Assessing the Post-Soviet World Order an interview with Ray S. Cline 

What do you think about the future of the new Commonwealth of Independent States?

I believe that the Slavic republics will eventually hold together: the Russians, the Byelorussians, and Ukrainians. If they do not hold together and fight among themselves, then their economic structures will fall apart. My feeling several months ago was that the Russians and the Ukrainians have to work together. After all, they have 200 million inhabitants, which is an important collection of power. They have to get their economic act together. It would be a better opportunity if they can do this within the structure of the new Commonwealth of Independent States, now that Gorbachev is on the sidelines and the Soviet Union is finally dissolved.

So, if this new reconfiguration of some of the former republics of the Soviet Union under a new Commonwealth of Independent States is no longer based on communist ideology but on democratic principles, would this not be a better stage in the future political and economic development of these states?

There is no doubt it is a better stage. I have been trying to destroy Soviet communism for forty years and it has happened, but what will come next we do not know. It will not be easy for the former republics to readjust after the collapse of the Soviet economy. Many of them are still autocratic, not democratic. In an emergency of this kind, there will have to be some very strong leadership guiding these new states. I believe that there is a "bandwagon" effect towards cooperation in the new Commonwealth of Independent States; and if the new states continue this effort, there may be a possibility for recovery.

Should the United States be helping these new states during this period in their transition toward democracy?
Yes, I believe we should help these new nations. We were slow and confused about what was happening in the Soviet Union, and it is still the same with the new Commonwealth of Independent States. We want to see the new Commonwealth pull together. I have been speaking with many officials in our government and they are really changing their minds. After all, we all fell in love with Mikhail Gorbachev. I believe he was a "good thing" for us, because he allowed, through "glasnost," freedom of speech.

If I had been running Gorbachev as a CIA agent, I would have had him do exactly what he has done. He completely changed the Soviet state. I hope that Yeltsin will use him in some official capacity; they need experts like Gorbachev and Shevardnadze to help the new Commonwealth of Independent States.

What about U.S. policy with respect to helping the new Commonwealth in terms of financial or humanitarian assistance? What should our strategy be in helping them? Should we offer to dismantle their nuclear arsenal?

Well, everyone is worried about the status of these nuclear weapons. Nobody knows really who controls the former Soviet nuclear weapons. They are scattered in at least four states and the Kazakhs possess many of them. This is a proper American concern, but I do not see how we can control the situation unless we work with each individual state. A central authority does not exist anymore. I think we must move forward on this. I told officials in the White House that we must make sure that the new Commonwealth will work, supporting new multiparty democracies. Let us move ahead in this direction.

Based on the premises in your book World Power Trends, it seems that the Soviet Union has lost a considerable amount of world power.

I would say "the former Soviet Union" because of its lack of political will and lack of solidarity of opinion about what course the new states should take. The relative power of the former Soviet Union or the new Commonwealth of Independent States has gone down by 50 percent of what it was when I wrote that book ten years ago. The Soviet Union controlled a very powerful military organization. At the time I did my world power assessment, it ranked 95 percent in military power compared to 100 percent for the United States. Now it has 50 percent relative military power in comparison to the United States, but it may come back again.

Frankly, what I am worried about is that the new states in the Commonwealth will not cooperate and begin to fall apart, having internal ethnic and nationalistic attitudes. There are many ethnic groups in the Commonwealth and if they all begin fighting for their own rights and civil independence, there may be civil war. If this continues, these new states will have to try to hold themselves together, otherwise there may be another military coup. I think there may be a certain amount of support for this and I am very worried about it, as a lot of people are. I am beginning to feel sorry for the Russians. I have tried to disintegrate the Soviet Union for a long time, but they have disintegrated too much.

This is the first time we have seen a superpower disintegrate, resulting in the creation of four new nuclear successor states. Will the new states start a new internal arms race in the short term as they create their own national guards? 

I don't think so. All these states are broke and they do not have enough strong economic structures to do anything. What they need is economic growth and not increased military spending. I think that the nuclear weapons will remain for awhile; but they should reduce them, and direct their energies toward civilian production.

Is this perhaps a new avenue in which the United States can help the new Commonwealth of Independent States - me conversion of the Soviet defense industry into civilian production? The Pentagon has indicated that it is willing to assist in this area.

I had a number of meetings in the last few weeks on this issue, for I received a number of letters from the Russian Federation, and they want private people to work with them in this area. They can now only operate as independent groups and private companies with American firms and private citizens. Since we have the U.S. Global Strategy Council, the Russians wrote to me and asked to have an "honest broker" in the U.S. who would support their efforts. I have shown the letters to the White House and the CIA on a very confidential basis. I wanted them to know what the Russians are planning to do. I just had a meeting on Capitol Hill with a man named Zagronov, who is the head of an aeronautics institute outside of Moscow. He repeated the same offer by saying, "We want to sell our technology to the Americans but on a private basis, on a joint-venture basis." So this whole concept is very "hot," certainly with the Russians and probably the Ukrainians as well.

I want to discuss the concept of the new ''Eurasia." You have written about the Eurasian landmass - perhaps the only way we can classify the new independent states of the former Soviet Union is as Eurasia. So when we talk of Kazakhstan and Russians living in Siberia, we are talking about something more definable than the Commonwealth. We are not just speaking about Russians, but about Kazakhs, Kirgiz, Armenians and a number of other ethnic groups in the Eurasian landmass as well.

I think these peoples will start to feel more independent than they have been. For years they have been totally controlled and now they are reasserting themselves. So, while they are willing to have some form of economic cooperation with the central Slavic states, they will not be too close to them. They will make political guarantees as long as they retain their total independent rights. The Russian state itself is a huge country extending across eleven time zones, and there are many Asians living within this area.

Sovietologists should then begin to focus on looking at the new ''Eurasian" states?
I have said publicly that if I was still involved in the CIA, I would get about one thousand educated Sovietologists and have them live for a few years in these new nations. The Russian state is a key one, but if we do not understand what is happening in Armenia, or Georgia, or Azerbaijan, we can have a lot of conflict in these regimes. I think we need more experts, not really spies, to live in these areas to collect information. Unfortunately, we do not have enough experts. Our universities have not trained enough people in other cultures. It isn't just Russia we are talking about either, it is Japan, Western Europe, and the Middle East.

We have to denuclearize the former Soviet Union as well as the United States. We only need a balanced strength. Unless some new totalitarian group gets into power, I think we can get rid of a lot of nuclear weapons, but it will take ten years to do it. It is not an easy task to undertake. So, denuclearization is one of our key goals.

I also had a letter from an economic advisor to Yeltsin who stated, "We want to have a kind of control system to prevent the spread of military technology, like COCOM [the Coordinating Committee - a U.S,-sponsored organization devoted to restricting Western exports of military-related technology to communist countries]. We want to work with the U.S. on this issue." I do not know if it would work, but it is a good idea.

How do you foresee the stability of China in the next few years? They cannot hide behind the Great Wall while the rest of the world is changing.

The Chinese have been authoritarian for six thousand years. I do not think they are going to change that rapidly. It is the south Chinese who want to change because they are more entrepreneurial. Beijing still controls China. The old Communist guard is still in place. I argue with people all the time that the minimum change in a slightly democratic direction in China will take ten years. My guess is it will take a generation for it to come about. I think the Chinese will be very despotic for a long time. They may begin to say things about democracy and so on, but it will not be in their hearts. The Russians will have a difficult time, too, but they really want democracy.

I think China is a different situation; after all there are 700 million peasants in China who do know how to raise food. That is why China can survive on a primitive basic economy and are perfectly willing to sell anything to anybody, for instance nuclear and military technology. The most remarkable development is that China, North Korea, Vietnam, and Laos are joining together, because they have been put on the defensive, in order to preserve Asian communism. They are trying to cooperate to do that. This is a powerful bloc of nations with over one and a half billion people.

Do you see the Chinese communist empire cracking within the next decade?

I am afraid it may be more like thirty years. I will not be around to see it but I still want to remind people that Asian communism is still a strong force because it is based on imperial despotism.

As we look at the balance of power in the world, it is evident that the United States is now number one militarily, the only superpower.

There is no question about it. But, I am afraid that the Congress is dismantling our military strength. Congress loves to dismantle the military, but we will have enough power to preserve our status for another ten years. So the United States is the only superpower now, after the fact that Soviet communism has collapsed. That is what I wanted to happen. I feel sorry for the Russian people now, because they have so many difficulties and hardships. The U.S. will be the only country that can engage in all kinds of international affairs. The real question now is whether the American public will still want our government to be involved in international affairs, for there is a new group of neo-isolationists. The "America First" movement - or two percent of the American population - feels we should not be involved; they believe America should be first, and to hell with the rest of the world. You can argue the case that since we cannot control everything, why should we get involved in it?

What about our economy? Should we concentrate on being an economic leader?

Our economy is twice the size of any other country. It is sluggish right now, but we have a lot of wealth here. The real problem is concentrating on some industrial technology which will be forward-looking, the next generation of technology. We are not good in developing these technologies. We have to learn to do this better to compete with the Germans and Japanese. Our economy is very sound. It is sluggish, but not in decline. Everyone is concerned and now the media says it is in bad shape. I think President Bush will pull together a program which will make sense. We can no longer afford to be isolationist because the financial world moves so fast and the U.S. has to have some basic policies. It is a global community, a global village. Television is a strong force and I believe that is why the Soviets were undone; after all, Yeltsin stood up on the tank in front of the TV cameras to defy the coup plotters.

What about in China? Television was present in China during the Tiananmen Square massacre?
In 1989, Gorbachev was coming to Beijing and it was to be a big pro-Communist rally. This is why there was a large TV presence. Then the media stumbled onto this other story which they would have never known about. But they rushed their camera crews in to cover the event That is all the TV people do. They are very superficial, but when they really get an issue it is very impressive. That is why the coup plotters did not want another Tiananmen Square episode. It was a lesson; so the global village is changing everyone's opinion. It is fantastic.

How do you see the continents of Europe and Asia interrelating in the future? As we see Austria and Germany renewing old trading relationships with Eastern Europe and the new Commonwealth, do you foresee a new Eurasian trading relationship developing?
My feeling is that it will take a long time. After all, the united Europe is going to take some years. So, I see essentially a European community, a new Commonwealth if they can pull themselves together, and an East Asian communist bloc, apart from Japan, Taiwan, and South Korea. It is not certain that the Japanese will continue to support or finance China to keep communism alive. Essentially, the world will be composed of Russian, European, the Western Hemisphere, and East Asian groups. Latin America and Africa will be the tail behind the dog.

Toward the new century, this will be the new configuration of nations?

For the next twenty years there will be regional blocs and they will develop. They will have to learn to cooperate with one another and let their finances flow, developing a new system of trade. We are having a lot of trouble within the GATT on free-trade issues, since the Europeans and Asians are fighting on this issue. But we must be strong on this issue. I think because America is a major military and economic power today, most of the countries will cooperate with us up to a point. For instance, in the Persian Gulf War, we marshalled a whole group of nations to defeat Iraq. In the Middle East, we have pushed the peace process procedurally one step. I think eventually that the Israelis may return the Golan Heights to Syria and that would be a great development, even though Assad of Syria may be worse than Saddam Hussein. So, I see a tremendous regionalization around the world, but it is not concrete yet. It is vague and floating, but this is the direction that the world will be changing to toward the next millennium.

How should the U.S. keep abreast of the latest developments?

I think that the U.S. needs more strategic intelligence than we ever had before. It was easy coping with the Soviet Union because we could understand the conflict of the Cold War. Now all this has changed. We have to get more knowledge of these regional blocs and particularly of the major countries of the world.

If we do not have this basic intelligence then we will make stupid decisions; correct decisions must be made on good, hard intelligence. We need to rethink and reorganize our intelligence network in order to make good policy decisions towards the new century.
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