means to get their way. At the same time, illiberal nationalist and 
communist parties used liberal democratic means to defend their power, and through this the 
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power of the legislature. It should be noted that the economic reform programme was supported 
in a referendum by around 58% of votes cast, with voter turnout at just 51%.  

DISAGREEMENTS WITHIN RUSSIAN ELITES AND WITH THE IMF.  
The Russian reform programme was a radical attempt to rapidly substitute market economy 
rules and regulations on the carcass of the centrally planned economy. It was also designed to 
open up Russian society and to facilitate its transformation into a liberal democratic society. 
As a result of the rapid dissolution of the USSR, President Yeltsin and a team of reformist 
advisors led by Anatoly Chubais embarked on a crash reform programme. This involved the 
speedy privatisation of state enterprises as a means of raising cash for the government. It also 
required a raft of legal and other social reforms, as well as regulatory oversight governing the 
behaviour of newly privatised monopolies. The substantial upheavals in Russian society gave 
rise to a counter reaction by other parts of the Russian elite. For them, the spectacle of the break 
up of the USSR, and the huge fluctuations in output, employment, and currency values was 
linked also to a determination to try and restore Russia to what they considered to be its “former 
glory”, resembling the resuscitation of the former USSR. One of the areas where the counter 
reactionaries were keen to change Russian policy was in foreign relations.  

Given the choices made by Russian policy makers after the collapse of the USSR, their baptism 
of fire in both economic and political areas did not exactly encourage strong feelings of 
gratitude towards the West. And it could also be argued that with friends like these, Russian 
elites were likely to be suspicious of Western intentions. And so, this led to a marked shift in 
Russian foreign policy and in its relations with the West. The change is attributed to Yevgenie 
Primakov who had an illustrious career within the Soviet/Russian elite. As head of Russian 
Foreign Intelligence, and then Foreign Minister, he became a second choice candidate for 
Prime Minister in 1999, after the Yeltsin’s preferred candidate was blocked by the Duma.  

Primakov’s tenure as prime minister led to the development of the Primakov Doctrine which 
consisted of the following points: 

• A unipolar world dominated by the US is unacceptable to Russia 
• Russia should strive towards a multipolar world managed by a concert of major 

powers. These should include the Asian “triangle” of China, India and Russia. 
This should counterbalance US unilateralism 

• Russia will insist on its primacy in the post Soviet space, and lead integration in 
that area 

• Russia should oppose NATO expansion.  
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And it is around the turn of the century that Russian foreign policy began to shift away from 
its previously more accommodating relations with the West. Russia supported Milosovitch in 
Serbia, opposed the NATO decision to bomb Serbia. In the economic sphere, and as Prime 
Minister,  Primakov went as far as to a appoint Yuri Maslyukov, the ex-head of Gosplan as his 
first deputy Prime Minister responsible for economic affairs! Both of these showed a new 
resolve within the Russian government (in the dying days of Yeltsin’s presidency) to take back 
ground they felt had been surrendered to reformists, and to their western supporters. In the 
chaotic period between 1998 and 2000, Yeltsin fired Primakov, before Yeltsin himself “retired” 
officially on the grounds of ill health. He was replaced by Putin, also a former KGB employee.  

One of the immediate consequences of the Primakov doctrine was to shift attention on to 
NATO policies, and in particular onto the perceived threat that NATO expansion could have 
on Russia, particularly if Russia was embarking on a policy of resurrecting the USSR. The 
counter reaction to reform required a story to support it, including a story that cast 
Russia/USSR as a victim of devious NATO expansion, and re-interpreting the earlier 
exchanges between Baker, Gorbachev and Schevardnadze about alleged promises made about 
not moving NATO borders eastwards, a version which was recently publicized by Putin in 
broadcasts and speeches to the Russian public (Bloomberg, 24 February 2022).  

THE WEST’S ATTITUDE TO RUSSIA AND NATO EXPANSION 
 
After German Reunification there was little mention of further changes in NATO. The newly 
independent and sovereign states in Eastern Europe and in former Soviet territory were all 
preoccupied with difficult transition from a planned economic and authoritarian political 
system to changing to a market economy with private ownership of the means of production, 
together with a shift to democracy and the rule of law.  

As the dust began to settle after these dramatic changes, so a gradual repositioning of the newly 
independent states began to take place. This occurred coincidently with the break up of 
Yugoslavia, which provided an example of what happens when things go badly wrong. 
Western concerns were focused primarily on achieving peaceful transitions, and for NATO, in 
ensuring that the military remained under civilian control. 

At this point it is useful to examine how NATO actually expanded. NATO is not an 
organization that develops very rapidly, and neither does it seek out changes on its own. In 
some respects it is the very antithesis of an aggressive and expansive organization that many 
of its critics accuse it of being.  
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The original core NATO member states joined, or co-established, the organization in 1949.  
Not to forget the original raison d’etre for NATO was as a defensive alliance designed to defend 
against an attack from the East, namely from the USSR. The original members (in alphabetical 
order) were Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Iceland, Luxemburg, Netherlands, Norway, 
Portugal, the UK and USA. They were joined by Greece and Turkey in 1952, after which there 
was a long pause. The next country to join was Spain in 1982, following the establishment of 
democracy in Spain.  

This was followed by another long pause, which was a clear result of the changes made possible 
by German reunification. In 1999 the Visegrad countries of Czechoslovakia, Hungary and 
Poland joined after being invited to do so in 1997. This occurred as a result of the realization 
that there are benefits in collective security. It also coincided with two events. Firstly, by 
Russia’s move to oppose Chechnya’s secession from the Russian Federation. Using extreme 
force, the Russian military obliterated Grozny in a manner similar to their tactics in Ukraine 
today.  

The second event that occurred was the break up of Yugoslavia, and a series of wars between 
Croatia and Serbia, within Bosnia Herzogovina, and most recently the wars separating Kosovo 
from Serbia. All of which drove home the point that security is not something that can be taken 
for granted within Europe.  

These examples influenced other east European countries to join, including Bulgaria, Estonia, 
Latvia, Lithuania, Romania and Slovenia – itself a republic to emerge from the break up of 
Yugoslavia. All of these countries joined in 2004, and this could be argued represented the 
most obvious eastern NATO expansion, and crucially it was not opposed by Russia. 
However, Putin subsequently delivered a rebuke to NATO at the Munich Security Conference 
in 2007 warning against further eastward expansion of NATO. And this was adhered to. None 
of the subsequent expansion was in n eastward direction.  

Albania (South West) joined in 2009, Montenegro (South West) in 2017 and North Macedonia 
(South Central) in 2020. These last few members represent a tidying up exercise to help resolve 
areas where long standing ethnic and border issues contributed to insecurity that then spilt over 
into other political and social spheres.  

Two other potential NATO candidate countries presented more serious difficulties were 
Georgia and Ukraine. Russia intervened militarily in both of them. In both countries Russia 
backed local provincial resistance against the central government in Kyiv and Tbilisi. By so 
doing it clearly demonstrated it was exercising its self proclaimed seigneurial rights in its “near 
abroad”. Moreover, in trying to resolve the situation in Ukraine, Russia also ignore 
international treaties including Minsk 1 and Minsk II agreements.   
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What was it about both Ukraine and Georgia that they were perceived as “red lines” for Putin, 
in a way not true of the Baltic states? It may have come down to a realization by Putin’s 
government that Russia was still too weak to effectively challenge NATO before 2005.  

It was the intersection of the Ukraine internal crisis together with the desire of some, but not 
all, Ukrainians to join the EU and NATO that promoted a largely local conflict into something 
that had wider regional and global implications. And the West’s reaction, contrary to the fears 
of some of the Russian elite, has been weak and confused. 

RUSSIAN CONCERNS NOTED 
 
Some Russian concerns were noted, and indeed acted upon by NATO and the West. Thus 
Georgia’s demand for re-acquiring the South Ossetia and Abkhazia districts was rejected in 
the cease fire negotiated in 2008, acceding to Russia’s requests. Various demands and requests 
for closer cooperation and/or joining either the EU or NATO by Ukraine have been ignored or 
rejected, or in other ways were treated like a can being “kicked down the road “by the West. 
Western statecraft showed itself as being weak and divided. Indeed it may have contributed to 
subsequent Russian aggression by convincing Putin that NATO would do nothing to protect 
Ukraine.  

 Very early in the post Soviet period the North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC) was 
established in 1991to be replaced by the Euro Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC) in 1997. 
This consisted of all NATO countries plus all of the former territories in the USSR, plus Russia, 
Bosnia and Serbia. It included the Central Asian “stans”. From this arose the Partnership For 
Peace (PFP) programme that laid the foundations for military cooperation and possible 
integration in areas such as responding to natural disasters and emergencies. Other initial 
themes were included  such as small arms control, and anti terrorism measures. It was perhaps 
unfortunate timing that the day after its initial NACC meeting, the USSR formally ceased to 
exist, underlying the fragility of integrating so many new countries.  

Yet, in many and several respects, these programmes were designed to integrate Russia into 
both the global economy and into global security, they were not designed to marginalize or 
weaken Russia. In the early years, there was an idealistic view in the West that the NACC and 
EAPC could represent the direction in which NATO too could change, binding in Russia in a 
larger global capitalist network. There were also interests from the US side in sustaining 
NATO, which some thought had outgrown its more narrowly specified role specified in Article 
5 as a mutual self-defence organization. At the 1997 Madrid NATO summit meeting when the 
decision to invite the Visegrad three into the alliance, President Clinton reminded the Russians 
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that NATO was “open to those willing to shoulder the burden of membership. The first new 
members will not be the last”.xiii 

At a subsequent White House press conference, President Clinton painted a picture that the 
addition of new members was a way of re-defining NATO into the 21st century. And when 
answering questions from the press he said “…but no, we are not moving the dividing line of 
Europe from its old dividing line between NATO and the Warsaw Pact further East”. (Press 
Conference May 14th 1997). While some might argue that NATO borders were certainly more 
easterly than they were, one could also argue that this was more of a reshuffling within the 
combined borders of the Warsaw Pact and NATO, and was not in itself a threat to Russia. 
Initially Yeltsin accepted this view, his successor, Putin, did not.  

As mentioned earlier, NATO is by no means wholly united in its views about its present and 
future role. In particular there are on-going debates about how far NATO remains essentially 
a defence, article 5 organization, concentrating exclusively on home defence. This view is 
supported by Germany and many of the smaller NATO members. The alternative view is that 
NATO should be willing to support “out of theatre” operations, outside of Europe, in support 
of sustaining a broader set of western agreed common values, thus representing an evolution 
from its earlier position.  

One example of this is NATOs 20 year engagement in Afghanistan, as well as NATO 
engagement in the Balkans during the break up of Yugoslavia (under the auspices of the UN). 
This is an on going discussion, and there are internal disagreements within NATO. This became 
very public when both Germany and France objected to the idea of NATO/UN mission to 
topple Saddam Hussein of Iraq in 2003. The subsequent military campaign was not supported 
by NATO. There were similar disagreements of NATO intervention in Libya, that was not 
supported by many NATO members. Conversely, a French campaign in Mali to resist attacks 
from Muslim insurgents was also not backed by NATO.  The main point being that NATOs 
decision making processes are often slow and tentative, and it is reluctant to take offensive 
actions against other sovereign states. Statecraft as practiced by NATO members is far from 
consistent, 

NATO AND UKRAINE DITHERING 
 
One of the consequences of the internal NATO disputes outlined above, is that NATO dithered 
over its reaction to Ukraine’s request to join. NATO did not know how to react to Ukrainian 
requests to join NATO. In that sense, and drawing on the Primakov doctrine, Russia had 
already “won” the diplomatic conflict before a shot was fired in 2014.  
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Ukraine was invited to join the NACC in 1994. Ukraine also negotiated a framework 
Agreement for the Partnership for Peace programme. In 1997 a NATO Ukraine Commission 
was established followed in 2002 when the commission adopted an action plan organizing 
Ukrainian military missions in Iraq in 2003. Ukraine asked to join NATO in 2002, which came 
to nothing. 

During the presidency of Viktor Yushenko  (2005 to 2010) further efforts were made by 
Ukraine to join NATO, and the US president himself was positively inclined to do so. At the 
1997 Madrid NATO summit, US President Bush supported Ukraine’s membership, only to be 
prevented by other NATO members, notably France and Germany, thus stopping the 
membership process.  

Political opinion within Ukraine itself was divided. The Russophiles, remained hostile to the 
idea of NATO membership. Opinion in Western Ukraine (formerly part of pre-war Poland) 
was much more open to the Westxiv. With the election of President Yanukovych in 2010, the 
Ukrainian government’s position changed abruptly to being anti NATO and pro Russian. As 
described above, this election, and the subsequent uprising in 2014 in Kiev was the trigger for 
the 2014 partial invasion of Ukraine by Russia and for the annexation of Crimea.  

Hostilities were brought to an end through the diplomatic interventions of France and Germany 
with two sets of Minsk Accords. These created yet another “frozen conflict” in the Black Sea 
area, postponing rather than producing a final settlement. Both sides ignored parts of the 
agreements, and low level hostilities continued from 2014 to 2022. 

In the period after the first Russian invasion, and the partition of Ukraine, military cooperation 
between Ukraine and NATO and the US increased, as a response to Russian aggression. In 
2015 NATO funded several programmes to upgrade Ukrainian military communications 
systems, while the US trained three battalions of the Ukrainian army including joint 
Ukrainian/US exercises. In 2018 NATO clarified that Ukraine, Georgia and Bosnia were all 
listed as possible future members, while the Ukrainian parliament expressed their strong 
support for both NATO and EU membership. 

And despite Ukraine’s urgent request to join NATO, made problematic because of its on going 
civil war that breaches one of NATO’s membership conditions, there is a certain irony that 
both Finland and Sweden are now in the process of joining NATO, in recognition that the 
Russian invasion of Ukraine shows how dangerous it is for a European country to be outside 
of a collective defence system. Neutrality is not a guarantee of peace and security anymore.  

In all of this, NATO did not act in a consistent and decisive manner toward Ukraine. NATO 
policy became clearer after the 2014 partition. Since the second invasion in 2022, attitudes in 
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both Ukraine and NATO have become more favourable for Ukraine eventually joining, perhaps 
as part of a post war settlement.  

CONCLUSIONS: RUSSIAN, NOT NATO EXPANSIONISM IS THE MAJOR DIFFICULTY 

In this paper consideration has been given to how the transition from Communism to 
Capitalism was handled, and mishandled in Russia, in Ukraine, and by the West, all of 
which can be thought of as failures of statecraft. There were missed opportunities for one 
side to reassure the other. There could have been a “Grand Bargain” between the 
US/West and Russia, but it was missed. The IMF and other multilateral agencies 
misunderstood the nature of post-Soviet transformation, and overlooked the importance 
of micro level legal and civic changes in administration. The political and economic 
fragility of this transition was tested, and found wanting, in the 1990s and into the first 
decade of this century in both Russia and Ukraine. And ultimately these failures 
contributed greatly to open conflict now raging between Russia and Ukraine.  
No evidence that NATO was pursuing a policy of further isolation and undermining of Russia 
(between 1991 and 2014) can be found. At the beginning of the period there was considerable 
hope in the West that the transitional programme would work, ultimately leading to a situation 
where NATO and CIS forces could be combined, thus effectively abolishing East-West rivalry 
for ever, insofar that that had not already been achieved.  

It was also understood that changing the shape and role of multilateral security organizations 
would also involve changing, and adding to their membership, all of which is allowed for in 
international treaties e.g. Helsinki Final Act (1975). Russia complained about NATO’s 
eastward expansion. were heard and partially acted upon.  There were elements of the US 
foreign policy elite who both warned against creating unnecessary friction with Russia, as well 
risks in making NATO less manageable and effective. As the Brookings institute put it back in 
2001:  

…the experience in Bosnia…has demonstrated that even if desirable, expanding 
NATO’s purpose to encompass many new missions is likely to be a source of growing 
dissention rather than cohesion in the alliance.  (Brookings 2001 p.10) 

Which turned out to be an accurate assessment. 

The more serious failure of statecraft arose with Ukraine, and internal divisions there. Both 
Ukrainian factions called upon supporters from outside. Donbas residents opted for Russian 
assistance, including military assistance. Western Ukrainian factions argued for closer 
cooperation with NATO and the EU. As Ukraine’s economic performance faltered, and the 
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benefits of the transition remained sparse, so pressure from the pro-western factions increased 
to the point of the Maidan insurrection in 2014, supported by Parliament, and then leading to 
the ejection of the President who fled to Russia. This then led to the first invasion of Ukraine 
by Russia, to Ukraine’s partition and to what was effectively an eight year civil war.  

 The West can also be blamed for a lack of a unified response to Russian revanchism in respect 
to its "near abroad”.  There is more evidence that since the end of the twentieth century and 
into Putin’s period of office as President, the Russian government has more consequentially 
pursued policies hostile to NATO (the Primakov doctrine), including meddling in its internal 
affairs, not to mention two unprovoked military attacks on Ukraine. Russia has systematically 
broken a series of international treaties affecting Ukraine, and broken its 1993 promise to 
protect Ukrainian sovereignty and independence. 

 Examining claims of a Russian grudge and a claim that it was betrayed by NATO and the 
West, we cited the key quotations that led to much subsequent “misunderstandings” about 
NATO eastward expansion. No such claims were made, and the initial deal struck with Russia 
referred to the eastern frontier of post unification Germany, and to nothing beyond this. Later 
on NATO and President Clinton made it quite clear that NATO’s open door policy would not 
exclude states from central and Eastern Europe from applying. The only state where limits on 
NATO expansion were set was for Ukraine and Georgia. 

Finally, Russian perceptions about NATO’s threat to Russia appear to be a major 
misunderstanding of how NATO actually works, including its internal tensions. Left to its 
own devices, NATO finds it difficult to achieve consensus, meaning that it occasionally does 
nothing when it might have been better to get involved. And on other occasions it has become 
involved, when perhaps remaining “neutral” might have been the better option. It is a curious 
irony that Putin’s aggression against Ukraine has done more to enhance NATO unity than 
almost anything else. That is the most egregious failure of statesmanship in this whole sorry 
affair. While we should expect more of statecraft, we also have to recognize that both states 
and whole societies were placed in the deep freeze at Yalta in 1945. Statesmanship of a high 
order is now required to achieve a lasting resolution. 
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APPENDIX 1: FAILURES IN STATECRAFT: TIMELINE OF DIVERGING GOALS 
 

YEAR  
NATO/US POLICY STEPS & 

REACTIONS 
RUSSIA/USSR POLICY STEPS & 

REACTIONS 

1990 No expansion of NATO troops into East 
Germany. Only BRD forces present. Agreed Agreed by Russia (4+2 talks 1990) 

1993 
Budapest Accords Ukraine gives up nuclear 
weapons. Sovereignty guaranteed by Russia, 
US, UK, France Agreed - later treaty broken by Russia 

1994 Russia given seat at NATO HQ Agreed 
1994 Partnership  for Peace 1994 Agreed 
1995 Open Door policy by NATO to new members Resisted 

1997 Founding Act 1997 NATO-Russia specifying 
mutual cooperation between NATO & Russia Agreed 

1999 NATO bombs Serbia 
Russia objects. Primakov (Russian foreign 
secretary)  cancels visit to US 

1999 Visegrad 4 join NATO; Poland, Hungary, 
Czech Republic No objection 

2002 
Admission of Baltic states to NATO under 
freedoms given under UN Charter (1991).  
2002 to 2004 Accepted, no objection raised 

2002 
NATO-Russia Council: HQ presence, 
building on 1997 Foundation Agreement Agreed 

2004 Romania, Bulgaria, Slovakia, Slovenia, 
Estonia, Lithuania, Latvia join NATO No objections 

2007 
Shock 

Putin addresses Munich security meeting. 
Objects to NATO expansion. Putin speech 
rejecting post-Cold War settlement 

2008 Cease fire arranged by France/Germany Russia invasion of Georgia 2008 

2008 Poland hosts US anti ballistic missile battery 
Russia threatens to use nuclear weapons against 
Poland 

2008 Offer to Georgia & Ukraine to join NATO 
from US - opposed by European members Opposed by Russia & Putin in speeches 

2009 Croatia joins NATO No objections 

2013 
  

Russian embargo on Ukrainian exports to 
Russia, objects to Ukraine's pro-West policies. 
Which sparks Maidan 

2014 Minsk Agreements I and II. Brokered by 
France/Germany Invasion of Ukraine following Maidan uprising 

2014 Offer to Georgia & Ukraine to join NATO Objected to by Russia 

2014 Peace/Ceasefire brokered by France & 
Germany. Minsk I and II Annexation of Crimea (March). 

2014 No reaction 
Russian forces back separatists in Donbas 
(August) 

2017 Montenegro joins NATO No objections 

2019 NATO & US reject Russian demands 
Russia demands US keeps Ukraine out of 
NATO 

2019 North Macedonia joins NATO No objections 
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Appendix 1 shows, in a tabulated form, how NATO and Russia have proposed and reacted to 
changes made by the “other” side. It documents the zig zag policies pursued by both sides 
which have now led to open conflict. 

For further comments please contact Andrew.Black@digitltd.com. 
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ENDNOTES 

i  Translated from Die Zeit “Die Legende vom gebrochenen Versprechen”, by Horst Teltschik, foreign 
policy advisor and aide for Helmut Kohl, Chancellor of West Germany ( 10  July 2019) 
ii It is notable that other countries in Asia such as China and Vietnam took a more gradualist approach 
towards introducing capitalism and market reforms than was the case in Russia 
iii Thu, anxieties about US and its “coalition of the willing” in Iraq was frequently confused with NATO 
as a whole, which was incorrect.  
iv Confederation of Independent States (CIS), essentially a looser form of cooperation that included all 
former areas of the USSR minus the Baltic states. 
v The Kingdom of Poland and the Grand Duchy of Lithuania also had a markedly different attitude to 
democracy, with the nobility playing an active role in government through the Sejm. The right of a 
single representative to block legislation suggesting, at times, that too much democracy can be 
dysfunctional in other areas.  
vi Note the similarity between the “crash” industrialization programme under Stalin, and the “crash” 
market reform programme under Yeltsin. 
vii The population gained was an admixture of Poles and Ukrainians who lived in the area. There were 
chaotic movements in population between 1944 and 1946 where ethnic Ukrainians were obliged to 
become part of Ukraine, while ethnic Poles were expelled to Poland. This process was supervised by 
Khruschchev, who later became president of the USSR. See Snyder (1999) for more details. 
viii This shift in policy was aggravated by the need to repay a large outstanding loan from the IMF. Putin 
cannily offered to effectively repay this loan by offering Ukraine a similar facility. 
ix The relevant quotation is “This array includes promises not to expand NATO eastwards even by an 
inch”. Bloomberg transcript of Putin’s TV broadcast to Russian public 24 February 2022 (Putin 2022). 
x Der amerikanische Außenminister Jim Baker habe, so Dohnanyi, am 8./9. February 1990 in Moskau 
Michail Gorbatschow und Außenminister Eduard Schewardnadse die klare Zusicherung gegeben, dass 
es "über die damaligen Ostgrenzen der DDR hinaus (...) keinerlei Erweiterung der Nato geben werde". 
So habe er auch Helmut Kohl vor dessen Gespräch mit Gorbatschow in einem Brief unterrichtet. 
Telschik in Die Zeit 2019. 
xi Plus, the clearly stated reluctance by the USSR to interfere in the internal affairs of other Warsaw 
Pact members. “Wer zu spät kommt, den bestraft das Leben“ (Кто опаздывает, того наказывает 
жизнь): Auf einer Pressekonferenz anlässlich des Staatsbesuchs in der DDR am 7. Oktober 1989.  
Attributed to Gorbachev, but in fact spoken by Gerassimow, a Russian diplomat and ally of Gorbachev. 
Translated as “Who comes too late, will be punished (for the rest of) his life”. Remark aimed at 
Honecker at the 40th anniversary of the GDR. 
xii What remains unclear is the extent to which the KGB/FSB backed vice-President Putin and put 
pressure on Yeltsin to step aside by effectively bribing him to quit before his term of office expired.  
xiii Yeltsin began to reinterpret a number of earlier decisions including the NATO Russia Foundation 
Act. Yeltsin saw this a a reinforcement for NATO’s eastern expansion, which was not the point of the 
agreement at all. See Clinton (1997) for further details on US view and future policy regarding NATO’s 
Open Door policy to new candidates 
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xiv Not the least on account of the admixture of Ukrainian and Polish families living in the West.  


