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. (Programma)

. "Trading blocs in the new world order”/ Neil Richardscn

. "The United States and the European Community”/ David Garnham

. "Strateqic aspects of Germany unity”/ Gebhard Schweigler

. "European political union, the Middle East, the Dutch position in
a new world order"/ Alfred Pijpers

. "The applicability of the CSCE experience to the Middle East
conflict area”/ Hans-Heinrich Wrede

. "Israel, arms control in the Middle East and the European
example”/ Itshak Lederman

. "Causes and consequences of the disintegration of the Soviet
empire: post-1989 Eastern Europe between Russia and the West”/
Melvin Croan

. "The Middle East after the Gulf war”/ Giorge Mirski

. "The contribution of the European Community to peace and economic
prosperity in the Mediterranean and the Middle East: some
proposals”/ Alfred Tovias

"Patron-client relations in the emerqing security environment”/
Panayiotis Ifestos
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"TRADING BLOCS"IN THE NEW WORLD ORDER

. by Neil Richardson

The Universily of Wisconsin-Madison

. . .the Uruguay round. . .consists of hundreds of bureaucrats and
lobbyists from 100-plus countries negoliating little clauses and speaking
in tongues laden with acronyms like MFN, MFA, VRA, TRIM, and

TRIP. . ..

Lee (1991)

!

The Uruguay Round of trade negotiations is the current, struggling effort to strengthen
the faltering trade rules that directly affect most countries of the world. Many would
characterize the stakes involved-in terms of the perpetuation of free trade versus the rising

tide of neomercantile protectionism.

Background

The initial impetus for creating a liberal cconomy in the 1940s came from the experience
of the Great Depression and the calamitous war that followed. As conceived at Bretton
Woods, the three institutional pillars of the new world economic order were to be the
International Bank for Reconstruction and Development, the International Monetary Fund,
and the Internatic;na] Tracie Organization. When, in 1950, the United States proved
ﬁnaily unwilling to embrace the authority of the proposed International Trade
Organization, rendering it stiliborn, the more limited General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade (GATT) remained to function as the international agency for trade.

One objective was that liberal trade occur in order that national economies prosper.
Thus, the GATT was to oversee agreements by which quotas were removed and tariffs were

lowered. Furthermore, countrifs were to make reciprocal concesssions and impose identical
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considerable success in the decades to follow. Scven rounds of multilateral negotiations

have brought tariffs on dutiable gooads from a 1947 average of more than 40 percent down to

about 20 percent by 1961.and just 5 percent by 1979. The tangible result of these reductions

4

has been the burgeoning of international trade since the onsct of the new regime, with

growth in annual world trade consistently outstripping growth in world product for more

than four decades now. Accordingly, whercas trade represented about 10 percent of world

product in 1950, it has steadily climbed to reach about 25 percent today.

The closely associated goal of the GATT framers -- and an idea of the liberal order
more generally -- whs to make countrics cconomically interdependent so as to raise the costs
and thereby reduce the likelihood of war amon-*ng them. Thus, both economic and political
gain.‘; would follow from the liberal world erder envisioned and designed at Bretton Woods.

Arlic'le XXV of the GATT Charter a.llows for mer-nbc:rs to create customs unions and
free-trade areas.[1] This is a somewhat delicate matter in that members of free trade areas
are permitted to reduce the tariffs they charge one another while retaining higher, GATT-
level tariffs on imports from members oulside the arca. In short, tariff discrimination is

‘ .
allowed despite the broader principle of nondiscriminatory trade among all GATT
members. Under Article XXIV the European Economic Community (EEC) was initiated in
the 1950s, and with strong support from the United States, as was the European Free Trade
Area (EFTA). The EEC has been espccially successful in deepening its mutual economic ties
even as its me%nbership has grown from an initial six to notv twel ve countries.

Other such formal arrangements among various groups of GATT members have
followed, cven if none has rivaled the success of the EEC. In North America, the U.S. and
Canada signed a free-trade agreement to commence in 1988 that is, to date, stimulating new
trade between the§n. In addition, the U.S. and Mexico are now vigorously discussing a
similar arrangement - with Canada and Mexico to follow -- the result of which would

|
bring together a second continental bloc of formidable size.

v

The Uruguay Round Apenda

As noted, tariffs fell to generally very low levels by the 1970s. The general GATT

arrangements began to experience political problems that have continued to this'day. The



much of a barrier to trade. Perhaps the origins lie instcad in the increasing numbers of
countries that were industrializing and diversifying the trade competition -- including the
Asian NICs as newcomers.[2] Whalever the exact nalure of the causes, the political will
for liberalisin beg:n: to encoiunter important countervailing political pressure for protection
from import competition.

In the United States, the government came to the rescue of its textile industry and,
later, steel producers, and in cach case it did so by an evolving set of elaborate quota
agreements that clearly stand in violation of GATT f{ree trade principles. Major losers in
both cases are poorer countrics. Meanwhile, Japan and the EC countries have even longer
held fast to expensive protection and subsidy programs covering agricultural products.
Here, the United States, Australia, New Zealand, and scveral less industrialized countries
are shut out.[3] And the list continues.

Another change is that trade in services has been growing especially quickly in the last
‘two decades and even merited focused discussion during the Tokyo Round of GATT
negotiations 15 ycars ago, although only minimal progress in this area was achicved.
Unanticipated in the original GATT document, service trade remains almost entirely subject
to national rules and standards. This means, of course, that protectionism is easily devised,
often excrcised, and difficult to appcal under GATT guidelines because they are so nearly
non-existent.

Intellectual property rights is another category of trade issues of recent vintage. Again,
the GATT has not historically been concerned with trade in idcas and the resultant need to
legislate uniformity and fairness in competition involving ideas and cxpression that would
routinely call for patent and copyright compensation. However, a number of Asian and
Latin Amcrican countries have for some years been pirating o-thers' intellectual property
with near-impunity, earning considerable ire from the more developed countries where
most of this property originates.

The larger point, then, is that this prolcctionism has grown in prominence as
traditional tariff barriers have fallen. Morcover, it is no longer just the protectionism of
weaker economics in the system; ironically, there has been some liberalization in the Third
World in the last decade even as the industrial countrics have raised new barriers to trade.

The further implication is, therefore, that the protectionists are no longer just small free



riders in the system; they now include states large enough to be spoilers of the collective

good 4]

These and other various complaints and complainants sum to the larger issue: Is the
multilateral GATT trade s:ystem of some 100 member states (and another two score
affiliates) in danger of col]aps;ing under the weight of increasing non-observance? s the
GATT able to expand its coverage of goods and services to keep pace with the times? Can
major trade-offs be arranged to reverse the trend of exceptions that are undermining the
system? Or will the GATT simply fade into irrclevance as more and more slates view it
cynically as a "sucker's game” to which they will not contribute any longer by remaining
open to forcign competition?

These questions have ccrlain}y gaincd currency in recent months with, first, the
prospect of impending failure of the Uruguay Round then, in December, the apparent
collapse of those negotiations. Now that the U.S. Congress has renewed President Bush's
authority to negoliate for another two years, one might think that doubts about GATT's
continued success have been quelled. But this is hardly the case.

The Uruguay Round negotiators are apparently verging on major breakthrough
agreements concer'ﬁing many services, intellectual property rights, and probably even a
more liberal textile regime. Thus, various comblainanls stand to ga.in something as well as
give .up something in a package of trade-offs. However, progress on reduction of EC farm
subsidies and Japanese agricultural protections has :16( been sufficient to satisfy the U.S.
(and other grain exporters), and it is far from clear that the current impasse can'be broken on
either side.

Finally, it bears repeating that time does not stand still for the trade regime and these
negotiators.(5] New issue dor;mins -- such as services and intellectual property in recent
years -- will continue to emerge. Recent candidates include environmental standardization
and linkages between trade and the treatment of foreign inveslors. In addition, changing
structures of national economies tend 1o complicate past agreements. Thus, today's
elaborate textile quotas incorporate at least 40 countries under the labrynthine Multi-Fibre
Agrecment. Yet, this all began as a seemingly "harmless” and temporary agreement among

fewer than one dozen parties some 30 years ago. In short, failure to conclude the Uruguay

Round succéssfully would deal the regime's norms a severe blow.



The New Security Dilemma

.
Under those circumstances, the major trading states of Japan, the U.S., and the EC group

may face within the next i:ew years a ncw version of the classic security dilemma first
described by the political realists.[6] The original dilemma, of course, concerns states that
arm themsclves for sclf-defense and, in so doing, only further stimulale other states' fears
and military preparations. This dilemma is preconditioned by the anarchic condition of
the interstate system. And, although each slate has little choice to do otherwise, the
collective result of this security dilemma is a progression in arms levels and a regression in
security welfare for all.

The contempof:ary global economy presents the major traders with something of a

parallel situation. The emerging weakness of GATT, both as an institution and as a set of

(detehriorating) liberal norms, has cncouraged traders to think of providing for their own

economic security -- by means of regional groupings -- in the face of a slowly rising tide of

protectionist "neomercantile” practices. In particular, the EC, the United States, and
Japan have each begun to fear that the others, in the guise of appearing to continue to
contribute to the collective good of the free trade regime by participating in it, are in fact
¢
taking a free ride. That is, each now worries that others are imposing protectionist barriers
to their own markets and perhaps even engaging in predatory export policies while
professing to uphold the liberal norms of GATT. Each is thercfore impelled to take
unilateral protectionist action preciscly because a weakening GATT regime at some point

rcturns its members to a state of anarchy wherein cach musi fend for itsclf. The first to

"realize” this -- and take action on it -- "wins" (in game-theoretic parlance) for as long as

other have not also defected from the regime. It wins by maintaining access to their

markets while simultaneously closing its own to lorcign compelition.

Of course, in d"!efecting from GATT and thereby temporarily "winning,” a ﬁ\ajor state not
only free rides, its unreciprocated gains are so large as to scriously harm others, thus
"spo’i!ing" the regime by forcing others to abandon it as well. So it is that a large defector
can even deceive itself into undertaking a self-fulfilling prophecy that ultimately costs
itself and all others their respective shares of what liberal economists describe as the

gains from trade, both cconomic and political.



There is, of course, a middle ground as yct unacknowleded. It is entirely possible that
the Uruguay Round will conclude with somc success but still fall short of achieving
triumphal breakthroughs on all of the old and new issues on its ambitious agenda. It is
entirely possible that protectionism will make inroads on the policies and practices of some
traders while others are convinced to liberalize further. In other words, the arrangements
of the last 45 years may change only incrementally for many more years; the regime may

muddle along.

Implications for the Middle East

r

What does alt of this mean for countrics of the Middle East? Surely, other
commentators will have much to say about related possibilities in the remaining sessions of

this conference. Some of scenarios arc certainly intriguing,.

To begin, it is probably safe to say that the major oil exporters in the Persian Gulf will
ey T s

be rclatively unaffected by the answer 1o today's questions of rivalrous industrial trading

blocs. Whatever happens, M_miporls will have a fairly soft market for at least

——— g

several more years.[7] And, if the liberals are correct, protectionist blocs will fail to grow

efficiently and will thereby prolong the weak market for oil. Because oit itself has long
traded without tariff and there is no proteclionist incentive regarding oil production in the
industrial world, oil exports will not face new hurdles under any circumstance.

The impact of GATT's future could be much greater for other countries in the Middle
East. Those covered by the Lome Convention will continue to have special access lo the EC,
even if there is a trade war among the three blocs. Yet, most of these are exporters of
primary goods other than oil. As such, they are susceptible to drastic declines in demand
and price when industrialized countries experience even mild recession.  Accordingly,

debilitating trade wars in the North could impose severe costs upon such countries as

Morocco, Tunisia, and Egypt.

Israel finds itself in a unique position here. For it is, in principle, currently the only
country in the world that should directly gain from a trade war despite the general decline
in world product that would resuit. Isracl's uniqueness stems directly from having separate

free-trade agreements with tivo of the three prospective trade blocs, unlike any other



impose new, higher barriers to one another's products, Israel becomes the more attractive as
an export platform.

Suppose thata U.S. firm wis;,hes to scil in the huge market of the EC but finds exports to
be blocked by somc; combin;nion of quotas, tariffs, and nontariff barricrs. If the firm is large
and the market promising, an obvious alternative \;vould be some form of dircct investment
that allowed for production within the EC. However, "trade wars" today would likely
have linkage to foreign direct investment in the form of equity share limits, domestic
content, and /or other performance requirements.[8] Happily for the firm -- and for Israel --
there is a third option, namely, production from an Israeli subsidiary with sufficient
Israeli content to qualify for ynfetlered access to the European market. Of course, the
principle applies equally to the European firm wishing to gain access to an otherwise closed
U.S. market.

Both ways, the Israeli economy wins. This puts [sracl in the odd position of having to
contemplate seriously whether it .would prefer to see the talks fail. As a practicat matter,
of course, such a scenario of Isracl as a commercial bridge and beneficiary carries some risk
that one of the other contracting states would want to renegotiale to preclude this sort of

practice. Then, Isracl would perhaps relain considerable access but suffer along with other

countries during recession brought on by trade rivalries.
-
Conclusion

What, then, is in store for the trade system? Will three rivalrous blocs emerge? Or
will the GATT negotiators instead reach the necessary compromises? Indeed, will the
latter prospect be joined and further spurred by the independent growth of free-trade areas
among various GATT members?[9] My own suspicion is that a weakened, sub-optimal
compromise will result from the Uruguay Round, and that this will be enough to protect the
regime from imminent collapse and the systematic trade wars that could follow.

My forecast is predicated on several ingredients, including a willingness to believe that
the Japanese really are concerned that the bloc to which they would otherwise be consigned
is much too smail a market for their export-driven economy. The Europeans' motives

appear to be more complex. But the task of East European revitalization would be a



particularly sluggish in recent years. In turn, the United States government has a stronger

ideological attachment to liberalism than do the others.

All partics doubtless agree broadly that the GATT has overscen enormous levels of

international commerce and many yecars of shared growth. It is difficult to believe that
13 -

countries in a clearly illiberal environment would have fared so well. Finally, we should

not lose sight of the apparehl political success of the liberal post-war international system:

There has been a long peace among the major participants during this Bretton Woods era.

Notes

1 Sce, for example, Jackson (1989), Chapter 6.
2 See Bhagwati (1991).
3 Indeed, the EC subsidizes food ex‘porls, as well. Total costs are about 75% of the cntire EC

budget.

4 See, for example, Hardin (1982).

5 This theme is stressed by Aho and Aronson (1985).
6 Emanual Adler suggested this parallel to me.

7 See Richardson (f;)rthcoming 1991).

8 Soc-,; Conybeare (1987).

9 This is Bhagwati's (1991) optimistic view.
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Abstract
"The United States and the Furopean Community"

For more than four decades US-Western PEuropean relations were grounded in
NATO and rested on two facts: the formidable Soviet military threat and
American economic dominance. This paper focuses on the political and military
dimensions of the evolving relationship in an envirormment where these core
conditions have changed.

American and Western Europeans broadly agree that the US should continue a
major leadership role and that some (but fewer) American troops should remain
in Europe. They also share basic political values. They disagree about other
issues including: economics (especially trade and burden-sharing, e.g.,
apportioning Gulf War costs) and polices outside the North Atlantic area.

A changed relationship is inevitable and desirable. It will manifest
itself principally within well-established institutions such as NATO, the
Eurcpean Community, and the Western Furopean Union rather than in new arenas
such as CSCE. -




America fought its two largest foreign wars in Western Europe this
century. In addition, the United States deployed hundreds of thousands of
troops in Eurcope for more than four decades after World War Two and earmarked
half its defense budget for -European contingencies. Why is FEurope so
important to the United States? Ethnically, more than three—quarters of
Americans are descendants of European immigrants, and America's political
traditions evolved from Eurcopean roots. Econcmically, the societies are
closeiy integrated. 1In 1988, for example, total trade (exports plus imports)
with the Eurcopean Community countries constituted 21 percent of US tmdé
(compared to 20 percent for Canada and 17 percent for Japan). In 1988, 47
percent of American foreign direct investments were in Europe.

Throughout the twentieth century, Europe has been America's principal
non-Western Hemispheric concemn. Since 1949, Washington has pursued -its
Furopean interests thmugh the North Atlantic Treaty. However, recent events
have fundamentally altered Eurcpe's strategic lardscape. German unification,
the collapse of the Warsaw Treaty Organization, and Soviet withdrawal from
Eastern Furope are of foremost significance. Mearmwhile, the FEuropean
Community is creating a single market (1992) and progressing toward Monetary
Union (EMU) and possible political union. Simultaneously, America's immense
budget deficits compel reduced expenditures for international programs,
including defense. These factors are the context for my discussion of likely
patterns of Burc-American relations during the 1990s.

This paper refers frequently to "European" attitudes toward Euro-American
relations. | This is a convénient "fiction". Western Furope is no monolith.
There are, for example, major differences among British, French, and German

perspectives. Indeed, important divisions arise within individual European




countries, and the United States, concerning issues such as NATO's future, the

-necessity for American troops in Furovpe, the role of nuclear weapons, and
international econcmic relations.

Despite revolutionary E:hange in European -i.ntemational affairs, -
American-European relations will charnge only incrementally during the next
decade. Many things will remain constant: dispﬁtes over out-of-area actions,
burden-sharing squabbles, and broad consensus that some Americans troops are
still needed in Eurcpe. - Others things will change. Nuclear anxiety will
fade, but economic friction will grow, especially over trade issues, now that
allied security needs no longer compel cooperation.

By 2000, Amerlcan troops deployed in Europe will decline from 300,000 to
fewer than 75,000. American deployments of nuclear weapons will continue, but
all landbased nuclear weaponé will doubtless be removed. Mearwhile, tlhe
Western European Union (WEU)l will become an incréasingly important focus of
European defense cooperation. NATO's attempt to shift toward a less militéry
and more pqlitical emphasis will misfire. CSCE will become more important,
but neither Americans nor most Westerm Europeans will give priority to pan-
E\Jropean. security structures.

Furo-American Relations .'LI’l 2000:
1.

The Bush administration hopes to extend NATO's reach beyond the North
Atlantic area. In May 1991, NATO's defense ministers moved in this direction
by agreeing to form a corps-sized (50-70,000 ﬁroops) rmaltinational rapid-

reaction force under British command which might someday fight out-of-area.

1 The WEfJ includes nine of the twelve E.C. members, all but Dermark,
Greece, and Ireland.

H 2




This possibility remains controversial. Europeans recall many conflicts
including Suez, Alg'e.i:ia, the Arab—Isfaeli conflict, Korea, Vietnam, and latin
America, which'divided Americans and Furcpeans. Frangois Heisbourg, director
of the Intermational Instituté for Strategic Studies, describes continental
Eurcpeans as "completely lukewarm to the idea of extending NATO's zone of
action...."? Many Americans are also skeptical. Robért E. Hunter, a Carter
administration National Security Council staff member, concludes that "As in
the past," efforts- to confront out-of-area issues "would surely fail."3 A
recent blue ribbon panel including David Abshire, Bill Bradley, Harold Brown,
Zbigniew Brzezinski, Lee Hamilton, Edward Meyer, Sam Nunl..a, Patricia Schroeder,
William Simon, and Helmut Sonnenfeldt echoes Hunter's assessment.4
: ) :

The critical need to reduce US budé;et deficits is the driving impetus to
withdraw American troops from Europe. | ‘Current plans call for reducing
defense spending as a proportion of GNP to 3.6 percent in 1996.  This
represents an astonishing policy shift. 2As recently as 1988, the influential

Wall Street economist Henry Kaufman was nearly alone in arguing that inilit'ary

_ 2 prangois Heisbourg, "Faut-il enterrer 1l'alliance atlanticue?,"
Politique Intermationale, No. 50 (Winter 1990-91), p. 164. Also see Frédéric
Bozo, "lLa France et 1'OTAN vers une. nouvelle alliance," Défense Nationale,
Vol. 47 (January 1991), p. 28 and pp. 32-33; Jean-Marie Guehenno, "America's
Role in New Security Architectures," America's Role in a Changing World, Part
I, Adelphi Papers, No. 256 (Winter 1990/91), p. 104; and Béatrice Heuser,
"L'avenir de la sécurité européenne," Défense nationale, Vol. 47 (April 1991),
p. 56. |

3 Robert E. Hunter, "America's Role in New Security Architectures: A
Commentary,” America's Role in a Changing World, Part I, Adelphi Papers, No.
256 (Winter 1990/91}, p. 111.

4 See David Abshire. et al., The United States and NATO in an Undivided
Eurcpe: A Report by the Working Group on Changing Roles and Shifting Burdens
in the Atlantic Alliance (Washington, D.C.: The Johns Hopkins Foreign Policy
Institute, 1991), pp. 10-11. '




spending could contract by one-third to four percent of GNP.®  Defense
spending will now fall to the‘lowest percentage during the postwar era, even
lower than the Carter administration level of 5.1 percent of GNP during FY
1978 and FY 197:9. These cuts .require overall military manpower reductions of
nearly one—quarter. ‘The US Army, which has the largest number of Eurocpean
troops, will decline more than 30 percent. Mearwhile, the Defense Department
will close or downsize 225 Puropean military installgtions during 199r1'
Eéonomic:s drives these cuts, but the fading Soviet threat explains the
meager domestic opposition. The Soviet Union remains the preeminent European
military power which most Buropean and American officials consider a principal
reason to preserve NATO an(i_llAmerica's European military presence. However,
when the Red Army is fﬁlly' rei:)atriated, NATO expects strategic warning of
Russian aggression measured in years; since mid-1990 NATO has assumed
tactical warning of 30 to 4? days compared to 10 days previously. Many
Americans think this modest threat juétifies only a small residual force in
Europe to buttress the credibility of the American nuclear and cornventional
deterrents and to facilitate an unlikely return of large-scale American
forces. . !
Historically, American elites supported large European troop deployments
more than the mass public; the reverse is now true. A survey conducted for
the Chicago Council on Foreign Relations during October and November 19920
found that the percentage of leaders wanting to keep the NATO commitment ithe
same declined from 77 in 1986 to 35 percent in 1990, but the public percentage
only dropped from 62 percent to 56 percent. Sixty-two percent of the American

r.’l

3 See Henry Xaufman, '"Memo to the Next ‘President," New York Times
Macgazine, 9 October 1988, p. 36.




leadership sample favored decreasing the NATO commitment compared to only 31
percent of the mass';':gblic.6

As the Soviet threat dissolved, other arguments were marshalleti to
justify large US troop deployménts in Europe. It is argued that highly mobile
American troops based m Europe could be redeployed to regional conflicts.”’
A second argument sees American troops as glue necessary to integrate the
Furcpeans: "“If there is no, or only a symbc;lic American presence, there will
not be integration. If there ié no integration, there will be' re-
nationalization. If defence is re-nationalized, there may be an alliance, but
it will resemble the loose compact of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries
rather than NATO...."8® Perhaps this is true, but do Americans care? Critics
of cuts in US defense spending rarely lament the FBEuropean implications.
Retired Army colonel Barry G. Summers, Jr. is one such critic. Summers argues
that “much of the world seems to be teetering on the edge of anarchy and ?.he
United States, as the world's only surviving great power... [may] be forced
into the role of the world's policeman."® But he wants more spending on
conventional forces for global intervention like those in Grenada, Libya,

Panama, and Iraq. It is BEuropeans, not Americans, who foresee using these

& John E. Rielly, ed., American Public Opinion and U.S. Foreign Policy
1991 (Chicago: Chicago Council on Foreign Relations, 1991), p. 35 and p. 37.

7 See, for example, Jochn Roper, "“Shaping Strategy without the Threat,"
America's Role in a Changing World, Part IT, Adelphi Papers, No. 257 (Winter
1990/91), p. 79 and Frangois Heisbourg, "Faut-il enterrer 1l'alliance
atlantique?," Politique Internationale, No. 50 (Winter 1990-91), p. 167.

8 Josef Joffe, "The Security Implications of a United Gexmany: Paper I,"
America's Role in a Changing World, Part II, Adelphi Papers, No. 257 (Winter
1990/91), p. 88.

i

9 col. Harry G. Summers, Jr., "How to Be the World's Policeman," The New
York Times Magazine, 19 May 1991, p. 42.




troops to intervene cut—of-area. According to the Army Chief of Staff, '"the
preponderance of the Army will be based within the continental United
States...."10 |

3.

A diminished Soviet threat means less need for the American muclear
guarantee. The INF treaty was a major change, for the superpowers abandoned
their landbased missiles with ranges from 500 t-o 5500 kilometers. NATO then
abandoned plans to modernize Lance mis'siles, and NATO redefined nuclear
weapons as weapons of last resort rather than first-use. Although Britain and
the United States want to keep landbased nuclear weapons, this option Iis
probably precluded by German reservations. It is unlikely that NATO can
retain short-range nuclear artillery after Soviet forces ha\}e withdrawn behind
the Polish and Czechoslovakian glacis. According to 'Karl Kaiser, "As the
mllltary threat fades the question of legitimacy is being raised. Many
weapons systems that would be desifable in technical terms will no longer
receive polit.ical support, and it can no longer be considered irresponsible to
discard certain nuclear options."ll Kaiser thinks it will be impossible to
store nuclear warheads in Germany, so he envisions a "reconstitution strategy"
under which warheads and delivery systems are held in the US or the European

periphery for possible deployment, as needed, to Gexmany or other frontline

10 General Carl E. Vuono, quoted in Don Oberdorfer, "Strategy for Solo
Superpower, ' The Waghington Post, 19 May 1991, p. 1.

11 xarl Kaiser, "From nuclear deterrence to graduated conflict control:
German unification and the departure from current NATO strategy," Survival,
Vol. 32, No. 6 (November/December 1990}, pp. 486. According to Josef Joffe,
"one should bet neither on the production of TASM or on the retention of
existing air-delivered warheads on US planes based on the Continent." "The
Security Implications of a United Germany: Paper I," America's Role in a
Changing World, Part II, Adelphi Papers, No. 257 (Wintexr 1990/91), p. 87.




states. Washington's nuclear commitment will survive in some form because it
backstops the relatively small British and French nuclear deterrents, and the
nuclear commitment is much less dangerous to the US than formerly.

The French deplore the .relegation of nuclear arms to "last resort"
status. They say it invites a long conventional bat.tle with threats to use
muclear weapons postponed until the defense is failing. This contrasts with
French policy which seeks to deter all war by threats of early and nassive
nuclear attacks when a threat to French vital interests is confirmed. The NATO
allies demur; they anticipate substantial tactical warming before a Soviet
attack, and could threaten nuclear escalation as a crisis intensified.12

Although Germany is the principal focus of America's nuclear commitﬁént,
NATO's flarks are also affected. Although the French have debated possibly
extending their nuclear umbrella to Germany, "it is difficult to imagine that
France could one day brandish its nuclear force to deter. an attack against
Sicily, Anatolia, or Thrace or against thé extreme north of Norway."!3 The
dilemmas of extended nuclear deterrence are soluble, even for Germany, only
by forming a PEuropean state, so Germany joins the "sanctuary" defended-by
British and French nuclear arms.l? Because this union remains a distant
prospect, the’ US will continue to perform this function in the immediate
future. However, the details of future nuclear deterrence are obscure, and

Anglo—French forces will probably become more important. As Jacques Morizet

v
[

12 see Frangois de Rose, "Quelques nouveaux paramétres de securlte en
Eurcpe," Défense nationale, Vol. 47 (April 1991), p. 44.

3 Béatrice Heuser, "L'avenir de 1la sécurité européenne," Defense
nationale, Vol. 47 (April 1991, p. 55. :

14 gea Holger H. Mey and Michael Rihle, "German Security Interests and
NATO's Nuclear Strategy," Aussenpolitik, Vol. 42, No. 1 (1991), pp. 29-30.




has written, "the muclear void now forming 1ih central Furope can only
reinforce the RBuropean contribution of French nuclear deterrence by
underlining the role it could play in a situation of last resort."15

| 4. '

America's ' budget deficits will produce more than military budget
reductions. As David Gergen writes, "As budget problems persist, burden-
sharing will clearly gain" as an issue in American politics."16  This was
illustrated by American reactions to allied Gulf War contributions. Intense
animosity was directed toward Japan and Germany for what Republican Senat‘;or
John McCain called "contemptible tokenism" in sharing the costs of defeating
Irag. In September 1990 the House Representatives passed overwhelmingly (370
to 53) an amendment to require Japan to pay all costs to maintain American
troops in Japan. Recent public opinion surveys refiect this attitude. Even
during the proud afterglow of the Gulf War, a survey conducted in March 1991
found that only 46 percent (compared to 51 percent opposed) of respondents
agreed that, "The United States should ta]ée .‘the LEAD military role where there
are problems in the world requiring a military response," but 57 percent
(compared to 38 percent) agreed when the question was worded, "The United
States should Ltake the LEAD military role where there are problems in the

world requiring a military response, with the cost shared by a broad group of

t

15 Jacques Morizet, "Pour une relance de la coopération Franco—
Allemande de défense," Défense nationale, Vol. 47 (April 1991), p. 25. '

16 pavid Gergen, "How is American Changing? American ILeadership: The
Challenges Back Home," America's Role in a Changing World, Part II, Adelphi
Papers, No. 257 (Winter 1990/91), p. 4.



allies."17

Trade issues also -fuél Puro-American discord.  Washington says the
European Community sabotaged the Uruguay Round of GATT negotiations in
December 1990 by rejecting substantial cuts in agricultural subsidies to

noncompetitive but politicélly powerful European farmers. In early 1991 t.‘he

EC was placed on a "priority watch list" because. a Community guideline

recommends limits on non-Community television programming. The US also
resisted "buy European" provisions in European public procurement. . The
Community retorts that despite years of American lip service to free trade
principles, the United States now blocks reforms in normerchandise trade,
especially aviation and telecommunications. -

Public opinion reflects these disputes. American elites remain more
committed to free trade (only 33 percent of leaders béiieve that tariffs are
necessary) compared to the general public (54 percent favor tariffs). ‘ But
this gap is narrowing, in 1978 only 23 pércent of leaders defended tariffs
compared to 57 percent of the public.l® American protectionism is usually
directed at J;pan rather than Eurcpe. However, 40 percent of the American
public (38 percent of leaders) considers Europeans unfair traders, and 30
percent of the public (41 percent of the leaders) believes that Eurcpean
economic competition could become a “critical threat" to the United States

during the coming decade.1? There are also European counterparts to these

17 americans Talk Issues, Serial National Surveys of Americans on Public
Policy Issues: Survey #15 (Washington, D.C.: American Talk Issues Fourdation,

1991), p. 39.

18 john E. Rielly, ed., American Public Opinion_and U.S. Foreign Policy
1991 (Chicago: Chicago Council on Foreign Relations, 1991), pp. 26-27.

19 gohn E. Rielly, ed., American Public Opinion and U.S. Foreign Policy
1991 (Chicago: Chicago Council on Foreign Relations, 1991), p. 27.
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American perception. Americans were outraged by French actor Gérard

Depardieu's alleged '-é@mission that he participated in his "first" rape at age
nine. Mary French interpreted this not as moral revulsion but as evidence of
American protectionism driveﬁ by Hollywood's fear that Depardieu's film
"Cyrano" might sweep the Oscars.?0

International finance is a less publicized field of battle. All of t'he
largest European economies now participate in the European Monetary System"s
exchange-rate mechanism, "and the German Bundesbank largely determines Western
Furopean monetary polic;. Despite massive pressure from Washington, Germany
stonewalled the Bush administration's attempt to aid the US economy by
lowering foreign interest rates. Germans perceived a foolish and politically
motivated attempt to stimulate the American economy before the 1992
presidential. election, and German Finance Minister Theo Waigel dencunced
America's massive budget deficits amd low ‘savings rate which impede global
economic vigor. Bush was vrebuffed as thoroughly as the Carter
administration's attempt to influence German monetary policy.

Conflicts over economic issues will continue and expand, for example the
quarrel over iinviting President Gorbachev to the 1991 Group of Seven summit
meeting. These conflicts could intensify as Furope becomes more economically
integrated and less dependent upon America's security guarantee. A mutual
perception that Americans and Europeans are economic rivals more tl:lan
security partners oould undermine US willingness to retain a meaningful
military commitment. If Burcpe is primarily an economic rival, rather than

the first line of Amerjcan defense against the Soviet threat, Americans will

20 see Figaro-Magazine, 29 March 1991, pp. 52-54.
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have less reason to protect European interests.?l I share Josef Joffe
skepticism that "the US [will] continue to shoulder the burden of securmg
those who have become less dependent and hence less pliant —— and do so for
the sake of European stability as such, and not in order to contain is
existential rival in the theatre of foremost importance?"22

Euro-American economic rivalry should remain less hostile than Japanese-
American relation.2? But considerable es&ammmt is possible, and in a
more unipolar world Europe may distrust and resent American domination.
Consistent with longstanding French concerns, President Mitterrand already
fears 'that thc‘a United States seeks to use NATO as a means to perpetuate l‘tS
dominant influénce on Western policy toward the Soviet Union."24  And Moisi
and iRupm_k write that although BEurovpean anti-Americanism has declined, there
is "rejection of what is perceived as excessive American power.”"25  Anti-

Anmericanism is prevalent even in Britain; Anthony Crosland explained it me%ny

21 See Dominique Moisi and Jacques Rupnik, Ie nouveau continent:
Plaidoyer pour une Europe renaissante (Paris: Calmann-Lévy, 1991), p. 155.

22 Josef Joffe, "The Security Implications of a United Germany: Paper I,"
Arerica's Role in a Changing World, Part II, Adelphi Papers, No. 257 (Winter
1990/91), p. 90.

23 one recent book even predicts possible war between the two
countries. See George Friedman and Meredith LeBard, The Coming War with Japan
(New York: St. Martin's, 1991).

24 Michael Bremner, “"Une nouvelle optique sur la sécurité eurcpéemne: le
regard de Washington," Politigue étrangére, Vol. 55, No. 3 {(Autunn 1i990), p
556.

25 Dominique Moisi and Jacques Rupnik, l1e nouveau continent: Plaidover
pour une Furope renaissante (Paris: Calmann-Lévy, 1991), p. 156. However, a
survey of French adults (N=919) conducted in March 1991 indicated that
although 62 percent of respondents agreed the world was entering a period
"marked by the domination of the United States," only 27 percent were made
"uneasy" by this and 58 percent were "reassured." See, World Opinion Update,
Vol. 15, No. 5 (May 1991), p. 55.
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years ago as, "a natural resentment at the transfer of world power from Lordon

to Washington."?® -Without a renewed threat, from Russia or elsevwhere, this
attitude may spread.
5.

During the early .postwar years, a EBEuropean-based security structure
seemed an inevitable outgrowth of European unification. But after the
Furcpean Defense Community initiative collapsed in 1954, and West Germany
joined NATO, Eurcpean integration (except for the European Political

Cooperation) turned toward economics. The recent Euro-revolution triggered

o

(' constrain German power. 5 The notable exception was the Thatcher govermment

p———

new interest in political gnion, and most EC members now favor such a uniorﬂ;
|
which feared German domination. Nicholas Ridley, a member of Thatcher's !
cabinet and a prime ministerial confidant, expressed this view with pungency l
by dismissing BEuropean monetary union as, "a Gennan racket designed to tz‘;ke
over the whole of Eurcpe."
Germans realize that unification stimulated fears of teutonic hegemony
and Rapalloesque anxiety of Germany's Eastward drift. Some Germans see this
manifested in the closing of.Franco—Polish ranks when Bonn hesitated before
. accepting the | Oder-Neisse border. and think that the recently foxmed |
Pentagonale is directed against Germany.2’ To assuage these fears, and to
preclude a recrudescence of German nat_ionalism, Germany must be embeddedl

within a united BEurope.  Chancellor Kohl calls German unity and European

26 Quoted in Stephen Haseler, "British bulldog snaps unfairly at Uncle
Sam's polished heels," The Sunday Times, 12 May 1991, p. 7.

27 The Pentagonale consists of Austria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Ttaly
(the driving - force), and Yugoslavia. Its ostensible agenda focuses on
addressing common concerns including air 1links, high-speed trains,
hydgroelectric power, and gas pipelines.
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unity, "two sides of the same coin," and in March 1991 he demonstrated

Germany's commitment to political union by linking German's acceptance of EMU
to simultaneous' approval of political union.

“- Washington is schizophrenic. American policy gives ritualistic support
to European integration, and the Bush administration is more genuineily
supportive of united European political action than the Reagan administration.
Moreover, Washington, . unlike London, strongly supported both German
unification and the goal of anchorirg Germany within Eurcopean structures.
Michael Bremner contends that President Bush and Secretary Baker believe "a
powerful EEC would be a major element of stability in the climate of novelty
and uncertainty which currently exists in BEurcpe."?8

buring its first eighteen months in office (until the Kuwait invasion),

the Bush administration was discomfited by the degree to which Washington was

overshadowed by decisions taken in Bonn and Moscow. American schizophrenia

arises, therefore, from a longing to retain the traditional American
leadership position. Because NATO is the central structure of American

leadership, Washington is especially temperamental when Europe challenges its

pr:iJ‘nacy in defense and foreign policy. The Bush administration wants to -

divide responsibility so the US remains predominant on defense policy issues
while the Commnity leads on European political and economic issues.  An
example was Washington's willingness for Brussels to direct the European Bank
for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD)} which has 39 members and capital of
ECU 10 5illion.

The Bush administration became more vocal in late 1990 and early 1991 as

28 Michael Brenner, "Une nouvelle optique sur la sécurité européenne: le
regard de Washington," Politique étrangére, Vol. 55, No. 3 (Autumn 1990), pp.
546.
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the pace of progress toward EMU and political union accelerated. On three
occasions between December 1990 and April 1991, the Bush administration told
Europeans that, Buropean unification must "reinforce" rather than weaken the
Atlantic Alliance.29 Washington has a chronic dislike of European caucuses,

|
and ‘Bush administration behavior parallels Assistant Secretary of State

Richard Burt's infamous (in Eurcpe) letter sent in the mid-1980s to dissuade
the WEU from discussing ongoing arms control issues. As a senior US diplomat

once told The New York Times, "We've always told them to get their act

together, but when they do, we tell them they're undermining NATO consulta-
tion."30 A German jml:nalist described "a reflex of American diplomacy.: As
socon as NATO's exclusivi{:y seems Jjecopardized it reacts like a jealous husband
~- no rival should come to close to the v}oman of his choice."31

At least at the outset, "political union" will take only a tiny step
toward a federal Europe. It will involve 'small but potentially significant
changes such as more supranational decision-making and expanded power for the
Eurcopean Parliament. To deserve the label, a political union must eventually
encompass foreign and security policy, and it's probably true as a high French
Ministry of Defense official wrote, that the Community "will not continue for
long to speak of a central Furcpean bank, a common currency, or regulations

ccvéri.ng pollution and free exchange without beginning, one day or ancther, to

3 £

29 At the December 1950 meeting of NATO foreign ministers, just prior to
a WEU meeting in February 1991, and in an April 1991 telegram from Secretary
Baker to Iuxembourg during its presidency of the E.C.

30 yames M. Markham, "The Alliance Enters the Age of Edgy Reassurance,
The New York Times, 27 September 1987, p. E3.

31 Ginther Nonnermacher, "NATO on the verge of far-reaching change fs US
troop pullout is planned," Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, 27 April 1991.
Translated in The German Tribune, 19 May 1991, p. 5.
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address its own defense."32

To Britain and otherr opponents of European union, the Gulf War
deménstrated Eurcpe's i;xability to frame a common security policy and proved
the necessity for American 1eadership. To proponents, such as France, the war
proved that BEurope's vital interests required PFuropean institutions to
formulate and implement common foreign and defense policies. The EC is
divided into at least three camps : Franoe,: Italy, Germany, Spain, Belgium,
Luxemboury, and Greece think political union should encompass defense policy:
Britain, the Netherlands, Portugal and Denmark are opposed; and neutral
Irelard is sui‘generis. France wants majority voting on foreign and defense
policy which London abhors. - -

: The WEU is increasingly viewed as a means to s};ift the emphasis from NATO
to the Community. French foreign minister Roland Dumas describes the Franco-
German initiative as attempting to create "a comon foreign and security
policy while not eliminating national armies."33 pumas thinks WEU could be a
useful device to accomplish that goal. One proposal, raised by Italy during
its presidency of the European Council, is the absorption of the WEU by the EC
when the WEU's Brussels Treaty expires in 1998. Chancellor Kohl and President
Mitterrand jointly urged "a clear organic relationship'' between the WEU and
the Community.34 |

Britain and the Netherlands fear that linking WEU to the EC will alienate

32 Gérard Dominique (pseudonym), "Pour une CEE de la défense," Le Monde,
11 April 1990, p. 2.

33 Jacques Amalric, et al., "Un entretien avec M. Roland Dumas," Le

Monde, 12 Marxch 1991, p. 3.
¢

34 Helnmt; Kohl and Frangois Mitterrand, "la lettre commune be MM. Kohl et
Mitterrand," le Monde, 10 December 1990, p. 4.
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Washington and hasten América's retreat from Europe. Washington claims thgt
strengthening WEU will weaken NATO and marginalize the non~Community NATO-
FEuropean states, especially Norway and Turkey. Therefore, WEU should expand
to include non-EC members of NATO. Washington also wants the WEU to consult
NATO before taking action outside the North Atlantic area.3®

London wants WEU as NATO's Furopean pillar, not the EC's defense pole.
Paris rejects this, for it perpetuates American dominance while blocking the
essential evolution of integrated Eurcpean institutions. 1In fact, France
denies any need for peacetime integrated military commands. The French
foresee sufficient warning time to consult and respond as the threat evolves.
For Paris, interoperability is the essential capacity, but Secretary Baker's
message to th:e Commnity emphasized "the essential character of NATO's
integrated military structure...."36

E 6.

France wants a European security organization; Britain thinks that the US
mist remain the crux of European security. A third approach relies !on
national means to respond to the diminished threat. Pan—W security is
a fourth alternative, e.g., the Conference on Security and Cooperatién in

Eurcpe (CSCE) .37 As the Cold War ended, CSCE emerged as a main focus® for

Puropean security issues, especially in Germany. In the December 1990 all

35 see David Buchan, "Ministers seek NATO talks on Defence," The
Financial Times, 29 April 1991, p. 4 and "Nouvel avertissement des Etats-Unis
aux Douze a propos de la défense earopéenne," Le Monde, 2 May 1991, p. 5.

{ .

3% Remarks of American NATO Ambassador William Taft as quoted in David
Buchan, "US ernvoy denies NATO is holding up EC progress on common security,"
The Financial Times, 2 May 1991, p. 2.

37 The thirty-four member CSCE includes Canada, the United States, and
every Eurcopean state except Albania.
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German elections, the FDP, SPD, and Green party platforms all made favorable
references to the CSCE or what the Greens called a "“pan-European order of
peace. "38 z

Some oonse}frvative French politicians including Charles Pasqua, Frangois
Fillon, and Philippe Séguin agree that Cold War institutions such as NATO and
the EC are cbsolescent.. Europe should now think in continental terms of a
pan-Buropean security system stretching from the Atlantic to the Urals.3% In
general, however, French elites are less enthusiastic about CSCE than are tfhe
Germans.40 The French govermment accords more prominence to NATO, the WEU,
and the Eurcpean Community, and RPR leader Jacques Chiféc explicitly rejected
the concept of "an ins't;‘iltﬁtionalj.zed CSCE which would play the role of*the
Eurcpean UN."41 Most 1eadinngrit'ish politicians are even more dismissive.
According to Foreign Secretary Hurd, CSCE "cannot in the foreseeable future
become an organization offering collec’c_.ive military security quarantees of the

old traditional kind. So far as members of NATO are concerned, it will not

replace NATO."#2 (SCE will become more important, but neither the United

38 Helmut Nagelschmitz, ed., Procedures, Programmes, Profiles: First All
German_Election (Bonn: Inter Nationes, December 1990), p. 33, p. 37, ard p.

42. .
3
39 See, for example, Philippe Séguin, "Le nouvel horizon de 1'Europe,"
Défense nationale, Vol. 47 (March 1991), pp. 41-50. According to Alain Minc,
"The BEuropean Community died 9 November 1989."

40 fThere are exceptions such as Frédéric Bozo. He writes that
"currently the true Furopean priority is to define and reinforce a new
security context within the CSCE, a task in which France must play, a
predominant part." "La France et 1'OTAN vers une nouvelle alliance," Défense
Nationale, Vol. 47 (January 1991), p. 27.

41 "L'appartenance & 1'OTAN est <<la destination naturelle>> .de
1'Allemagne unie," Le Monde, 13-14 May 1990, p. 4.

42 Douglas Hurd, "The CSCE: Need for a New Magna Carta," Speech to the
CSCE Ministerial Meeting, New York, 2 October 1990.
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States nor most Western European govermments will grant priority to a pan-

Eurcpean security structure.
Why I May Be Wrong:

I believe‘ that despite .revolutionary changes in Eurcpe's strategic
terrain, the effect on Euro-American relations will be evolutionary. This is
larg?ly true because neither the United States nor any I‘naj or Eurcpean state
-seeks a rapid transformation. Britain's Conservative party is particularly
wedded to the Atlanticist status quo, but only slightly more than the German
CU/CSU and both major American parties. Even the three principal French
parties (PS, UDF, RPR) accept this status quo. Withoﬁt stronger pressure to
quickly remake the institutional landscape, only gradual change is likely.

There are, however, several improbable possibilities which might upend
my prediction. It is conceivable, for example, that the US ﬁght withdraw
its troops more quickly or more completely. There are domestic interests
which favor this policy. On the right, this is the longstanding position of
"]ibertarians" (who want to reduce all government expenditures)43 and '"neocon-
servatives," who believe that resources committed to Europe are needed
elsewhere. During the Cold War these were minority positions; the centrist
American consensus embraced the European commitment. The collapse of the
Soviet Union's external empire, to be followed perhaps by intermal
disintegration, obviated a need to offset a global Soviet threat, and many
American conservatives are reverting to isolationist roots which atrophied
after Dwight Eisenhower captured control of the Republican Party forty yegrs

ago. Burton Pines of the Heritage Foundation calls conservatives "“reluctant

43 gee Ted Galen Carpenter and Rosemary Fiscarelli, America's Peace

Dividend: Income Tax Reductions from the New Strategic Realities (Washington,
D.C.: Cato Institute, August 1990), pp. 18-22.
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internationalists."¥4 Jeane Kirkpatrick wrote that the United States should

now focus on domestic problems and "not try to manage the balance of power m
Eurcpe. ...Neither can thr__e U.S. be expected to sustain an expensive role in an
alliance whose chief role is to diminish Buropean fear of a resurgent Germany.
Americans have more pressing priorities."45 And, in a provocative echo of
George McGove.ﬁ's presidential theme, Pat Buchanan wrote that after the Cold
War, "America should come home."

Since the Vietnam War, neoisolat;ionism has exerted its strongest grip
among Democrats. For example, in the key January 1991 congressional votes to
authorize force agains£ Saddam Hussein, rather than continuing to rely on
economic sancti’ons, only three House' Republicans (compared to 179 Democrats)
and two Senate "Republicans (compared to 45 Democrats) voted no. As Republican
conservative intermationalism erodes, Charles Krauthammer foresees a foreign
affairs realigmment: "The lLeft-Right debate of today will gradually transform
itself into the isolationist-interventionist debate of yesterday."46 Willi*am
Hyland, former national security official and current editor of Foreign
Affairs, now asserts that, "The United States has never been less threatened
by foreign forces than.it is today...[but] never since the Great Depression
has the threat to domestic well-beiry been greater....[Therefore,} What is
desperately required is a psychological turn inward." America needs, Hyland

argues, to "start selectively disengaging from abroad...." This includes

44 purton vale Pines, "A Primer for Conservatives," The National
Interest, No. 23 (Spring 1991), p. 67.

45 Jeane J. Kirkpatrick, "A Normal Country in a Normal Time," The
National Interest, No. 21 (Fall 1990), p. 43.

46 charles- Krauthammer, '"Universal Dominion: Toward a Unipolar World,"
The National Interest, No. 18 (Winter 1989/90), p. 47. :

-19




Europe where only "a skeleton structure for emergency redeployments" 1s
required. 4’ | .

America confronts massive domestic problems, and in a relatively benign
world many Americans, even J.ncludmg foreign affairs professionals, wish to
shed extermal burdens. To the extent that happens, Furope will be the
principal casualty, for in no other region are America's allies better
equipped to fend for themselves. There are, ocbviously, pressurés to
reformulate U.S. policy to turn toward domestic problens. This might
translate into reductions of America's commitment to 'Em:ope which go further
or faster than T have suggested here. It is notable that for the first time
in the surveys of the Chicago Council on Foreign Relations, the public is now
more supportive of NATO (56 percent prefer to "keep the commitment the same"')
than tlhe leaders (35 pen:é_nt) . The leaders also favor a smaller Ameriéan
troop deployment in Western Europe, 101,200 compared to 181,3000 for the
public.4® Presumably, the elites are leading public opinion on this issue.
Therefore, although a slo_w evolution in the status quo is likely, more
dramatic changes in Euro-American relations are possible.

A secord improbable event is a revival of Soviet bellicosity. The
collapse of the Warsaw Pact, the removal of Soviet troops from Central
Furope, and the shrinking of Soviet conventional forces, have reduced the
Soviet capacity for aggression regardless of the particular regime in power.
Moreover, the Soviet economic base is so fragile that Westefn Europe and the

United States could counter a threat quite easily. Nonetheless, the brutal

T
47 william G. Hyland, "Downgrade Foreign Policy," The New York Times, 20
May 1991, p. Al5.

48 John E. Rielly, ed., American Public Opinion and U.S. Foreign Policy
1991 (Chicago: Chicago Council on Foreign Relations, 1991}, p. 35.
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repression of demonstrators in Vilnius, and Soviet efforts to evade clear
provisions of the CFE treaty, demonstrate that even Gorbachev can pursue
policies which rattle the West. Gorbachev's successors could be much more
unnerving. Should the _Soviet Union implode, the prospects are both
unpredictable and dreadful, especially given the arsenal of tens of thousards
of muclear weapons. Although NATO is ill-suited to manage domestic Soviet
chaos, an intensified perception of "threat" from the East could retard or
halt the evolutionary developments I have described.

A third possibility is German expuision of foreign troops. Nearly fif:t':y
years after the war, ard with the Soviet threat largely removed, will united
Germany continue indefinitely to tolerate the presence of large numbers of
foreign troops? Will Germans not be tempted to follow the example of France
(which declared autonomy from NATO in 1966) or Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and
Poland (which are being freed from the Red Army)? This possibility is
increasingly reflected in German public opinion. In March 1990 56.5 percent
of West German respondents said they would welcome the complete withdrawal of
US troops from Germany, and only 38.6 percent were opposed.49 Although many
Germans still consider foreign troops as protection" rather than
"occupation,” this may change if the Cold War recedes from memory.

NATO's new eight corps configuration may help to address this problem.
Except for one all-German corps assigned to former East German territory, all
of these corps (including the rapid-reaction corps) will be multinational
formations of national divisions. Only one corps will be commanded by .an

American; however, SACEUR will remain an American officer. Repackaging NATO

49 npolls: Most Germans and Americans for German Unity," The Week in
Germany, 13 April 19%0, p. 2.
/
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forces in a more multinational and European container may - prolong their
acceptance by the German people. The Frénch, whose forces have served under
German command in bilateral exercises, have discussed possibly stationing
German air or ground forces in France.50  This might also lessen the
appearance that Gemmany is a unique case which requires foreign forces to
guaxd against renascent German nationalism.

. Elsewhere in Eurcpe, policies which migi')t be unacceptable under NATO
auspices are presented as "European" positions. For example, Spain broke a
long isolationist tradition” by sending naval forces to the Persian Gulf

following Irag's invasion of Kuwait. But Madrid carefully acted under WEU

rather than NATO patronage. It is similarly possible that troops from other
: - ;

EC countries may be acc;eptablé in Germany, especially if German forces are

deployed elsewhere in Europe, while American troops are not. The American
role as the ultimate guarantor of Furopean security will be complicated if
both nuclear warheads and American troops are relegated to the PEuropean
periphery, arnd this ocould accelerate the reshaping of Eurco-American
relations. ?

The fourth improbable possibility is quickening of the pace of Rurcpean
political union, including a defense community. Although there is substantial
rhetorical enthusiasm for European unification, a federal European state
remains a distant possibility. Even the French, whose rhetorical support for
BEuropean union 1is high, emphasize a "confederation" of sovereign states.

Rapid progress toward more meaningful Eurcpean unity which would transform the

' N

50 gee, for example, Georyes Fricaud—dmgnaud, "Construire le pdle:

ocuest-européen de sécurité," Défense nationale, Vol. 47 (April 1991), p. 37
and Frangois de Rose, '"Quelques nouveaux paramétres de sécurité en Europe,"
Défense nationale, Vol. 47 (April 1991), pp. 47.
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Furo-American relationship seems improbable. Indeed, a;t‘néugh the unification
of Germany has incréased pressure to strengthen European institutions, in the
security field the ebbing of the Soviet threat has resuscitated national
approaches. |

Conclusions:

Increasingly, Washington perceives the EC as an important actor distinct
from its individual members. This is illustrated by the Trans-Atlantic
Declaration of November 1990, semianmual US-EC smmnlts among the presidents of
the US, Buropean Council, and EC Commission, and the proliferation of Cabinet
and Commission-level contacts.  Rather than reflecting intimacy, these
contl:acts'; reflect new political realities: America's e_oonomic edge over Eurcpe
is shrinking, ard Brusséls is a decision center which now rivals Bonn, London,
ard Paris.

,Eurcpeans and Americans agree that Washington must provide the West's
central leadership and that some US. txoops should remain in Eurcpe. They
disagree concerning economic issues, such as trade and burden-sharing, and
many political issues, including America's greater propensity to intervene in
regional conflicts. There is substantial mutual respect between Americans and
Furopeans, but on this issue there is substantial mistrust. Many Americans
think FEuropeans are what Lyndon Johnson called '"nervous Nellies," and as
Timothy Garton Ash recently wrote, "in France, in Germany, in Italy, one
encounters much more often than in Britain a basic, deep-seated reluctance to
believe that a war -- particularly an American-led, war —— can be either

necessary or Justified, even against such a blatant, relentless, and
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.ce.rt"l.ifiably tyrannical aggressor [as Saddam Husseinj.">1

In the post-Cold War world, without the glue of a COommon - enety Europe
and America will drift apart. This is the natural effect of economic
competition and political differences compounded by Mim's precccupation
with domestic problems and the advance of Eurcpean unification. This will not
happen quickly. There is so much inertia accumulated over so many decades, so
many habits which will only slowly change, that the imediate future will
resemble the past. But eventually ‘the revolution of the last two years will
translate into important changes in Euro-American relations. In 1976, Richard
Rosecrance prematurely labeled America -an "ordinary country." In 1990,
Ambassador Kirkpatrick accurately labeled America a 'mormal country," and a
normal America wil} not indefinitely tolerate the abnormal relationship with

Eurcpe.

51 Ach, Timothy Garton Ash, "The War in Europe," The New York Review of
Books, 7 March 1991, p. 16.
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Strategic Aspects of a United Germany

The strategic aspects of a united Germany in a Europe no longer divided by an Iron Curntain are,
at the same time, mind-boggling and mind-soothing. The thorough rearrangement of the Euro-
pean landscape that began slowly with perestroika in the Soviet Union, continued with the first
breach in the Iron Curtain in Hungary, accelerated with relativi:ly free elections in Poland,
culminated in the demise of Communist rule and the collapse of the Soviet empire throughout
Eastern Europe, and brought about the reunification of Germany: This series of events and the
changes they brought, long the goal of Western policies, but for many ever less a realistic
hope, to this day nearly defy comprehension. The Cold War is over, the West has won, and
Europe is almost "whole and free," a fact at once cause for celebration and a source for new
uncertainties, as the dangers of instability and unpredictability — according to President Bush
the new enemies of the post-Cold-War world — become more apparent.

#

One of the main features of the rearranged landscape of Europe is a united Germany. It, too,
seems fraught with new uncertainties, but it also appears to hold out the promise of lasting
stability in the heart of Europe. The Cold War saw the pursuit of two containment policies, one
designed to "confront the Russians with unalterable counter-force at every point where they
show signs of encroaching upon the interests of a peaceful and stable world," until "the break-
up or the gradual mellowing of Soviet power" had been achieved.l The other, less outspokenly
pursued containment policy sought to prevent the reemergence of Germany as a powerful factor
of instability in Europe by firmly establishing democracy in that part of Germany controlled by
the Western allies and by tying the newly created Federal Republic of Germany securely to the
West. This policy implied the division of Germahy, at least for as long as Soviet power had
not mellowed or broken up.

Thé Federal Republic, after a good deal of internal controversy, accepted both the ties that
bound it to the West and the division of Germany. But Chancellor Konrad Adenauer insisted
that the West pursue a "policy of strength” towards the Soviet Union in order to hasten the
demlsc of Soviet power and to make possible the eventual reumﬁcauon of Germany along West
Gcrman lines. He thereby sought to merge the two containment policies into a cohesive ap-
proach to the rehabilitation and reunification of Germany. This approach was embodied in the
grand bargain struck between the Federal Republic and its occupation powers in the early
1950s. When the Federal Republic joined the North Atlantic Treaty (NATQ) and the Brussels

1 George Kennan, "The Sources of Soviet Conduct” (originally published in Foreign Affairs, July 1947), in
Robert A. Goldwin and Harry M. Clor {(eds.), Readings in American Foreign Policy (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1971, 2nd ed.) p. 347. Kennan argued that it might lakc ten o fifieen years until the
Sovict Union would feel compelled to retreat.
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Treaty (Western European Union) — and thereby gained a significant measure of national
sovereignty — it formally declared: '

that she will refrain from any action inconsistent with the strictly defensive character

of the two treaties. In particular the Federal Republic of Germany undertakes never

to have recourse to force to achieve the reunification of Germany or the

modification of the present boundaries of the Federal Republic of Germany, and to
resolve by peaceful means any disputes which may arise between the Federal

Republic and other States.2

L

At the same time, West Germany and its alliance partners committed themselves to the
"peaceful pursuit of their common goal: a reunified Germany, with a democratic constitution
similar to that of the Federal Republic, and integrated into the European community."3

As it turned out, the premises on which these dual containment policies were based proved to
be correct; and both sides also kept their promises. The Germans did not attempt to overcome
the division of Germany by force; occasional protestations to the contrary notwithstanding, the
division of Germany, as far as the Germans themselves were concerned, \;vas not a threat to
peace in Europe. (Others may have felt that the division of Germany was a:mainsiay of peace
in Europe.) Nor did the Federal Republic, as was often feared, strike a separate bargain with
the Soviet Union and, in the process, loosen its ties with the West. Soviet power did weaken
as the result of Western containment efforts that saw policies of strength pursued more or less
vigorously (which at times led to significant intra-alliance conflicts over the proper mix of firm-
ness and detente®). And when reunification finally became possible, the Western allies —
above all the United States -— gave their full support, indeed encouraged the Germans to move

2 The Federal Republic also declared that it "has agreed to conduct its policy in accordance with the principles
of the Charter of the Uniled Nadons and accepts the obligations sct forth in Anticle 2 of the Charter.”
(Final Act of the Nine-Power Conference, London, Scptember 28 - October 3, 1954; quoted according to
C.C. Schweitzer ct al. (cds.), Politics and Government in the Federal Republic of Germany: Basic
Documents. Leamington Spa: Berg Publishers, 1984, p. 294.) L
Article 2 of the UN Charter not only enjoins all members to “settle their intemational disputes by peaceful
mecans in such a manner that intcmational peace and security, and justice, are not endangered;” it also obli-
gales member states to “give the United Nalions every assistance in any action it takes in accordance with
the present Charter.,”

3 This was the often quolcd clause in Article 7 of the Paris Agreements of 1954, which provided for West
German membership in NATO and the WEU, the continued stationing of allied troops on German soil, the
build-up of West German armed forces, significant constraints onGerman military power (in particular re-
nunciation of nuclear, chemical and biclogical weapons), and sovercignty for the Federal Republic of
Germany. '

4 The first time this conflict arose was at the end of the Adenauer cra, when the West German chancellor ar-
gued for a policy of firmness toward the Sovict Union, and the Uniled States - especially under President
Kennedy - initiatcd a policy of detente designed to cope with the cifects of strategic parity. Later, after
Bonn began to pursue its new Ostpolitik, the fronts became reversed. Now it was the Federal Republic
that complained about alleged American rigidities, and the United States that bemoaned too much German
flexibility, if not indeed laxness. These -— by now almost academic — controversies are still reflected in
the burgeconing debate over what won the Cold War: "Peace through surength” according mostly to Mr.
Reagan or "change through rapprochement” according mostly to Mr. Genscher.
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more speedily than they themselves were initially inclined.? Thus the goal spelled out in the
1950s, a Germany peacefully unified on the basis of Westem ideals, was achieved on October
3, 1990.

Because the process of German unification took place with the full support of its Western allies
and strictly along Western lines, the strategic aspects of German unity are nowhere near as
massive or troublesome as might otherwise be the case. To be sure, a united Germany is larger
than the old Federal Republic (almost by half), more populous (78 million instead of 62 mil-
lion), and economically more potent (at least over the longer run). This could imply a more
powerful Germany as well, one that — especially if left to its own devices and free of its
moorings — might become dangerous again. Some feared that a united Germany, following
its own unreconstructed ways, might feel compelled to repeat the errors of its past. Others
worried that the end of the Cold War would recreate the systemic conditions for traditional
European rivatries and German efforts at continental dominance.6

But united Germany was not set free of its moorings and left fc; its own devices. Rather, the
Germans themselves as well as their alliance partners sought to make sure that a united
Germany would, in many ways, remain tied down and thus secured against potential ill winds
or flood tides. This was achieved both through the internal process of unification and through
external measures that were necessary to effect a final settlerhent of the German question. Most
of the concerns regarding a united Germany could be alleviated in the process. Nevertheless,
the new conditions created by the end of the Cold War and the unification of Germanj( will
likely raise new problems and thus not lay to rest all concerns for and about the Germans. A
closer look at the internal and external aspects of German unification should, however, help to
put these into proper perspective. "

Internal Aspects

When reunification suddenly appeared possible sometime after Christmas 1989, and after ini-
tially cautious West German speculations about a drawn-out unification process moving from
the establishment of “confederal structures” to the creation of a German confederacy and finally
t0 a united Germany in the context of a united Europe had proven to be short-lived,? there were

> See Karl Kaiser, Deutschlands Vereinigung. Die internationalen Aspekle (Bergisch Gladbach: Basiei-Liibbe,
1991), pp. 50-59.

6 The most prominent exponent of this point of view is John Mcarsheimer, "Back to the Future: Enstability
in Europe after the Cold War,” International Security 15, No. | (Summer 1950), pp. 5-56.

7 See Chancellor Helmut Kohl's ten-point program of November 28, 1989, reprinted in Kaiser, Deutsche
Vereinigung, pp. 158-168.
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only two realistic choices as to how it might be done. One was for representatives of the two
German states to work out a new constitution for a united Germany — one that would combine
the presumed or proven best elements of both — and submit it to the German people for ap-
proval according to Article 146 of the Federal Republic’s Basic Law. This was the approach
favored by the leaders of the East German revolution, who (working toécthér at a "round

table") presented a corresponding proposal. The other approach was for the German

Democratic Republic (or some constituent parts) simply to join the Federal Republic according
to Article 23 of the West German constitution, which left open that possibility to "any part of
Germany." That meant, in essence, the wholesale takeover of East Germany by West
Germany, or, put differenty, the extension of the Federal Republic all the way to the Oder and
Neisse rivers. The effect would be to create a united Germany that would be a Federal
Republic writ large.

It did not take long for the Article-23-solution to emerge as the only realistic option for reunifi-
cation. More and more East Germans, appalled by the conditions socialism had left behind, ea-
ger 10 enjoy West German standards of living as quickly as possible, and afraid that their newly
gained freedom might not be permanent, showed themselves determined to forego any alleged
advantages of socialism and to seck the security and welfare of life in a Federal Republic of
Germany. Accordingly, they began to demonstrate for "Germany, united fatherland" (or, as
some wit put it in a play on the German phrase, for "Deutschland, eilig Vaterl&nd.) The elec-
tion results of March 1989 nailed down that approach. '

In West Germany, too, the Article-23-approach quickly carried the day. For one, it was the
fast track to unity, and no one could be sure that the window of opportunity opened by the
Soviet Union would be not be shut again before too long.8 There simply was not enough time,
nor much inclination, to go through a drawn-out process of designing anii approving a new
constitution. More important, perhaps, was the fact that the incorporation of (as it eventually
was determined) five new East German Ldnder into the Federal Republic was exactly what
most West Germans wanted. It meant that their political, social, and economic system — which
they had come to support and appreciate — would not have to be changed. Since the West
Germans had made that attachment to the Federal Republic's system a central element of their
own newly established sense of national idenlity,9 the unification of Germany through the

8 Chancellor Kohl, challenged on the haste with which unification was carried out and on the problems such
haste has caused, has since taken (o arguing that this window of opportunity was open for only a few
weeks, .

%  For supporting cvidence on this point see Gebhard Schweigler, "Grundlagcn der aussenpolitischen
Orienticrung der Bundesrepublik Deutschiand. Rahmenbedingungen, Motive, Einstellungen (Baden-Baden:
Nomos, 1985). )
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takeover of East Germany did not present a challenge in terms of having to change their iden-

tity.

Conversely, however, such a change of identity is precisely what they asked the East Germans
to do. In essence, the East Germans were told that they were, welcome to join the Federal
Republic, but that they would have to adopt the West German ways. In less clear terms, the
West Germans also indicated that the East Germans should not count too much on the solidarity
of their new fellow-countrymen. Chancellor Kohl took that sentiment into account when, in
the December 1990 West German elections, he campaigned — and won - on the promisé that
reunification would not cost the West Germans anything (because, as he claimed, it Would
practically pay for itself through increased consumer demand and mgssive investment
programs, both leading to substantial economic growth). :

One further extremely attractive feature of the Article-23-approach was that it would keep all of
the Federal Republic's external relations, rights, and obligations unchanged. Thus a united
Germany would not have to renegotiate its membership in the European Community, in the
Atlantic Alliance, or in many other intérnational organizations. The ties that bound it in count-
less ways would remain untouched. For the West Germans this was an important point, for
they had included these ties, too, in their definition of national identity. The fact that these ties
would remain, and the internalized constraints in place, also made this approach to German
unity attractive to German's neighbors and allies. Their support, in turn, stimulated German
efforts to conclude reunification arrangements as quickly as possible. In record time, and with
much backbreaking effort, the two German states negotiated an agreement spelling out the
myriad details of the unification process.l0

As attractive and effective as the Article-23-solution turned out to be, it did have its catches.
One such "Catch 23" was the fact that it did not allow the Germans themselves an outright vote
on whether or not they wanted unification under those terms. This could have put a cloud on
the legitimacy of the whole process, but elections in East and West Germany helped dispel
most such clouds. (One cloud that remained was the charge that the chancellor had lied when
he promised no new taxes because of reunification, a promise that was broken massively less
than half a year later.)

Another, potentially more serious catch has to do with the fact that a feeling of national solidar-
ity — based on a strong sense of national consciousness and cohesion — was curiously

10 The "Vertrag awischen der Bundesrepublik Deutschland und der Deutschen Demokratischen Republik iiber
die Herstellung der Einheit Deutschlands” encompassed more than a thousand pages as drafied, and changed,
once ratificd, not only some portions of the Basic Law, but also a large number of laws and regulations. It
was published in the Federal Government's Bulletin, September 6, 1990, pp. 877-1120.
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lacking throughout this process of almost automatic reunification. This lack of outright
nationalism clearly had its advantages; had West Germany been gripped by nationalist fervor,
outside support for German unity might have been less readily forthcoming. Yet because
reunification itself was not based on nationalist excitement — t'h:: lack of such excitement was
clearly evident even on October 3, 1990 — the process of unifying the two disparate parts of
Germany has now turned out to be quite difficult. For the fact remains that, over the course of
the division of their country, Germans in East and West had become estranged from each other,
developing in the process different sets of attitudes and behavioral patterns.

To some extent the mood in Germany appears to have turned sour. Many West Gcmaqs are
not willing to consider the sacrifices necessary for bringing East German standards up to those
prevailing in West Germany; they resent, therefore, the demands by the East Germans. The
East Germans, in turn, find that their hopes for rapid improvements have not all been ful-
filled.11 Rather, more and more of them are forced to join the ranks of the unemployed,12 as
East German enterprises — deprived of their traditional protected markets in Eastern Europe
and exposed instead to the rough winds of free markets — are collapsing at an alarming rate.
Outside investments in the five new Ldnder have not kept pace, as unseltled property claims
and uncertain legal obligations pcﬂaillillg to environmental pollution and workers' rights have
contributed to an unfavorable investment climate. In short, the "largest leveraged buyout in
history" (as unification according to Article 23 was occasionally called) could prove 1o become
just that: an economically dubious proposition, at least over the short term, leaving those
bought out without a job and the buyers deeply in debt.13

i

The cuorrently rising level of dissatisfaction, which finds its political expression in a string of
_election setbacks by Chancellor Kohl's party, the Christian Democratic Union (CDU), may
well turn out to be a short-term problem, particularly if Kohl should, once again, be proven

11 1n May 1991, 53% of the West Germans still felt that the costs for unification were 100 high; 54% of the
East Germans thought that not enough was being spent. Another poll at the same time showed 78% of the
East Germans believing that the Federal Government was not doing enough for the creation of equal living
standards; only 27% of the Weslt Germans shared that belief. All in all, 84% of the East Germans felt they
were sceond-class cilizens; almost one-third indicated thai there were times when they longed for good old
GDR-times. Sce "Biirger zweiler Klasse mit Zukunfishoffnung,” Siddeutsche Zeitung, June 7, 1991, p. 6.

12 Some projections sec the level of East German unemployed as rising above 50% by the end of 1991.
Currcnily relatively low official unemployment figures (10.5%) are somewhat dec€iving, since many East
Germans have been forced into carly retirement or are already working on very short hours (and are thus
functionally uncmployed).

I3 Some 8000 statc-owned firms werc laken over by a specially created holding agency, the Treuhandansialt,
which is charged with trying to sell thesc firms to the highest bidder or to dissolve them. This process has
become much more cumbersome than originally envisaged; until May, 1991, only 1900 had been sold. As
a result, the immediate costs of unification have increased wemendously (to more than DM 100 billion a
year). Most of the necessary funds - almost DM 70 billion in fiscal ycar 1991 — are being raised on the
capital markets, thus sharply increasing the level of public indcbiedness (as well as the Ievel of interest
raics). ) ’
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right and conditions in East Germany will increase dramatically for the betier within the near
future (at most five years, Kohl promises). The question remains, however, to what extent
political turmoil and social unrest might, in the meantime, undermine the political stability of
united Germany. Put diffcfcm]y: If Bonn was not Weimar, could Beriin once again become
Weimar (assuming Berlin were indeed reinstated as Germany's capital”)?

It is hard to imagine that social and political unrest as the result of unification policies could
threaten the political stability of Germany. To begin with, the Federal Republic's political insti-
tutions seem to be well designed to cope with such pressures (this proven capability was one of
the reasons for following Article 23). The most that could happen is a change in government,
although the current opposition, the Social Democratic Party (SPD), appears to be caught in a
trap of its own making, arguing on the one side against raising taxes, while pleading on the
other side for more massive help for East Germans. In any case, a change of government
would hardly be a sign of instability, nor would it lead to significant changes in Germany's
domestic or foreign orientations. The Kohl government could also be helped by a second im-
portant factor, namely a booming economy in West Germany, which tends to alleviate mz}ny of
the difficulties (not least by decreasing the need for drastic tax increases). Furthermore, even if
East German patience should wear thin rapidly and West German solidarity not increase
accordingly — both somewhat doubtful propositions — demonstrations of dissatisfaction in
East Germany alone would not suffice to cause massive political instability in Germany as a
whole. Bonn or Berlin, whichever it will be, will not become Weimar. Germany neither is in
danger nor will it become a danger, to itself or to others. This is onc of the most important
strategic aspects of united Germany,

External Aspects

Trust is fine, control is better. This generally useful political maxim was applied in the process
of German unification as well. Germany's erstwhile enemies and occupation powers, later the
respective alliance partners of the two Germanics, and on the basis of postwar agreements still
retaining certain rights and responsibilities pertaining to Berlin and 1o Germany as a whole,
were in a strong legal and political position to exercise such control, when they had to agree,
together with the two German states, on a "final settlement in regard to Germany" (so the offi-

14 The arguments over Bonn vs. Berlin are focused mostly on the symbolism and the economic consequences
of such a move. There is, however, also the question whether the government, by moving 1o Berlin,
might not risk the danger of exposing itsclf 100 much — almost as a hostage — to potential unrest'in East
Germany, whereas it would be far removed from such dangers if it stayed in provincial Bonn.

2
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cial title of the treaty) that gave full sovereignty to a united Germany. That "Two-plus-Four"-
Treaty of September 1990 defined the conditions under which Germany was to be reunified.
In the process, it also laid down the most important strategic parameters of Germany's role in
international politics.

The treaty partners apparently were concerned about political stability in a united Germany;
their clear interest was to prevent a recurrence of Weimar. Thus Article 2, reiterating the Ger-

mans' commitment to peace, referred specifically to the constitution of a united Germany,

according to which all activities designed to interfere with the peaceful life of nations (in -

particular all preparations for aggressive warfare) are outlawed and punishable by law.15 Ina
létter accompanying the treaty, the two German foreign ministers pledged in addition that a
united Germany would not permit the establishment or operation of parties or organizations that
might threaten the political order or that agitate against international understanding. Ironically
enough, under these provisions the Federal Republic had previously prohibited Communist as
well as neo-Nazi groupings; now explicit reference was made to "parties and organizations with
national-socialist orientations.”16 In this protocol notice, the two German foreign ministers
also committed a united Germany not to reinstate property owners whose holdings had' been
expropriated by the Soviet Union between 1945 and 1949;17 this was likely a last attempt on
the part of the Soviet Union to prevent the reemergence of the Junker-class as an evil influence
on German politics. :

The commitment not to allow organizations that agitate against the constitutional order or inter-
national understanding could present a German government with an interesting dilemma in the
case of German refugee organizations. For the "Two-plus-Four"-Treaty, as its first order of
business in Article 1, also finally settled the question of Germany's boundaries. Agreement on
postwar borders as the definite borders of united Germany was probably less problematic than
it might have appeared.- The overwhelming majority of Germans had long accepted that.finality
— except for the refugee organizations, whose (waning) political influence Kohl had 1o take
into account before he could agree to a renunciation of all claims to former German territories as

a condition for reunification.

Article | states explicitly that Germany has no claims against other states and will not make any
such claims in the future. To make sure of that promise, it was agreed that Germany would

15 “vertrag ilber die abschlieBende Regelung in bezug auf Deutschland vom 12. Sepiember 1990," in Kaiser,
Deutschlands Vereinigung, pp. 260-268.

16 Sce "Gemeinsamer Bricf...", Scptember 12, 1990, in Kaiscr, Deuischlands Vereinigung, p. 269.

17 As might be expected, this commitment was challenged in court by former properly owners. The Federal
Republic's Constitutional Court, however, ruled that the iwo governments had the right to commit a united
Germany that way. It would, in any case, have been both a legal and an admmlstrauvc nightmarc lo rein-
state former property owners' rights,
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eliminate all references to the possibility of unredeemed German territories from its constitu-
tion. This was done in the cqniext of the Einheitsvertrag, which, upon ratification, eliminated
Article 23 from the Basic Law and changed the wording of Article 146. There are thus no more
legal grounds for seeking a revision of Germany's borders. Refugeé organizations — even if
their activities should not be outlawed on new constitutional grounds, were, they o agitate for
such a revision — are extremely unlikely to effect any change. Precisely because there is an
overwhelming consensus among all Germans on this issue, their political influence in this
regard will be miniscule. From that perspective, 100, peace seems secure.

A military powerful united Germany might, in the event of domestic turmoil and unrest, be
tempted to externalize ils‘problcms and thus become a threat to peace in Europe. To forestall
any such possibility — and in order to maintain a reasonable balance of military power in
Europe — the "Two-plus-Four"-Treaty imposed significant limitations on the military power of
united Germany. Thus Germany continues to be committed (according to Article 3) not to seek
any access to weapons of mass destruction, i.e. to nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons.
Given the state of German public opinion in regard to such weapons, there never was — and
unlikely ever will be — any temptation to produce or possess ABC-weapons. This commit-
ment was, therefore, easily made and will be credibly maintained.

Limitations on the overall size of the armed forces of Germany were no more controversial, but
— since they require drastic reductions from present levels — will have more difficult ramifica-
tions. According to Article 3, Germany agreed to reduce the number of its soldiers "within
three to four years” to 370,000 (no more than 345,000 of which may belong to the army and
air force).18 Before reunification, the West German Bundeswehr was limited to 495,000
soldiers, the East German Nationale Volksarmee 1o 170,000 (of which-only some 90,000
remained at the time of unification); thus the armed forces of united Genn‘any will eventually
consist of almost half the force level the two separate German states commanded previously.

Reductions of this size will cause obvious personal problems for officers and NCOs no longer
required and some economic problems for those areas where military installations will have to
be closed. Given West Germany's demand for qualified labor, its nearly insatiable appetite for
scarce housing and real esltate, and the general distaste of its population for things military
(including the nuisances of field maneuvers and low-level training flights), these problems

18 This reduction was agreed upon in talks between Kohl and Gorbachev in July 1990; the formal commit-
ment was made on August 30 in Vicona at the Conventional Forces in Europe Talks. Article 3 merely
quoics that formal commitment, which also included the expectation on the pant of the German govern-
ments that other countries would similarly agree to reductions in the personncl surengths of their anmed
forces. Such reductions are already procecding unilaterally, but arc also the subject of further CFE negotia-
tions. '
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should be easily manageable. There is, in any case, not a single public tear being shed over
this constraint on German military power. If anything, there is some expectation that, as the
Soviet threat recedes ever further and as new arms control measures take hold, the size of the
German armed forces can be reduced even more. With the costs of unification reaching alpost
astronomical proportions, such a "peace dividend" would be quite welcome for most Germans.

¢

The incorporation of East Germany's armed forces into the Bundeswehr présented more diffi-
cult problems. Given the Nationale Volksarmee's background as an armed force thoroughly
indoctrinated and controlled by the ruling communist party, there was some obvious concern
that civilian control along the lines of the Federal Republic's system of Innere Fiihrung be es-
tablished quickly. Consequently, when the Bundeswehr 100k command of the NVA at mid-
night of October 3, 1990, all general officers and all other officers older than 55 were summar-
ily discharged. (At the same time, the NVA's military intelligence services, its military
prosecutors, and the propaganda units were disbanded.) All remaining officers were given
"special status,” on the basis of which they can be relieved on two months’ notice; those not
discharged can apply for a two-year employment contract. From that pool of candidates some
4000 officers (out of a total 32 000 on duty in September 1990) will eventually be chosen for
retention according to merit and performance qualiﬁcalions.19 In the meantime, all command
positions are in the hands of some 2000 Bundeswehr officers. This radical takeover of the
NVA by the Bundeswehr met with some resentment not only among the dissolved NVA, but
also among the East German population at large. Still, given the need for establishing effective
civilian control and subjecting the East German armed forces to the discipline of the
Bundeswehr's command structure,20 there was hardly any alternative.

Once the Bundeswehr has reached its level of 370,000 soldiers, only 50,000 will be stationed
in the five new Ldnder (half conscripts and half non-pcnnanént and professional soldiers).
These will be given thorough training in the ways of the Bundeswehr21 (with particular atten-
tion to the NCO corps) and will thus not present an alien and potentially threatening element
within the German armed forces.

19 Sec the remarks by the Commander of the newly cstablished Bundeswehrkommando Ost, Li. General Jorg
Schénbohm, to the German-American Conference of the Atamtik-Brilcke, Berlin, April 1991, on "The
German-Unification and the Taking Over of the East German Army (NVA)," published as Rundschreiben
Nr. 2/1991 {Bonn: Atantik-Briicke, 1991).

20 The wholesale takeover of the NVA by the Bundeswehr also meant that most of the NVA's cquipment was
no longer needed. The Bundeswehr calculated that it would have 1o get rid of some 260,000 tons of ammu-
nition, 100,000 vehicles, and more than 10,008 TLE. Somc of that surplus equipment, however, came in
handy as German support for troops fighting in "Dcsert Storm."”

21 Bundeswehr siandards in regard to living conditions arc much higher than those that prevailed in the NVA.

To equalize such slandards and in the process dispel a significant source of dissatisfaction among East

German soldiers, the German government will have to make major improvements in East German military

installations, at a projecied cost of morc than DM 16 billion. Additional costs will be incurred in cleaning

up environmentally polluted East German military instatiations.



One of the major questions — and potential stumbling blocks — in the reunification proccss.

pertained to the issue of continued NATO membership of a united Germany. Initially, the
S&viet Union sought to gain some kind of neutrality for a united Germany. When the Soviet
leadership was forced to realize that this could not be achieved (and would, in any case, not be
in the Soviet Union's interest, since a neutral Germany might be more dangerous than one tied
down in NATO), it focused instead on the issue of the status of the former GDR. In the "Two-
plus-Four"-Treaty the Soviet Union finally agreed that a united Germany would have the right
to choose which alliances it wants to join (Article 6). On the — certainly undoubted - assump-
tion, however, that a united Germany as a Federal Republic writ large would maintain its mem-
bership in NATO, the treaty specified (in Article 5) that Bundeswehr units operating inf East
Germany could not be assigned to NATO as long as Soviet troops are stationed there.

Far more important — and in its implications far-reaching — is the provision (embodied in
Anticle 5) that foreign troops shall not be stationed in the former GDR, once the Soviet troops
have left. Since only foreign troops have access to nuclear weapons, this also means (as
Article 5 does, in fact, spell out with its insistence that no nuclear-capable sysiems be deployed
in East Germany) that the territory of the former GDR will become a nuclear-free zone.. Again,
this provision was quite uncontroversial in Germany itself. It could, however, prove to be
troublesome in the future, as a strong anti-nuclear mood in Germany might insist on making all
of Germany a nuclear-free zone. Less likely, though not to be ruled out entirely, is the possi-
bility that German public opinion might take a liking to the idea of all of Germany — and not
just the former GDR — being free of foreign roops. In that sense, Article 5 of the "Two-plus-
Four”-Treaty could turn out to be a real "sleeper" — a long-term vehicle for the realization of
traditional Soviet goals. '

Of course, these Western concessions pale in comparison to the truly momentous concession
the Soviet Union had to inake: the total withdrawal of its forces — some 380,000 (plus
220,000 dependents) — from East Germany by the end of 1994. It was this concession that
made reunification possible; and it was a concession, as has become evident since (not least in
Foreign Minister Edvard Shevardnadze's resignation from office), that did not come easy to the
Soviet leadership. To be sure, it cost the Germans a significant amount of deutschmarks.22
Bonn agreed to pay directly some DM 13 billion for transportation costs, housing construction
in the Soviet Union, the retraining of Soviet military personnel, and the 16cal costs of Soviet
troops as long as they are stationed in Germany.23 In addition, Germany granted special trade

22 For details on the German-Sovict arrangements regarding the withdrawal of Sovict wroops, sce the corre-
sponding treatics and agreements in Kaiser, Deutschiands Vereinigung, pp. 318-357.

23 The fact that Soviet troops stationed in East Germany now receive regular payments in deutschmarks, at a
time when the possession of hard currencics is a sign of extreme privilege — and considerable wealth — in
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privileges, credits, and credit guarantees to the Soviet Union,24 so that the total level of
German financial support in 1991, according to a statement by Chancellor Kohl, amounted to
DM 33.7 billion.23 In the proccés, Germany, perhaps more than other Western countries, be-
came committed 1o the success of Gorbachev's reform program, in which it sees a significant
contribution not only to its own security, but to the security of the entire Western world.
Under the circumstances, all of this seems hardly unreasonable. o

The withdrawal of Soviet troops from Germany and the Eastern European countries, the atten-
dant collapse of the Warsaw Treaty Organization, and the gradual disappearance of the Soviet
threat are the major defining characteristics of a radically changed strategic situation in Germany
and Europe. They make possible corresponding changes on the part of Germany and its al-
liance partners, such as the reduction of German troop levels and the withdrawal of significant
portions of allied forces stationed in Europe (that is, forces stationed mostly in Gcml:'my).
From that perspective, the strategic picture is changing drastically and stcadily.

Viewed from a different perspective, however, any observer should be impressed by the
strategic factors that have not changed and by the elements that remain in place. Thus Germany
is still a member of NATO, under terms that have not been changed (including, importantly, the
subordination of German combat forces to NATQ's integrated command). Deterrence struc-
tures have not been dismantled, while German nuclear abstinence has been reaffirned. Allied
forces are sull stationed on (West) German soil and will stay there, if at reduced strength, for
the foreseeable future, not least because of German insistence on their presence (and the secu-
rity guarantees that they provide). And Germany is committed as strongly as ever to the
European Community and the goal of bringing about a European Union. Germany, in other
words, remains self-constrained as well as contained. In that very important sense, reunifica-
tion has changed little in the strategic situation in and around Germany.

Stability and Change

Conditions are stable after the unification of Germany. But it is also evident that, as Europe
emerges from the ravages of the Cold War, significant changes will take place. To prevent

the Soviet Union itsclf, points 10 a potential problem, namely a reluctance of the part of Soviet troops to
be send home and thus forego these privileges. A rising (though publicly unknown) number of Soviet de-
serters highlights this issuc, which could become more troublesome in the future. It docs present a strong
incentive to both sides to conclude the withdrawal process as rapidly as possible.

24 The German govemnment also guaranteed that contracts between East German firms and the Sovict Union
concluded prior to unification would be fulfilled. .

25 Quoted according (o “Ein Kanzler — faszinicrt von der cigenen Erfolgs-Story," Sdddeutsche Zeitung, May
22, 1991, p. 3. '
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these changes from becoming chaotic and to channel them into a steady process of peaceful
evolution will be the major task of European statecraft in years to come. '

The primary issue, now that the German Question has been solved, is the design of an adequate
security structure for all of Europe. This architectural effort hinges on developments in the
Soviet Union and thus on the question to what extent these might be managed by the West.
Answers to this question are inherently difficult, if not impossible; they are, therefore, also
likely to be controversial, in domestic and international politics, for a long time to come.

As already indicated, Genmany considers it a vital element of its security policy to promote the
reform processes mostly identified with President Gorbachev. For this purpose it is prepared
to invest significant resources, though its own are nowhere near enough to help solve the
Soviet Union’s problems. Demands for a Marshall-Plan-type rescue effort on the part of all
Western industrialized countries will likely meet with wholehearted support in Germany, espe-
cially if agreement could be reached on the conditions under which financial aid should be ad-
vanced. Germany is no more eager than any other country to throw good money after bad; it
is, however, somewhat less demanding in regard to such issues as self-determination and na-
tional independence for individual Soviet republics (in particular the Baltic states). Not only
does the German government feel almost personally obliged to Gorbachev; it is also conviinccd
that a semblance of cohesion and the maintenance of stability in the Soviet Union is in the
West's interest.26 That approach may, at times, be in conflict with more cautious — or radi-
cal - policies pursued elsewhere. i

In general, all members of the Western alliance share the conviction that "the Atantic commu-
nity must reach out to the countries of the East which were our adversaries in the Cold War,
and extend to them the hand of friendship."27 Exactly how this is to be done remains open to
some debate. NATO has offered a range of close diplomatic and military contacts, designed to
enmesh the Soviet Union and Eastern European countries in an ever closer network of rela-
tions, but it has shied away from keeping a door open for NATO-membership of East
European countries out of fear that such a step might be considered provocative by the Soviet

26 As Chancellor Kohl put it in a specch in Washington in May 1991: “The Soviet leadership will surely re-
alize that the right to self-detcrmination will eventually prevail. But it cannot be our goal — and it would
be foolish to orient our policies accordingly — to contribute to the dissolution of the Sovict Union as a
whole. Such a poticy would destroy all chances for genuine disarmament and lasting peace and would,
therefore, never meet with my agreement.” {Quoted according to "Ein Kanzler - faszinicrt von der cigenen

~ Erfolgs-Story,” Siddeutsche Zeitung, May 22, 1991, p. 3.)

27 From NATO's 1990 London Declaration, quoted according to "Baker, Genscher Issue Statement on NATO,
CSCE," U.S. Policy Information and Texts (USIS Bonn), May 15, 1991, p. 30. Scc also the Declaration
of the 1991 NATQ Ministerial Mccting in Copenhagen, which cmphasized that the sccurity of NATO
countrics is inextricably lmkcd with all other European countrics. (Sce "NATO-Partner bicten Osteuropa
cnge Zusammenarbeit an,” Siddeutsche Zeitung, June 7, 1991,°p. 1) The following discussion draws on
these stalements.
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Union. Great emphasis is also placed on expanding the scope and reach of the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE), particularly through the establishment ‘of a
Conflict Prevention Center. However, all of these proposals leave open the question of what a
Western response should be, were conditions in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe to
deteriorate to such an extent that national or transnational violence took place.

An important role in the process of making Europe whole, free, and secure has already been
played and will continue to be performed by the European Community. There is good reason
to believe that the European unification process launched in connection with the establishment
of a truly common market by 1993 served as a major impetus for the efforts of Eastern
European peoples to throw off the shackles of Soviet control and socialist inefficiencies. The
European Community, not least under German leadership, remains committed not only to the
goals of 1993, but also to the longer-range efforts to create a Political Union. Until 1993, and
possibly until the Political Union has been set in motion, the European Community will not ac-
c.épt additional members; that is, it will first seek to "deepen” its structure, before it attempts to
"widen" it. Thus the hopes of some Eastern European countries that they might join the Euro-
pean Community and thereby participate not only in the EC's welfare, but also enjoy its protec-
tion, will not find fulfillment over the short term. Over the longer term, however, and after a
period of association that would also be a trial period of sorts, the Eastern European countries
may very well become members of the European Communit'y.

The disappearance of the Soviet threat — at least in terms of a large-scale surprise attaé:k by
conventional forces — on the one side and the Western European unification processes on the
other side have presented the Western alliance with the dilemma of having fo design new force
structures comensﬂratc with these changes. An important element of this dilemma is the
question of the continued military presence of the United States in Europe. Germany and the-
United States itself are the strongest proponents of a continued U.S. role in any European se-
curity structure. Such a role is best maintained in the context of NATO, which is therefore not
to be dissolved (even though the Warsaw Pact has been formally disbanded). However, if
European Political Union is to be achieved, the European Community will have to assert its
own role in European security affairs, thus potentially diminishing the American role.

The outlines of the emerging debate over a European "defense identity” — possibly focused on
the Western European Union (WEU) as its core — versus transatlantic security structures are
already in place. On the one side are those — principally France, traditionally suspicious of the
United States and eager to protects its own security and status — who argue that a "European
pillar” is necessary not only for reaching the goal of a truly united Europe, but also in order to
let European gain greater control over their own affairs. On the other — mostly American -
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side are those who are afraid that the construction of a "European pillar” could lead to bloc-
building within the alliance and thus endanger alliance cohesion; the United States role in
Europe would, in the end, be marginalized and then come to an end — with ill effects on
Europe and the United States.28

More immediately, the United States is afraid that — in an arrangement where it serves as se-
curity guarantor of last resort — it might be drawn into conflicts by countries with which it has
no formal alliance agreements, and under circumstances <;vcr which it has no control. The
Bush Administration has insisted, therefore, that "NATQ needs to be the principal venue for
consultation and the forum for agreement on all policies bearing on the security and defense
commitments of its members under the North Atlantic Treaty, wherever such policies origi-
nated;" and that "NATO should maintain an effective integrated military structure to provide for
collective defense." At the same time, the Bush Administration has let it be known that it is
"ready to support arrangements our European allies decide are needed for the expression of a
European common foreign, security and defense policy."29

In pursuit of that strategy, NATQO has proposed a number of changes that amount to a "radical
reorgunization of its forces in Europe.”30 Overall force levels are to be drastically reduced (by
as much as 50 percent in the American case). Seven new corps, made up of multinational units
(at division level), will be organized. An augmentation force (of as yet undetermined size),
most likely exclusively American, would be made available to "reconstitute” Westem strength
in the improbable event of a major land attack. To deal with more likely locally limited contin-
gencies within the NATO treaty area, a Rapid Reaction Corps is to be established, under British
command, with multinational divisions, and enjoying protective aircover provided by the
United States; it could respond in five to seven days. A mobile unit of about 5000 troops could
be deployed in emergencies within 72 hours.31

The dilemma of beihg caught between a pro-European (that’ié,'mostly French) and an Atlantic
orientation in its security policy is not new for West Germany; but it is a particularly difficult

28 For some details conceming this controversy that began with a Franco-German proposal of February 4,
1691, and culminated in a demarche by the United States in April, see "Amcrika befiirchict scine
Ausgrenzung,” Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, Apnil 9, 1991, p. 5.

29 Robert B. Zocllick, Counselor of the State Department, speaking (o the German-American Conference of
the Adantik-Briicke in Berlin, April 18-21, 1991, as published in the Avantik-Briicke's Rundschreiben Nr.
3/1991, May 23, 1991, p. 8.

30 "NATO Is Planning to Cut U.S. Forces in Europe by 50%,” New York Times, May 29, 1991, pp. 1/14.

31 The creation of the Rapid Reaction Corps was pushed primarily by the United Statcs and Great Britain on
the basis of their experiences in the Gulf War; Germany went along with that plan. France, not integrated
in NATQ's command structure, had hoped to push for a European-based rapid reaction force. French
President Mitterrand was reported Lo have reacted "furiously” 1o NATQ's surprisc decision. Sce "France is
Miffcd at NATO Plan for Rapid Force,” International Herald Tribune, June 5, 1991, p. 2.
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one for a united Germany after the end of the Cold War, looking toward further European inte-
gration. It is compounded by the nuclear problem. Germany feels that it cannot forego the se-
curity guarantees offered by the American military presence in Germany in general, and its
réadiness to use nuclear weapons for deterrence purposes as a “last resont” in paru'cular.:“2 The
same kind of protection is not (yet?) available from either France or Great Britain, the two other
nuclear powers in NATQ. Nor is it likely that a united Europe will be able to take care of its
own nuclear deterrence needs within the foreseeable future. Thus Germany is caught between
its reliance on the United States on the one side, and its desire for further European integration
on the other. Much of the answer as to how that conflict might be resolved will depend on a
French willingness to cooperate more closely with NATO (for which there are occasional indi-
cations).

The German dilemma is increased by virtue of the fact that a united Germzj‘ny — finally rein-
stated as a member of good standing in the international community — realizes that it must play
a more active international role in the future. Its hesitant reaction to the Gulf War, when it
seemed as if Germany wanted to occupy the moral high ground and only grudgingly provided
financial support to the coalition and affected countries, eventually made it clear to the Germans
that they would be taken up on their claims to a "foreign policy of responsibility” in ways other
than per checkbook.

Germany has insisted that its constitution does not allow employment of the Bundeswehr ex-
cept for defense purposes or "to the extent cxplibitly permitted by this Basic Law" (Article 87a,
Basic Law). Since Article 24 of the Basic Law states that, "for the maintenance of peace, the
Federation may enter a system of mutual collective security,"33 the prevailing interpretation of
these two constitutional requirements has been that the Bundeswehr could be used only within
the treaty area defined by NATO. Demands for out-of-area employment, such as during the
Gulf War, were denied with reference to these constitutional restrictions (that were, after all, in-
corporated in the Basic Law as a precaution against a rebirth of German militarism).

Germany is now faced with the problem of either having to change its constitution in order to
allow Bundeswehr missions outside of NATO (that is, under U.N. auspices), or to change its
interpretation of the constitution (according to some legal experts a simple solution to the prob-

v
:

32 Al the same time, the German government has made it quite clear that short-range — and particularly ba-
teficld — nuclear weapons have no future in Germany. NATO's nuclcar component will, therefore, have
o be sca- and/or air-based in the future. .

33 Anticle 24 continues: "in doing so it will consent to such limitations upon its rights of sovereignty as
will bring about and secure a peaccful and lasting order in Europe and among the nations of the world."
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lem)}. The public debale over this issue is in full swing.34 The Kohl government, having
committed itself o a constitutional amendment, is now caught in a legal and political bind. The
opposition SPD, whose support is required in order to obtain the necessary two-thirds majority
in the Bundestag, is willing to go along with such an amendment, but is tempted to restrict it to
U.N. peacekeeping ("blue helmet") missions only, which would, in fact, narrow the Federal
Republic's freedom of maneuver. Under these conditions, Kohl is unwilling to seek a consti-
tutional amendment.

As a way out of this dilemma, the Kohl government may seek to link the question of a German
military contribution to out-of-area contingencies with the process of European unification.
That is, if a united Europe were to establish a European military force, German troops could
participate alongside other European soldiers (which would also minimize the specter of
German soldiers once again appearing on the international SCC;lﬁ).35 Which is one reason for
Germany's strong interest in establishing a European Union. And that, in turn, is another ele-

ment in united Germany's basic dilemma concerning its security orientation.

Germany realizes that with unification it has come close to achieving what it always wanted: to
become a normal country and to be treated like a normal country. It is now faced with the
problem of also having to behave like a normal country (where normality is defined both by
Western values and the standards set by the world community). To deal with this probicm re-
sponsibly will require some changes in attitudes, some changes in procedures, and, above all,
some time. Eventually, however, united Germany should become normal in precisely that
sense; all indications point in that direction. This, then, is the major strategic aspect of German
unity: stability in change.

34 public opinion polls show a fairly solid majority against such a change of the Basic Law: 55% in May
1991, as opposed to 38% in favor. During the Gulf War (in February) opposition had been as high as
68%. (Sce "Uneins tber den Paragraphen 218," Siddeutsche Zeitung, May 25, 1991, p. 9.)

35 For Kohl's speculations in this regard, sce "Kohl warnt vor cincm Versinken Deutschlands in provinziellen
Diskussionen,” Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, May 18, 1991, p, 2.
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RURCPEAN POLITICAL UNION, THE MIDDLE BAST, AND THE DUTCH POSITION

IN THE NEW WORLD ORDER

At present the twelve member states of the ZEuropeén COﬁmunlt§

(EC) are hard working ”oﬁ what thaey p¥e£ez to call a “PolltléQI
Union". What 1s the significance of such a "Union" fot_Eutqpe's
role in world..affalrs? Has. Lt any different Impact on the
éonflicta in the Middle East? What is the poﬁition of a country
ilke the Netherlands in the Unloé? What her péasibilitlea_to
steer Edrope'a'foielgn policy ? | '

To answer these questions we need Eirst to recapitulate the
origins, functions, &nd - 1likely -  outcome of the
Intergovernméntal Conference on Europaan Political Union (1GC-
EPUf. Next we shall try to assess its meanin§ for the Twelve's
position on éhe Arab-lsraell confllict, while Egnally some remarks

»

will be made on the evolution of Dutch foreign policy in a néw
1 1

Buropean and world setting.

1. oxlains nnd-fnnggjgnﬁfgf the 1aC on Political uUnion

The political origins of the IGC-EPU, which ..stazted . after the
{decision of the Rome Buropean Council of 14th/15th Decembar 1990

ares twofold:
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(i) Firstly, the dynamics of "Europe 1992" created the right

momentum for . the Twelve to advance into areas where progress has "

been long overdus: Economic and Monetary Unlon, and Polltical
Union. The highly successful implementation of the 1952—
programme; its penetrating effects on natlonalfdecisionmaklng aqd
national legislation; 1its magnetic influence dn the EC's Northé~
Central-, and 8South-Buropsean neighbours (trlgéatlng, among maﬁy
other reactions, a _new wave of assoclatlén and membership
requests); its wozf;uutdeajzepgtéusqiona on trade politlcs, all
have revitalized, in combination with a galaxy oflneﬁ policy
~ initiativas by the Ruropean Commission, the old Buropean dream of
an economic, wmonetary; and political union, both for pressing
internal as for external purposas. ;. |
(2) This in itself already quite impressive drive got Qn
additional urgency by the dramatic upheavals taking place in tpe
EC's most sensitive adjacent regions: Eastern Europe and tﬁa
Hiddie gast ..

The uncertalntlies created by the end of the Cold War, the very
sudden German reunificatlon process, the collapse of the Warsaw
Pact; and the transformation of NATO's military and politiqgi
functions, led to saveral attempts to create “ordex"Hn. the ﬁﬁw
world order .{by means of, for instance, the Charter of Paria.or
the Transatlantic Ppclaratlon - a Qimllar Declaration between
the BEC and Japan ;ill soon follow), but it also led to & natural

reaction among the Twelve to hexrd closer togethexr on their
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"sheitered I1sland of pe;ce amldst vliolence and turmoil“. The Guiﬁ
War, puttlng. Burope's capaclty for security coopération anﬁ
crisismanagemént against a background of a massive redeployment
of American troops, ~seriously to the test, -could only cou£d

. . o~
rainforce those feslings.

The IGC-EPU, therefore, serves a number of important functions:

(1) FPirstly, to further amend the Community-Treaties- to the "~ °

ﬁecesslty of more egfectlve-decisionmﬁklng'in Ehe EC, of a better
balance between her institutions, and of more domoétatlc control.
To these ends many proposals have been tabled by all the
natlonal delegations, *the host sophlstlicated so far belng the
voluminous “ﬁon—papar“ presented on April 12th by the Luxemburg
Pzeéldancy. This ®"non-paper", amounting to a kind of
“cohsolidatihg draft treaty", glves in a nutshell a comprehensive
lmp:esalon of the wide range of lssues being pxeaently negotlated

by the Twelve under the heading of a "Political Union".

" (2) The second major functlon of the IGC-EPU is to enhance the
security profile of the EC.- Thia £unction has gradually come to
dominate the mere constitutloénal adaptations, and has by how
become the core-issue of the IGC, causing considerable political
‘dlacoxd among the particlpants, wlth France _hnd the Netherlands
being the most outspoken antagonistsﬁto date, |

The controversy goes back to an Itallan proposal, presented

3
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during the Itallan EC-Presidency in the autumn of 1990, to glve
the cOmmunity more responslbillties in the £ields of ‘sacurity and
' defe?sq, by transfezzfnq tha tasks of the Western ERuropean Unlop
(VEU; to the prospective  Ruropean Political Union. The Eurobea;

Commission aired similai views, but he ‘majority of the membei

~——6tates, meeting in Asolo on 6th/7th October (fozelgn ministera)

and in Rome on 27th/28th Octobér (European Council - "Rome-I" ),
had a number of rese:vafionu on the ltalian. proposals. At'the
European Council of iith/15th pPacembear ("Rome-l;") it was agreed,
however, to expand the scbpe of the EPU's securlty ﬁrofile beyond
the present line drawn by Art.30 para. 6a of the B8ingle European
Act (i.e Dbeyond cooxdinétion on the political and économlc
hépect; of security), to include also military secutit} and
certain defense Iissues, 1llke arms control, Jdisarmament, the
coordlination of arms exports policies, CSCE matters, UN-
peacekeeping, and non-proliferation. . :

At. leastm twomlmpoztant points remained unsettled, however: the

exa?t scope of the Union's competence . on security and defense,
and‘gye organization of these functions. |
A Franco-German proposal on these points, presented on the eye
of "Rome-II" (a second draft followed Iin March 1991), h?s
encountered considerable reaesistance from several member stateg,'
in particular from ’tho Netherlands, United Kingdom, Portuq&l,
Denmark, and for different reasong, Ireland, Mitterrand and Kohl

asuggested to provide the Union with a common defense policy, and
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to create to this end a close link between the EPU and the wz@,
under the common roof of the Ruropean Council.

rét:fhe‘cqntgovezsj is not about the deslrablllt} to preserve NATO's

J .eoxe-functions, nor about the riecessity of creating a strongér

European pl;lat inside fhe'Atlantic Alliance, and not even about

the idea” that a European Union in the end ("finalite politigue®)

should have a common defense identity. On.Ehese point all the

. membéer states more ox }eau agresa. Sharply divérgent viewpoints,
howevek, exist as to the polnt'hdw iﬁdepondent Europe's security
arrangements should be on the short- and medium tetm,‘and centers
around the question (to simplify a complicated, still ongolnq
debate) whether the WEU ought to £ind a place in the Political
Union (under;the supervision of the European Council) as France
strongly prefers, or should rather develop as a European pillag.: -~
in in'outspokan Atlantic framework, as a bridge between NATO and-:- - :
the EPU. ' b : . ' L

1 o
(3) The 1GC-EPU still has a third function, less visible

perhaps, but not ,less important. Right after " the "Europeahn

Revolution", and in the wake of the Gulf War, it serves, in

|
|
addition to mechanisms like the CSCE-process and the debates in
| NATO or the WEU, as a kind 6£ "concert of Europe”, in order to
redefine the positions of the member states vis-a-vis each other,
‘ and vis-a-vis the Community 1institutions, _ln a transformed

international environment.




. . . . . r
France in particular could use some reassurance in order to

otfaet'twd'se}109§.1nzondsJgnmhe;ginternational position:?

(a)ibue to the dlsappearance of tha lmmediate Soviet threat, the
progress in Easf—ﬂest arms control, and the transformation of the
military and politicai role of NATO, the use of annce'?
"exclusiveness” in NATO has become less evident, and so did tﬁa
function of one of the great symbols of French power: the force
{b) German reunification has pre-empted to a large degtee”;hé
possibility to use Germany's post-war “Infertority" In

political—psychological*and'military reppects, as a ‘leverage to

galn easy German support for Frehch European projects. The sudden

-nergez of the two Germanles has chandéd the rules of this French

' game. Germahy has _galned full.politlcal sovereighty (wlith salf-

imposed military restrictions), its economic and political weight
in BJtope has been further increased (despite the heavy financial
and poiiticﬁi burdens of unification}, and {t sﬁrely is also in
"motal™ respsct on the same par with the rest of the BC, after
nearly half a century of cutstanding democratic per formance. It
was not by chance that French diplomacy went through a deep
crisis. in the months following the £all of the Berlin Wall,
Prance, therefore, got on the look-out for alternatlive soutces

of power, "Europe" being, not for the first time, one of the most

sultable platforms. Paris could use the idea of coupling the WEU
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moré closely to the "EC/ERG~£Q;;&th"pu:pgsosi ‘{a) qgranting the
European Council a clear authority - over (certaln) security
matters would Eurther legitimlze the role of thls body as t;e
"directory”" of a booming and prosperous _Communlty, and through
it, improve the pog}tlon of the larger member states in general,
and that of & pre;idential political systém l1ke the Prench
Republic in particular. (b) At the sama'time it provides Parl;

vith an excuse not to become fnvolved in NATO's integrated

structure. The WEU is very useful in this respect, because on the

‘one hand it signals {via Art.v) a. true FPrench commitment to .

Europe's security, while on the other hand cooperation would
largely takeé’ p}aqp _Bt- an_ intergovernmental level, to a
conslderable degree independent from direct Amerlcan
intexference, and weakening the Bonn-Washington axis to booth.

'Tha pdtch objectlons agalnst the proposed WEU-EPU 1lnk are not
onfy concerned with security considerations or with the
"lnt;zqovatnmental" set-up of the structure (NATO, after all, :is
a very intergovarnmental organization as well), but also with the
hidden French motive of trying to gain the upper hand in the nhew
European Unlon. As a "smallex redium-large” power the
Netherlands always is very senasitive about its exact place around
the table, and very much on the guard when the larger member
states try to Introduca-elemants {nto..the Comminlty ~which ﬁlqht

easily impair the influence of the smaller ones.

L3
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To what extent these plans will succeed remains to be seen, but
the above remarks may sexrve as a brlef reminder that "Political
union" s not only about about twelve 1llke-minded states
sincerely asbiglnq for more . unification, or for m more unified
Euzo%ean rols in the world, but also‘about the reshuffling of
pover among a group of states |in ‘a shaken Eurbpean and world
order (with the case offFrance Just one, be it clear, example).‘%
Nor is8 the Polltical Union exercise driven by blueprints on e.qg.
Buropé's future toie in Bastern Europe or the Middle East which
go much beyond the'fbtesent policies in- this tegazdthhnd-thougﬁgguzﬂ
the foreign policy and security provisions of the Unlon will
undoubtedly surpass the restrictions of the SEA, they remaln
_largely on an intergovernmental footing, within a firm Atlantic
.fiamewotk.
| Hence it would be quite exaggerate; to suggest that with the
signing of a new Ereaty on Political Union (which will p:obaﬁly
take Llace during the Dutch EC-Presldency in the second half of
this year), a new powerful international actor is to appear on
thélwozld ac;ne. '
b . T

And yet, for a number of reasons the outcome of the 1GC-EPU will
make some difference as far as the international role of the ;c

1

{s concerned.

{1) Pirstly because a well-publicized 1dunching. of & "newl: —=
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Eurobean Political Union could only reinforce tﬁe positive
effects created worldwide by the "EBurope 1992" programme. It will

probably also give an extra boost to the aspirations and claims

"0of the PBuropean Commission to play a salient role in world

Affaitu. The joint economic or military powsr of the Unlon may
in itself becomenndtwthat much larger, her prestige probably will
rise, and the Unlon-project could further reinforce the
propensity of the EC (nurtured particularly after the SEA} to use
more eagerly Community lnstrdments for clear political purposes,
aﬁgn in those cases where their usqfullness'is-not'very clear.
Sometimes one oven-gets . the . impression that the EC tends to
employ her economic weapbnry not only for the purpose of bringing
about certaln pollcy results, but also to show the world that
she, though gtill lacking the instruments of a superpower, too
has "muscles*. ;

(2) Furthermore, it should be realized that certain provisions
of th;. "consolidated draft treaty" have a direct bearing on the
intexnational role of the Union. The "consistency” paragrapﬁp
(Art.B para.2; Art.C para 2), for instahce, or the provislons
ébout the role of the EBuropean <Council (Art. € para. 1,2), or

those implyiﬁq the merqer' of the European Political Cooperattion

- Bagretariat with the General Becretariat of the Council (Art. D

para.d), allow for a further poollng of the foreign policy

resources of the Union, and might indeed produce, 1if adopted, a

more effective posture of the'Twnlve in world politics,




~

I1 Rurope and the Middle East

A

Though-a European Political uUnion, then, will in many respects,

at léast for the time being, rather amount to a SEA-II than to a

new federation, its psychologlical weight will also.lncteése, anq
it will tend to use Its - stlll restricted - forelign poilcf
.Anstrxuments perhaps more eagerly than before. Moreover, whatevei

the solemn atlantlic declarations and loyalty pledges to NATO, a

.- AtXOnger yUnian..-ceuld hardly escape the logics of more structural

transatlantic tensions. The recent American objections agalnst
the EPU-VEU 1ink were only a reminder of more érictions to come,
quite jrtespeétlve of the baest intentlons on the two sides of the
Atlantic Ocean. ' ' o

There are no indications, however, that Europa in the shape of a
political Unioh is about to develop a new strategy in the Mliddle
East. A  "Union" wmakes not that much difference with a
"Coqmuplty"; 'dlvezqent national interests will inevitably
Eoﬁélnue to restrict. the perspective of a strong unified
approgch; Israel in particular will not allow a key role tq:

Burope; and the Ruropeans themselves are widely aware of the

c-.~'‘pradominant Andrican lntluende in the raglon aftexr the Gulf War.

Moreover, thera is perhaps an additional xeason why Burops's
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" role in the Kiddla Rast will not be completely Aifferent fron _

what we have seen in the past two decades or so: it is not very
clear whether a very different ‘approach would. batter aérv?
Europe's interests. Or to put it in other words: the mlxéé
assortment of common declarations, fact-finding hldaions,
écohonic " cooperation and  political’ dlalogues, financial
assistance, diplomatlc " and economic sanctlons, beace!eop{pq

operations etcetera, has, in combination with the policies of the

individual member states (sometimes out of atep with the common

BPC positions previously adreed to), and with.a_-neat divistion of

labour with the Unlited States, after all not been that bad for
certain European economit and politcal interests. Let me try to

explain my point.

The EC's poi}cles towards the Arab-Israelil conflict have often
been charactexized. as *being .only declaratory®, as "lacking
unlﬁyL and impact®. Fred Halliday's remarks at a recent round
table debate on Europe and the Niddle Bast Qie'a case in point.
Halliday writes: ¢,..in retrospect the Venice Declaratlo&
ambhntéd to nothlng but that - a set of words in the wind. it

made no fmpact whatsoever on the Arab-Israell dispute or on any

of the major actoxs -within it, Nor dld it lead to _significeat—. .,

changes in the policies towards 1srael on the PLO puraued by
separate EC wembers." .

These observations seem to me not quite to the point for several
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reasons:
(1) The vVenice Daclaration was a deliberate attempt of the EC to
play a larger role in the area, next to the efforts of the
United States;’ it opened. for the Palestinian people the
patépaétlvo‘;to exetclaerfqliy ite right to self determlna;lon":
and‘it held the opinon that the PLO wduld_ﬁave to be associated
with peace negotlatlions. The Nine declared also to be "deeply
convinced that the Israell settlements constitute a Seriogs
obatacle to the peace process In the Middle Bast”.-This document,
which was followed by a 'Berles of other measures (like the
celebrated fact-finding missions), can, measured only by the
strong disapproval ‘it met in wWashington and Jerusalem, certainly
not be considered as a "mere set of words In the wind". It Is
st111 one of the basic dacuments for the 'Ec's'bosltion on the
Arab-Israell conflioct. ' ‘
‘According to the provisions of the 'SEA Art.30 para.2;, which
étlpﬁlaté the obligation to consult each other and to develop
"common principles and objectives®, the EPC recoxd on the Niddle

East {8 not that negatlve. Whatever thé obvious weaknesses of

Europe's common = declarations, and whatever thé _individual:-=
tianaqressions of tha common ilne, it remains true that lnltlnliyn@mj
nlﬁe,‘and later ten and twelve West European countries, many of -
them with very specific natlonal'sympathlba in the region, h?vé
succeeded in gradually developing a reasonably consistent policf

on several key aspects of the Arab-lsraeli conflict.
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(2) The Venice Declaration probably has made a substantlal Llmpact
on the evolution of this conflict as well, in so far it
explicitly reinforced the status and position of the PLO (without
demanding any uignificapt concession in :etutn)} and by dolng so
has contributed to tha hardening of the positions on both sides
LG 0fothe, confdict, lf the EC from the beginning had followed more
or less the Amexrican 1line on the Palestlniin question, there
vould have been a very bowezful vestern bloc, which might have
tipped the balance of world opinion more in EaQour of the
lagitimate rights of thé Palestinian people rather than in favour
of the legitimacy of the PLO. This argument is of course highly
speculative, but it Just wants to show that the impact of
"Yenice™, though perhaps not vezy positive, ia not by definition
absent . ' S - '
(3) Moreover, EPC has been successfull in the sense that it led
to a certain *Europeanlzation® of several natlonal forelgn
polléieg. Through its elaborate consultations on several levels,
Germany ‘and _the: Netherlands,. for-instance, were gradually forced
to leave thelir rather pro-Israell bent, while"én the other hand
countries 1llke ~ Bpain and GOreece came to improve their

relationship with israel under Buropean supervision.

The confuslon about the. signiflcance of Europs's frole in the
Middle East 1is undoubtedly related to the rather amblquous status

of the BC as an international actor, but it is also caused by the
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fact that the criteria by which to judge this role are often
mixed up. E

The best way, both to judge the degree of success of the
European involvement ‘with the Middle EastAand to undofatand its
{likely) evolution under ‘the prospectiye _Ruropean -Pelitical
Unlon, 1is to use the yardstick of Europe's broad pattein of
somet imes coﬂtzadlctoxy, collective and lndindual interests in
the region. Peace and stability are undoubtedly key Interests but
they are not the only ones. And it sometimes serves Europs better
to remain aloof, or tb'show not too much unity, than to realiy
develop a true common foreign policy. -

hY

I1Y. The Dutch positlon

( to be completed }
\
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The Applicability of the CSCE

Experience to the Middle East

Conflict Area

"Shamir envisages Helsinki Process":

this headline in a March issue of the International Herald Tribune

promised more than the article delivered. It was pointed out that
the Prime Min}ster was interested in the possibility of a rapproche-
ment between Israel and the Arab States based on practical measures
that stopped short of full recognition. A Government Committee was
to outline Israeli ideas for a process that - according to the IHT -
some officials see as aﬂMiddle Eastern version of the Conference-

on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE).

From the Arab side, the former 0il Minister of Saudi-Arabia, Sheik
Ahmed S. Jamdni, also expressed interest in the Helsinki concept
(Interview of March 15, i991, with the "Zeit") and declared:

"Like in Europe we need a sort of CSCE process for the
Arab world ... with three "negotiation baskets": security
in the region; human rights, democracy and religious

tolerance; redistribution of wealth between the states
and within the states ..."

Both Prime Minister Shamir and Sheikljamani have been reacting to
voices from Europe, among them the Italian Foreign Minister de
Michelis, his German counterpart Genscher and the Austrian Chan-
cellor Vranitzky suggesting to examine the CSCE experience with
£
the view to ascertain its usefulness for the Middle East. In
particular, Gianni de Michelis has repeatedly - and in gquite ela-
borate terms (e.g. in the "Guardian", issue of March 13, 1991) -
called for a Conferencecon Security and Cooperation in the ﬁedi—

terranean and the Middle East (CSCM).




Italy's Foreign Minister, borrowing in his proposals heavily from UN

and CSCE principles and procedures, demanded, i.a., that
"all the interested parties must be invited to join ... without

allowing negotiations to be held back because of mutual vetoes (if
some decline the invitation)",.

De Michelis
“"Access to the CSCM would be open to all parties who are willing to

comply with a set of principles that would be a kind of entry ticket
to the new club.”

It might be worthwhile to turn now from these rather general pro-
nouncements to the CSCE itself, its evolution since the early
70'ies, its substantial subject matters as well as its rules of

work.

However, the CSCE came oﬁly into existence after the German "Ost-
politik" bore its fruits: the bilateral treaties of the Federal
Republic of Germany with the Soviet Union, Poland, the CSSR, and,
most significantly, the GDR. Part and parcel of this treaty net-
work was the Quadripartite Agreement on Berlin. In all of these
ground-breaking East-West accords one basic idea was put into con-
crete terms: despite of coﬂtinuing differences of principle, the
treaty signatories were determinea to arrive at a practical modus
vivendi in order to ease the hardships of the division of Europe,
most dramatically manifested by the Berlin Wall.

This new - and succegsful - approach was best expressed in the
"Treaty on the Basis of Relations between the Federal Republic of
Germany and the German Democratic Republik" (signed Dec. 21, 1972).

According to the Preamble of the Treaty, the FRG and the GDR have




agreed to develop normal good—neighbourly relations in

"Proceeding from the historical facts and without preju-
dice to the differing views of the Federal Republic of
Germany and the German Democratic Repbulic on guestions
of principle, including the national question,

Desiring to create the conditions for co-operation
for the benefit of the people in the two German States."

Furthermore, in so-called "Statements of Record" attached to the

Treaty, the "High Contracting Parties" underlined even more clearly

their deep differences by saying:
"The Federal Republic of Germany states on record:
"Questions of nationality have not been regulated by the
Treaty."”

The German Democratic Republic states on record:

"The German Democratic Republic proceeds from the assump-

tion that the Treaty will facilitate a regulation of
questions of nationality."

Finally, in a unilateral letter not rejected by the GDR, the Federal

Government confirmed its position on German unity by declaring:

n

this Treaty does not conflict with the political
aim of the Federal Republic of Germany to work for a
state of peace in Europe in which the German nation will
regain its unity through free self-determination."

Thus, the process of normalizing relations between the FRG and its
neighbours in Central and Eastern Europe could commence and did -
certainly only very gradually - benefit the people in Germany.

The path to multilateral East-West understanding in Europe was

cleared by the FRG; its avant-garde role for the CSCE constitutes
a genuine historical accomplishment. What "Ostpolitik" did bilate-
rally, the CSCE has attempted to do in a large multilateral frame-

work.

In 1975, the Heads of State and Government of 35 countries - all




European states (with the exception of Albania) and the two North

American countries; USA and Canada - signed the Helsinki Final
Act, a political declaration of high significance, however, not a
treaty binding under international law. The Helsinkil agreement
covers an unusual mixture of topics, split-up in so-called
"baskets": Principles, including the respect of human rights, to
govern the relations between States and confidence building mea-
sures in the military field (basket I); cooperation in the econo-
mic field, in environment, science, technology and other matters
(basket II); humanitarian cooperation in human éontacts across the

frontiers, information, colture, and education (basket III).

The Helsinki results are far from what the Soviet Union originally
wanted to achieve. Already during the 50'ies the Soviet Union had
asked for an “All—Européan Security Conference" in order to get
once and for all formal recognition and confirmation of the post-
war order in ﬁurope, especially the establishment of the GDR and
the set-up of the Walsaw Pact under Soviet domination. In addition,
the Soviets clearly aimed at removing the United States of America

from European soil.

Against these Soviet objectives, the Western Alliance succeeded in
insisting on some essential points in the drafting of the Helsinki
Final Act:

First, full participation of the North American States in the
Helsinki process;

Secondly, possibilities for change in Europe, with particular
regard to the frontiers: "Their frontiers can be changed ... by

peaceful means and by agreement".




Thirdly, raising human rights to an equally ranking principle of"’
inter-state relati&ns (felevant UN-resolutions did not endorse
human rights on such a high level) and making Humanitarian co-~
operation a central field of their relations;

Finally, the inter—relaﬁionship of the ten Helsinki principles:
"They will be equally and unreservedly applied, each of them being
interpreted taking into account the others”.

CSCE principles are not to be observed in a selective fashion:

All of them are egqually valid. In practice: The right of self-
determination‘must be-respected, but cannot bé obtained by use

of force. Human rights are rights of individual citizens, but

can adlso be advocated diFectly from government to government:

the principle of non—ingerference in internal affairs cannot hinder

the persistent plea for human rights.

In 1973, when the preparatory consultations for drafting the
Helsinki Final Act wére initiated, just a few flexible procedures
were adopted. One of the rules stipulates that "the Conference shall
take place outside military alliances" and that all states will
participate as "sovereign and independent states ... in conditions
of full eguality". Critics at the timeé called these principles
cynical fiction, completély contrary to the true state of affairs
{subordination of Middle and East Europe under Soviet rule). Now -
almost 20 years later - the peaceful evolution in Central Europe

has finally p}oven the validity of the CSCE. The message of‘the

process is: it takes long, but it can succeed.




The main procedural reason for the ;ime-éonsuming character of CSCE
meetings is obviouély the principle of consensus. But it does ensure
- that no state must fear to be "outnumbered";l

- that smaller states will not be dominated by the "big ones";

- that willingness to compromise is indispensable;

- that agreed;results - while often reflecting merely the lowest

. common denominator - take into account the interests of all.

Within the CSCE conceptf the notion of all-embracing cooperation
has, from the beginning, been a central feature, however, more in
theory than in practice. Only very recently, at the Bonn Conference
on Economic Cooperation by the 35 CSCE participating states in the
spring of 1990, this objective laid down in Basket II has found the
sincere support of all. More generally, the participants have at
last. acknowledged what is well known from everyday life: only if
one sees his own interests duly respected, will he take inéo
account the interests of the other one as well; only the fair
accomodation of each others's interests wil assure durable accords.
No doubt: as it has been conceded before, things in CSCE take long.
But, the over-all record since Helsinki is remarkable.

Cooperation and contacts based on the CSCE accords of 1975 contri-
buted towards freedom of movement in the divided Europe and to the
gradual advancement of human rights despite many severe setbacks.
CSCE also allowed first, albeit modest steps towards military con-
.fidence-building. The key issue has been the full implementation

of CSCE commitments, especially those in the fields of human rights.
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Because of Soviet-.lack of "performance", the CSCE-~-Follow-up Meetings
in Belgrade (1977—{8) and Madrid (1980-83), to some extent also in
Vienna (1986-89), centered largely on condemniﬁg flagrant disrespect
of human righﬁs. The main cause of concern was, of course, the
persecution and imprisonment of dissidents in the Soviet Union and
the Elight of the Jewish people in that country (as well as their
futile attempts to obtain exit visa). At the same time - fortunate-
ly -it was possible to agree on further measures in the military
field (Stockholm 1986), in commercial exchanges as well as in the
creation of better conditions for human contacts, unimpeded
information and cultural activities across the borders from West

to East and, eventually, vice versa, too.

The CSCE alsoc convened a number of experts' meetings e.g. in the
field of human rights and human contacts (Ottawa 1985, Berne 1986).
Other subjects high on the international agenda were also discussed
in CSCE gatherings, for example, environment problems (Sofia 1989)
and jounalists’' working conditions (London 1989).

'
Summ}ng up the CSCE history, its topics, its work methods and
its iesults, one might come to a somewhat paradox conclusion:
CSCE has rendered the resolution of problems possible by problem
accumulation. The CSCE approach has linked seemingly incompatible
;ubjects together, with the aim of finding solutions for all of
them, solutions, however, that are mutually dependent in their
actual implementation. This then is the "Genius of the Final Act”,
as Hans-Dietrich Genscher once phrased it, to collect just about
all imaginable problems in threé "baskets" and to offer solution

models (some slightly concrete, most of them very vague).

!
b



Today - especially after the recent main event of the CSCE, the Paris
summit in November 1990 where 34 Heads of State and Government adop-

ted the "Charter of Paris_for a New Europe" - the global approach

developed since Helsinki that combines military_confidence—building,
comprehensive cooperétion with human rights' implementation is accep-
ted by everyone. It is derived from the recognition that military
strength alone cannot ensuré peace but that only an extended concept
of security which includes allrcomponents of international relations
will establish enduring stability and "make the world safe for
diversity". At least in Europe, it appears, policy makers now

agree without reservation that genuine peace along with social jus-
tice in the international realm can be reached only by common efforts
across frontigrs and beyond ideological confrontations, by deter-
mined joint action against world-wide dangers (e.g. pollution, ter-

rorism, minority problems, the ever-deepening North-South-gap).

Whether CSCE experienceé, structures or norms might also, to some
extent, be applicable to the Middle East, can be judged and
decided by the responsible statesmen in the region alone. Of
course, no one would. be so foolish to transfer CSCE principles

and practices prematurely or sweepingly to a completely different
environment. However, if one perceivés the CSCE as a learning
process (with quite a significant amount of trial and error), then,
with an appropriate degree of caution and modesty, some CSCE in-

sights and ideas might be of use elsewhere as well.

Albania - as mentioned before - acted in the early 70'ies by the

maxim of Groucho Marx:

"




"I do not want to be a member of a club which accepts
me as a member."

Last year, Albania épplied for membership in the CSCE, giving up
its long, futile course of -isclation. In Paris, Albania was

accorded observer status.

Evidently, in the Middle East as of now, the potential partici-
pants in a CSCE-~like conference‘do not yet share at all the same
perception of the basic priniciples governing the relations between
states. Both the German "Ostpolitik“.ggg the CSCE have proven, how-
ever, that, with solid safeguards on the procedural level, no

state can be overruled. Moreover, every state is obliged to state its
case persuasively. In the last analysis, among many negotiating
partners, one’state needs to convince just one more in order not

to become isolated and to be accused of blocking consensus..

If one state declares the supremacy of just one principle, that
won't work. In the CSCE; all principles are equal and must be imple-
mented together and in parallel.

CSCE teaches patience; the leitmotif of implementing the commitments
of Helsinki ceftainly was slow motion. But - again -~ small steps in
all fields and at all levels did contribute to confidence-building
in a very large sense, well beyond the original meaning of this

military terminus technicus.

The major lesson of Europe's path to peace is: people must be able
to communicate and to meet, to inform each other about their daily
lives and about their countries. Simple experiences like student
exchanges, sports events, town-twinning arrangements, telebridges
can immensely help in overcoming barriers of misunderstanding and

of prejudice.




The newly appointed personal Representative of the UN-Secretary

for the Middle East, the Swiss Ambassador in Washington, Edouard
Brunner, is a CSCE "veteran" and enjoys a grea£ reputation as

one of the leading spokesmen of the Neutral énd Nonaligned countries
in the CSCE. Mr. Brunner, known as a creative and prudent diplomat,
has a few weeks ago (interview with the "Neuwe Zilircher Zeitung”, issue
of April 12, 1991) stated that he did not exclude drawing eventually
from CSCE experiences in the negotiating process for the Middle
East. Another observafion of his was that initial movement towards
rapprochement between the Middle East antagonists might be confi-
dence-building measures which - according to Brunner -~ in a first
stage would be rather humanitarian ones than military measures. -

In the Middle~East, governments, propagandists, the so-called
"common people" ~ all of them need, as it has been the case in Eu-
rope, to get rid of "Beriihrungsangst" and of "Enemy perceptions”.
This can be accomplished by a concerted effort of dialogue and en-
Counter on all levels. With other words: implement "Basket III"

of the Helsinki Final Act! The effort required will be neither

easy nor quick, but it must be starﬁed. No state and no person

has reason to abstain from this effort or to shrink back from such

basic human interactions: nor does any government need to fear a

Conference based on clear, firm ground rules. On the other hand, of
course, as a precondition of dialogue between equals, vigilance
and a sufficient defense remain necessary. With regard to stock °

markets it was observed:

"In any market, as in any poker game, there is a fool.
An astute investor once said that any player unaware of
the fool in the market probably is the fool in the mar-
ket." ("Liar's Poker" by Michael Lewis, Penguin Books
1390) . .




In 1963, President John F. Kennedy addressed the American Univer-

sity in Washington (on June 10, 1963). His statement is rightly

considered to be a breakthrough towards détenté and an early fore-

cast of the CSCE vision. Kennedy's message, both sober and hopeful,

#

is still applicable today and to conflicts everywhere. He said:
"Let us focus on a more practical, more attainable
peace based on a series of concrete actions and effective
agreements which are in the interest of all concerned ...
Let us not be blind to our differences - but let us also
direct attention to our common interests and to the means
by which those differences can be resolved..."

When and if the Kennedy appeal is heard in an eventual Conference

on Security and Cooperation in the Middle East, no participant runs

the risk of becoming "the fool in the market". Quite to the contra-

ry, everyone will benefit from it.

Note : The Annex provides excerpts of major documents from the

CSCE history and other relevant materials:

~ The Helsinki Decalogue (Helsinki Final Act 1975)

- Décument on confidence-building measures and certain
aspects of security and disarmament (HFA 1975)

- Compliance and Verification (Excerpt from Stockholm .
Document 1986) #

- Implementation of the Stockholm Document (Excerpt

from the "Report on Arms Control and Disarmament and

on Changes in the Balance of Military Power 1988"

by the Government of the FRG 1990)




Art. XVI (Joint Consultative Group) of the Treaty on

Conventional Forces in Europe (1990)

New structures and institutions of the CSCE Process

(Excerpt from the "Charter of Paris for a New Europe”
1990) |

Ten-point program of Confidence-building measures for

the Middle East (excerpt from Remarks by James Goodby

at UN- Conference on CSBM's in Vienna, Feb. 25, 1991).
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"ISRAEEL_AhMS CONTROL_IN THE MIDDLE EAST AND.THE EUROCPEAN
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TR
A

EXAMPLE" "
by Dr. Itshalk Lederman

Tel-Aviv University

INTRODUCT ION

The war in the Gulf has clearly exposed the dangers of
an unlimited arms race in a regicon as volatile as the Middle
East.

The piling~up of huge quantities of cbnventionéi and
uncoenventicnal weapon-systems has enabled 8addam's Iraq to
occupy Kuwait overnight and to threaten &il its neighbors.
The destruction of the Iraqi war machine was made pbssible
only by the unflinching détermination af US leadership, its
patience in building an internaticnal ceoalition against
Saddam and its success to defeat thevlradi troops.

The aggression of Irag against Kuwait and its repulsion
has inflicted numerous casualties on the whele region and
caused heavy damages to the economies and envirconment of the
parties invalved in the war.

The political and military naturé of the Gulf war has
put Israel in an awkward position, forcihg her to absorb
Skudds missiles attacks an its civilian peopulation without a
response, while cealition forces have been crippling Irag’s

military forces and strategic infrastructure. Saddam’s
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threat EB use unconventional weapons added & menacing
dimension to the'already violent conflict.

Thus, regicnal arms control - has béen'ﬁékked by the US
as one of the main pillars of its policy in the Middle East
after the Gulf war ended. (1) But arms con%roi has been an
anathema to Middle Eastern actors, given the region’s
internal conflicts and the contipuous invelvement of great
powers in its pelitics and economics.

The purpose of this paper is to analyze the Israeli
interests in and basic positions on arms control in the
Middle East and to assess the chances of its success in the
wake of the Gulf War. The European experience in arms
control negotiations and agreements and especially in
developing Con%idence Building Measures (CBM) provides a
useful lens through which possible Israeli pelicies are
assessed and recommended.

The analysis focuses, first, on the challenge of
developing arms control pracesses in the Middle East.

Second, possible avenues of conductihg arms control
pfocesses in the region are briefly discussed.

Third, Israel’s interests and its positions.on various
arms control initiatives are examined.

Fourth, lessons of the Eurcpean case iﬁ.QEvéloping arms
control and CBM processes are briefly ?eviéwéd and their
relevance to the Middle East is duly asses&&d.

Finally, an effcrt is made to define an overall

R




III

. 3
approachxéo reaicnal arms control, that will preserve its
national security on the one hand and promoté the chances of
peace in the regicon, on the other.

Before getting down tao the main analysis it is
appropriate to define several key terms that a?e used in the
paper.(2)_ .

Arms control is defined here as the process of freezing
current levels of weaponry of the participants in  the
process or of reducing these levels according to agreed-upon
qucotas, in an orderly and wverifiable manner.

CBM are defined as mutual activities and procedures

aimed at reducing the level of tensicon among rivals and

‘enhancing the confidence and trust among them. CBM include

botﬁ palitical and military activities.

Verification(3) is a process of ascertainihg the truth
af a situation. In the 1language aof arms contral,
verification refers to both the process and the mearfds by
which the parties to an agreement are able to ascertain with
confidence that the cother party or parties are abiding by

the terms of the agreement.

THE CHALLENGE OF ARMS CONTROL IN THE MIDDLE EAST

It should be stated from the outset that the main
challenge facing arms control process in the region is how
to begin it and ensure participation of the main regional

players as well as the involvement of the main suppliers of
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weapon sy;tems to the region. ‘ !

Once an avmé control pfocess is openéa'in the region,
many other difficulties--of essente and of'ﬁrécedural hature
--will certainly arise. However, the méiﬁ.cﬁéliénge }s to
begin the process in the first place. |

. Why is it so difficult to begin the brociess in - the

Middle East? the difficulties are both  irtérnal  and

external.

External Difficulties

The chances %o reach a suppliers' agreement, ;Urﬁailing arms
sales to the region are not so bright. First, political
fa;tors, such as the establishment of a redgional: security
system in the Bulf with US invealvement and the returning of
a more-conservatively oriented Saviet Union to the Middle
East arena-—-strongly favor new and huge arms sales by both
the US and the Soviet Unicn.(4) Following them are France
and Great Britain. !

In addition, strong economic and internal ﬁ?essures are
applied by the main defense industries on their governments
in "the West as well as in the East, to grab tge new
opportiunity and supply the Middle East with arms in the
aftermath of the.Gulf War.

Other major suppliers, like the Peopléis Republic of
China (PRC)>, North Korea and suppliers from ‘Latin América,

are not reluctant, even after the Gulf War, to sell any
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arms—— evén ballistic missiles——to the Hiddlé‘Easf, in order
to get hard currency. ’

Thus, it seems that the only chancéj:q% restraining
somewhat the conventional arms race in  the. Middle East is a
US led initiative to arrive at a formal dr- %gcif agreement
by the main suppliers, including the Saviet Union and China.
Even in this case the prospects of slccess are not
convincing., It will be difficult to initiate such an
agreement as we approach election time in the US, and it

will be even mare difficult te monitor a tacit agreement of

restraint.

Reqicnal Difficulties

Internal complexities of the region present what seems to be

'unsurmountable difficulties on the road towards an arms

control process. The Arab-Isvaeli conflict, as well as many
other violent and latgnt conflicts, urge every nation in the
region to arm itself to the teeth. 'thnic, religious,
cultural and societal rivalries and tensions, prevailing in
thehregion, promise to further inflame the perpetual arms
race. .

The conventional wisdom of the regicn clearly teaches
that anly the strong ones survive and secondly, that any
sceparioc is possible. thus, once and again, §VEry major war

in the region gave incentives to a new arms race, preparing

the waylforvthe next round.

RN
-
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Armé control negotiations between . Israel. and the Arabs
face many speciay difficulties, in addition te the general
ones, menticned above.

First, both sides differ in their concept of arms
control’s objectives. .while Israel considers the arms
control negotiations' as an integral part of the ;eneral
peace process and as a means to acliieve an end--a
comprehensive peace, the Arab states view arms cohtrol as an
end by itself, aiming to rconstrain Israeli power and to
weaken its deterrent posture, especially the unconventional
cne. Arms contral could be also used $o pireserve the
asymmetry of conventional forces between Isragl and the Arab
states. '

| Second, the fact that most of the Arab states still do
not recognize Israel wili probably prevent the opening of
any arms control process bhefore a political recognition is
achieved or before palitical negotiations begin. The
preferred arms control process, -from the Arabs point of
view, is tco force Israel, by international brEssQre, to sign
the NPT or the upcoming CWC. )

Third, Israel would not agree, of course, to the Arab

ccncept  and positicns as stated above. From the Israeli

“point of view, any arms control  process must  include all

types of weapon-systems, conventienal .and unconventional
alike. the main reascon for that position’is the asymmetry in

the conventional field, prevailing between Israel and the
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Arabs. However, assuming negotiations on  all types of arms,
Israel will probably agree to open arms control negotiations

before the beginning of political negoéiétions, because
kN

negotiating on arms control by i%se{fiiﬁﬁly a certain

[}

recegnition of the Arab states in Israel.

Prospects of niegotiations

What are the prospects,if any, of opening an arms
control process in the Middle East, taking into
consideration the many difficulties mentioned above?

First and foremcst, the Gulf War and the devastation it
inflicted on the region has enhanced the overall chances of
opening an arms control process in the Middle East.

There is a general agreement; at least & rhetorical
cne, among all the impurfant actars, on the urgent néed to
limit the arms ‘race in the Middle East. The US, the Soviet
Unien, and the Europeans on the suppliers side and Israel,
Egypt and fhe Gulf states on the buyeré éide, have been
signaling their will to consider such an endeavor since the
war ended. Israel, for example, bhas recently suggested to
convene an international conference on arms cont;ol in the
Middle East.(5) However, the Israeli position accentuates
the need to negotiate limitations on all types of weapons,
beginning with cnnvenfional arms while the Aréﬁs focus on

unconventional arms control. The US and the Western powers

want to focus on unconventional weapons and to establish a
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cantral mechanism ﬁn nuclear plants. Israel bas a
traditional pasition in this reépect, suppérting the
initiative to establish tﬁe Middie East as a nuclear-free
zone, pending parallel negotiations on limiting conventional
arms. But in spite the significant differences among the
actors, there is a mutual desire to do some%hing in this
field——and that is a new phenomenon in the Hiddie East:

Second, the possibility of opening 4 pkace process
between Israelis and Arabs has enhanced the chances of
including a;ms control negotiations within its framework.

Third, if an agreement is reached o a CBM process
between Israel and the Arabs, it is platsible to assume that
arms control negotiations will follow.

The balance between the difficulties and the prospects
to open an arms control ﬁfocess in the Middie .East is more
favorable now than it was before the Gulf war. The questions
that have to be answered before such a process is opened
are: how to begin the process? what"aré its possible
frameworks? what are the areas of negotiations and who will
participate in them, and finally, what verification

mechanisms shculd be used to control the prompt executien

and maintenance of the agreements.

513
]
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III. AVENUES OF _ARMS CONTROL IN THE MIDDLE EAST .

There are séveral options to dévelop an arms control
process in the Middle East; héwever, some of them have
better chances to succeed than others. The main avenues of
arms control in the Middle East are the fdiibwihg:

(1Y A suppliers agreement on iimiting arms
transfers to the Middle Eaéﬁﬁ'

(2) Applying international préssire on statés in
the Middle East to Jjeoin inhternational
agreements that prohibit uhEonventional
weapons—-—-for example, the NPT and the CWC.

(3) Regional negotiations on convehtional &rms
control, unconventional arms contral or both,

(4) A regicnal CBM process;

(5) Arms canfrol negatiatiohé‘ within the
framework of a peace process bbetween Israel
and the Arabs (including the Egléstinians).

(6) Demilitarization arrangéméﬁtg‘lfhat include
restrictions on forces and Weapons wWithin
specific zones.

(7) Verification regimes to monitor afl types of

agreements and arrangements.

A suppliers agreement

This avenue could succeed only if the main suppliers

agree, formally or tacitly, on ways to restrain arms sales
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to the \ﬁiddle East: by a total or partial embarge or by
guotas. While the US, Western Euraﬁe and the Soviet Union
tend to agree on some "rules af'thg game"(6), states like
China and North Korea put cbstacles and threaten to impede
the process. Applying international pressure -on those and
other uncooperative states as well as cffering them
incentives to participate in the effort (aid packages for
example), might convince them ta join the process. However,
it should not be fargotten that the main suppliers
themselves face strang internal and external pressures to
conéinue and sell arms to the Middle East.

It is clear that without a suppliers' agreement there
is a small chance to negotiate successfully arms control
agreaements in the Middle East. American ini%iativés and
leadership like the Bush Arms Control Initiative of May 23,

1931, are crucial to the success of this endeavor.

Preventing proliferaticon .

Interrnational cooperaticn to prevent p?oiifera%ion of
unconventicnal weapons in the Middle East &5 well as tno
block sales of techneologies  supportihg independent
development of such weapons in the Middie East--might
develop in several ways.

One alternative is to reach an agreement among the main
suppliers to prevent any sale of equipment aind technologies,

critical to the development of uncenventional weapons. This
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‘V , and prodﬁéss bhe made.

The first condition is the participation of the main
arms suppliers in the pracess, ‘formally or tacitly behind
the scene. |

The second condition is having some p?ogress in the
peace process between Israel and the Arabs. Only a positive
atmosphere weuld enable the adversaries of the Middle East
to negotiate on arms freeze or reduction.

The third condition isv having parallel negotiations on
conventional and unconventicnal arms.

The fourth condition is phasing the degotiations and
agreements, thus enabling the participants to monitor

compliance with their implementation.

A regional CBM process

Since the Helsinki Final Act of 1975, Europé has
acquired positive experience in developing and successfully
applying CBM in the Continent. Establisﬁing the Conference
on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSEE)‘DFOVind the
framework within which the Stockholm agreemenb was signed on
September 1986.

The Eurcopean CBM  included exchange of data and
schedules of major exercises in Euraope; inviting military
obhservers to these;‘ égé?cises and obligatory On-Site-
Inspections (0SI), based on annual quotas, to monitor

evercises and large military activities.

AL, - - - - v .. . ‘ . - -
LT T K - ‘) ST Ex . - : v
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It é;n be plausibly argued that the cﬁéﬁcés of &4, CBM
process to succéed in the Middle East havé_ significantly
improved since the Gul¥ War, ‘because of the follaowing
developments: !

(1) The regicnal recognition that .war could be
devastating and that its l?isks should  be
minimized.

(2) The epportunity to include a CBM process as

"part of or even a prolodue of a peace
process.

(3) Strong American suﬁport of the process which
reduces risks of war and enhances a positive
atmosphere amﬁng adversaries that do not have

to give up their positions ih other fields of

negotiations.

Arms Control as Part of the Feace Process

It seems that this scenario has bhé bést chances of
success, since the Arab-Israeli conflict. is mainly a
political cne. Once both sides agree te renew the ‘peace
process, the general atmosphere will change and éhable also
CBM and maybe arms contral negqtiations. It could be argued
that progress or setbacks in the politicai process would
have significant in%iﬁeﬁéé on the progress o% CBM and arms
control. Thus, a main'stratagy to close the gap between the

participants' positions will be to link phases in both
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processes (the peace process and the arms control process)
and to design ﬁixed packages, consisting of political and

arms control components.

Demilitarization and Limited-Forces Zones

Former and current Arab-Israeli agrééments include
military annexes, establishing demili%arizédibuffer zones or
limited-farces zones, in the Sinai and the Golar Heights.

Although these arrangements can _not be termed arms
control in the «classical sense, thef do impose limitations
on forces and arms in pre—-designed zones, thus suﬁpor%ing
the agreements themselves. The acquired experience in this
area can definitely teach us important lessong that are

relevant to a more comprehensive process of arms control in

the Middle East.

Verificaticon Reqgimes

Cot
Verification regimes of political sgreements, CBM and

arms control  agreements are  a must  in the Middle East
context, as they were in the European and Superpower
contexts.

The viclent and unstable environment of the Middle East

requires the establishment of strict verification regimes to
N

)

M TE L
any agreement between .Israel and Arab states.
Verification regimes fulfill three’ majer tasks:

detection of violations, deterring violations and promoting
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the confidence in the agreements (important for internal
politics) and bétween the signatnriés. In the Arab-Israeli
context, verification regimes that‘inciudeACBN sudch as Jjoint
committees, Qirect lines of cemmunication and maybe Jjoint
inspecticon teams, could enhance the overall confidence and
trust in the region.

It should ' be mentioned that Israel, Syria and Egypt
havé poesitive experience in operating durihg 17 years now,
verification regimes of the Israeliusyriah. Separation of
Forces Agreement (1974), the Israeli-Egyptian Separation of
Forces Agreement (1974), the Israeli-Eaqyptian Interim
Agreement in the Sinai (1975) and the Israeli;Egyptian Peace
Treaty (1979). This valuable experience could be used in the
design‘ of yerificatinn regimes to peace Aadreements, arms
contrel agreements and CBH agreements in thée Middle East.

Summing up, it is clear that the prospect of beginning
an arms control process in  the Middie East between Israel
and the Arab States depends on the ‘fallowing necessary
conditions:

(1) A suppliers agreement, formal or tacit, to

limit arms sales to the region.

(2) The opening'nf a peace process in the rédion.

’ Arms %@htﬁgl and CEBM within the framework of

&

T ER

RS . 3 i .
such "a prbcess has better chances to begin

and eventually succeed.

E;,r
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(3) Adreed upon principles on arms control and
¢BM, between Israel and the Arabs.

Having briefly analyzed the challenge of arms centrol
in the Middle East and reviewed its main avenues, it is
appraopriate to focus on the Israeli paoint of view, interests
and strategies on arms control. As in the peaﬁe process,
arms contrel could not be advanced in the Middle East
without Israel. It is therefore very important to understand
the Israeli concerns and assess the best ways to scoth them,
in order to guarantee an active Israeii.parficipation in the

process.

ISRAEL. AND ARMS CONTROL IN THE MIDDLE EAST

Israel has not been an  active player in  the arms
control field for obvious reasons. However, in the aftermath
of the Gulf War, Israel has strategic and tactical
objectives in joining arms contrel and CéH processes in the
Middle East. Understanding the Israeli ' interests and
concerns will enable us to assess the broad lines of a
possible Israeli arms contral strategy.

It should be emphaéﬁzed once again that for Israel arms

control and CBM avéﬁ“ ﬁili always be only a means and not
It '
TS {1 : i
ig is to facilitate the road

an end. Their maiqﬁhjﬂiyg
tawgrds peace and stabiii%y in the Middle East.

Ancther impnrtént aspect of the Israeli general concept
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of arms contral is its incorporation in the overall national

security stratedy and policies. In this respect - it follows

the «classical approach to arms contraol, as developed by

‘Schelling and Halperin during the sixties. (7)

Strateqgic and Tactical Objectives

The strategic cobjectives of Israel in a Middle East
arms control process are: | |

(1) The integration of arms control and CBM
processes within the framework Bf an Arab-
Israeli peace pracess. Arms Control and CBM
are grasped as elements that car promote the
peace process.

(2) The reduction of security expénses and the
possibility to direct scar&e resources to
domestic needs such as "Aliyq“ (immigration)
absorption and the devel opment of the
economy. ' '

(3) Stabilization of the Middle East and reducing
the risk of detericration thb new wars.

(4) Blocking one-sided initiatives of arms
control which endanger Israel’s security and
its deterrent posture in the Middle East.

The tactical objectives of Israel in foilowing arms

contral initiatives in the region are as follinws:

(12 Opening another 1liné of communication with
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) the Arab states that agree %srb bticipate in
CEM and arms control H;oceSSés:

(2) Cooperating with the US; thé“Vitai ally, that
initiates, favors and Iﬁrbmntes these
processes.

(3) Scaring points in the perpetlial battle over
the sympathy and support of the imternaticnal
public apinion.

(4) Blocking, by its positive approach; new
American arms sales to Saudi-Arabia, Egypt
and cther Gulf States, and maybe preveqting
the implementation of huge arms sales planned
by China and North Korea to Syria, Iran,

Libya and Algeria.

an Arms Control Strategy for Israel

Based on those objectives Israel has to prepare a
strategy to deal with two dangerous dEVELabments in the arms
control process. The first danger lies in tHe .traditional
approach af the big "powers and the Arab states favoring
international mechanism of controiling unconventional
capabilities(8)——without a simultaneous initiative to cut
significantly Arab quantitafive superiority 1in conventional
arms and without linking the arms contreol process and its
progress to the peace process and its progress. Historical

evidence on the evalution of the Arab-Israeli conflict
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supporté\lsraeli caution in this respect.

The second ° risk is presented by theé possibility of a

. __— ol .
new, spiraling arms race in the region, Which will prevent

.iéﬁael from investing its scarce féSoUFEé$ pfimarily in

"Aliya" absorption and economic deveiopmené. -

In aorder to achieve its objectives and cope
successfully with dangerous developmenﬁs, Israel should
design a coherent and positive strategy of arms control.

The Israeli positieon, already declared by its policy-
makers(3), before and after president Bush announced his
arms control initiative for the Middle East, is on the right
truck, namely, a plea for a vregiconal conference on arms
centrol, dealing with all types of weapons and including the
main suppliers.

The general cutline ﬁf an Israeli arms control strategy
would probably include the following elements:

(1} Promoting the idea of a vredional conference
dealing with arms cmntrﬁllissues, beginning
with CMB and conventional arms and continuing
with unconventional arms.

(2) Encouraging the inclusion of arms ;ontrol and
CBM processes within the framework of the
peace process.

(3) Developing new initiatives of ungonventianal
arms contreol, such as a regional agreement on

CW within the framework of the CWC.
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(4) Stating clearly what is npot acceptable to
! Israel, namely, fécusing fprimarily an

unconventional arms control without parallel

negotiation on  cerventieonal  arms, and .

separating arms control dévéiobmen% and

phases fram progress in the péacé bfccess.
A common line to  all these eleméh%E_ZSHoﬁld be the
design of detailed plans and their coo?diﬁé%i?n Wwith the US.
Getting down ta details raises ‘ﬁhe qugsﬁion whether
Israel could learn from cthers’ experience il the fields of
arms control and CBM. The European example comes immediately

into one's mind.

THE _EUROPEAN EXAMPLE

The overall arms control effort in Europe included two
4 L ’ _
main elements: a confidence building process and arms

reduction negetiaticons. ‘

The CEM Path(10)

4

The CBM premcess began with the Helsinki Final Act of
1975. This agreement included three areas or "baskets" of
cooperaticon: economic  and technical coapergﬁioh I.'l:n=.4u5.k¢=.’1:",
security "basket" and human rights "basket®. )

In the security field, the CSCE served as the framework

to promote security and stability in Europe. Eleven years of

! o - R - v oo At e e A
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conferences and negotiaticns were needed uniii the Stockholm

Agreement was siéned in September 1966.(11)

The Stcckhalm Agreement; signed by 35 Eurcpean nations,
focused on CBM such as a Jjoint committee, exchange of
military data, regular exchange of

and out—cf-garrison

schedules of exercises
activitiés, and obligatory 0SI of
exercises and military activities all over Europe, according
to agreed-upon gquotas, by ground
teams.

and aerial inspection
The objective was to reduce the bfobability of a
surprise attack in Eurcope and

to establish trust among the

military echelons. A second, more cooperative paékage of CBM
is scheduled to be signed in Moscow in May 1992.

~ The Arms Reduction Path

Farallel to the CEM path,
conducted

NATO and
during

the Warsaw Pact
16 years (1373-1989) the Mutual and
Balanced Ferces Reduction (MBFRD talks on their conventional
forces——ts  no avail.

The * main
agreement

chstdcles to reach an
in this framework of arms control
disagreement on the data concerning the Eurépean balance of

were:

Y

farces; disagreement.on how to cut the forcesi and rejection
of 0SI by the Scviet Unicn and the Warsaw Pact.

The breakthrough in the conventional arms
in Europe was

negotiations
achieved when Gorbachev changed
Scviet traditicnal stands and the

dramatically
principle of

Warsaw Pact agreed to the
asymmetrical cuts af

forces in Eurcpe

3t
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intrusi;él 0SI. The mandate of the ﬁai%é was changed
accordingly as.‘well.'as the name of théi:fréméwork. The
Canventional Forces of Europe (CFE ).ﬁalks wereI coenducted
from March 1989 until their successful conéiusion aﬁd the

signing of the first CFE agreement in Paris,; on November 13,

1930.

The_Euronean Sucrcess

Why have these long and arducus negotiations finally

~yielded agreemeﬁts in the two paths of CBM and drms contrel?

Many agree that the "Gorbachev factor™ played the
decisive part since 1385 in the successfui:conciusién of
these agreements and indeed, without the'strategic‘change in
policy, made by Gorbachev in arms control as well as  in
other foreign policy fiel&s, it is difficult to imagine haw
those negotiations would have come to conclusion.

However, it could be plausibly argded that the long
negotiaticn processes contributed eventudliy?. Ey their mere
existence, to the successful conclusion of the agreements.
The laboricus efforts done in joint negotiatipn teams during
many years, have clarified positiong;cleared daéa and gdot
both sides to know each other well. Once .the strategic
cha?ge was made, it took in both céses (Stockholm‘and CFE I
abGQt two years of rapid negotiation to finish the job.

Anather factor was the persistence of the Europeans, in

spite of all the wups and downs in Superpower reldations
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during the seventies and eighties, to press on and cantinue

+

the negotiaticns:

Main lLessong for Israel and the Middle East

The situation in the Middle East is quite different
from the conditions in Eurcope. In Eurcpe all the states have
recognized one ancther and did not questioﬁ  the legitimacy
or sovereignty of any state. In the Middle East many Arab
states still do not recogﬁi;e Israel and are reluctant to
deal with it in any framework.

Second, while the Arab-Israeli conflict alone has
produced five major wars in the last 43 years——and is still
volatile and harardous — the European scene, apart from Ceold
war‘tensians and crises, has not witnessed an actual war
betwesen the two rival bloes during that time.

The physical parameters of both areas (turope from the
Atlantic to the Urals and the Middle E&$t) are also
dissimilar in many aspects: the area' ﬁf%{opération, the
differences in forces, numbers, geography}itfdbography and
population ¢oncentration. ]

Moreover, - in the Arab-Israeli ton%liéﬁ Iérael faces
alane the whole Arab and Muslim worlds Wwhile in Europe there
were two opposing alliances.

In spite of the significant differences; I 9ou1d argue

that several lessons could be adapted from the European case

to the Middle East. These lessans are the following:
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Twa separate but not mu%ﬁaiiy exclusive
négotiation  tracks * can Be - conducted
simul tanecusly: ocne on CBM and one on arms
freezre and reduction.

The special characteristics "of the Middle
Fast as a regicnal sub—system promise better
chances of success to the CEM path rather
than the arms reduction path. Moreover, it
can be plausibly argued that successful
implementation of CBM would promote the peace
process and bring, maybe, later an, a
successful negotiation on arms reduction.

In the context of the Arab-Israeli conflict,
it is more probable that a political process
will be aﬁened before an arms control one.
However, negotiating CBM or even implementing
CEM  without formal agreement migbt happen
before peace negotiations are ddehéd.

A breakthrough in the Middig Eést context,
both in the peace process and. i% the arms
control process, might happéen :witﬁ Arab open
recagnition of Israel. If fhis breakthrough
is implemented, it would bg_ parallel in
significance to the .strateﬁft changes in

foreian policy, made by Gorbachev.

Nevertheless, even . if such a formal
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recognitioen in Israel. cdﬁ?% ‘iater, the
ﬁégotiation process s By citself a
recogniticon of the Arabs in Israél.

(5) From the Israeli perspective, negotiating
conventional arms reductions must be based on
two unshakable principles that proved to be
'vital in the Eurcopean case as well: first,
applying asymmetrical cuts of the Arab forces
that enjoy a large guantitative superiority
aver Israel and second, the establishment of

strict wverification regimes to monitor the

execution and maintenance of the agreements.

IV, CONCLUSION

After the Gulf War ended the chances to begin an arms
control process in the Middle East have clearly improved.

The devastaticon that was inflicted: ﬁn the region and
the danger of using chemical weapons by Iréq;‘have raised
the interest of many states of the Middle East in the arms
control process. .

Despite many difficulties awaiting down the road to

arms contral in the Middle East——both external and intgrnal—

-the US is leading, with the Bush iditiative, the

3 internaticnal thrust to begin an arms cohtrel and CBM
L
- processes in the region.
¥
i.'., '
i ‘ SRR
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HowéLer, @ne cannot copy exactly the Eu#opean path to
arms control and CBM in  the Middlgfﬁast. ‘The differences
between the two regions are too vést;' Hsuéver, clever
adaptation is possible and several lesscons could be learned
in the Middle East from the European éxperien%e. Two lessons
are very clear: first, it is difficult to bedin the process
andzsecond, the preocess is leng, arduous and tomplex.

Therefore, the main questicns awaiting answers are how
to begin the process, and how to prepare for it. The answers
are not entirely clear but several tentative conciusiogs can
be drawn. |

First, all the invealved parties have to do something in
corder to enable the opening of the process.

The U.S. has already come forward with a general
initiative under the preéident’s name. Now, it is expected
ta consult all the potential participants and find the
"aolden equaticon" that will serve as an agreed-upon opening
gambit of the process. -

The main _arms suppliers have to agree at least on some

restricting "rules of the game" on arms sdales& to the Middle
East. Every member in this group will have to balance
préssures from within (political anJ economic pressures to
export arms) and from its allies in the region and to agree
on some shared guidelines with other members of the group.
Moreover, the U.S5., USSR and the Europeans will have to

find the way of persuading China, North Korea and other arms

e pl e
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exporters to cooperate with this endeavor. =

Finally, thé members of this g;oUp Have to understand
that the sclution is not in  compelling fékéel to sign the
NPT and the upcoming CWC, although {t‘séémé Fo be the easy
way for them. It is true that ﬁroiiferation of
unconventicnal weapons in the Middle East is a very
dangerous phencmenan, first and foremost threatening the
region itself. However, as was the case in Eu?ope, issues of
limiting conventional and unconventional arms and questions
of security and peace are all intermingled} therefore they
should be learned carefully and addressed by the initiators
of solutions.

The Arab states can contribute to the process by

recognizing Israel or by agreeing to open first a CBM
pracess. Another alternative for them is to agree to open a
cemprehensive process dealing simultaneously with
conventional and unconventional arms control as well as with
CEM. .

But the Arab side should not expect to rely onlf'on the
uncoenventicnal part of the process, using indirect avenues
such as the NPT or CWC.

" Israel needs arms contrel and CBM now,as components in
a general peace process with the Arabs and as a solution
enabling, if proved successful, to diréc§ its scarce
resources to "aliya" absorption and economy ?Evelopment.

The Israeli contribution to the opening gambit of the

PR I

y
"
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process might be by agreeing to negotiate sihdltanecusly al

types of arms cﬁntrol. Furthermore, my cahﬁidéibn is tha

ot

»

only mixed packages of phases and companeh?% of the peace
process and the arms control/CBM brocessés might prove
pracéical and successful. Therefore, a deﬁaiied Israeli
proposal alaeng these lines might serve as ah incéntive to
open the arms control process.

It seems to me that the general ocutline of the emerging
Israeli arms contral strategy are sound enoidgh: using CBM
and arms control  as a means ta an eﬁd (peace, stability);
negotiating simul taneously both conventiaonal and
unconventional arms control; promoting the idea | of a
regicnal conference on arms contral with the participation
aof the main suppliers. |

The second guestion fhat has tc be answered is how to
prepare effectively to the process. Here, my concluding
remark is that we can advance the arms control process by
studying the sides positicns and then pﬁobosing compromises
that take into consideration the concerns of all. Secondly,
preparing detailed plans and proposals, would emable us to

move from abstract principles to practical arrangements.

A
‘
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Endnntes

Other elements of U.S. policy in the aftermath of the Gulf
War were: building a security system in the GUIf; promoting
the peace process between Israel and the Arabs; aeveioping
frameworks of eccnomic cooperation in  the Hiﬂﬁlé East. Bush
presented these points in his "victory":spééch before the

U.8. Conaress, on March &, 1331.

See Barry Buzan, An_Introducticon to Strateqic Studies (New

York, St. Martin Press, 13987), chap. i6.

Richard A. Scribner et al.:, The "Verification Challenge

(Boston, Birkhauser, 1985), chap. 2.

See Walter Musberg and Rick Vartzman, in The Wall Street

Journal, cited by Ha'aretz, March 132, 1991, p.B2.
Ha'aretz, May 23, 1991, p. Al, p. A4,

These "rules of the game" might -include agreement on a list
of items that are banned to export, especi&lly‘ items and
technologies necessary for the development and prqduction of

unconventional weapons; they might include &also a pledge of

these states to monitor more closely the export initiatives
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INTRODUCTION: Overall Argument -

Once a threat to Europe and the West by virtue of an exXpansionist
foreign policy animated by a chiliastic ideology and solidly
based upon a powerful and expanding military arsenal, the Soviet
Union in the present phase of precipitous decline continues toc
pose a menace to Europe, no longer on account of its strength but
due rather to its weakness. The threat to international
stability posed by Soviet weakness has been registered:

I
L

1. In Europe where the retreat of Soviet power {a) is
incomplete (still in progress, even after the formal demise
of the WTO}, and (b} leaves behind a zone of insecurity in
the former Eastern Europe, once a.k.a. "the socialist
community in Europe," which has now become Central Europe
plus South East Europe (the rebalkanized Balkans). The
former, only recently seemingly so optimistic about its
rebirth as a region (Kakania Plus, or the Hapsburg realm
redux) on the road "to rejoin Europe"” has nrore recently, for
reasons to be discussed, turned into a "zone of chaos and
[creeping] hopelessness" (Havel}. In Southeast Europe, the
sitvaticn is even worse and threats to security and
stability are even more pressing - and potentiallv much more
explosive.

2. inside the Soviet Union (Disunion} itself where the apparent
free fall into the economic abyss is accompanied by
enthnonationalist viclence. Both factors may portend
domestic "Lebanonization® {the spectre of the USSR as a
thermonuclear Lebanon has heen invoked by no less a
commentator than M. Gorbachev, having been originalily
concocted by Z. XK. Brzezinski.) Even short of the uitimate
doomsday Soviet scenario, the USSR's domestic disintegration
noses other kinds of security threats, inclivoding that of a

massive outpouring of population to the West.

3. By extrapolation, despite tnhe apparent hopes of the Bush
Administration, the USSR cannot be counted upon as a
reliable (or even very effective) broker of peace in the
Middle East. On the other hand, its capacity for mischieve
on this region (perhaps more than 3in any other) still
exists.

I. THE DOMESTIC SOURCES OF THE DECLINE OF SOVIET HEGEMONY IN
RASTERN EUROPE

A, Was Soviet "New Political Thinking," together with its
antecedent corollary, "cbshchii evropeiskii dom," and
the (inevitable?} consequences - the end of the Soviet
Empire - an instance of the Primat der Innenpolitik?

FBA " 3944 | ' dLD ALJOD C12% HID0S  HMOMA ar:g 168. B2 AWl
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The Evidence: The GDR, Czechoslovakia, Bulgeria.

2. A "Counter-factual" Consideration: The critical
role of Poland throughout the 1980's.

3. The “Germén Question" as the Key - what Gorbachev
gambled and what he gained.

II. POST-1989 EASTERN EUROPE
A. Generally Avowed Goals:

1. Marketization
2. Democracy
3. "Return to Europe.”

B. Problems - General

1., Trials and Torments of Economic
"Decommandification”: Pace, Sequence, Timing.

2. Pluralism is not Democracy; anti-Communist consensus
rather short-lived and probably insufficient to
sustain requisite socio-economic sacrifice and
insufficiently broad and deep to support necessary
institution-building or to foster democratic rules
of the game.

3. The Europe t¢ which ex-Eastern Europe seeks to
“return' is one to which most E.E. countries never
belonged (except culturally); Europe (EC) has set
preconditions: the free market and political
democracy, posing a major dilemma for both EC and EE
(may be viewed in terms of the classic "chicken-egg”
conundrum. )

cC. Issues -~ Particular

1. The resurgence of nationalism (and, more generally,
‘irrationalism in politics}.

2. The spread of ethnonationalism (infecting previously
politically dormant peoples, e.g. the Gagauz).

3. The reemergence of territorial irredentism and the
rebirth of historical revisionism with respect to
the latter, in some instances calling into gquestion
the territorial settlements of 1919-21 as well as of

1945.
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Examples of one or more of the above may be
found in the fellowing cases:

i.

ii.

iii.

iv.

vi.

vili,

Czechoslovakia {the Czech Lands.-

Slovakia, and most recently, Moravia)

Hungary {Transylvania, Slovakia, and,

perhaps soon, the Banat {Vojvodina)

Romania (Transylvania, Moldavia - Maldova)

Bulgaria (Turkey, Thrace, Macedonia)

Yugo-Slavia (Kosova, Serbia-Croatia,
Croatia-Krajina, Bosnia-Hercegovina,
Macedonia-Albania, Bulgaria, Greece,
Serbia, etec.)

Alibania (Kosovo, Macedonia)

Possibly, in the near future, Poland
(Ukraine, Belorussia, Vilnius-wWilne)

IIT. REGIONAL' SECURITY AND INTERNATIONAL ECONOMIC DILEMMAS IN
THE WAKE OF THE RETREAT OF SOVIET POWER AND THE COLLAPSE OF

COMMUNIST RULE

A.

The Role of United Germany in the New Zastern Europe

{more likely in Central Europe than Southeast Europe):

"
&

The high, protracted cost of absorbhing the

Constraints on German Inveolvement

ex~GDR ("Five new Laender")

The rising costs of the bilateral German-Soviet
relationship ’

IV. SCENARIOS FOR THE FUTURE

A.

888 " 3bYd

Optimistic - EE joins Europe economically, politically,
and militarily in a phased sequence involving first,
assoclate,

in CSCE and/or an enlarged, revamped, renamed NATO.

413 AdOD 125 YID0S  LWO™d ir:8

6.

then, full membership in EC, full membership
in (an ever more powerful?) CE, and full participation
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B. Pessimistic - None of the 2bove:; rather, precious little
real regional cooperation especially in ex-Eastern
Europe; ethnic conflict, territorial disputes, local
armed clashes, anarchy approzimating Hobbes' "state of
war."

C. Realistic - An unstable mixture of A. + B, While it
seems unlikely that the immediate future belongs to some
organic Buropean concert a la R. K. Ullman's European
Security Organization {to complement a territorially
expanded version of the EC's Project 1992 - see Ullman,
Securing Europe, (Princeton, 1991}, one should not seak
solace in John Mearsheimer's prescription for a new
balance of power through nuclear proliferation to
European state actors, East and West {see Mearsheiner,
"Back to the Future," International Organization,
Summer, 1990).

CONCLUSION: The basic guestion for this Conference to discuss
remains what role, if any, a newly organized, partially
organized, and/or largely disorganized Europe can be expected (or
else: might be encouraged) to play in the Middle East. For =
variety of reasons, not least of all historical, the prospects
for a constructive role for Europe in the Middle East may be
considerably better than those for the Soviet Union. They may be
better but, alas, need not necessarily be such {also, at least in
part, for historical reasons.) And even if the former rather
than the latter, that may not really be to promise all that much
by way of a practical contribution to the solution of the
region's many problems.
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The Middle EFast after Lhe Gulf Wai

G. Mirskia

it is, of course, too early to assess full implications of
Lhe Gulf War. Even short-term resulls, especialy in lrag, are not
guile clear. However, some preliminary observalions can be made.

[ Witdaly anlicipated onlburst of pro-Saddam Avab nalionalist

Feeling Lhroughout Lhe region leading up Lo popular uprisings and

overlhvow ol existing tegimes has nobt matevialized. Sure, Lhere

was widegspread prolest against Lhe American military presence,
violenl espression of pro-Ivagd sympathies, lols of angry

demonsliralions and go on but nol 2 single action of revolt

occured nor were Lhere any albempls Lo actually challenge the

governmenl. No Diihad-type crusade was mounted, no volunteer
eyyEr s
Porces rushing to Saoldam’s aid weore Lo e sceen. Toen Lhe

Palestinians - Saddam’s most ardenl supporters - sleered clear of

the batble. Conlrary to some predicltions, King Husscin managed Lo

survive once again. No real threat vas posed Lo Saudi Arabia. The
e

Baalthist regime in Syria has been able Lo gel away wilh acltually

declaring its refusal to back Irag even in the case of lesrael’s

-~

involvement in Lhe war.

Thus, Saddam Husszein’s grand stralegy mislived. The Raghdadd
dictator’s ultimate goal - Lo cause a greal upheasal in Lhe whele

area and Lo lend Lher Avab masses Lo a new revolubionary watr
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againsl Ziuvnism, America and pro-Western loucal vegimes - has

proved Lo be Lotally unrealistic. However, Lhis iz not for the
. — e

1

fivasl Lime Lhabt Arab eradical nationalist and rervolulionary

S

cxpectalions have been dashed. Sulfice it Lo recall Lhe feeble
pt— -

y@$ponsé - Lo pul L mildly - of Lhe Arab world to Lhe
Palestinians’ predicoamenl back in 1Y8Z when Lhe PLO was
Lbeleagured by the lseaclis in Relvulb.

What ig Lhe =signilicancve of this secemigly innddequate realion
of the Aralb socicly Lo what radical leaders have calloed an
imperialist plob and o Lerrible threat Lo the Avaly nation? Why
has Lhe genuine and intense mass Feeling ailed Lo be Lranslaled
into poelbilical aclion on the SLale level?

In my gpiniuvn, oine possible explanation might b rl;llllﬁi in
Ehe very nature of maszs leeling in the Thivd world - and mavbe in
Lhe world ab large - al Lhis point in bime, at Lhe el of Lhe XX
conlbary.,

Masses are digscontent - Lo various degrees - pracbically
everyvhere. Rools of Lhis discontenl arc Lo be traced hack,
roughly speaking, Lo twoe sonrvces: igst, natiopal humiliation
el to be the result of sinister foreign inlluence, ol
exploitation by outside [orces, and, second, frusbration and
despalr caused by inadcquate.if noel, oulrighlt disaslrous
performance of local anthority. In Lhe (irsl case popular angoer
is divected at Lhe oulside, in Lhe secong case il is ndressed Lo

Lhe nalion's rulers.




Whal we are wiluessing now is inlLeriorization of the popular

discontent.. People are more lLikely to bLlame Lheivr own governmenls

for Lhuiy p;edicumunt than oulside influence$: In practice this
leads more otfbten Lhan nol Lo exacerbuLiun ol local Leqsions ol
ethnjc; religions and cian nalbure since any given government can
alwavs be open Lo blame for its preferential ﬂrcumenL of some
groups o Lhe delriment ol oLhers. AnlLi~governmenl feeling <an
casily be Lransformed inlto inter-communal habred. Az Lo [orcign
oprpressors, their soldiers and adminlﬁruiors lefl Jlong ago, new
generalions have never seen Lhewm, nalional Liberalion movement
Lelongs Lo o past era, anticolunial slogans [ail o arouse young
pmolﬂié. Revolt against aulhority is Lhe name of the game.
Rejection of old established patlerns of social and political
bebaviour, of grand ideblogies felt Lo be more amd moe
irrclevant, is becoming wjdesprqad.

OF course, in Lhe Arab world Lhings look a il dilferent due
to Lhe ever-present and exteremely painful Palestinian issue.
Bul., as Lhe sicge of Beirul and Lhe Lalest Gullb war have shown,
even iﬁ Lhe Araly society Lthe naLianalist anti-wWeslern feeling
nourished by Lhe PPaleslinian humilialion is noll slrong enough Lo
cause mass cugagement in a crusade. Even the appearance of
American, British and French armed (orces on the Arab soil, close
to the Holy Places, [ailed to produce Lhe anbi-Weslern and

anti-establichment vpsarge Lhat Soaddam had obviously hoped for.




So, the leaders ol Lhe anti-Saddam coalition were pcrferctly
right when they disregarded dire predictions aboul horirible and
incalculaple &Onsequcnces of Lheir military action against lraqg.
The Middle Bast has not gone up in [lames.

Fvenlts have once more confirmed Lhe remarkable stability of

—
Lhe Aval regioﬁnl srder, stabilily ol the stale structure in Lhe
e e e e e
Arab world. Underneabth the troubled surface there lies a solid

loundation. Ne amounl of wars, conlliclts and coups Jd'ELal have

yel changed Lhe map ol the Arab world. The same sbaloes willhi Lhe

same [rontiers conlinue te exish 191 decades - somelimes cveb

wilh the same rulers. Viabhility of Lhe Arab slales, artificial as

origin of some_of them way be, strenglh of Jocal slale

nalionalisms j=g a Lruly Jmpressive phiencmenon.

2. This brings nus to Lhe fate of khe lragi. sbate. Can it

._-—-—'--.._____‘_________—-\____.—--—'-—-"'-_"‘
survive the Lerrible delent? Judging by Lhe lIatezl developmenls
iLoean.

Diverse vpinionz may Le voiced as Lo bhe wizdom ol Presidenl
Rush's decision Lo hall the righting at tLhe moment when JusL one ‘
more ol fort was necded Lo desliroy Saddam Hussein's war machine .
Obyiously the President was not prepared Lo lel another Shiilte |
Islamic Republic emarge alongside lran. Probably, Louw, he vas
dnwilling to commib his nation'tv Fight in an inbernal struggle
in o [ar away ceuntry willy uncerblain and anpredictalbille prospecls.

The ['ncl remaing that Saddam was allowed to .III:J‘S.'-?-:.ICI"(-? Lhe Shiiles

and Kurds. Noth resvolls were crnshoad. o Lranian or Turkish

intervenlion [olliowed.



[54]

Whatever BSaddam's personal lale may be, Irayg does nolbl appear
to be heading lor dJdisintegrabion. Once more khuvdish hopes [or an
1ndependenL enltily have been dashed. In-Lhis rvespecl, Lou,
nolhing has really changed on Lhe wmap of the Aralb Easl. llowevoeu,

—_—

it would be hard to deny Lthat Irag has {aced a disaster
e

unparalleled in its long and torltuous history.

e T ——

<

As late as lasl July Martin Indyk wrolte Lhat Saddam llussein
was posturing "as leader of the Arab world in a way Lhat
resottates with Aralh "streel”. He provides an antidele Lo thelr
humiliation. He is the one who is standing up Lo Lhe Uniled
States and Israel while Lhe other ivegimes look wealk and impolent
by comparison. This serves very well to legilimize him in Lhe
Arvab wvorld as a leader, and he may, in lact, see himsell as
Nasser's successor’ . Today it is lrag Lhat loovks weak and
impolent compared to bhe olher regimes. DevaslLabed and bLleeding,
Lhe counblry lies prostlrated at the feel of the viclurions allies,
Both as a military power and as a regional great power Iraq has
ceased Lo exisl, at least {or Lhe time being.

Thmnks_to criminal ambitions and incomparvable slupldity of

Lhe Baghdad dictator who is sure Lo enler hislory as tLhe moslL

. .y &
hapless adventlurer ol Lhe XX cenltury, Lhe once prospelrous,
T —— o

dynamic and powerflful Trag has losl overnight its c¢laim Lo
—

supremacy in the Gulf. To till the resullting vacuum, Ivran seems
——— e e

Lo be vigovrously reasserling ilscel!{ as Lbhe dewminanl regional

rower. Iran, aloug wilh Israel, appears Lo have gained most [rowm

Lhe Uuilﬁﬁiiﬂiiyhout Firing a shot. llowever, il is hard to

imagine lran achieving actual hegemony in the nrea. Since Lhe

——



Imperial era the nation's prestige and influence have sulfered

lirst, as a result of Lhe bLloodbthirsty Islamic revolution, and
second, Lecause of lran's inability to win the war with Irvrag.

Saudi Arabia, on hevr parlt, is unlikely Lo Jlet the Ivanian

challenge go unanswered. In all probability, no single dominanl,

hallenge go unanswel

local actor will cwerge in the Gull arca alter Lhe dust has

-

setlbtled.

Anvway, Lhis time the regional game is nob going to be
plaved only by home teams. The United Stabes has entered the

____,_-—-—.._____________'_______._-—-"“'-"_‘—-—————

arena and s nol- likely to leave iL. There is no way Lhe Gulfl

Arab slales can do-QiLhuuL some degroec of American militnr;
presence even il Saddam Hussein is oul. Deep misbtrust ol Lran, if
ansvthing, provides ample jusliflicalion [er selling up a regional
scetrily sysblem with Wesbern milibtary might ot Lhe centre ol it
In Lhis context, it would be diflicull Lo envisage in Lhe
forczseable FLILLH‘G any open conlronbation belween, say, [ran sl

Saudi Arabin. The Awerican mililbary presence in Lhe rogion 18

evidently believed to be able Lo exereise soboring and

stabilizing in{luence.

Bub here we come Lo the really big gquesbion: can Lhe

[ P

1
American leadetrship be expected Lo gain regional accveplance? ls

—
-

it likely that whal is cevbtain te be seen in wmany qguaclers as an
alttemplt to impose Pax American5 will nol Le resented by local
pmblic opinion?

IL is true that the Gull Llilzkrieg has cenormously enhanced
American prestige, Luatl muin;y on Lhe ofllicial level. As regards

Thivrd World public opinion, deep-trooled, latenl, long-standing-




Antiamericanism (or, to be more precise, resentment of U.S. powver

and suspicion of American intentions) has; if anything, increased

as a result of Lhis war.
e
Last Oclober, while on a visit Lo New Dehli and lecturing at

the ITnstilute of Defense Sludies, I was surprised to hear local
scholavs voilce Lheir indignalion about Lhe avroganl way bthe
Americans were hanidling the Gulfl crisis. "Why should the
Americans have Lhe right Lo decide who is tu rule in Kuwail?®" By
the way, people who spoke like Lthis were Hindus, nol Hoslems.

The incredibly swift roul of the Iréqi armesd [orces has
shocked and aggricved a lot ol people in the Third World bult has
nol basically changed their opinien about the whole thing. Whatl
is more, the very swiltness and brilliance of the American-led
coalilion's victory have provoked dissay and anxicly. Public
opinmion is alavmed by whal is scen by many as the ineviltable
avrogance and assertiveness of Lhe U.S. in Lhe wake ol this
vicLory.

The bew Awmerican position of slrenglh on Lhe global scalce

coupled with the weakening of the Soviel influence has caused
-~

deep concern among wide seclions of public opinion, parlicularly
———

in Asia and Lthe Middle Fast. At the same Lime it should be borne
‘_—-“—-

in mind that fundamentalist forces are in Lhe ascendancy

throughoult the area. Of course, Lhey cannol but feel frustrated

now, after their poor showing during the Gulf crisis. However,

such senbiments as 'ustratioen, humiliation, complex of

inadequacy usually breed anger and lusl for revenge rather Lhan

resignation. Anti-American protestations [rom Lhose quarters in

a—




the event of an obvious U.S. hegemony within the framework of a
_new securily system are likely Lo be so loud and sound so
convincing to broad masses ("Lhe street”) thal one can hardly see¢
local governmenls disregarding the new popular mood. Ho Middle
Easl leader can aflord to ignore mass discontent criginating from
Lhe Gulf Wél’ [=cen ag INNV-ATOU humilitation) and Lhe secmingly
untractable Palestjnian deadlock; lor both issues-it iz America
which is te blame, in the eyes of “"Lhe strect” and vradical
fundamentalists. : : —
As n censequence any kKind of Gulf secﬁriLy avrangment

providing for a paramount American role and based on the premises
of the U.S. military might and readiness to intervene is bLound to

be scverely allbacked if nol rejected outright by Lhe majority

opinion bolth in the Aralb states and leran.

1t is only natural since, Lhe louder bthe talk aboult America
remaining the only world superpower, Lhe stronger Lhe resislance
to growth ol U.5. power and influence in world alflairs.
Therefore, it seems dJdoublLful that Lhe Americans can beuome chicl
architects and guardians of peace in the proposed Gull securily
sysblem withoul causing severe embarassment Lo Lhe very
governmenls Lhey are ready to pfoLect.

Nor is the situation likely to improve for lLhe Americans if

Lhey succeed in ensuring cooperation of Lhe Soviel Union as a
—_—

parlner in the new security sysbem. Given tradition of distrusl
—— e —— e T ————

towards both superpowers and old suspicions as regards alleged



attempls at dictate and condominium, what the responce of the
Middle East aned Lhe Third World in gcneralrwill e bte juint
American ﬁnd Soviel efforls to mediate in regional conllicts?

Wili Lhe Third World recognize Lhe U.S., aller Lhe Guldl
crisis, as the sole superpower or even a world policeman? Haybe
Lthe ern of superpowvers as such is delinitely over, Lhis very
nolion baving become obsoiete?

It would be safe Lo assume Lhal no single vegional actor as
well as no single.oulside powver are likely to play a dominant
role in the tultl securily sbLiruclure or‘bemr Lhe main
responsibilily lor preserving peace in-the avea. Logic seems Lo

. . _—-—-—.___-__—___H
indicate the United MNations as the only force capable of

et

direcling efflforts designed to ensure Gulf security.

The URN has many shorlcomings, and therve is no denying Lhal
its record of failures appears impressive. Yel, mankind has not
created anylhing better and more elficient,

The UN recenlly was able Lo overcome dilferences of opinion,
mobilize dozens of nations and mount a targe-scale campaign in
order Lo liberate one of its member countries which had fallen
viclim Lo agression. Vasb potenlial of ULhis intcrnational body
hag been demonstrated to the whole world. Now 1t is Lime_to
Lranslate this potential Lo pecace-keeping operalivns.

For Lhé gquestion is simple: if nol the UN - what else? Can
we, Juooking al Iilu‘ situation in Lhe Gullb aven o o sobor :1'|ul

realislic way, imagine a top dug emcrging oul ol the crowd of
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luvecal actors? Iz it so difficult Lo see Lhal no pessible
combinalion ol regional powers can énsure stability and enjoy
trust’throughout the area?

Saudi Arabiﬁ hegemony is clearly unacceplable Lo Lvran and
vice versa. lrag, even wilthout Sgddnm,'will remain unpredictable,
susplicious in Lhe eyes of all itz neighbours. Western
predominance is out of the question as well as hypothetical joint
American-Sovict peace-keeping miszion. So we come back again Fo
tLthe UN,

Now, a vibtal gtles;L_iqi1 avises: whal is the content, Lhe
funclion, Lhe raison d'etre of a seccuribty system in Lhe Gulf
area’?

Evidently, the first priorily should be to ecnsure free [Nlow
el oil Lo the world wmarkel.. This means bolh intra-stale and
inter-state stability; the (irst is praclically impossible Lo

—_— -

guarantee wilh any measurve of internalional conlrol while

preservabion ol bthe second is Lhe explicvilk bask ol any regional

securily struclture. The aim should he, ol course, bto saleguanrd
A ———— T e

soverelgnly ol Lhe exisling slaltes and ensure unviolabilily of
—
their lTronliers as well as Lo prevenl armed conflicvls bLelween

stales. Preventive, prolfilactic aclivities are ol paramount
A el

imporbLance.
_-_-—-_-—-___'____._/

Ldeally, i would bLe most welcome te inilinle n process of
v ’-_—--—-'_'-__'__—'

arms _veducLion bLhroughoul Lhe rvegion. Unfortunalels, al Lhis
w

poinl in time it looks totally unrealistic. ALl Lhe indications

are Lhat, far {from cxpressing readiness to disarm, regional

powers are benlt on increasing, nob Jdiminishing, tLheir military




potenlials. IL was King Fahd wheo sald recently that Saudi Arabia
intented Lo procurce more sophisticated arms. No doubl, others
will follow suil. IL is Lo be feared LhalL, inslead ol arms

reduclion aflter the rceenbt war, what we are going lLu wilkness

new and probably unprecedented spiral of regional arms vace. One

inevitable by-product of Lhis arms 1race is growllhh ol regional
tension, mutual suspicions, more bad blood between ncighboﬁrs.

In Lhis situation, only the UM may look relatively ijwmpartial
and unbiased. Whalever the accusatbtions {many of Lhem just)
direcled at the internalional body, L would be diflicull Lo
label it a tool of a particular group of stales. Whalt the UN is
in principle able Lo do is maintain a balance ol intercsts. AL
crucial points the UN can prove Lo be quile usclual and efficiénL.
O course, one can recall its dismal lailure in Lhe period
preceding Lhe Six Day War bul, on Lhe olher hand, the UN record
in Lebanon has nol been so bad at all. Anyway, pasl record.is nol
always a sure indicator of what can Le expected in Lhe lulure.
The global silualion has changed dramatically, it is no more
delermined by Lthe East-Westl conflicl, the Cold War is over and
the new spiril of cuvoperalion beltween Lhe Soviel Union and Lhe
Wesl augurs well [or establishing a comprehensive securily
sLruclure in the Gull area.

The main advantage of such a sLruclure funclioning under Lhe
auspices of the Unitled Nations is that, oltherwisc, it will survely
be seen as either Wesl-dominabted or Arab-oriented or
Saudi-controlled or lran-influenced, and this will be enough to

deprive Lhe new organization of universal credibility in the




region. The UN certainly can nol be said to enjoy complete Lrust

and confidence of any of Lhe local acters, yet it will be seen as

Lthe lesser evil compared to any olLher palbtern of regional

security-building, with onc or Lhe olLher of Lhe loval stales
claiming [or supremacy. V

In really hot spobts, in crucial places ol Lhe region, UN
F;rccs are much more likely to bLe accepted than Lhose of eilher
regiovonal or oulside powers. O course, fonr real prutection of oil

fields and the militarily weak states on whose terrvilory oil is

produced, no Lebanon-Lype or Sinai-Lype "Llue helwels” conbingent

ig suilable. For this reason, some American {orces - nol numerous
but equipped with most advanced and sophisticated weapons - are

likely to stay in the area for an indelinite period il invited Lo
do so by Lhe local governmenis, possibly along willh elemenls of
armed lorces of some olher Weslern powers. It is understood Lhal
no ground lorces are Lo Le statioﬁed in Lhe area bubt only air and
sea unils. I the United Nations can be Lrought inlo Lhe picture,
il could be a great conlribulion Lo Lhe prucess ol mainbaining
reace and stmbility in the region.

Pul. Lthe Gull area is only a part orthe Middie East, and by

no means the most dangerous and troublesome. A comprehensive

Middle Easl security system aiming at reducing tension, seltling

conflicls and removing weapons ol mass desbruclion iz

inconceivable without Tinding a way oul of Lhe Avab=Tsracli

deadloclk. We have now lo adress Lhis issue: what changes il any
———

¥

has Lhe lalest Gulf war brought to it?




3. Israel is believed Lo be the biggest beneliciary of Lhe war,

nexl Lo Lhe United Staltes. Quilte probably, the Istraeli

eslablishment feels that Lhe nabtion is more secure Lthan ever in

1Lls history now Lhal ils most dangcerous Aral adversary has been
knocked oul. The Arab military option has all but disappearved, al
least for Lhe time bLeing.

There is, however, another side Lo Lhe |)lcﬁ1n'e. Fur the

firsL time ever Lhe Jewish state was hit by long range missiles,

and the fact that Lthe Israell army controlled the ¥Wesl Bank

proved Lo Le Lotally irvrelevanlh in Lhis respecl. Who can

’-_—-__-_7 .
guarantee Lthat in 10 or 20 years some Arab state will not possess

missiles (a1 more deadly and accurate than the Scuds? 1[ the
Israel] mjliLaf; doctrine, ULhis avgumenl runs, is bascd on Lhe
posession ol Lhe Wesl Bank as a buffer zéhe separaling ;ﬁe
heartland (vom the enemy, its validity has Leen seriously
challenged by the war lessons, Isn’'lL il Lime Lo prealize that
occupalion of a piece ol lqnd is no safeguard against a%r altlnek?

The conclusion is Lhat the lsraelis should not miss Lhe

- —— e —-

opportunity Lo exchange land for peace, especially now, for the

Avaly world is in disavray, the TLO crippled, and Isvacl can

aflord to talk peace to the Arabs f{rom posilion of sbrenglh - a

—

silualtion which is nol certain Lo last forever.

There is undoubledly logic in Lhis argumeani. but
counler-acrguments may be advanced al once. Vital as Lhe posession
of Lhe Wesl Bank may bLe to the Israeli defense, iL could never
have been Lhe cornerstone of Israel’s military doctrine, and

Irvayi missile atlacks have proved nothing and have changed




nolhing. There is no denying that some Lime in Lhe fulure Israel
can once again be subjecled Lo missile atlLacks and even air
bombardments, possibly with arwms of mass Jdestruction, bul
vonclusions Lo be Jrawn From Lhis are, Tirst, thal ceverylhiog
mist Le done Lo sbrengthen Lhe nation’'s defense, and, second,
Lhal in ovrder o inlevcepl the enemy missiles, bLime and spare are
needed which are provided precisely by the lsvaecli military
conlLrol of the West DRanlk.

As to Lhe "land for peace” slogan, bthe objections are thal

noo gne ean guarantece Lhe beginning of ao cran ol pence anes

Palestinian sbale is alloved teo bLe zel up. Soewme wonld shy Lhal

such a cruacjial concession could be considered by Lhe Arabs a

Catal proofl ol veakness on the poarl of Lhe Jewiash slate and coulid

lead Lo more Avab demands. Moreover, wany in Isracd nrc nol happs
wilh the idca of o Paleslinian stale {cven linked Lo n
Ud-sanclioned aml UN-guaranleed peace breaty with all Lhe Arab
neighbours hecause bthey do not believe in slability of that
shtale amd suspeclt Lhal in o very short Lime il will I'all prey Lo
internal feuds of Lhe Lebanese kind with unloreseeable
conseguences {or Lhe lsraell seccurily.

O course, these argumenls can be counberocd by anobher ine:
ol reasoning emphaszizing imposéjbility of a permanenl occupatbtion
of the terrilory inhabited by rvebellious population which will
never give up Cighting fov ils righls, for an imdependenl enbily.
Debate may go on ad infinitum with praclically no chance of
either side suceecding in changing Lhe opponenl's view. Plausible

avrgumenls may be ound to justify both "hawkish”™ and "dovish™
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lines. What matlers is nolt so much sober political calculation

weighing up oll pros and conlras as mass psychology. MosL Israeli

Jews seem Lo fenr and distrust the Avabs. They {eel that an
o
independenl Palestinian state on Lhe West Bank, given Arab

mentalilty and political culture, is very likely Lo degenevate

|
inlo an unruly aml uhuoLic communily in a slalble ol permanent
internal warfave wilh extremists almost certain Lo come out at
the Lop ol the heap in Lhe end. Many are unhappy aboul Lhe

.
prospecls of guerillas armed with portable missiles seltling up
their hases just several miles away [rom Tel-Aviv, Continucd
occupaltion of the West Bank wilth all its undeniable evils is
sLill regavrded Gy many, il not mosl, Jews as a lesser evil
compared with unprecdiclabil ily and ancertaintlies of abandoning
the lerritories.

The lasl. Gulf{ war has, it anything, increascd lsraeld
anxietly and lessened Lhe chances ol a peace scelllamenl on Arab
Lerms. The hawks in Israel have bocome move havkish. As Lo the
doves, Lheir convicLions and arguaments have beaen Ladly shattercd
or even umdermined by the incredilily short-sighled il not
onlrighl suicidal posjtiop Laken by Aralfat during the crisis.
There is no way any Israeli governmenl can ever agree Lo have
even iandirect contacls with the present PLO Lleadership, and any
oulside pressuve aimed at shifting Israel away from this posiLion
will lack inner conviction and bear no [ruit. Moreover, Arafat
and his people have been seriously and, possibly, irreparably
discredited in.ﬁesl@rn eyes as well., This i1s nol. Lo say thaet the

] .
PLO us such bas already been discarded for ever as o negolbialing
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pacrbtner. You simply cannot hope Lo [ind any kind of meaningtul
solubion to the Avab-Israeli . dispule while ignoring Lhe IPLO. But
the teuth is th{t right now chances of that body being officially
involved in the process of negotfaLjons are slim indced.

This also means thalb Lhe long-standing idea of a

UN-sponsored inLernantional conference is al presenl a

non-starter. Anyway, there could never have bLeen much hope of
I
such a conlervence really being able Lo find a final and
satislacleory solubtion to Lhe conlClict. HMHore likely Lhan not, it
wvoeuld have been permanenlly and hopelessly dendlocked, Lotnlly
1

exhansted by mulbual bhichkering. :

Yel, Lhis conference was regavded for years as aboul Lhe
only poszible way Lhe United Ralions could make its contribulion

Lo Lhe resolulion of Lhe Avab-lsraeli conflict. How Lhat the

rrospecls for convening an_inlernabional conference seem bleak,

does this mean that the UN has no 1role Lo play in the whole

. — e ———

business? Nol necvessarily. Fven allowing for Lhe well known

Isracli dislike ol Lhe world Lody, zome uscelnl Tunction Fer Lhe
UN can surely be found. For instance, UN observers might moniton
the proposed eleclions in the occupiecd terrilovies if only Lo
reaszure Lhe Palesbinjans Lhal Lhose eleclions would be (air.
Nobody can do this kind of job belter than neutial observers senl
by the UN. Also in Lhe Tuture some s;rt of role for Lhe UN might
;_-(-? welcome when it comes Lo supervising conditions [or Lhe
development ol a process of local polilical participabion during
the interim period of Lransilion {rom occupalion Lo a Paleslinian

home rule.



However, in Lhis particular conflict UN possibilities of

mediation are bound tou be less importanl Lthan those of olther
oulside fo}ces, especinlly the United Stales.

Nobody knows yet what will come oul of that grand schéme For
Lhe hreation of a New World Order put forward by President Bush.
But the first real proof of viability and eflecltivenecss of this
scheme could be.u breukthroug[;il1 the scttlement ol the
Arab*lsraeli dispnic. This could also be a preview of things Lo
come in olher areas of the globe. Il the Uniled Slates vilh jits
newly won power and prestige after Lhe Leillianl poerliormance in
Lhe Gull misses this historie opporLunity, the whole idea of Lhe

New World Order Ls Likely Lo be discredited and cvenfually Lo
collapse in an athmosphere of indilference and cynical "deja va”
atltiltade.

Meanwhile it would be wrong Lo exnggerate Lhe American
possibililies and peace-making polential. Mo Pas Americana is in
sight. Ho single naliion, however strong, vich and influential,
can resolve an inlernational conllict. lNMossible conbtribuolion by

]

Lhe olther Western powers as well as Ly regional actors is

cssenlial. Bul whatl aboul., Lhe Soviet Union™

q. Because of Lhe mounting internal difficulties in the. Soviel
. . . ! . .
Union it has become commonplace among Western experls Lo wrile il
- 1
off as a world pover. "Dissolution at Lhe Soviel Empive” 1s a

cliche. Some inlernational analysts have been wriling about world

allairs and theivr solulions as il Lhe Soviet Union has already

ceascd to exist.
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Maybe bLhis country has really Jlost its claim to o superPOfGF
. i
stabtus bubl Lhis does nol mean . thalb il is no longer a greal power.
There is a substanlional diflerence between the Lwo terms. Greal
powers existed al all periods in historg, Jloug before Lhe term-
"superpower” was {jirst used, and Russia fOL cenlurics was one of
{
Lhem. Unless Lhe Union disinlegrates (God forbid!), il will
' .
undoubibedly continue to be a great power. As such, il will have
its legilimalte role Lo play‘in Lhe Middle Fasi.
The Middle Iﬁaitfl_. wag imporbtanl Lo Lhe Sovieb Union mainly Tor

i

goopalbilical ol .i.tlr-e.'»lt)gi,urul reasons, A m:.\_ju,,-r bbbl ledl o0 Thee
i
Cold Wayr, Lhe area was also considered vital in Lerms ol an
eventual "hot war™. Having some military Fntjij:ics Lhere = Just
in case - was a definite aszel. The military in lMescow alwass had
a high place Tor Lhe Middle Easl ol their scale of priorities. A=
Lo ideology, Lhere was a time when this region had Lhe highest
concentrabion of vedimes ol socialisl ulri,r.;‘nl-ni:‘il_;n.

Since Gorbachev came Lo power and perestroika started, bolh
those factors have been steadily lusing Lheir importance. dobods
Lhinks about n possible Sovieb-American war any more, and the
"Laltlelicld value™ of the arvea has dwindled. in Lhe ideonlogical
conlext,. too, priorvilies have changed: promoling sociaklism in Lhe
Thivd World and thus weakening Lhe world capilalist syslem can
hardly be called a major preoccupation of the Soviel leadership

al. present. ' :



Nhat_remuing is bthe natural desite oF a greal power - nol a
superpover, nol a champion of a greal wessianic causce, but ‘jn‘.;st |
plain gfeﬁt power - Lo assure LLs legilimate geopoliticai
interesls in a vital area.
Both for dowmestic and external reasons, Lhe Soviel Union

will resent being pushed out of Lhe picture in the Middle East.

: ! |
|

This counbtry has lo be a party bolth to a security system in the
Gull avea and Lhe Arah—I;raeli sebllement. Recognition ol these
batural and legilimate Soviel demands is a sine qua non C()nditiuni
ol any cooperalion hetwean Lhe West and USSR in the Middle Last.
The Soviet .record on the issue of Cerman reunilicalion as
well as in the UN Security Council during the latesl Gulfl crisis
should have reassured Lhe Weslt as Lo Moscow's sincerity in Erying
Lo open a new page in the history of our relations. There is no
grouwnd whatzoever lov suspecting Lthe Kremlin of having some Kind
ol hidden agenda in Lhe Middle EFast. Our (irst priorily is Lo
eliminale possible causes and sources of regional conflicts

Lhreatening Lhe newly found cooperalion wilh Lhe Wesl, (he Middle

Last being, of cour=e, potenlinll Yo Lhie most dangerons ol ol Uhe

conllicl arceax o Lhe world.
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1. Divergent economic trends in the Northern and Southern rims of

the Mediterranean, . ;

There has been an on-going debate for almost two years

in the European ComeQity on whether the rejection of communism
in Eastern Europe and the reunification of Germany should lead to
some rethiﬁking of what Europe is all about i.e. to widening or
rather to an accelerated deepening in the process of European

integration. _

Those opting for acceleration argue that.it will result
in more economic growth (e.g. as a result of the completion of
the Internal Qarket), which will trickle down to the periphery
too. In a ‘recent paper’, Jakob Kol of Erasmus University in
Rotterdam, estimates that developing countries’exports tc the EC

could rise on a permanent basis by 0,5%.° It will also result in

' Kol.J., The EC-1992 Program and the Developing Countries,
in Fatemi, K., ed.{1991), International Trade and Finance in the
1990s, Proceedings of the First Internaticonal Trade and Finance
Association Meeting, Volume II, Marseille, May 31- June 2.

? Kol’s estimations are based on a very controversial study

previously published by R.Baldwin, estimating that the EC-12 GNP
growth rate will increase by 0,5% permanently as a result of the
completion of the EC’s Internal Market.See Baldwin, R. (1989), The
Growth Effects of 1992, Economic Policy, October, pp.247-70.

i
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an all-European political leadership, more- acceptable to the
périphery thaﬁ US or German dominatiéﬂ: On the’other hand, those
arguing for widening posfulate a thorough reconsidération of
priorities, and argue that a further enlargement of the EC to the

East should come first.

' ' In my wview, the latter school has been unjustly
maligned and accused pf wanting to torpedo the European ideab
Viewed from the periphery it seems obvious that this criticism
does not hold water. The EC' cannot hope to succeed ultimately as
an island of political stability and economic welfare in an oceaﬂ
of misery and instability. There is 1little déubt now that tﬁe
European Community appears to the outside world, particularly to
its external periphery, as increasingly attractive, not only as a
mgrket but as a model for economic,.social,‘technological and
last but not least, political development’. Meanwhile, the
demographic explosion in the Maghreb, the Mashrek and Turkey,

which are the focus 6f this paper, critically undoes all the good

which could nérmally be expected from the adjustment and economic

1

* A small proof of that is that 8 million non-EC citizens

are currently legal residents of the Community, a figure whicp
has not changed much in the last 15 years. But about 3 million
more have been entering there illegally since 1974/75 when new
legal immigration was virtually stopped almost simul :taneously
everywhere in the EC. More than half of non-EC immigrants come
from the EC’s Mediterranean periphery.
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reform policies recently introduced. These have included trade
liberalization which was at last adopted in reqent years by some
key countries like Morocco; Turkey, Ebypt or Algeria, mostly in
cooperation with the World Bank and the IMF. The diverging
population growth trends in the Northern and Southern rim of the
Mediterranean; are set to continue. In 25 years from now thé
population of!the Maghreb will reach the 100 million people mark,
the Arab world 400 million, while the EC-12 native population
will be stagnant. By 2025, Egypt’s population will be as large ag
the one of Spain and the one of Italy together. The economic ga;
between the Northern and Southern rims of the Mediterranean is
already very large and increasing, and so is the corresponding
frustration and resentment in much of the Arab world. Suffice it
to say that according to World Bank figures Spain’s GNP per
capita was in 1989 more than 10 times the one of her neighbour,
Morocco'. The real growth rate of the GNP per capita in the 1980s
reached 2.4% in Spain, 1.3% in Moroccé, 0.6% in Tunisia and 0.0%
in Algeria. Not surprisingly, many try to escape their individual
fate by emigrating (legally or ilegally) to the territory of a

not-geographic¢ally-distant Community of more than 320 million

rich consumers(and now 340 if we include the ex-GDR) and where

]

¢

4

Spain: 9150 $§ per capita; Morocco : 900 $§ per capita.The
World Bank Atlas 1990,
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the scarce prodﬁcgion factor is precisely the unqualified labor
force which they happen to possess’. South—ﬂorth mass labou£
movements are not, howeve;:, an acceptable proposition to most
Eﬁropeansﬂ The leéders of the Maghreb and Mashrek know this.
They also know since ‘long that it is not the existence of Israel
in their midst or the Palestinian conflict which is the cause of

the frustration of their citizens.

* The problem of illegal immigration is attracting public

attention by the importance of the sheer numbers. For example in
early May, 5000 illegal Morcccan workers were being expelled from
Spain in one single week!. See El Independiente, May 5 1991.

® Only a minority thinks that given the rapid ageing of the
population of Western Europe it would be advisable to let in
young immigrants from South and East on a quota basis as the US
does. See The Economist, March 16 1991.
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2. The economic contribution of the EC to peace and stability in

the Mediterranean and the Middle East.

If it will not act in the domain of immigration}, how
éan the European Community contribute to economic growth and
political stability in its Mediterranean periphery ? In the wake
of the Gulf war, there seems to prevail a consensus among EC
leaders that the Community is not in the business of giving

"security guarantees" °

. The EC’s intervention capability remains
strongest where to date it has always enjcyed some comparative
advantage in distributing "goods" or "bads", that is in the realm
of trade and development assistance. It is not true as is
sometimes suggested, particularly in Community circles, that the

EC has exausted all the possibilities of promoting Mediterranean

non-members’ exports by signing cooperation agreements®. At the

! On May 13 1991 for the first time a meeting of the
Council of Ministers was convened to discuss: a Commission
proposal suggesting a close coordination of the development
policies of the Twelve and of the EC itself so as to influence
migration flows. The main idea of the Commission is to include a
migration chapter in future cooperation agreements with
individual developing countries and to intensify the fight
against illegal immigration.

° See The Economist, February 23 1991.

* A1l the EC agreements concluded with Israel (1975) and with
Maghreb and Mashrek countries(1976) provide for duty-free access
intoe the Community of industrial. products, but not for
agricultural products. Moreover, for some sensitive products,
such as clothing, some Mediterranean countries have been asked by
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time of the Camp '‘David agreements and in order to promote

economic interdependence among former belligerents, a team of
fsraeli political economiéts10 vere p¥oposing.among others that
the EC, in its bilateral agreements with Egypt and Israel, should
redefine goods liable for free access to the EC market as those
originating in an area comérised by Egypt, Israel and the EC. Thé
same could apély to EC-fihancial protocols; the rules on tied aid
to I%rael could be liberalized so that funds could be used to
purchase goods in Egypt and viceversa. But instead of footing the
"peace" bill with trade énd aid concessions, the EC preferred to
release declarations, which may have contributed to give some
content to what 1is .called in EC-parlance "European Political
Cooperation” but clearly added nothing to the Camp David package,
which in spite of all its deficiencies, is the only game in town.
The Camp Dévid package seems also to work for more than a decade
now containing frustration an& turbulence in an important part of
ﬁhe Mashrek, namely Egypt. In fact, designs for cooperation pléns

among Israel and its neighbours (including the Palestinians) have

been drawn up and are ready"” and the EC could have an important

the EC to restrict "voluntarily" their exports.

' gee Arad R., Hirsch S. and Tovias A., The -Economics of
Peace~Making: Focus on the Egyptian-Israeli Situation , London,
Macmillan (for the Trade Policy Research Centre), 1983. “

' See, e.g., Ben Shahar, H. et al.{(ed.), Ecconomic

Cooperation and Middle East Peace, London, Weidenfeld and
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role in their implementation. Third parties can be shown to make
a positive contribgtion to the economics of peace-making because
their participation in coéperative ventures increases the range
of cooperative transactions between former belligerents which are
likely to be economically feasible and because of the conflict-
reducing element in a third-party presence'. In respect to the
latter argument, former belligerents tend to have an even greater
aversion for foreign domination of domestic firms than normal if
the foreigners are precisely former enemies. The presence of
third parties from the Community would in all likelihood reduc?
conflict between former belligerents (such as 1Israelis ané
Palestinians, Greeks and Turks, Greek Cypriots and Turkish
Cypriots) because the latter would probably prefer to let the EC,
perceived as a neutral party, dominate the cooperative venture
(e.g. in the domain of water exploitation), thus reducing the
range of conflict without 1limiting the range of economic
cooperation. Moreover, the EC’s involvement would be perceived by
past enemies as providing partial insurance against the other
side deciding to dissociate. All these factors taken togetﬁer

would raise the expected gains from any cooperative venture

involving the EC and would therefore increase the level of

Nicolson, 1989.

* See Arad,R., Hirsch,S.and Tovias A., op.cit., pp.76-81.
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economic intercourse between regional partners, others things
being equal. The.Community could of course make its participation
in aid and trade packages conditional upon the maintenance of
full cooperation between the former belligerents, in the same

vein as the US did with the OEEC in 1947-48.

3. The political contribution: promoting Western-type democracy.
All what.is proposed above and much more can be done in
the economi.c domain. I1f, however, ghe European Community thinks
this is not enough.té leave its own "signature" and wants to
contribute in the political realm as well as the economic, then I
have something very simple to suggest: Announce publicly that
those countries in the EC’s external periphery with a Western-
type democratic regime and sharing the same concept of human
rights as all EC members do will eventually be considered as
potential members of the Community. Such a bold'declaration wouid
send a very important signal to democrats and non-democrats alike
in the potential candidate of the EC’'s ex£ernal periphery. The
least one can say is that this method worked pretty well in the

case of Greece, Portugal and Spain’. It is not pure rethoric to

)

13 gee forthcoming book by Pridham, G. (ed.),Encouraging
Democracy -The International Context of Democratic Transition in
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say today, Qithn-hindsight, that the actual transition and
consclidation of d;amocracy has been a more successful process
than any of the possible' political scenarios for these three
countries one might have thought of back in the early 1970s . One
explanation is simply that Greeks, Spaniards énd Portuguese
understood perfectly well what was at stake: Either behave in a
civikized manner and be accepted in a c¢lub of free, democratic

and prosperous countries or be left back.

But beyond-'the xﬁess_age sent to the people of the three
Southern European countries, there was also another laess
acknowledged one: A message to any of their non-democratic
neighbours that an attack or agressioh by the latter against the
new member would alter profoundly the relationship between the EC
and the aggressor. I think, for instance, that the entry of
Greece in the Community may have had a stabilizing influence over
Greek-Turkish relations. It is also unthinkable that, should
Israel become a member of the EC, the Arab boycott EOuld prevail.
In this respect, it is interesting to note that the EC has beeﬁ
moving recentiy in the direction of collective solidarity and

secufity, precisely in the context of the Gulf crisis. On August

»

Southern Europe, Leicester, Leicester University Press, to be
published in the autumn 1991.
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21 1990 it adopted the following declaration: "Any attempt to
injure or threaten the security of any citizen of the European
Community will be considered as an offensive act against the

Community and all its member States and will provoke a unanimous

k]

response from the whole Community" .

o

L}

4. Redefining Europe for.purposes of memberxship.

My proposal will surprise those who consider Europe to
be a geographic concept; a continent with borders defined once
upon a time well before the emergence of the nation-state and of
the idea of sovereignity of the peopie as well as the definition
of "human rights. I think this is a very poor concept. If the
continent were not inhabited by its present residents with their
values and institutions, it would not be Europe. In other words,
rather than a spot in the world map, Europe is a civilization,
based on common cultural and educational heritages which

incidentally ‘have its roots in ancient Greece and Rome. The

14 "Declaration des Douze sur 1la situation des

ressortissants etrangers ‘en 1Irak et au Koweit. (Reunion
ministerielle extraordinaire de la Cooperation Politique
Europeenne), Paris, August 21,1990" in Assemblee de 1'Union de
1’Europe Occidentale, Report by Mr.Pieralli, Paris, 36th session,
2nd part, doc. 1242, September 20 1990, p.28. Quoted by Schwok,
R., "Kuwait crisis", unpublished paper.




11

latter two had a long-lasting influence on gll the Mediterranean
area, rather more in fact than on Scandingvia. If those thinking
ahead accept the idea_thatlnlbania, Bulgaria or Rumania have the
right to apply for EC membership (once they become real
democracies), thén by,'the same token they should accept the same
for Turkey, Cyprus, Israel, Lebanon and all the Arab countries
around the Mediterranean. Those who do not question the
"European" nature of Iceland’” for purposes of membership, should
not do either when considering other geoéraphically closer
countries in the EC’s external periphery!* 1In fact, those
accepting Iceland, Cyprus and Turkey as potential EC members have
a rather elastic concept of geography, as it should be. They are
stating implicitly that in examining potential EC membership,
political rather than physical geography or what is called by
D.Moisi 'the geography of values" should take precedence!’. For
instance, in terms of phfsical geography Cyprus lies to the Soutﬂ
of the Anatolia peninsula, which as we all were taught in school

is in Asia. It must therefore be the case that those who would

i

* Just for the record, Iceland is a member of the European

Free Trade Area.

* Iceland is more than 1700 kms away from Scotland and more
than 2000 km away from Norway, the nearest country in the
continent. !

1 See Moisi, D.(1989), An Ambivalent Europe is
Reconsidering its Map, International Herald tribune, March 23.
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consider favorably an application of membership into the EC by
Cyprus or Iceland must be thinking in terms of cultural values
and political institutiéns shared by <countries in close
neighbourhood. It must be stressed here that-the religious and
ethnic backgrounds of the potential EC mémbers’ residents has
never been and is not a criteria for judging how "European" a
country is. Not a single word can.be found mentioning such a
requirement in ;ny EC document (e.g the Treaty of Rome or thg
Single European Act). Whoever dares these dayé.to suggest in the
EC that a Turkish appliéation should be rejected on the grounds

that Turkey is a Moslem country, is turned down with horror and

disgust by a distinct majority, and quite rightly so

5. Why should the EC intervene at all?:.

Southern European countries, like Spain, France and
Italy, should give the above proposal deep thought. They are
continuosly drawing the attention of other EC countries to the
need to anchor the Maghreb to the European Community. My argument
here is that doing this in terms of economics is not enough and

that the EC could, if it really wished to, do much more to catch

the imagination of the Mediterranean people. In my view the EC
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should do what is. suggested here for its own interest. It may be
taken as a philantrgpic gesture, but it is really about economic
and political self—preserﬁation. Europe - imports betweaen 60% to
70% of its energy frém the Southern rim of the Mediterranean and
the Middle East. Itsleéonomic welfare is alsc dependent on the
availability of cheap 1labor to £fill in some unqualified and
menial jobs either in the EC itself or in its close periphery
{e.g. labour-intensive services, construction work, seasonal
agriculture). In the political realm, the Community has an
interest in promoting democracy around the EC, because for some
still not well explained reasons, social scientists have
discovered that democracies do not fight each other. The ultimate
aims would be 1) to prevent that a non-democratic country in the
Community’s external periphery turns against her,- and 2) to
prevent that out of the violent disputes among non-democratic
countries in the external periphery of the EC, the latter suffers
from a backlash {e.g. a wave of refugees). This leads to a last
point. The political contribution of the EC to peacé and economic
success I am suggesting here should be limited to its external
periphery. There are several reasons for this: First, the EC has
not yet a super-power status in world politics. But it can
clearly assume regional responsibilities. Second, the countries

in the external periphery of the Community share with her
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basically the same. environment and strategic concerns as well as
similar consumption patterns and standards. Closeness is

definitively a factor - when having to delineate where the

Community should leave its imprint. !
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PATRON - CILIENT RELATIONS IN THE EMERGING SECURITY ENVIRONMENT

Panayiotis IFESTOS, Fanteios University, Institute of
International Relations, Athens,
LGreece.

INTRODUCTION

Searching for underlying patterns in interstate relations at
times of continuous and rapid change is not the simplest of
all exercises in political analysis, especially when, as in
the Field of Fatron - Client relations, theoretical
speculation is not as yet formalized, encompasses few
systematic empirical evidence, and lags behind the evolving
realities of contemporary international affairs. Even more so,
theoretical analysis in general, did not as vyet adequately
eiplore the nexus between environmental change and foreign
policy behavior.

Referring to an Emergipg security environment, one should
firstly outline the old security system,then tentatively
mention some  elementary elements of the emerging new
structures, and lastly, compare the two or focus on their main
differences.This is again not an easy task. As you all Know,
political analysts almost never agreed as to what are the
principal characteristics of the contemporary international
system.

Throughout the post world two evra, the prevailing view
regarding international relations has been that of a bipolar
world. Later on, in the 1%970s and 1980s, analysts incraa?ingly
referred to the existence of a loosed bipolar system as
well as to new phenomena, such as interdependence and
regional integration. The prevailing image, however, has been
that of world governed by security considerations, in the
context of which states and nations were competing,
conFlictipg, and fighting ~ over questions of national military
security. At the centre of this image lay the East - West
confrontation, its derivative conflicts, and the nuclear
factor.' Let us however not focus on the much analyzed paost -
war international system and concentrate instead on patterns
as they emerge at the dawn of the magic date 2000 a.c.

THE EMERGING SECURITY ENVIRONMENT

The emerging security system has more than one overlapping

characteristics in a pattern of a uniquely fluctuating
complexity: First, militarily, it |is 5till bipolar but

potentially unipolar, especially in the conventional reaim, if
USSR" s internal problems are taken 1nto account.fs regards




U8A, economically and militarily the strongest pole of power,
is in search of a role in the mid of a transitional period.
Ite policies during the recent Bulf crisis could be .

interpreted as an attempt to define this role.’ _.Becond, in
parallel or in combination, appears a complex multipolarity of
middle ( or potentially sSupeEr -~ ) powers, both in military and

economic terms, especially with regard  to the latter aspect.
Ihird, in addition to phenomena such asg interdependence and
trangnationalism, there is a tormenting uncertainty as regards
the exact potential role of new collective o singular actors
such  as the EEC, Germany, and Japan., Last but  not least,
smaller but well organized actors such as larael, Iran ( and
until recently Irag ), which are in addition nuclear or
potentially nuelear, claim a decisive role in regional
affairs,in areas crucially vital for the welfare and strength
of the bigger powers.

It follows that an extremely complex and fFluctuating sEcurity
environment encompasses the Following, often overlapping
principal characteristics: nuclear bipolarity, potential
military wunipolarity, an emetrging , economic and probably
military multipolarity, sub-systemic bipolarities, sub-
systemic multipolarities, and cnntgpuous growth of the non-
governmental aspects of the system. Regarding the latter
factor, our view, is that the contemporary world is  both
state-centric and multi-centric, but preadominantly the former.

A tentative graphic outline of the Just described complex
system is attempted to be drawn in the attached table.

If the Just outlined interstate complexity is taken for
granted, a comprehensive interpretation of patron-client
relations would not be feasible. We should therefore pursue a
less ambitious task, by assuming  a much simpler world. The
following working assumption could therefore be proposed: The
system is still bipolar. However, there are clear signs that
it entered a transition, moving towards a complex military and
economic multipolarity. USSR, still an otherwise formidable
military power, is for the time being “neutralized" due to
its internal problems. Sub-system actors, in varying degrees,
can influence considerably global processes, but could not
possibly challenge the predominance of central powers,
especially USBA, when her vital interest are at stake { as in
the case of Kuwait ). an introductory and elementary test of
some of these assumptions will be attempted later on.

It shouwld be noted that as regards EBEast-West relations in
particular, it is still not prudent to infer that bipolarity
is over because the Warsaw Fact is dissolved or because USSR
faces internal problems. This is so because military



capability and external behavior are not always in line with
internal economic and sociopolitical coherence.’ Nonetheless,
it is correct to note, that, despite the fact USSR - and
probably tomorrow Russia - retains a formidable military
capability, its internal transformations inevitably produce
important variations within the international system as we
have Known it since WWZ2,

ATRON — CLIE THEORETICAL RELEVANCE

In a world of complex and multidimensional as well as varying
relationships among the Ccomposing elements of the
interpational system, patron - client is in itself an emerging
theoretical field. Its limited analytical tools have in effect
been heuris}ically borrowed from the field of "comparative
government". Moreover, in the absence of adequate
theoretical tools, one could experiment, also heuristically,
. with adjacent apptroaches in fields dealing with variations in
behavior in situations involving different power structures
and power relationships.

It follows that patron - client relations in contemporary
world affairs, encompass a multitude of phenomena. Moreaver,
as with other political phenomena, patron — client relations
are bound to fluctuate as a concept, in lime with the ebb and
flaw af international politics. Furthermore, domestic
structures or non-state Fa%tora are important.inputs at the
behavior’s formative stages.

Fatron - client relationships between a big state and a small
state, a strong power and a weak state, aor to this effect
between any dyad of states or groups of states or politacal
organisms, could take a multigyde of forms and shapes. A
patron in such & relationship aims at ful+illing certain
policy objectives, by offering reciprocal compensation to a
client state willing or in need to comply. The reciprocity is
based on material benefits and protection for the client. The
patrons means are a fFunction of the degree it can assist the
client state,the size of the material benefits it could
provide, and the political suppart it could offer.
Correspondingly; the c¢lient state  may expect various rewards
for its behavior and actions, such as protection, favourable
trade terms, assertiveness, self-respect status, lovalty, and
the patron’ s favourable stand in one o more of its
international conflictual interactions. The client’ s means is
usually political alignment, rending services, following the
patron® s lead, permitting air and sea passage to ships and



airplanes, granting military bases, and assisting the patron
in military conflicts. Certainly, a weak state’'s attempt to
extract Ffram a larger ally a certain desirable behaviar,
could wuse a number of other means as well. For example,
accarding to the "tyranny of the weak" formula, a small state
could lsmanipulate a gréat power found in an " investment
trap”.  The weak state could stress its possible unreliability
as an ally, threaten it will withdraw from an alliance, or
show sheer stubbornness and persistence in demanding
fFulfilment of Hits objectives, irrespective of the great
power’'s wishes.

Fatron — client relations could be described as interactions
between states in response to international situations or
changes. These responses usually aim at satisfying am entity’s

goals on at minimizing existing dangers. More than tng strong
state’s system, a weak state’s system is penetrated,  to the
gxtend its wvital interests depend on external elements of
authority and powet. In & similar sense, the weak state
voluntarily complies with the strong power’s wishes, in some
sort of political adaptation, in order to realize some of its
state objectives. Borrowing the amalytical tools developed in
another context by James Rosenﬂu and others, c¢lient behavior
could be viewed as "adaptive'. Folitical adaptation inothis
SENSE, is the state’s wvoluntary adjustment of its foreign
policy to external demands and trends, "in order to keep the
resuwlting .- fluctuations in the society’s economic,
sucial,pglit;cal and physical structures within acceptable
limits". As- Hansen notes, unlike Rosenau®™s original
formulation. of political adaptation . which is principally
preacccupied with the actor®s survival, this conceptual
framework could lent itselr to a larger set of goals and
strategies., A client®s behaviour in this sense, therefore,
could be seen as an adaptation in accordance with the wishes
and interests of another state ( the patron ), in order to be
rewarded in other fields.

We shall now briefly examine the salient environment in the
context of which patron-client relationships Ffunction., We
already adopted the working assumption that the emerging
security environment in the context of the transitional 1990s,
iz peculiar, uncommon, and rapidly Ffluctuating. Depending to
what sector of international activity we refer or at which
level our analysis evolves, the system could be called
unipolar, multipolar, or an intetrmediary mix. Furthermore,
there is an uneven distribution of econumim and military power
among the salient poles of the system. Security in such a
cantext encompasses military as well as non military factors.
In military as well as in non military interactions, the



projection of a . state’'s power is nowadays a much less

straightforward matter than in earlier times.  Some hints on
this fact will be given later on when we shall refer to the

recent Bulf crisis

Multipolarization adds to the complexity of the relation
betweenm the strong and the weak actoars of the intermational
system. Naturally, this is also true for patron—-client

relationships. Boldmann 5upported" that an international
system may include not only more than two leading powers but
many bipolar sub-systems. "In such a situation, coalitions are

expected, and the only question is who will Jjoin forces
against whom. Far reaching and lasting coalitions between the
two leading components may be rare in bipclar systems. The
application of the coalition hypothesis may therefore be
greatgr in a non - bipolar system than in & bipolar
one". Similarly, Deutsch and Singet indicated that an
increase in the number of independent actors increases the
pairs of dyads in the total system, a sitwation which adds to
the interaction numbers and which could have destabilizing
effects. !

In other words, multipolarization may expand the opportunities

of weaker powers in interstate bargaining. As Walt: notes in
this context, weak cstates often find opportunities for
manguverin in the interstices of a balance of power

situation.’ Especially when a weak state’s paositian and
policies are important for the maintenance of the oaverall
balance of power, a system of many poles may function in a way
which strengthens the bargaining power of the weak. = In
addition, improved social awareness, the revolution in
communications, the danger af conflicts escalating to a
nuclear confrontation, and the functioning of international
cooperative forums, such as the U.N. and the EEC, are all
factors which make the use of force less attractive than in
the past. 8Such a development, of ,course, could not but
strengthen the position of weak states. Certainly, it should
be stressed that normg of this kind may have less application
in conflictual bipolar sub-systems even if they operate in a
broader stable multipolar environment. :

[

THE GULF CRISIS AND PATRON - CLIENT -RELATIONSHIPS

Funning out of space and time, we should‘.now proceed to an
elementary test of some of  our propositions formulated
garlier. The bulf crisis of August 1990 to February 1991, may’




provide us some evidence concerning the evolving underlying
trends in the security environment of the 1990s. 0Of course, a
detail examination of all the aspects of the conflict relevant

to patron-client vrelations ~ let alone a detail examination of
all the aspects of the conflict - would not be necessary at
present.

Fatron's as well as client’™ s attitudes are usually. best
demonstrated during times of acute crisis. When military
confrontation is in sight, or when actual war occurs, stakes
are higher, and the actor’s basic behavior patterns, more

apparent.

Examination of the 0October 1973 Middle East war, have shown,
inter alia, an emerging independence SF strong regional powers
vis a wvis their superpower patrons. Compared to 1973, the
functioning of patron client relationships during the 1991
Kuwait crisis, revealed both similarities and
dissimilarities.In the first place, it should be noted that
Irag's invasion of Kuwait have shown that revolutionary strong
regional actors can still act with greater freedom during
periods of detente. America’s dynamic and effective military
and political counter - offensive, could be explained in terms
of the situation prevailing in the Saoviet Union. US5A’s and
USSBR's corresponding role during the conflict, confirms that,
as argued earlier, the international system is militarily
bipolar, but for all practical purposes unipolar 1in
pelitical terms. Whether this is a permanent feature of the
international system, i.e.,the c%existence of military
bipolarity and political unipolarity, remains to be seen. It
alsc remains to be seen whether the effective American
counter—-offensive would prove determinant and catalytic in
bringing about & new systemic regional and world order.
Whatever the outcome, we could predict that there is still a
long way bhefore each actor’s role takes a relatively final
shape.

At this point,it should be noted that the traditional
"counter—patron' of the international system, that is, the

USSR, has taken a markedly lower profile early in the Gulf
crisis, an attitude which endured until America’ s successful
ground assault. In many instances, USSR joined diplomatic
forces with the United States, and Moscaow’s peace
initiatives which fol lowed throughout the crisis were
ineffective face-saving differentiations. Moreover, detente
and .good relations with USA have been OF‘mgch greater value
for Moscow than what it had been in 1973, As regards the
historical juncture QF the early 1990s, USSR behaves almost as
a "civilian power", than as a major political and military
force with readily available world - projectible powar. If



this is wvalid inference as regards the role of the Soviet
Union, we could pasily explain the absence of client’s
"classic tactics" in IraqQ’s behavior,that is,its inability to
play the orne big power against the other. > It is also
indicative of the opportunities other regional powers have to
follow successtully ~ this "tactic". Irag™s failure to
understand this reality 5ou1d not possibly be explained in
rational political terms. The same could be said as regards
Baghdad"s rejection of the French and Soviet initiatives, a
political behavior which lead to its almost total isclation.

Althaough as mentioned above the traditional counter -
balancing patron was not avgilable to the region’ s actors,
the “tyranny of the weak" phenomenon was not altogether
absent in USA's relationships with many of region’s states.
Client states such as israel and Turkey were making their
alliance with the USA conditional to many and various rewards.
Other regional powers such as Iran were behaving in an
independent and savereign manner, skilfully exploring the
crisis to their country's interest.

Turkey, for example, as early as August 1990, linked its
hehavior +to rewards involving billions of dollars, America’s
help to Turkey’s relations wi%h the EEC, and a more Favourab}g
stand of the United States in its dispute with Greece.
Turkey’ s ability as a client to explore its patron’s position
of need was demonstrated when Angara originally refused to
allow the use by the USA of its four largest military bases,
Most possibly,such an attitude would have been much more
difficult to occur during the cold war period.

Israel is another case of a regional power behaving in a
sovereign and independent manner. In fact, Israel was“highly
rewarded to do what it was fully in its own interest, that
is, to abstain from using military force against Iraq. Such an
action would have probably cause the collapse of the alliance
against Iraq. Moreover, it was in Israel”s interest to let
others to destroy the army of its strongest enemy in  the
region, without its own arm forces firing a shot. Still, the
United States could not "impose" on Israel not to act. It was
obliged to reward Tel Avivis self-restrain and publicly praise
the prudence of the Israeli government. This fact is another
indication of patron®s limits in imposing their views on »
smaller allies, even if the stakes are considerably high.

USA*'s military and political performance:. during the Gulf
crisis impressed wpon the world the view that America is the
dominant power in a unipolar ﬂarld. Moreover, Fresident EBEush®s
call for '"new world otrder" and Washington®s determined
opposition to Iraq, left little doubt that the United States




was in pursuit of such & role. 8till, it seems as if
contemporary international relations are not an easy arena,
even if a patron aﬁts in the absence of "counter-patraons'.
Falitical hypocrisy and dubious expediences were nowhere
absent dutring the Gulf crisis. Nonetheless, two salient
features in America’s policies are easily discernible. First,
Wazhington was amxious to stress that ite policy had the
formal approval of the U.N. 8Second, the American government
was anxious to further legitimize its policies by securing a
multinational participation in the army gathﬁred against Iraq,
even if this participation was only symbolic.

The above facts indicate that big powers in the contemporary
international system, be patrons or otherwise, are bound to be
constrained by psychological anﬂ moral factors, to a greater
degree than in earlier times. To the extend this reflects
reality, it reinforces the client®s position in their pursuit
of rewards and gains in their dealings with the big powers.
Otherwise stated, the current intermational system, be it
- . i . 43 .

unipolar, bipolar, economically multipolar, or a mix of the
above, seems to strengthen the clients’ position in patron -
client relationships, to the extend the “"social restraint”
inherent in international norms" of behavior increases over
time. t

Moreover, the American "leadership" role was a function of a
number of other factors such as the readiness of USA*'s rich
allies to contribute financially, and the impaca in American
domestic politics if allies were shirking. ARs  the Bulf
crisis have shown, America’s position in an international
system perceived as dominated by one power, was not altogether
straightforward. Persuasion rather than compellence was in
every day’s diplomatic agenda in inter-ally politics: 1) as
already mentioned, the UN had to issue successive resolutions
in order to legitimize the use of force by their arm forces 2)
Allies had to be persuaded to dispatch - mastly symbolic -
military units. 3) Smaller Middle East countries had to be
rewarded in order to be persuaded to favour a future regional
pact designed in Washington. 4) rich Gulf states had to be
convinced both to contribute finmanclally and to provide for a
post = war reconstruction bank. 3) as we  also  already
mentioned, Israel had to be rewarded in order to be persuaded
not to act in a way which could turn against its own interest.
7) Turkey was the recipient of material and moral support  in
order to be persuaded not to occupy Iragi  tervitory if  its
army was involved in ground fighting, e.t.c. The above and
other interstate interactions involved a complex pattern of
political, military. and other trade offs. in the cantext of
which the bargaining power was not always in the patron’o
side. N '
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Last but not least, the Gulf crisis have shown that patron -
client relationships in the post cold war period, are
functiaoning in a much more complex and complicated enviranment
than in earlier post WW2 periacds. Both patrons® as well as
clients® objectives had to be fulfilled in an environment of
sub~systemic dyads. Indicatively, we refer to the broader .

Israeli — Arab dyad, the controversial Iran - Irag dyad., the
Greco - Turkish dyad, the Iran - rest of the Arabs dyad,
e.t.c. While such sub-systemic interactions were not absent in
past conflicts, the Gulft crisis have shown that they are much
more intensive than in earlier times. However strong the
patraon,in this case the United States, she had to cope
cooperatively with clients™ demands. In parallel, it should be
stressed that the interactions during the crisis indicated the
emergence of a dominant power, towards which weaker powers
developed intensive client attitudes. .

{iverall, one could also observe that USA°s role in the Gulf
" erisis evolved in unigue circumstances.Namely, military
intervention took 9lace in relatively non - controversial
legal circumstances, it was carefully prepared, and executed
without public opinion constraints. In a less comfortable
situation, ane should expect a more difficult task and higher
clients” claims. Already. some clients” attitudes referved to,
garlier, indicate that the American intervention in the Gulf
could not be easily repeated. Sub-systemic independently
minded behavior grows, as are the big power’s economic and
other constraints. The internatiaonal system, at this
transitional juncture, be it bipolar, multipolar,or any
intermediary miy» of these situations, is bound to be much mare
complex and difficult to deal than in earlier times. The same
applies to the "nmew world order", if one sees any signs of it
in the hoerizon of 2000, :

In sum, in the international enviromment of the 1990s, it
seems as if the margins of clients’® manoeuviability are
enlarged. This 1is is mainly due to the fact that the number of
poles in military, economic, and political terms increases, a
development which contributes considerably to the enhancement
of the comparative resources of the client in the camplen

pattron - client processes. During peaceful times, the
social/political constrains inherent in contemporary
international norms of conduct, condition the patron’s

behavier. During crises, the clients’ bargaining capacities
are upgraded, inter alia, causing.for the "tyranny of the
weak" phenomenon te occur. Regarding political adaptation as a
"voluntary" adjustment of a state’s foreign policy to external

situations and demands, it is constantly occurring  in
interstate interaction. As the Gulf crisis have shown,
however, at least in certain cases and within certain limits,
adaptation is not anyhow an one way street in the relations

between strang and weak states.
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NOTES

1. On this gquestion see Ch. Kegley & P. McGowan, challenges to
America, Sage Yearbook, Beverly Hills. 1979. Also. McGowan &
Shapiro. the comparative study of foreign policy. a survey of
scientific findings, Sage., 1973, ch. xiii

2. It would be futile to attempt to refer to all studies which
analyze the post war bipolar or loose bhipolar international
structures. Virtually every introductory book does so. For
insightful works see K. Waltz, theory of international
politics, Adison—Wesley,Massach. 1979. Also, St. Hoffmann,
Gulliver's troubles. Mcraw Hill, N.Y., 1968. Also, the state
of war,Praeger. N.Y..,1965. Also, R. Rosecrance, bipolarity,
multipolarity, and the future, Journal of Conflict Resolution,
vol. 10, Sept. 1966. Also, M. Kaplan. system and process in
international politics, Wiley., N.Y.,1964. Also, K. Goldmann &
G. Sjostedt (eds), power, capabilities, interdependence,
Sage,1979.

3. D.Puchala & St. Fagan. international politics in the 1970s
: the search for a perspective, International Organization,
vol. 28, spring. 1974, p.248.

4. For analysis on the fundamental character of this conflict,
see P. Ifestos. nuclear strategy and EBuropean security
dilemmas, towards an autonomous European defence system ?,
Gower, England, 1988, ch. 10.

5. Throughout the post war era USSR has been both a military
and an ""ideological superpower”. She has also been
economically largely self - sufficient. However, things are
evolving. As regards its future position in world politics, it
will by and large be determined by the outcome of its internal
fluctuations.

6. For analysis on the term sub-systemic in the sense used
here, see K. Goldmann, in Goldmann & Sjostedt, op. cit.

7. For a recent analysis on the complexities o¢f the modern
system and the growth of sub-groupism in a dyadic state-
centric/multi—-centric world, see James Rosenau, turbulence in
world politice: A theory of change and continuity, Princeton
un. Press,1990.

8. USSR, during the post war era., is a characteristic example.
See Waltz, op. cit. .

9. See Michael Handel, weak states in the international
system, Frank Cass. England. 1981, p. 132, and note 44.
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10. Needless to stress that the present paper cannot afford
the luxury to focus attention on national diversities and the
state's domestic structures. In fact, given the'limited scope
of our contribution, we could only examine certain type of
responses to the state’'s evolving external conditions in what
now commonly c¢alled post scold war era.

11. M. Handel (op. cit.), regards patron - client
relationships as predominantly occurring between unequal
partners. In our analysis, we expand the concept to include
certain relationships between equal or roughly egqual partners.
In certain instances. one could also envisage situations
whereby a big power in need may act as a client towards a
smaller power in order to serve a specific foreign policy
objective. Notwithstanding, the rule is that the patron is the
big/strong power and the client the small/weak side.

12. We follow Handel's definition (ibid p. 132-3). who adopts
the patron - client concepts followed in comparative
government analysis.

13.- See D. Ellsberg. papers on the war, Simon & Schuster.
N.Y., 1972. By "investment trap"” it 1is meant that a larger
power must continue to support its smaller partner. if the
ilatter acts against its wishes and interests, in order to
protect its previous political or military investment.

14. For analysis on these aspects see G. Sheffer., independence
in dependence of regional powers: the uncomfortable alliances
in the Middle East before and after the R october 1973 war,
ORBIS, vol. 19, 1975~76, esp. pp. 1521-23.

15. See J. Rosenau, the gcientific study of féreign policy.

Frances Pinter, 1980, p. 136-8. It should be stressed,.
however, that unlike Rosenau's definition, the present
analysis emphasizes interaction when state actors and
interests are involved., rather than transnational non -

governmental forces.

16. Political adaptation is a term elaborated in the writings
of J. Rosenau. For example see ibid, ch. 18. Also. his book,
the study of political adaptation, Frances Pinter., London,
1981. Also his article in Comparative Politics, wvol. 2, April
1970. For a recent - extensive examination of political
adaptation, see H. Mouritsen, Finlandization: towards a
general theory of political adaptation, Gower, England, 1988.
See also, Peter Hansen., Adaptive behavior of amall states: the
case of Denmark and the European Community, Sage International
Yearbook, vol. ii. 1974. .
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17. See Rosenau, 1980, op. cit., pp 505-6, and;Hansen. ibid,.
p. 149.

18. See 1i1bid, pp 114-50.

19. For analysis of economic and security issues in
international interaction in this respect, see Goldmann, op.
cit. p. 136. On the concept of "civilian power," see P.

Ifestos, European Political <Cooperation, towards a framework
of supranational diplomacy ?, Gower, England, 1987, ch. 3.

20. This 1is particularly true for nuclear power. Even for
conventional power, however, great powers are nowadays anxious
to comply with certain norms of conduct. Relevant as we shall
see, is the insistence with which USA pursued the issuing of
UN resolutions which would authorize them to apply force
during the Gulfi crisis in 1990/91. For analysis on this
question, see, the new international norms of conduct among
states and the position of the weak states, in Handel op. cit.
(appendix B).

21. BSee Goldmann, op. cit., p. 132-3. Also, Mouritzen. op.
cit., ch. 16.

22. See ibid.

23. Goldmann, ibid, p. 134. Goldmann's coalition hypothesis
suggested that the higher the tension between the leading
members, the less chances they have to use resources against
the weak. Consequently, the "power of the weak"'" is greater.

24. See K. Deutsch & D. Singer, multipolar power systems and
international stability, World Politics, vol. 16, no 3, 1964,
esp. pp 392-3. Further in the analysis. they support that,
even 1f multipolar systems under the rules of the balance of
power policies are shown to Dbe self-destroying, the
instability of a tight bipolar system appears to be greater
{p. 406).

25. K. Waltz,op.cit., p. 184-5. For discussion of this
question see also D. Vital. the survival of small states,
Oxford Un.Press, London, 1971. Also, P.McGowan & H. Shapireo,
the comparative study of foreign policy, Sage. 1973, pp 174-5.
Also Mouritzen, op.cit. Also, Handel, op.cit., pp 175-87.

26. See Handel, ibid, p. 176.

27. BSee G.Sheffer, op.cit., pp 1515-38. Also. C. Bell. the
October Middle East war, International Affairs, Oct. 1974,
vol. 30, no 4. Also., Ath. Platias. High politics in Bsmall
countriesa: an inquiry into the security policies of Greece,

Iarael and Sweden, ph.D. dissertation, Cornell Un., 1986.
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28 Combined, as we mentioned, with economic muitipolarity.

29. For the early stages of the crisis, see "Time" August 13,
1860, p. 16.

30. For 1973, see particularly, C. Bell, op.cit., esp. pp 542.

31. For analysis of this term see P. Ifestos (1987}, op.cit.,
ch. 3. :

32. For this aspect see Sheffer, op.cit., p. 1335.

33. If Baghdad could understand this reality would have
certainly taken a less risky course, particularly as regards
its response to the French and Soviet peace initiatives (in
october 1990 and February 1991 respectively).

34. "Tyranny of the weak" in patron — client relationships
refers to the consequences for the patron as a result of the
small client's Dbehavior and .actions. For analysis on this
term, see Astri Shurke, gratuity or tyranny: the Korean
alliances, World Politics, July 1973. Also, Sheffer, op.cit.

35. We counted tenths of declarations by Turkish and Greek
leaders during the Gulf crisis of 1990/91, explicitly stating
that their govermments' participation in the alliance against
Iraq, aimed at securing favourable American positions in their
bilateral disputes, and favourable treatment in the “new world
order'. '

-36. See the "Independent”., 8.8.1990.Also, the "Economist",
October 20, 1990.p. 60.

37. See the "Time". August 27, 1990. As a leading article in
the "Economist"” (27/10/1990, p. 15) put it, Turkey joined the
anti-Saddam alliance partly in order to win more tolerance for
its occupation policy of part of Cyprus.

38. During the cold war period, small states manoeuvrability
was relatively constrained. For analysis, esp. with regard to
allied states., see D. Constas,systemic influences on a weak,
aligned state in the post-1974 era, in D. Constas (ed.).the
Greek - Turkish conflict in the 1990s, Macmillan, U.K.., 1991.
Also. Deutsch & Singer. op. cit.

39. Israeli leaders were cultivating the opposite view even
before their country was attack with SCUD missiles (see the
“Time", 8/10/1990}). By so doing, they. were raising the
patron's reward for self-restrain not to interfere with USA's
strategy. For the Israeli demands as early as september 1990,
see the "Economist", december 15. 1990. ' ’
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40. USA's success 1n restraining Israel was higher during the
1973 crisis. For 1973 see Sheffer, op. cit.

41. Speech to the Congress of the USA on september 11, 1950.

42. We refer to double standards due to the fact that many
other conflicts were not resolved in the same spirit and with
the same means as in Kuwailt.

43. Reversely, smaller states were anxious to participate.
even symbolically. 1n order to secure America’s future
favours. For the structure of the arm forces in the "Gulf
during the crisis., see the "Time', october 1, 1990.

44. The same search for legitimization was pursued by the USA
in Korea and Vietnam, however, with much less emphasis. It is
obvious that each case should be seen in its historical
context as well as in the context of the interests and stakes

involved.
45. Or any other mix of these factors.
46. On this issue see D. Constas., op. cit.. p. 136.

47. At the time the USA was building up the Alliance against
irag, its means wWere persuasion rather. than compellence.fFor

example, Washington successfully manoceuvred by sending
contrasting messages to its allies. Soft — liners were being
assured that it will exhaust all peaceful means. to the Arabs
that it will follow a fresh line on the Arab - Israeli

conflict, to Israel that it would not accept linkages between
Kuwait and the Palestinian issue. Allies were also rewarded
with financial and economic aid. See the "Time'" october 193,

1990.

48. See reporting on someé aspects of this probiem in the
"Economist', February 23, 1991, pp 45-6.

49. To the extent the rest of the governments worldwide
adopted the view that Irag's invasion was jllegal and that it
should be sanctioned.
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