READINGS IN EUROPEAN SECURITY






READINGS IN EUROPEAN SECURITY

VOLUME 2

CHAIRMAN: FRANCOIS HEISBOURG

EDITORS: DANA H. ALLIN
MICHAEL EMERSON
& MARIUS VAHL

CENTRE FOR EUROPEAN PoOLICY STUDIES
BRUSSELS

INTERNATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR SECURITY STUDIES
LONDON



This volume of Readings in European Security contains the papers
commissioned for presentation and discussion at the meetings of the CEPS-
IISS European Security Forum (ESF) in the period from 25 November 2002
to 12 December 2003. They have been previously published in the European
Security Forum Working Paper series, nos. 10-15.

CEPS and IISS gratefully acknowledge financial support received for the
European Security Forum from the Compagnia di San Paolo, the US Mission
to the EU and NATO.

ISBN 92-9079-468-2
© Copyright 2004, Centre for European Policy Studies &
International Institute for Security Studies.

All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced, stored in a
retrieval system or transmitted in any form or by any means — electronic,
mechanical, photocopying, recording or otherwise — without the prior permission of
the Centre for European Policy Studies or the International Institute for Security
Studies.

Centre for European Policy Studies International Institute for Strategic Studies
Place du Congres 1 Arundel House
1000 Brussels, Belgium 13-15 Arundel Street, Temple Place
Tel: 32 (0) 2 229.39.11 London WC2R 3DX, United Kingdom
Fax: 32 (0)2219.41.51 Tel: 44 (0) 20 7379 7676
E-mail: info@ceps.be Fax: 44 (0) 20 7836 3108
Website: http://www.ceps.be E-mail: iiss@iiss.org

Website: http://www.iiss.org




READINGS IN EUROPEAN SECURITY

VOLUME 2

CONTRIBUTORS

DANA H. ALLIN
GORDON ADAMS
HUSEYIN BAGCI
HENRY J. BARKEY
KLAUS BECHER
CARL BILDT
DIMITRY A. DANILOV
YURI E. FEDOROV
FrRANCOIS HEISBOURG
SABAN KARDAS
ROBERTO MENOTTI
ALEXANDER I. NIKITIN
VLADIMIR A. ORLOV
NATALIA OULTCHENKO
GARY SAMORE
BURKARD SCHMITT
STEVEN SIMON
WALTER B. SLOCOMBE
MICHAEL STURMER
BRUNO TERTRAIS
NATHALIE TocCcI
IRINA ZVYAGELSKAYA






Contents

FOREWORD
FRANCOIS HEISBOURG

EUROPEAN AND TRANSATLANTIC DEFENCE-INDUSTRIAL STRATEGIES

INTRODUCTION
KLAUS BECHER

TRANSATLANTIC DEFENCE-INDUSTRIAL COOPERATION AND AMERICAN

POLICY: AN AMERICAN VIEW
GORDON ADAMS

EUROPEAN AND TRANSATLANTIC DEFENCE-INDUSTRIAL STRATEGIES:

A EUROPEAN VIEW
BURKARD SCHMITT

PRE-EMPTIVE MILITARY ACTION AND THE LEGITIMATE
USE OF FORCE

INTRODUCTION
FRANCOIS HEISBOURG

PRE-EMPTIVE MILITARY ACTION AND THE LEGITIMATE
USE OF FORCE: A EUROPEAN VIEW
CARL BILDT

PRE-EMPTIVE MILITARY ACTION AND THE LEGITIMATE
USE OF FORCE: A RUSSIAN VIEW
ALEXANDER I. NIKITIN

PRE-EMPTIVE MILITARY ACTION AND THE LEGITIMATE
USE OF FORCE: AN AMERICAN VIEW
WALTER B. SLOCOMBE

THE FUTURE OF THE NUCLEAR NON-PROLIFERATION REGIME

THE FUTURE OF THE NUCLEAR NON-PROLIFERATION REGIME:
AN AMERICAN VIEW
GARY SAMORE

THE NEW DYNAMICS OF NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION:
A EUROPEAN VIEW
BRUNO TERTRAIS

THE FUTURE OF THE NUCLEAR NON-PROLIFERATION REGIME:
A RUSSIAN VIEW
VLADIMIR A. ORLOV

21

29

32

43

51

64

71

75



TURKEY’S STRATEGIC FUTURE

INTRODUCTION
FRANCOIS HEISBOURG

TURKEY’S STRATEGIC FUTURE: ANCHORING TURKEY TO EUROPE,
THE FOREIGN POLICY CHALLENGES AHEAD
NATHALIE TocCcCl

TURKEY’S STRATEGIC FUTURE: AN AMERICAN VIEW
HENRI J. BARKEY

TURKEY’S STRATEGIC FUTURE: A RUSSIAN VIEW
NATALIA OULTCHENKO

TURKEY’S STRATEGIC FUTURE, POST-11 SEPTEMBER IMPACT:
THE STRATEGIC IMPORTANCE OF TURKEY REVISITED
HUSEYIN BAGCI AND SABAN KARDAS

EUROPEAN SECURITY STRATEGY: IS IT FOR REAL?

INTRODUCTION
FRANCOIS HEISBOURG

‘OLD’ AND ‘NEW’ EUROPE: A RUSSIAN VIEW
YURI. E. FEDOROV

EUROPEAN SECURITY STRATEGY: IS IT FOR REAL?
ROBERTO MENOTTI

AMERICA: NO TIME FOR STRATEGIC THINKING:
AN AMERICAN VIEW
DANA H. ALLIN

WHAT STRATEGY FOR THE GREATER MIDDLE EAST?

INTRODUCTION
FRANCOIS HEISBOURG

WHAT STRATEGY FOR THE GREATER MIDDLE EAST?
A EUROPEAN VIEW
MICHAEL STURMER

A GRAND STRATEGY FOR THE MIDDLE EAST:
AN AMERICAN VIEW
STEVEN SIMON

WHAT STRATEGY FOR THE GREATER MIDDLE EAST?
A RUSSIAN VIEW
IRINA ZVYAGELSKAYA

ABOUT THE CONTRIBUTORS

&3

87

93

99

105

150

154

165

176

182

185

195

202

208



Foreword

the continuing changes that profoundly affect the factors shaping the

security of the European continent. For a historian in the future, the
work undertaken by the CEPS-IISS European Security Forum since 2001
will appear in sharp contrast to the sort of issues that were at the heart of
security concerns during the 1970s and 1980s, dominated by East-West
confrontation.

F I Yhis second volume of Readings in European Security vividly reflects

Where neutron bombs and Pershing missiles reigned supreme alongside
‘approximate parity’ and ‘launch-on-warning’ policies (against the backdrop
of the scholastics of deterrence theory), we now have an incredibly broad
spectrum not only of issues — from the Greater Middle East to the defence
industrial base — but also of levels of analysis. For example, the legitimacy of
the use of force, in the form of preventive action, is not precisely of the same
make as the specialist questioning of Turkey’s strategic position after the
attacks of 11 September 2001. It isn’t so much that the issues presented in
the Readings in European Security volumes are intrinsically ‘new’ in the
sense that they never existed before; rather, they simply weren’t seen as first-
order strategic questions to some extent. The current salience of the issues
selected for discussion by the European Security Forum is the mechanical
consequence of the disappearance of the overarching East-West conflict with
the cold war, which leads to the (re)discovery of so-called ‘new’ problems.
This discovery is notably the case with nuclear proliferation and the spread
of ballistic missiles. Such quintessential ‘emerging threats’ are as old as the
Manhattan Project and Operation Paper Clip.'

Much more fundamentally, however, two of the terms in the European
Security Forum’s title have changed profoundly. First, the nature of the
threats to international security have changed in their content, not simply by
virtue of the disappearance of a set of state actors (the USSR, the Warsaw
Pact and the Yugoslavian federation) or the changes involving another set of
states (the democratisation of America’s East Asian allies, the runaway
economic growth of China, etc.). More basically, the empowerment of non-
state actors along with the other facets of the broad array of phenomena
characterising ‘globalisation’ forces us to think anew about traditional issues,
not least about those concerning proliferation, but also about the pre-emptive
use of force and indeed (albeit from a very different point of view) the
Greater Middle East. Although, in the latter case, there is little that is new
about the topic as such — this is the region Zbigniew Brzezinski dubbed the

! Operation Paper Clip was the American code name for the transfer of Nazi-era
scientists from Germany to the US, France, the USSR and Britain after World
War II.

|1
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‘arc of crisis’ a quarter of a century ago — the challenges prevailing in, and
posed by, that region are now directly linked to the fraught interaction
between the forces of globalisation on the one hand, and the reaction to it on
the other, with empowerment of non-state actors (civil society sometimes,
and alas, al Qaeda no less) as a common factor. Even a topic such as the
European defence industrial base has to be approached in a manner that
would have been difficult to conceive 15 or 20 years ago. Not only do
military requirements no longer drive technological innovation, but the future
of the defence industry is increasingly tied to its ability — and the ability of its
customers — to benefit from the galloping pace of the information revolution.
Here too, the forces of globalisation tear away at the statist and national
protections of Europe’s cold war-era defence industrial base. Indeed, the way
in which we have to think about security is changing, because of the way the
international system is changing. The rules of the game are being rewritten in
a manner that can only be compared with the definitions in 16™ and 17"
century Europe of the extent and limits of state sovereignty.

Second, while the conditions of security have been undergoing dramatic
change, Europe has transformed itself no less radically, which has in turn
raised new questions. Some of these European transformations are common
to all societies, with Europe feeling the impact of globalisation no less than
other parts of the world; and although Europe is an important actor of
globalisation, the process of globalisation itself is not an intrinsically
European product. Many of the changes are the result of an outside event,
such as the collapse of the Soviet Union’s will to exist. Europe played a
contributing role to undermining the Soviet Union’s ability and desire to
function as an imperial power in the satellite nations of the Warsaw Pact as
within its own borders. But ultimately, the processes undermining the Soviet
empire, and notably the resistance of the captive nations, affected Europe
more than Europe affected them.

Conversely, the countries and the peoples of what is called the European
Union were the prime movers of the gradual establishment of the quite
unique multilateral construct arising from the European integration process —
or, more precisely in its French formulation, la construction européenne.
Through thick and thin, 25 European states are now part of an entity that is
neither a superstate nor a superpower on the world scene (except in the area
of foreign trade), yet the EU is much more than an international organisation.
It is a sort of hybrid: the EU generates possibly more than 50% of the laws
and rules under which its members are governed; however, it has not
federalised traditional attributes of sovereignty such as diplomacy or an
armed force — though it has created a single currency. It is not surprising that
our Russian and American friends sometimes have difficulty in taking stock
of this ‘neither fish nor fowl’ entity. Europeans themselves have trouble
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enough figuring it out — and no little trouble agreeing about its future
direction. Nevertheless, eppur si muove, it not only exists but also moves,
even if in an occasionally sideways fashion. The decrypting of the evolving
European scene and its place in the international system is possibly one of
the most useful roles the European Security Forum can have: these ‘readings’
will convey some flavour of this particular quality, using its now well-
established formula of having each topic introduced for discussion by a
European, an American and a Russian analyst.

Frangois Heisbourg
Paris
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Introduction

Klaus Becher

was devoted to the analysis of European and transatlantic defence-

industrial strategies. The main question was if and how an intensified
transatlantic approach to defence research and development (R&D) and
procurement would develop or not, and if not, what such a failure to gain
some access to US defence dollars for their business would mean for hard-
pressed European defence industries.

r I \he meeting of the European Security Forum on 25 November 2002

The overwhelming size of the US defence market and the fragmentation of
markets in Europe add aggravating structural dimensions to the difficult
business prospects in this sector after years of shrinking or stagnating
defence spending in Europe that increasingly leaves European players
without the necessary critical mass.

In his presentation, Gordon Adams underlined that the transatlantic gaps in
military strategy, capabilities and defence spending are getting wider. In this
situation, he was critical of the fact that US attitudes to defence-industrial
cooperation are still dominated by the traditional buy-American preference.
Adams made the case for more transatlantic cooperation but warned that it
was not clear yet if the US or the Europeans would be prepared to draw the
consequences from this compelling situation and create the necessary
conditions for such cooperation to evolve.

He claimed that not just European nations but even the US, in spite of its
huge defence budget, would not in the future be able to afford the required
rapid military transformation and modernisation on their own. The desired
supply-side competition and multitude of technological approaches would
fade away unless it was recreated on the transatlantic level. In addition, both
European defence spending and the chance to sell defence-industrial
products and services to Europe would shrink even more if European defence
firms were not to survive. This required giving them more market access to
the US and favouring transatlantic industrial partnerships.

The idea underlying NATO’s new Transformation Command conflicted with
the existing restrictive technology-transfer rules. The joint response force
will depend on interoperable C4ISR (control, command, computers,
communications, intelligence surveillance and reconnaissance). This can
only be achieved with greater US willingness to share such technologies with
European partners, including reforming some of the ‘black box’ restrictions
that have plagued transatlantic technology cooperation for decades.
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The allied transformation command will fail in its mission of integrating
transformational technologies into European forces if its US staff cannot
exchange views and data on key transformational capabilities, owing to US
technology-transfer restrictions.

Burkard Schmitt explained that there was no ‘European defence industry’ as
such. We were instead talking about several different sectors with different
structures. Therefore the question of whether Europe’s defence industry
would survive had to be posed differently: in which of these sectors would
there be survivors and who? While in the aerospace sector there were some
cash-generating programmes in the shorter term, it remained unclear where
the money for R&D would come from in the mid- and long term.

Clearly, the low level of defence spending in most European countries was at
the heart of the problem, with Germany playing the key role. It was not so
much the overall spending level that was to blame but the way in which the
available funds were spent. Gordon Adams added that above all, properly
coordinated and strategically targeted R&D programmes would be important
to halt the demise of European defence industries.

Burkard Schmitt and Gordon Adams both found that after the end of the cold
war, the transatlantic defence-industrial scene was driven by industry-led
cooperation under the pressure of globalisation toward transnational
industrial consolidation; meanwhile governments remained ‘behind the
curve’ and failed to grasp and match this trend, especially by removing
bureaucratic and regulatory obstacles. Reasons cited included the lack of
harmonisation of national armaments requirements, the persistence of
national defence market-protection rules and the traditional desire to
minimise reliance on foreign supplies.

In this situation, European defence investment does not render enough value
for money. European nations continue to disagree, however, on the strategy
to address the problem. On the one side, the UK is determined to always buy
the most appropriate equipment even if this often means going to the US, and
tries to exploit efficiencies from deregulation, flexibility, smart procurement
and public-private partnership models while preserving competition on a
transnational level. On the other side, in France and also Germany, to
varying degrees, the desire to preserve a national defence-industrial base is
still dominant.

The Letter of Intent process in Europe, geared at creating the proper legal
and administrative framework for a successful European defence industry
after its transnational restructuring, had at first looked encouraging but it
does not make up for the absence of actual programmes. In Burkard
Schmitt’s judgment, the intergovernmental cooperation process in Europe
was bound to fail and an institutional quantum-leap was needed. The defence
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market should be governed by EU Commission rules but the procurement
system should be kept flexible, avoiding a large management agency that
would be counterproductive.

Some nations hoped that armaments cooperation with the US, even in a
junior partner or mere customer role could help to gain respect and influence
in Washington. It was lamentable, though, that such transatlantic cooperation
was pursued on a bilateral basis (inherently weak) and not through European
institutions. In this context, Gordon Adams’s observation was relevant that
even under the novel approach to industrial return, taken by the joint defence
acquisition organisation OCCAR, there was still no incentive for including
additional countries in cooperative projects.

Recent US initiatives that would allow more transatlantic defence-industrial
cooperation, including the relaxation of export-control obstacles to defence
trade with close allies, equal treatment of qualified foreign-controlled
defence firms and harmonisation of related regulations continue to face
strong political resistance within the US, both for proliferation fears and
national industrial interests. As Gordon Adams stressed, the engagement of
the British firm BAE Systems by the US was important as an effort to
establish bona fides for overseas defence firms in the US with Congress and
the Pentagon.

It remained to be seen whether the Bush administration would show political
leadership on this issue Vis-a-vis opposing forces in Congress and elsewhere.
The US tendency to distinguish between ‘good’ and ‘better’ allies was bound
to create problems for Europe as France and Germany would probably be
treated differently than the UK, undermining the basis for multilateralism
and transnational companies.

For Europeans, access to US technology is desirable. For European
companies, access to a share of the US defence-spending cake is vital. This
situation raises the crucial question of whether the US has an interest in
preserving and strengthening European defence-industrial capacities through
more intense transatlantic cooperation that benefits Europe. Further, would
Washington actually be willing to sustain the continued existence of a
European defence research and development base in Europe?

In assessing the strength of possible political and military motivations on the
part of the US in favour of transatlantic defence cooperation, one obvious
argument for such a US interest remains that the cohesion of the North-
Atlantic alliance would otherwise suffer. Nevertheless, the need for
interoperability as such would not require the nourishing of a European
defence industry if the US were willing to sell its cutting-edge products and
the Europeans were willing to bankroll such purchases — in spite of the lack
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of technological spin-offs, job gains or the political autonomy that are
usually associated with those defence products made closer to home.

Burkard Schmitt believed that there was no need for the US to cooperate for
industrial, budgetary or technological reasons; Gordon Adams, however,
suggested that there were actually some, though not many network-centric
warfare technologies in Europe that would indeed provide attractive
opportunities for partnering. But the existing mistrust of Europe and
European technology in the US defence establishment would have to be
overcome and Europeans would have to show enough flexibility to take
advantage of the chances offered in the process of network-centric
transformation. The US offer to cooperate on missile defence, however, was
purely driven by the political desire to offer incentives for allied political
support.

The Russian speaker, Ruslan Pukhov, Director of the Moscow-based Centre
for Analyses of Strategies and Technologies, did not submit a written paper.
In his oral remarks, he underlined that Russia had inherited 80% of the
Soviet Union’s defence industry while 20% was now outside the country.
This inheritance provided Russia with a full, autonomous spectrum of R&D
and production capacities. The sector was characterised, however, by
pervasive duplication and redundancy and until two years ago the traditional
preference for state-run enterprises over more competitive private ones had
still been dominant.

After ten years of rather plan-less restructuring and privatisation, there was
still no encompassing vision. The government had decided, though, that in
the further course of restructuring it would want to create 10-20 defence
holding firms as stock companies with 51% state ownership. The war in
Chechnya had not only determined the priorities for production but also
given new impulses for research and development owing to increased
demand for new equipment such as UAVs, night-vision equipment and joint
C3] assets.

With regard to international arms cooperation, Russia had a choice between
East and West, and it was likely that both orientations would continue to co-
exist. In the past, Russia’s international defence-cooperation projects had
been failures, mainly because they had been driven by political and not
economic rationales. There was now noticeable Indian and Chinese influence
based on their desire to use the existing, still superior Russian design and
development capabilities, e.g. in the Su-30 and Su-27 programmes. For
example, India would pay for the R&D in such programmes, while Russia
would keep the intellectual property and buy the resulting products for itself.

There was also cooperation with the European Aeronautic Defence and
Space Company (EADS), mainly for the manufacturing of spare parts and
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fuselage components. The experience was that more ambitious programmes
such as the Russian/Ukrainian alternative to the A-400M did not go though.
This experience had created the feeling in Russia that cooperation in areas
more sensitive than transport, such as missile defence, would also be unlikely
to materialise. European cooperation partners, in particular, were seen as no
help to Russia in the defence-industrial sector since they had insufficient
budgets.

For Russia’s defence trade, the most attractive niche was to sell to customers
who could or would not buy US or European products, such as the Chinese.
Only a few such customers however, provided economically rewarding
markets. Iran, where Russia was risking US ire, was also not paying well. In
airlift services, Russians and Ukrainians now hold 50% of the world market
with the old An-124, good for another 15 years. Thus there would be no new
Russian heavy transport plane.

The discussion that followed the introductory speakers’ remarks touched on a
number of interesting issues with participation of officials from the EU
Commission, EU Military Staff and NATO International Staff. One US
participant asked why there was not more of an effort among Europeans to
“just do it” and concentrate on important niches where the US wasn’t ready
to share its technology even with close allies, such as Joint Direct Attack
Munitions (JDAMs) and Unmanned Aerial Vehicle systems (UAVs). One
reason cited why this strategy wasn’t being pursued was that the big
European firms were above all focusing their efforts on keeping their role as
systems integrators.

There was also some discussion about the motivations behind US companies’
purchases of smaller European firms. Opinions differed whether this was just
‘cherry-picking’ made easy by the strong US market power or whether it was
part of a deliberate strategic approach for global control of certain strategic
technologies. While in many cases, good business opportunities were simply
taken, in others, including the purchase of German cutting-edge submarine
manufacturer HDW, there were most likely more strategic considerations
involved.

On the main questions raised during the meeting in the context of
transatlantic defence cooperation, a certain degree of consensus was forming:

e It was obvious that Europe’s approach to the issue had so far lacked
adequate top-level political guidance and sustained political will based
on a defined set of priorities. Gordon Adams suggested that the choices
the UK had made in its defence-industrial policy went in the right
direction. But doubts remained about whether the matter stood a chance
of recognition by politicians and the public in other European countries
as important enough to generate sufficient attention and determination.
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e It also was apparent that in the future there would be a stronger EU
Commission role in this field, including export controls and trade policy.
This dimension was not captured by the ‘dumb’ bilateral approach so far
pursued by the US in its negotiations with European governments.

e Much could be gained through a coherent European approach to
negotiations with the US. First, the task would be to influence the
ongoing US review and debate on defence trade and technology-transfer
policies, especially in Congress.

e Essentially, however, the problem would boil down to the need for
maintaining a sufficient level of well-directed European spending for
defence R&D and procurement.



Transatlantic Defence-Industrial
Cooperation and American Policy:

An American View
Gordon Adams

Introduction

Defence industrial cooperation across the Atlantic has fallen on bad days in
recent years.

The number of official transatlantic defence programmes has dwindled to a
handful, of which the frequently-threatened MEADS air defence system is
the most notable. Increasingly, for major defence acquisition programmes,
such as air transport and missiles, European governments are showing an
inclination to ‘buy European’, while the US tradition of ‘buy American’
remains as hardy as ever.

Industry joint ventures such as Thales-Raytheon Systems have yet to
generate business growth. Strategic partnerships, such as that between EADS
and Northrop Grumman, have yet to bear significant fruit in the form of
access for firms on one side of the Atlantic to the defence market on the
other side. The most successful transatlantic market access has gone to the
few, largely British defence companies (especially BAE Systems and Rolls-
Royce) that have established themselves in the only growing defence
acquisition market in the transatlantic region — the United States.

Nor is transatlantic defence cooperation being encouraged by growth in the
European defence acquisition market. Although the substantial market
shrinkage of the past decade has been largely halted, only the French defence
acquisition market seems poised to grow; cuts continue in the UK, Germany,
Italy, Sweden, Spain and the Netherlands.” A reversal of this trend seems
unlikely in the near future.

! Although the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) has a number of European
participants, it does not qualify as an official transatlantic programme. It is,
rather, a US programme with European participants, of which the UK is by far
the most important. JSF is, however, a harbinger of things to come — a dominant
US programme, whose growth could gradually drive European producers out of
the airframe business.

? The British defence budget is slated to grow 1.2% a year after inflation through
2005-06; French equipment budgets are expected to grow just below 1.0% a
year, after inflation through 2008. German defence budgets will remain flat,
which will mean decline in constant euros, though a German budget review is

| 7
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There are significant and growing obstacles to achieving a more open and
flexible transatlantic regime for industrial and technological defence
cooperation. Most of these obstacles are the result of government policies,
principally in the United States, but increasingly in Europe as well. Despite
these negative signs for the transatlantic industrial relationship, the logic of
stronger industrial and technological defence cooperation remains
compelling. For this logic to prevail, however, the transatlantic obstacles will
need to be overcome. Although it is not yet clear that policy-makers are
prepared to take the necessary steps, the policy options themselves are
relatively clear.

The case for transatlantic cooperation
Strategic divergence and convergence

Over the 1990s, the strategic visions of Europe and the United States began
to diverge sharply. The US emerged as the dominant global power and has
become a less and less reluctant sheriff in the wake of the terrorist attacks of
11 September 2001. A new, initially hesitant administration is now fully
engaged, with forces operating against terrorists on a global basis and a full-
scale attack in Iraq is waiting in the wings. In service of this engagement, US
forces are being transformed for even more global operations, acquiring
network-centric technology that puts them years, if not decades, ahead of any
other country’s capabilities.

In Europe, with Britain and France each deciding to abandon defence
autonomy and fully commit to the EU Headline Goal, there has been more
dramatic progress towards a common European security policy and defence
capability than in the preceding four decades. Nevertheless, there is still no
European strategic vision to accompany the Headline Goal forces. For 50
years the strategic attention of Europe has been focused on European security
issues, with declining attention to global security concerns. This focus has
left a large ‘vision gap’ with the United States, which has significant impact
on comparative capabilities.’

currently under way. The Italian defence budget is projected to grow
significantly, but much of the additional funding will be dedicated to personnel
as a transition takes place to a smaller, all-volunteer force. See IISS, “NATO and
non-NATO Europe”, The Military Balance, 2002-2003, pp. 24849 and
Ministere de la Defence, Programmation Militaire 2003-2008: Project de Loi de
Programmation, Ministere de la Defence, Paris, September 2002.

* See Gordon Adams (2001), “Seeking Strength in Numbers: The European
Allies and US Defense Planning”, in Cindy Williams (2001) (ed.), Holding the
Line: US Defense Alternatives for the Early 21 Century, Cambridge, MA: MIT
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While French and British forces have undergone significant changes —
conventional force personnel reductions, reforms, and in the French case,
professionalisation — few other major European countries, especially
Germany, have set out on the road of trading personnel for real capability.
Shrunken European defence budgets remain heavily focused on personnel
spending. Acquisition euros are in short supply and research and
development budgets fall very short both of US funding (roughly four times
as great) and of a level that would produce network-centric or
transformational technologies in Europe.

After the events of 11 September and the emergence of proliferation and
terrorism as major security concerns, however, a new common strategic
interest is emerging across the Atlantic. The old NATO rationale is gone, but
the Prague summit will reflect a new concern, beyond ensuring the continued
stability of troubled European regions. Proliferation and the threat of
weapons of mass destruction delivered by multiple means concerns Europe
as much as it does the United States. And the terrorist threat, while not new,
now poses a danger of an asymmetrical nature and a significant magnitude
both to Europe and to the United States. Confronting these threats together is
clearly preferable to diverging policies across the Atlantic. Even, in fact,
especially in coalitions of the willing, the partners continue to need
interoperability, particularly as network-centric technologies become central
to military operations.

The logic of cooperation is having an impact on governments in the NATO
region, as reflected at the Prague summit. The US Missile Defense Agency is
explicitly encouraging allied participation in the Ballistic Missile Defense
(BMD) programme, a goal underpinned by NATO-funded research efforts in
missile defence. The NATO summit has endorsed a reframing of the 1999
Defence Capabilities Initiative that focuses on interoperability investments,
especially those that support network-centric warfare, such as secure
command, communications and information. The US has proposed creating a
NATO Rapid Reaction Force, capable of conducting out-of-area operations,
which is likely to be adopted by the Alliance.* Such a force will require
dedicated funding and interoperable technologies, increasing the incentive

Press, pp. 79-117, and Robert Kagan (2002), “Power and Weakness”, Policy
Review 113 (June—July).

* A prototype of such a force has been described as “a small, elite, mobile
expeditionary force...maintained at high readiness, capable of swiftly projecting
power to distant areas outside Europe and then conducting demanding combat
operations with US forces in a wide spectrum of contingencies”. See Hans
Binnendijk and Richard Kugler (2002), “Transforming European Forces”,
Survival, Vol. 44, No. 2 (Autumn), p. 118.
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for transatlantic collaboration in these areas. Finally, NATO may, once
again, endorse a common air-ground surveillance system (AGS), with a
possible transatlantic technological solution that requires transatlantic
industry collaboration.

Budgetary pressures

The limited European defence budgets provide a particularly compelling
rationale for Europeans to seek a flexible transatlantic industry and
technology regime. Limited budgets for defence investment, in particular,
could prove to be the Achilles’ heel of the EU effort to create a Headline
Goal force with effective transportation, air power, precision-guided
munitions, unmanned aerial vehicles and C4ISR (control, command,
computers, communications, intelligence surveillance and reconnaissance).
The NATO summit decisions could add to this budgetary pressure.
Europeans will want to be certain that investment dedicated to a new NATO
RRF does not compete with investments required for the Headline Goal
force.” Yet the new joint force and the AGS programme constitute clear
incentives to transatlantic industrial cooperation. Access to US defence
technologies through transatlantic cooperation could provide substantial cost
savings to the Europeans. Combined with reprioritisation of European
budgets to focus on transformational technologies, resources could be
focused on the most compelling capability needs.

Despite rapid defence budget growth, the US could share this interest. Even
projected US acquisition budgets are inadequate, given the dual requirements
for equipment modernisation and transformational technologies, combined
with growing personnel and operational costs. As the US budget deficit
grows, future defence budgets will come under further pressure. Stronger,
competitive transatlantic options for defence equipment could be part of the
answer to this budget dilemma.

For the US and Europe, a more integrated industry and technology regime
that encourages industry collaboration would provide defence policy-makers
with enhanced choices, competition and flexibility in defence acquisition. As
the industry has consolidated, the number of providers of defence platforms
has declined, constraining defence ministry options in Europe and for the
DOD. The advantages of competition in pricing, technical capability and
timing are slowly being lost. A broader array of technical options could be

> Binnendijk and Kugler argue that the NATO force will require minimal
resources — perhaps 2% of current European NATO defence spending — and will
draw largely on existing capabilities (ibid., p. 129).
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available for defence planners and costs could be better controlled,
representing a significant advantage within constrained investment budgets.

Technology advantages

The communications, information, networking, sensor and satellite
technologies that are critical to network-centric warfare and combined
operations are widely dispersed and commercial in origin. The capacity to
integrate these technologies into military applications is less dispersed,
limited largely to American and a very few European companies. European
firms, particularly Thales, BAE Systems and EADS, possess the commercial
technologies in abundance and are increasingly capable of integrating these
technologies in defence systems.® There are clearly advantages to greater
flexibility in the technology-transfer regimes between these two continents
and significant downsides to either side shutting itself off from the
technologies available to the other side. A flexible regime across the Atlantic
for such technology transfers, combined with more common barriers to its
dispersal elsewhere, could be in the interests of both.

An industrial logic

As developments in the European shipbuilding, ground systems and aircraft
industries suggest, it is increasingly difficult for European industry to sustain
itself on European acquisition spending alone. Given such limits, the
incentive for European defence industries to gain access to the US market is
growing. Major US defence firms, while less dependent on the international
market, are losing their historic access to the European market. Traditional
access to Europe through direct sales is no longer acceptable. Only
partnerships with European firms will provide future access and these are
Viable7 only if there is reciprocity in the policies governments pursue on both
sides.

® See Frost and Sullivan (2001), “European Command, Control,

Communications, Computers and Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance
(C4ISR) Market”, Report B055-16, 2002, and the panel reports of the European
Institutes’ Interoperability Project.

" There is a growing tendency among US prime contractors to focus on the short-
term growth in US defence acquisition and to set aside, for now, this transatlantic
interest. Changes in European acquisition practices could, however, further
constrain access to the European market.
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US and European policies create obstacles

The defence industry on both sides of the Atlantic has recognised and
responded to these incentives for greater cooperation for a number of years
now. The same cannot be said for government policies, which create growing
obstacles to a more flexible transatlantic regime.

The United States

The barriers to entry into the American defence market are major obstacles to
a more transparent, open and flexible transatlantic defence-industrial
relationship. They are largely based on government policies, many of which
have existed for decades and are difficult to change. US Defense Department
acquisition and defence trade policies are major obstacles. They include a
strong and understandable DOD preference for buying US defence
technologies, which are seen as significantly more advanced than comparable
European technologies. There is also a strong DOD preference to protect US
defence technological leadership and carefully restrict European access to
US technical know-how. These preferences are reinforced by a guarded
DOD approach to technology transfer and direct foreign investment by non-
US defence suppliers in R&D and production facilities in the United States.

Beyond the DOD, the State Department, which administers the review of
more than 45,000 export licence requests a year, takes a generally
conservative view of the export of technologies on their Munitions List to
any other country, including members of the EU. Export control rules written
during the cold war have been extended since then, with the policy
bureaucracies remaining concerned about the risk of the loss of technological
superiority and the proliferation of capabilities that could be used one day
against the United States.

There are also substantial hurdles in the way of direct non-US investment in
the US market. While some firms, notably BAE Systems and Rolls-Royce
have succeeded in overcoming these barriers, few other European firms have
done so. The system used by the Committee on Foreign Investment in the
United States (CFIUS) for screening non-US direct investment in the US
economy can be a deterrent to entry. The security rules surrounding such
investment, controlled by the US Defense Department, essentially cut US
operations off from their non-US parents and are a further deterrent.

Executive branch policies in Washington are mirrored by political concern in
the US Congress, where defence technology export-licensing and technology
transfer issues and direct investment by European firms in the American
defence economy have been hotly debated over the past decade.
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Substantial effort was invested in the late 1990s in trying to overcome some
of the more frustrating obstacles to transatlantic defence industry
collaboration.® The US Defense Department’s system for reviewing export
licences was substantially streamlined and a more flexible special security
arrangement was negotiated with Rolls Royce’s US operations. Secretary of
Defense William Cohen negotiated the Declarations of Principle (DOP) on
reforms in defence trade relationships with the governments of Australia and
the United Kingdom. After considerable struggle, broader export licensing
regimes were introduced. In particular, following the May 2000
announcement of the Defense Trade Security Initiative (DTSI), other
countries may be eligible to negotiate a waiver for certain trade under the
International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR), which govern the process
for export licences, provided those negotiations lead to a compatible export
control regime in that country.

The US reforms of the late 1990s largely ground to a halt with the arrival of a
new administration in Washington, D.C. The Defense Department has not
continued the previous administration’s effort to further reform its internal
licensing process and no new special security arrangements have been
negotiated with non-American subsidiaries in the United States. The DOD
has been reluctant to release technologies that may tie into weapons of mass
destruction or the means of delivering WMD. Although a DOP has been
negotiated with Sweden, there appear to be no plans to initiate such talks
with other governments. With respect to specific technology transfers, the
DOD (and State) has allowed German access to UAV technology,
particularly the Global Hawk airframe, and access for Italy with respect to
the Predator UAV, but there has been no broader policy decision. In general,
the tone of DOD policy with respect to transatlantic defence-industry
cooperation has been less forward-leaning than in the prior administration.

The Department of State (DOS) has continued negotiations with the UK and
Australia on an ITAR exemption as described in the DTSI, but those talks
continue to proceed very slowly. The greatest obstacle continues to be a
cautious State Department view about whether the UK must legally enforce
US third-country transfer rules and regulations or whether a British
government policy with the same effect is adequate. The agreements may
come to a conclusion in the next few months, but will face implementation
obstacles in the US, given Congressional resistance to any ITAR exemptions.
There has been no consideration given to opening a multilateral dialogue on

¥ For a discussion of the US reform process between 1996 and 2000, see Gordon
Adams (2001), “Fortress America in a Changing Transatlantic Defence Market”,
in Burkhard Schmitt (2001) (ed.), Between Cooperation and Competition: The
Transatlantic Defence Market (Chaillot Paper No. 44), Institute for Strategic
Studies of the Western European Union, Paris, January.
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export controls or technology transfer questions with the leading European
arms producers. A part of the State Department Munitions List, which
itemises controlled products and technologies, has been reviewed, but there
has been little attempt to actually reduce the size of the list itself. Investment
rules have not been changed. The DOS bureaucracy that processes export
licences has been streamlined and connected electronically to other agencies
with equities in the licence decision and has received an increase in
personnel. The shape of its underlying task however, has not been changed.

Until late 2002, there has been little attention paid by the new administration
to questions of transatlantic defence industrial and technological cooperation.
Policy-makers were preoccupied with the war on terrorism, which actually
increased concern over the possible release of technology that may be used
for weapons of mass destruction or ballistic missiles. In October 2002, the
National Security Council finally began a long-delayed review process,
issuing instructions to agencies to review the broad agenda of defence trade,
technology transfer, transatlantic technology cooperation and US arms
transfer policies, export controls and advocacy. Details of the review are not
publicly available, though it is said to cover the definition of options for
closer cooperation, the changes in policy, regulation and law that may be
necessary for such cooperation, and the risks that may accompany
cooperation with specific countries.

Western Europe

Although it is not the purpose of this paper to examine European policy
closely, it is worth noting that the historically open European defence market
may be in the process of closing substantially, as part of the
‘Europeanisation’ of overall defence policies and defence industrial policies
in particular. The EU commitment to the Headline Goal, declining European
defence budgets and the consolidation of the European defence industry are
having an impact on European defence acquisition decisions and the
developing defence industrial and technology base. Gradually, a tendency
may be emerging to protect the European defence industrial and technology
base from American domination, and to sustain a European industrial and
technological capability to support the broader security goals of a uniting
Europe.

The ‘buy-European’ preference may be indicated by the European
commitment to the meteor missile and the A-400M transport aircraft. These
two decisions could signal a future in which EU members buy major
hardware platforms from European suppliers, with smaller procurements
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being more transatlantic.” Furopean governments have encouraged the
creation of European counterparts and competitors to US defence industrial
giants to meet these needs and, as the Headline Goals of the European
security and defence policy (ESDP) have been more sharply defined, these
capabilities are being looked to for the necessary equipment and
technologies, including air transport, sealift, precision-guided munitions and
unmanned aerial vehicles.'”

There is also a growing cross-national trend to create European-level
institutions and policies to provide the legal setting and road map for
European defence acquisition policies and defence-industry behaviour. Such
harmonisation is seen as necessary for a healthy, cross-national industrial
base, as well as to ensure that this industry does not escape governmental
scrutiny and controls.'" Under the July 2000 Framework Agreement, six
countries (the UK, France, Germany, Italy, Sweden and Spain) have
undertaken to harmonise practices and regulations on export controls, the
security of supply, the security of classified information and industrial
security, defence research and development, the treatment of technical
information, and defence requirements.'?

Four of these nations — France, Germany, the UK and Italy — have also
created a joint defence acquisition organisation in 1996 — known as OCCAR
for its French name (Organisation Conjointe de Cooperation en Matiére

? These decisions are also consistent with a longer European history of creating
and subsidising cross-border defence platforms, including the Eurofighter, the
NH-90 and Tiger helicopter programmes, and a large number of MBDA missile
programmes.

' See Gordon Adams (2000), “Convergence or Divergence? The Future of the
Transatlantic Defence Industry”, in Simon Duke (ed.), Between Vision and
Reality: CFSP’s Progress on the Path to Maturity, European Institute for Public
Administration, Maastricht, pp. 161-208.

""" Author’s interviews with government officials in France, Germany and the
UK, summer 2001.

"2 The intent of this process is to “create the political and legal framework
necessary to facilitate industrial restructuring in order to promote a more
competitive and robust European defence technological and industrial base in the
global defence market and thus to contribute to the construction of a common
European security and defence policy”. Preamble to the Framework Agreement
between the French Republic, the Federal Republic of Germany, the Italian
Republic, the Kingdom of Spain, the Kingdom of Sweden, and the United
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland concerning Measures to
Facilitate the Restructuring and Operation of the European Defence Industry,
signed at Farnborough, United Kingdom, 27 July 2000.
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d’Armement) to manage the growing number of collaborative projects
among these countries, including, ultimately, the A-400M. OCCAR is
increasingly seen as the prototype of a European defence acquisition agency,
which may emerge sometime in the future in the EU framework with
expanded membership. "

As the EU member states protect employment in the defence industry and
move to stimulate a European R&D technology base in advanced defence
technologies, two tendencies may appear. First, European-level institutions
will be increasingly tasked with regulatory responsibilities for this activity.14
As one EU official has put it: “You cannot have a defence policy for 15 and
an industrial base harmonised at six”."> Second, this emerging European
industrial and technology base will be protected from the United States.
European governments will be willing to pay a premium for defence
equipment and acquire slightly less-advanced technology, more slowly, in
order to support this base.

What is the alternative to the ‘two fortresses’?

The goal of a more flexible transatlantic regime would be an industrial and
technological relationship that is more reciprocal, integrated and transparent,
while ensuring that critical defence technologies leak as little as possible to
potentially threatening states. It should be based first on principles including:

" Interviews in Brussels, Paris, Berlin and London, summer 2001. See also
Christophe Cornu (2001), “Fortress Europe: Real or Virtual?”, in Adams, Cornu,
James and Schmitt (2001), Between Cooperation and Competition: The
Transatlantic Defence Market, (Chaillot Paper No. 44), Institute for Security
Studies of the Western European Union, Paris, January, pp. 77-80.

'* The European Union does not yet have a coherent defence industrial and
technology policy, but there is considerable interest in the Commission in having
such a policy and an emerging interest in the Council of Ministers, as well.
Current Commission responsibilities for industrial policy, dual-use research and
development, public procurement, customs policies and dual-use technology
exports controls will inevitably lead to greater involvement in the defence
industrial and technology arena. The Council, through its Armaments Policy
committee, currently has what responsibility exists at the EU level. See
Commission of the FEuropean Communities, Communication from the
Commission to the Council, the European Parliament, the Economic and Social
Committee and the Committee of the Regions on Implementing European Union
Strategy on Defence-Related Industries, COM(97)583 final, Brussels, 4
December 1997, Annex 1, p. 2.

15 Interview in Brussels, summer 2001.
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A multilateral approach. Given the evolution of the European market,
industries and institutions, it is increasingly important that this
relationship take on a multilateral, as opposed to a bilateral character.
The days of serial bilateral negotiations on defence industrial and
technology issues are numbered; a chain of bilateral agreements will be
broken by the reality that the Europeans are rapidly evolving a
multilateral process for such issues. NATO is not the best forum for such
negotiations; the European process will eventually be institutionalised in
the European Union. Negotiations should take place directly between the
North Americans and a European grouping of four or six member states
or the EU, as appropriate.

A broad strategic agenda. The issues in such a negotiation should be
approached as a strategic agenda, not as discrete parts. All are important
to creating the new transatlantic regime; treating them together will
provide opportunities for trade offs in negotiations that can lead to a
successful outcome.

A search for best practices. The participants will need to check their
superiority at the door. One key reason for the slowness of the US/UK
ITAR negotiations has been the US insistence that the Europeans level-
up their export control regimes by incorporating US statutes and
practices into British law. Yet there are areas in which the Europeans
may have best practices. The parties need to research best practice with
each other, not seek extraterritorial enforcement of national legislation.

The negotiations themselves should address a number of issues including:

Strategy. The United States and its European allies should invest in a
common discussion of the elements of global strategy that they share —
such as shared responsibilities for stability operations in Europe,
common approaches to combating terrorism and joint policies on the
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. This dialogue needs to take
place within NATO, but also needs to be engaged between NATO and
the EU as the latter shapes the Headline Goal force and its equipment
needs.

Military planning. Strategy review processes on both sides of the
Atlantic need to draw the others into their national discussions, with
more joint conversations over defence requirements, force planning and
hardware objectives to define equipment needs that could be met by
consortia or partnerships among industrial suppliers and technology
companies on both sides of the Atlantic.

Budgets. European defence acquisition resources need to be increased or
seriously reallocated. British and French decisions have already
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refocused budgets towards acquisition; further force tradeoffs may not be
possible. To ensure continued leadership in the EU and to focus on the
technological target, Germany, in particular, needs to make a greater
budgetary effort overall and a major internal reallocation. Budget
planning cycles among key countries should also incorporate
participation from the other countries.

e Research and development. R&D will be the heart of the solution to
the capability gap. The Europeans need to grow their R&D budgets and
undertake much more significant harmonisation than they have to date, if
R&D investments are to be cost-effective. There is a need for a more
serious transatlantic defence R&D dialogue as well. Today, there is
scepticism in the US that the Europeans have much to offer
technologically. Among the Europeans there is a sense that the US does
not appreciate the technological assets the Europeans bring to the table.
A dialogue is urgently needed to identify key technologies on both sides
that are advantageous to the other and shape ways by which those
advantages can be harvested.

e Export controls, technology transfers and industrial security. The
American export control system is broken, its technology-transfer rules
are increasingly self-defeating, and industrial security is systematically
compromised and strained by emerging transnational defence
companies. Export control reforms in the United States are imperative,
including shrinking the Munitions List to critical items, instituting
greater corporate self-governance with government audits of
performance and creating a stronger appeals process for disagreements.
The European system of controls is going multilateral, a negotiation into
which the United States has no input. Bilateral negotiations cannot work
without a multilateral level of discussion between the US and the six
countries of the Framework Agreement.

e Direct foreign investment. There are distinct advantages to the DOD
from greater transatlantic defence investment and industry advantage in
access to the European market, for partnerships, investments and
government sales. There is a clear win/win to be had from shaping
multilateral rules of the road. The American process needs streamlining,
with more supple rules for firms and countries that do a respectable job
of protecting technology flows. The defence security arrangements
surrounding non-US-owned assets in the United States need review and
reform, building trust, rather than separation, across the Atlantic.
Europeans need to be drawn into this dialogue in order to ensure national
and EU policies on direct foreign investment and competition do not
inhibit reciprocal access to the European market.
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Dual-use technologies. US acquisition rules that overburden
commercial firms with contracting and reporting requirements currently
imposed on defence contractors will ultimately deny DOD access to the
technologies it needs. The DOD needs to undertake a ‘forced march’
through the undergrowth of rules and regulations it still has in place.
European rules on dual-use technology appear more flexible and should
be part of a dialogue on this subject. That dialogue will inevitably
involve the EU, since dual-use rules are within the Commission’s
competence, as related both to research and development and to export
controls.

Acquisition rules. It will be difficult to reshape acquisition regimes
among the Europeans, let alone across the Atlantic. This effort should
begin, however, as acquisition practices and rules make cross-border
procurement difficult and can discriminate against non-national
suppliers. No defence contractor will happily engage in a partnership bid
if the rules are complex, overwritten or unclear. The US should engage
the member countries of OCCAR in a common review of acquisition
practices, recognising that no country’s system provides a perfect
guarantee of on-time, within cost, on-performance military hardware.
The OCCAR members need to ensure that OCCAR rules and practices
are non-discriminatory with regard to non-member firms; US acquisition
regulations need review to ensure the same is true in the DOD.

Industry consolidation. Both Europe and the United States face further
rationalisation of a defence industry that is largely consolidated at the
system-integrator level. Industry recognises that further rationalisation of
capacity will be important in order to procure systems cost-effectively
within budgetary constraints. The acquisition systems on both continents
should not create incentives for contractors to retain excess capacity, but
should encourage capacity shrinkage by allowing some contractor
retention of the savings gained by doing so. A transatlantic dialogue
would facilitate the exchange of lessons learned in this process.

Industry’s role. More than ever before, the transatlantic regime will be
shaped by company initiatives and behaviours. Governments are
currently behind the curve on industry discussions of joint ventures,
strategic partnerships and acquisition opportunities. Rather than
discourage such conversations by political intervention or the
enforcement of restrictive rules on exports and technology transfers, the
governments should be ahead of the curve, stimulating such discussions
and encouraging transatlantic initiatives to provide hardware and system
options meeting defence requirements. The American industry has a
major responsibility here, to take the initiative, lobby for changes in the
US rules and processes already discussed and provide transparent



20 | READINGS IN EUROPEAN SECURITY

expertise on how a transatlantic regime should be shaped. European
industry has a similar responsibility to make certain that the Framework
Agreement, OCCAR and EU processes ensure reciprocal access for
Americans to the European market. Industry is generally reluctant to step
ahead of government willingness to change; in this case, government
policies will benefit from industry initiative and can create a multilateral,
transatlantic environment in which industry thrives, governments benefit
and security is enhanced.

This agenda is daunting. The alternative, however, is the gradual shrinkage
of the transatlantic defence market, under political and bureaucratic pressure,
the loss of interoperability and a growing technology gap between US and
European militaries, and a loss of technological opportunity for the militaries
of both sides.



European and Transatlantic
Defence-Industrial Strategies:

A European View
Burkard Schmitt

beginning of the cold war. Since then, however, the nature of

cooperation has changed considerably, from the simple licensing of
US systems to Western Europe in the 1950s and 1960s to co-production
arrangements in the 1970s, followed by government-to-government joint
development in the 1980s and 1990s. In recent years, industry-led
cooperation has become the most prominent feature.

F I \he history of transatlantic armaments cooperation goes back to the

The changing nature of cooperation reflects the changing motivation of the
two sides. During the first decades after World War II, the US helped to
rebuild an exhausted or destroyed Western European defence industry in the
face of the Soviet threat. The more that European NATO allies recovered
economically, the more they sought a balanced partnership with the US.
After the end of the cold war, interoperability became a major argument for
enhanced cooperation. Since the late 1990s, the technological and financial
consequences of globalisation have pushed industry towards transnational
consolidation and closer transatlantic ties, whereas governments have had
difficulties matching industry-led initiatives.

In spite of many good reasons for more transatlantic cooperation and
numerous initiatives to achieve that objective, the record is rather poor. Arms
trade across the Atlantic has remained primarily a one-way street from the
US to Europe, with few cooperative projects having actually been set up and
even fewer having been considered as a success. There are several reasons
for such failure:

e Since the strategic and force-planning processes are conducted
independently, harmonisation of military requirements is almost
impossible.

e Market access for foreign companies remains difficult: whereas the
openness of European defence markets differs greatly from country to
country, the US market is well-protected against both foreign
investments and sales. Moreover, complex rules and procedures for
defence exports represent major hurdles for industrial cooperation.

e In the US, both the political leadership and the armed forces are
extremely reluctant to rely to any extent on foreign suppliers. In Europe
there is widespread anxiety in many arms-producing countries about the

121
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possibility of US market hegemony. Both attitudes make it very hard to
create a positive political climate for transatlantic armaments
cooperation.

Even more importantly, transatlantic cooperation is hindered by a
fundamental imbalance of power between the US and Europe:

The US is by far the biggest defence market of the world. In 2001, the
DOD spent more than twice as much on defence as all EU members
combined. With an increase in US defence spending of $48 billion for
FY 2003 and further increases planned from $396.8 billion in 2003 to
$469.8 billion in 2007, the transatlantic financing and procurement gap
will continue to grow over the next few years.

There are also fundamental structural market differences. Because of
fragmented defence markets and disparate procurement policies,
European countries pay a high price for costly duplications and face
great difficulties in efficiently combining their resources. As a
consequence, the EU as a whole receives less value for its money than
the US. Moreover, the investment profiles are different, as the US spends
not only in absolute, but also in relative terms more on procurement and
R&D than Europeans.

The US has such enormous financial resources, defence-industrial assets
and military capabilities that they simply do not need armaments
cooperation or arms imports. From the US perspective, the potential
benefit of transatlantic cooperation is, at best, the cohesion of the
Alliance. This argument, however, is hardly sufficient to overcome
bureaucratic and political resistance. The same is true for
interoperability: for many in the US, interoperability within the Alliance
could best be achieved if Europeans simply bought US products. The
fact that the US can conduct the whole spectrum of military operations
without any allied contribution does not help to convince the US
administration, Congress or the armed forces that they need to suffer the
trials and tribulations of transatlantic cooperation.

In Europe, the situation is, again, completely different: even the most
important arms-producing countries cannot afford to maintain a purely
national Defence Industrial Base (DIB). With the exception of certain
technological niches, they need international cooperation to develop and
produce high-tech weaponry. In this context, access to US technology is
in general considered highly attractive. Moreover, there is a strong
European interest in interoperability as the prerequisite for coalition-
building and therefore for political influence in Washington.
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Nevertheless, the lack of financial resources, national industrial interests
and the difficulties involved in transatlantic ventures greatly reduces
European interest in cooperating with the US.

e Finally yet importantly, the US pursues an explicit and coherent strategy
for defence-related industries, aimed at technological superiority in all
relevant sectors. European countries, in contrast, do not have the means
to implement such a strategy individually and lack the political
consensus to develop one collectively. As a consequence, Europeans
have difficulties in developing common positions towards the US on
armaments issues.

The imbalance between the US and Europe can also be seen at the corporate
level. The enormous consolidation process that took place from 1993 to 1997
within US industry reinforced European anxieties about the threat of US
market hegemony. Facing competition from giants such as Boeing-
McDonnell Douglas, Lockheed-Martin and Raytheon, Europe’s national
champions and their respective governments (finally) began to accept cross-
border integration as the only way to avoid being squeezed out of the market
or being forced into unbalanced subordinate partnerships or both. The main
result of the restructuring process that followed was the creation of three big
groups, EADS, BAE Systems and Thales, each of them linked to each other
and to the remaining groups by numerous international joint ventures.

This industrial movement, in turn, triggered the so-called ‘Letter of Intent’
(LOI) process among the governments of the major European arms-
producing countries (France, Germany, the UK, Italy, Spain and Sweden). In
July 2000, the six partners signed a Framework Agreement covering 1)
Security of Supply, 2) Transfer and Export Procedures, 3) Security of
Classified Information, 4) Research and Technology, 5) Treatment of
Technical Information and 6) Harmonisation of Military Requirements. In
these six areas, the partners committed themselves to create a more
homogeneous regulatory framework to improve market conditions for an
increasingly transnational industry.

In spite of all its potential virtues, however, the Framework Agreement does
not actually establish a common armaments policy. On the contrary,
armaments remain in the national domain, with defence industrial interests
and strategies still diverging.

e Among the six LOI countries, France is traditionally the most ambitious
about Europe becoming an autonomous political actor (although its
partners often suspect the real objective is simply to use Europe as a
means to achieve national ends). In the 1990s, France accepted both
privatisation and internationalisation of its defence industry as
indispensable, combining the market orientation of companies with the
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politico-strategic objectives of the government. Therefore, France has
been a driving force behind the restructuring of Europe’s aerospace and
defence electronics sectors. Aérospatiale-Matra was brought into EADS
and Thales (formerly Thomson-CSF) transformed into an international
player with strong links to the UK (through the acquisition of Racal). In
the future, the French government will probably try — again — to bring
Dassault into a wider European structure and to find a new reference
shareholder for Thales. The main challenge, however, will be land
armaments and naval shipbuilding, where the privatisation of GIAT and
DCN is still pending. The poor shape of the two former arsenals
represents not only an important financial burden upon the French
government, it is also a major obstacle to greater openness of the French
defence market and makes it de facto impossible for Paris to push for
European mergers (since both companies are rather unattractive as
potential partners).

e The UK’s industrial policy is characterised by a ‘value for money’
policy, which includes the relative openness of its defence market for
foreign competitors. This openness also compensates for a growing lack
of competition in the national market. In fact, after the takeover of GEC
Marconi by British Aerospace and the recent acquisition of Vickers by
Alvis, there are only two national firms left, which distorts the market-
led approach that the British claim to champion. To counterbalance this
dominance and to create a second ‘national’ defence electronics supplier
competing with BAE Systems, London accepted, for example, the
takeover of Racal by Thales. Competition may also come from American
companies that regularly team-up with British firms for bids in the UK.
Transatlantic cooperation in general is welcomed not only for political
reasons, but also as a means to benefit from US technology.

e In Germany, the largest part of the aerospace industry is now integrated
into EADS. The government has failed, by contrast, to convince land
armament and naval shipbuilding industries to follow the same approach
— first national consolidation, then European integration. Germany’s
leading land systems companies — Krauss-Maffei and Rheinmetall —
continue to resist any political pressure to merge. In naval shipbuilding,
government plans have also failed. Instead of joining forces with
Thyssen Krupp Industries, Babcock Borsig sold its 75% share in HDW
to the US investment fund Equity One Partners. Since HDW is a world
leader in conventional submarines, this deal has stimulated a debate
about a sell-out of German key technologies. Many observers now fear
that Krauss-Maffei could become the next candidate for a politically
incorrect takeover.
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e Jtaly, Spain and Sweden have all tried to integrate their defence
industrial assets into wider international structures, without pursuing a
clear European preference. The Spanish government has integrated Casa
into EADS, but preferred General Dynamic’s bid for Santa Barbara over
Rheinmetall’s offer; the Italian government has pushed Finmeccanica —
with more or less success — to integrate its units into European joint
ventures, but left the A-400M programme and joined the F-35
programme. In Sweden, certain industrial elements have been linked to
European networks (see Saab), while others have been sold to US
investors (Bofors).

Industrial policy is only one aspect of largely divergent armament policies in
Europe. Another example is the somewhat uncoordinated way in which the
LOI countries have embarked on bilateral negotiations with the US on
regulatory issues. In fact, industrial consolidation in Europe, together with
the LOI process and the development of ESDP, alarmed Washington about
the possibility of an emerging ‘Fortress Europe’. The perceived threat of a
closed European market, combined with the risk of the lack of any true
competition in the US market, pushed the Clinton administration to launch
two initiatives: a) the Defense Trade Security Initiative (DTSI) aimed at
streamlining the US export control system, and b) bilateral negotiations with
certain allies on a ‘Declaration of Principles’ on defence equipment and
industrial cooperation (DOP).

Whereas the DOP is de facto a bilateral version of the European LOI,
covering a broad range of defence trade issues, the DTSI is comprised of 16
procedural reforms to the US export-control regime. Moreover, it includes
the possibility for certain qualified countries to enter into negotiations aimed
at granting ITAR-license exemptions for unclassified exports to the
governments and companies identified as reliable.

Up until now, the DOPs have been signed with the UK, Australia, Norway,
Spain and the Netherlands, whilst negotiations with Italy seem to be well-
advanced, whereas discussions with Germany and France are, at best, at an
early stage. So far, the UK is the only LOI-country with whom the US has
begun to negotiate a binding export-control agreement. ITAR-talks with
additional partners are envisaged only after negotiations with the UK have
been completed. But under the Bush administration, these transatlantic
discussions have apparently lost momentum, their future therefore being
unclear. Even with the UK, negotiations on export controls seem to be
experiencing difficulties. In general, however, the different stages of
negotiations with the partners suggest that Washington still makes a
distinction between ‘reliable’ and ‘less reliable’ allies.
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Sooner or later, this distinction may create problems for the compatibility of
the multilateral LOI system and the bilateral DOP-approach. It remains to be
seen how transatlantic arrangements would interact in practice with the LOI
Framework Agreement. Nevertheless, at least in certain areas, bilateral
agreements with the US may complicate a system whose purpose is precisely
to simplify and facilitate European cooperation. For example, could a
European transnational defence company qualify for an ITAR exemption if
only one of its home countries has an export control agreement with the US?
Or would such a company be obliged to create new Chinese walls between
its different sites, thereby limiting its internal integration and acting against
the philosophy of the LOI process?

To operate in such an uncertain and fluid environment is certainly not easy
for European industries. As has been seen, a European armaments policy and
a common defence market are still a long way off, and defence budgets in
Europe remain flat. The enormous difference between budgets in Europe and
the US represents an irresistible incentive for European companies to attempt
penetration of the US market. Indeed, access to the US has become a major
strategic goal for all big industrial players in Europe.

There are different ways to achieve that objective:

e Given the predominant buy-American policy, direct sales of European
products to the US armed forces will probably remain extremely rare
exceptions.

e Jointly developed defence systems under a government-to-government
agreement will remain exceptions as well; European budget constraints
on the one hand, and difficulties to harmonise the military requirements
across the Atlantic on the other, will continue to limit the possibilities for
intergovernmental projects.

e Teaming arrangements with US prime contractors will be politically
easier, in particular if the European contribution is limited to sub-
systems and components. Yet the cost-effectiveness of these industrial
arrangements depends to a considerable degree on the regulatory
framework that governments agree on.

Another possibility to penetrate the US market is to buy an American
company and to become a ‘national’ supplier to the Pentagon. British
companies, in particular BAE Systems, have pursued this strategy
extensively and with a lot of success. For continental European companies,
however, this option has been politically unrealistic so far, and there are no
signs that this may change in the near future. What we have seen, by
contrast, is a multiplication of joint ventures (Raytheon-Thales) and strategic
alliances (EADS-Northrop Grumman).
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In land armaments and shipbuilding, the situation is different. By contrast to
aerospace and defence electronics, trans-European consolidation has failed in
these sectors, leaving European companies in a rather weak position Vis-a-vis
their US counterparts. As the Santa Barbara and the HDW takeovers have
demonstrated, US investors therefore have a good chance simply to ‘cherry-
pick’ the European defence industrial base.

To conclude, there are not many reasons to be over-optimistic about the
future of transatlantic armaments cooperation. Cooperation will certainly
continue, but its intensity will probably remain limited by persistent political
obstacles. Moreover, cooperation will be mainly industry driven. If they have
a commercial and a technological interest or both, companies can be quite
innovative in dealing with bureaucratic and regulatory hurdles. In particular,
at the less visible — and therefore politically less sensitive — subsystem and
component level, closer ties are indeed probable. Nevertheless, even the big
European companies will only be able to cooperate on an equal footing with
their US counterparts if they maintain their capacities as system-integrators
and if they remain at the cutting edge of technology — not in all, but in
specific key areas. These developments, in turn, will only be possible if
European governments keep at least a certain level of R&D funding and if
they — finally — come to a common European strategy for their defence-
related industries.
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is becoming known as the Bush doctrine. The proceedings were

underpinned by three particularly penetrating papers, which should be
read at leisure, as a brief summing-up will not suffice to convey their full
scope.

r I Yhe eleventh meeting of the European Security Forum focused on what

Walter Slocombe, in his oral presentation, emphasised the need to handle the
prevention/pre-emption debate as distinct from the
unilateralism/multilateralism discussion: although they intersect, they are
analytically separate. Conversely, he tied the prevention/pre-emption debate
to the specific requirements of mnon-proliferation, while noting that
prevention/pre-emption tend to be a limited element of non-proliferation
policy given the inherent difficulties of implementation: it is easier to assert a
policy of pre-emption than to execute it effectively. Mr Slocombe also
underscored the elements of continuity of the US National Security Strategy
(NSS) with US and international law.

Carl Bildt recalled that prevention/pre-emption could be tied to contingencies
other than those mentioned by President George W. Bush, such as heading
off a genocide. In his statements, he also made a distinction that turned out to
be one of the key elements of whatever conclusion can be drawn from the
discussion: the possible war in Iraq should not be considered as prevention or
pre-emption but as an enforcement operation. He also questioned the premise
that deterrence doesn’t work against a rogue state, a premise on which much
of the new US doctrine is based. Like Mr Slocombe, he emphasised the
difficulties of implementation. Indeed, there was no example where countries
had been forcefully deprived of their weapons of mass destruction (WMD)
without regime change; the only successes in terms of eliminating WMD had
implied regime change (as in South Africa). In other words, pre-
emption/prevention without regime change would probably not work and
even then, it is possible to wonder about the attitude of a post-Saddam
regime in Baghdad towards the renunciation of WMD in the face of
persisting efforts by Iran and their possession by Israel. Mr Bildt recalled that
one of the favourite examples of the fans of pre-emption/prevention, i.e. the
Cuban missile crisis, had not witnessed a forceful pre-emptive strike. This
option had deliberately been discarded at the time. In conclusion, he
underlined the danger of the pre-emption rhetoric, which could be seen as a
licence by others to do the same — or to go nuclear.

Vladimir Nikitin reminded us, inter alia, of the Kosovo precedent, which was
presented at the time as an operation destined to prevent human rights
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violations, regional destabilisation, etc. and not requiring a specific mandate
legitimising the use of force. But Kosovo also demonstrated the importance
of regional organisations in legitimising such forceful operations, with
NATO in Kosovo (1999) and the Caribbean Community (CARICOM) in
Grenada (1983). Mr Nikitin also underlined the Russian reluctance to
‘doctrinalise’ prevention/pre-emption, with Moscow preferring to use it de
facto without formalising it since formalisation could reduce strategic
freedom of manoeuvre.

Gareth Evans of the International Crisis Group (ICG), who had been asked to
respond to the three paper-givers, kicked off by confirming the Chairman’s
suggestion that greater care needed to be made in distinguishing between
pre-emption (with its elements of time pressure and imminence) and
prevention (with the Osirak bombing as a case of prevention and the Six-Day
War as an example of pre-emption). He also noted that the anticipatory use
of force — a notion covering both prevention and pre-emption does not
necessarily imply imminence, notably when the risk of genocide is involved.
He concurred with Mr Slocombe’s and Mr Bildt’s analysis of the difficulties
of using force against WMD successfully while stopping short of regime
change. As head of the International Crisis Group, he underscored the
importance of the notion of consent as a legitimiser. Consent figures in the
work of the ICG on the legitimisation of the use of force on the basis of ‘just
war’ principles (although any explicit reference to St. Thomas of Aquinas is
avoided, out of deference to Muslim sensitivity).

In the general debate, the Israeli attack against the Osirak reactor in June
1981 was discussed. The view was widely expressed that although the attack
may have had the perverse effect of driving the Iraqi nuclear programme
deeper underground, it did lead to a substantial gain in the time available
before Iraq could go nuclear. Prevention was also mentioned by a Russian
participant, who indicated that Russian officials had considered preventive
action against the Taliban regime in May 2000. He confirmed the Russian
aversion towards making a principle out of what is a strategic option for use
in the near-abroad.

Mr Bildt made the point that pre-emption (tied as it is to imminent threat in
international law) should not be considered as being somehow more readily
acceptable than prevention: there are all too many wars in which the first
country to open fire has claimed a right to pre-emption. Anticipatory action
thus requires rules and calls were made for its codification. In this respect,
humanitarian intervention was yet again cited as an area where anticipatory
action could be called for.

On the question of deterrence, the point was made by a number of
participants that this continued to be viable vis-a-vis state actors, and that
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there was a questionable trend in the US of presenting deterrence, if not as a
dirty word, but at least as a poor second best against the Soviet threat. This
point drew the caveat that deterrence can discourage nuclear attacks, but
probably not proliferation; indeed, it was highly unlikely that deterrence
would play against the sale by North Korea of its WMD wares on the
international market. Furthermore, in the case of North Korea, it isn’t only,
or maybe not even primarily, Pyongyang’s nuclear capability that inhibits us
from acting forcefully, but the huge conventional firepower threatening the
Seoul metropolitan area.

Indeed, in some ways, the state of reflection for criteria (e.g. in the ICG) on
the use of anticipatory force in humanitarian contingencies seemed to be
more advanced than its application to non-proliferation, notably in current
US thinking. On the reactions outside the US to doctrines based on
prevention and pre-emption, the point was made by a European participant
that in the EU, the real contention Vis-a-vis the NSS was not the mention of
prevention, but the fact that it was considered to be the basis for a national
and not a multilateral strategy.

The use of force for enforcement of international obligations was also
discussed, with reference being made to the illegal reoccupation of the
Rhineland by the Wehrmacht in 1935. This contingency was one in which
the use of force could have paid off handsomely. As the discussion went into
historical analogies — with Mr Slocombe drawing a parallel between the
Rhineland case and the Iraqi situation — a reminder was made by a
participant that it is fine to have criteria for legitimising a military operation,
but one still had to ask the question: ‘Is it wise?’

In his concluding remarks, Mr Nikitin indicated that there was no clear
confirmation in history that the preventive/pre-emptive use of force was the
better option, citing in this regard the counterfactual question: what if
Kennedy had retained the strike option against Cuba?

Mr Bildt, harking back to the Guns of August 1914, emphasised the need to
be careful about making pre-emption a popular concept. Enforcement,
including its use in the Iraqi case, is a more fruitful approach. He did not
discard the option of prevention, with the building up of an international
regime. Mr Slocombe reaffirmed the link between the use of force and WMD
proliferation. The non-proliferation regime is in crisis and will collapse if we
do not resolve the issue of enforcement.

Mr Evans reminded us that the credibility of the UN system was the
strongest case that could be made for war against Iraq — but that is a matter
for the UN system to decide upon, not a single member. The question then
becomes: what is the evidence and how big is the threat?
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was triggered by the new National Security Strategy (NSS) of the

United States and it has been fuelled by the discussion concerning the
legitimacy of taking armed action against Iraq. This paper will focus
primarily on the questions of the pre-emptive use of military force that were
brought to the forefront of the international debate.'

F I Yhe present debate about the legitimacy of pre-emptive military action

But it can be debated whether Iraq should really be part of this discussion. It
can be argued that the present dispute over Iraq is more a case of securing the
implementation of resolutions adopted by the UN Security Council under
Chapter 7 of the UN Treaty.

UN Security Resolution 1441 — adopted unanimously — decided that “Iraq
has been and remains in material breach of its obligations under relevant
resolutions, including resolution 687”. It also recalled that “In its resolution
687 the Council declared that a ceasefire would be based on the acceptance
by Iraq of the provisions of that resolution, including the obligations on Iraq
contained therein”. In spite of this, Iraq was given “a final opportunity” to
comply, and the Council stated that the country “will face serious
consequences as a result of its continued violations of its obligations”.

These are tough words. The first serious assessments of whether the country
has taken this ‘last chance’ or not will occur when the United Nations
Monitoring, Verification and Inspection Commission (UNMOVIC) and
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) report to the Security Council
at the end of this month. Since the resolutions that Iraq could then be
declared to be in additional material breach of are resolutions under Chapter
7 of the Charter of the UN, it cannot be described as inappropriate if armed
action is then considered to rectify the situation.

Although rhetoric has often sounded different, it remains a fact that in the
case of Iraq, the United States so far has acted through and within the
framework of the United Nations. It has certainly presented its case with
considerable assertiveness, not shying away from saying that the issue is a
test for the UN as much as it is for Iraq, but there is nothing that prevents
other nations from stating the views they may have with equal assertiveness.

! “The National Security Strategy of the United States”, September 2002.
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From the European point of view, there are strong arguments in favour of
securing the continued handling of the Iraq issue within the framework of the
United Nations. With four major EU members on the Security Council —
Germany and Spain in addition to the UK and France — there should be the
possibility of establishing a European consensus at the very least on this
important point. But it should be recognised that keeping the issue within the
United Nations system requires accommodating the very strong views and
interests expressed by the US.

European inclination to support an approach through multilateral institutions
such as the UN is based on the recognition that neither the European Union,
nor any other international actor has the broad-based power or the strategic
patience to sort out major and difficult international issues all by itself. Thus,
an amount of coalition-building is always called for, and the broader the
international consensus that can be established, the greater are the
possibilities of bringing the endeavour in question to a successful
conclusion.”

From the US point of view this is sometimes less obvious. With unrivalled
military power and increased relative economic strength, the temptation to
think that one can sort out all issues only with US power is strong.
Multilateralism and coalition-building can be portrayed as fettering the
power of the US in chains and preventing it from taking the action needed to
reorder the world in accordance with its values. If the aim is set, coalitions
are welcome to assist in their execution. But it’s the purpose that defines the
coalition — not the other way around.

Although Europeans in most cases are in basic sympathy with the motives
driving US actions, there is a fear that if the tentative international regime
that exists is jeopardised, the resulting uncertainty may also be used by
powers and for purposes with which most Europeans would feel far less
sympathy. The short-term advantages of breaking the established order could
then rapidly be outweighed by the long-term disorder resulting in other areas
and on other issues.

Prior to 11 September 2001 and the renewed attention given to the situation
in Iraq, issues of state sovereignty and pre-emptive military action were
debated primarily from other points of view. The concept of state sovereignty
is generally seen to have been established as the basis of the international
order by the Treaty of Westphalia. Orderly states were to be the building

* In the conclusions of the Copenhagen European Council, the declaration on
Iraq stressed that “the role of the Security Council in maintaining peace and
security must be respected”. While an urge to respect the resolutions of the
Security Council would be aimed at Baghdad, it is difficult to read an urge to
respect the role of the Security Council as not aimed at Washington.
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blocks of the international order. The United Nations isn’t really built on
nations coming together, but on states doing it. State sovereignty remains the
most important building block of the modern international system.

But increasingly state sovereignty had come to be questioned. The debate
prior to the events of 11 September centred almost exclusively on the
question of when state sovereignty should be set aside in the interest of
protecting human rights, preventing humanitarian disasters or, at worst,
stopping or preventing genocide. In the wake of the non-intervention in
Rwanda and the intervention in Kosovo, a large debate started on which
principles to apply and the consequences this would have for the
international system as a whole.

This debate had hardly reached any conclusions when the events of 11
September transformed the international scene, and subsequently the issues
associated with WMD and terrorism have overtaken the debate.

The action against the non-recognised Taliban regime of Afghanistan was an
example of the right of self-defence under Article 51 of the Charter of the
United Nations. Under the relevant Security Council resolutions, there also
seems to be room for military action against other states if these are clearly
supporting or protecting the structures of terrorism responsible for the 11
September attacks.

No European government has been able to detect any sign of any clear or
even likely link between Iraq and the al-Qaeda terrorist networks. During
recent months, occasional US attempts to do so have become increasingly
feeble. The link between the issues of terrorism post-11 September and Iraq
is thus a highly indirect one.

In more general terms, the link between international terrorism and WMD is
described by the US as strong, and it is this that has led to the new
prominence given to the possibility of pre-emptive military action. In the
words of the National Security Strategy:

It has taken almost a decade for us to comprehend the true
nature of the threat. Given the goals of rogue states and
terrorists, the United States can no longer solely rely on a
reactive posture as we have done in the past. The inability to
deter a potential attacker, the immediacy of today’s threats, and
the magnitude of potential harm that could be caused by our
adversaries’ choice of weapons, do not permit that option. We
cannot let our enemies strike first.

Each of the three arguments advanced in favour of this position can be
debated. Although a terrorist organisation such as al-Qaeda can hardly be
dealt with primarily through a classical posture of deterrence, there is far less
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to support the notion that so-called ‘rogue states’ can not be deterred to a
significant degree. Even the regimes of the so-called ‘axis of evil’ have been
deterred from pursuing policies of overt external aggression.

In terms of the immediacy of these threats, there is no doubting this when it
comes to the threat of international terrorism, nor is there any reason to doubt
that these organisations are actively seeking different weapons of mass
destruction. Whether there is an immediacy to threats coming from state
actors is more doubtful, and again, the issue of whether deterrence works or
doesn’t needs to be addressed.

As to the magnitude of the harm that could be done by these weapons, there
is no doubting the potential of WMD. But the only country capable of
destroying most of the US within 30 minutes remains the Russian Federation.
It will take decades until even China will acquire a nuclear arsenal with the
destructive power and global reach of even the much reduced Strategic
Rocket Forces of the Russian Federation of today. As for chemical weapons,
their potential for mass destruction remains more limited. Biological
weapons have, on the other hand, a potential for mass terror that should in no
way be discounted.

Thus, one can see how the doctrine of pre-emption — “we cannot let our
enemies strike first” — has developed, although a discussion on the basis for it
reveals that the arguments are not always as clear-cut as they are presented.
The real difficulties start with how such a doctrine can be implemented in the
messy reality of handling the day-to-day challenges of an evolving
international situation. Here, it is instructive to look at the different occasions
when the issue has been confronted in the past.

The Cuban missile crisis illustrated most of the issues of this debate in 1962.
At the time, the US Joint Chiefs of Staff advocated a policy of pre-emption
both when it came to dealing with the concrete issue of the deployment of
Soviet missiles such as MRBMs and IRBMs in Cuba and, particularly in the
case of the Strategic Air Command, overall in its approach versus the Soviet
Union and its evolving ICBM force. But the conflict was defused by a more
graduated use of a blockade in combination with direct as well as back-
channel diplomacy. Although ‘regime change’ was certainly also a goal of
US policy at the time, it had to be downgraded in order to achieve the
withdrawal of the Soviet nuclear missiles.’

It is highly likely that serious consideration has also been given in the Soviet
Union at different times to the possibility of pre-emptive military strikes in

? The most comprehensive description of the debates over these issues then is to
be found in Lawrence Freedman’s Kennedy’s Wars — Berlin, Cuba, Laos and
Vietnam, Oxford: Oxford Press, 2000.
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order to neutralise perceived WMD threats. The Soviet leadership had every
reason to view the appearance of a Chinese nuclear force with deep
apprehension. After having failed to block it by withholding technology and
assistance in different ways, it is entirely logical that the option of pre-
emptive military strikes against Chinese nuclear facilities was seriously
studied. In more recent times, the US seriously studied the possibility of pre-
emptive military strikes against North Korea in 1993-94, in order to deprive
the Pyongyang regime of its possibilities of developing as a nuclear power.

In all of these cases, the final decision not to use pre-emptive military power
was in all probability motivated by the extreme difficulty of being certain
that a military strike would neutralise all or the overwhelming parts of the
nuclear warheads and the corresponding weapon systems. In the Cuban case,
plans revealed that there was a high likelihood that some missiles could not
be hit during the first wave of strikes, and that there was then the possibility
that they could be fired before they could be located and hit by a second
wave of strikes. In the Chinese and North Korean cases, the target set must
have included not only key parts of the different production facilities for
nuclear weapons, but also missile facilities and bomber bases, and must have
taken account of the risks that nuclear warheads had been dispersed in
different ways that were extremely difficult to detect.

The only case in which a pre-emptive military strike has been undertaken in
order to deprive a state of its WMD capability is the June 1981 Israeli attack
on the Osiraq nuclear reactor in Iraq. Although undoubtedly a tactical
success since the reactor was destroyed, the strategic effects of the strike
were more doubtful.*

The Iraqi nuclear programme was not stopped, but instead redirected in ways
that brought it very close to producing nuclear weapons without being
detected either by different intelligence agencies or by international
monitoring arrangements. Before the Gulf war, two possible nuclear
weapons-related facilities had been detected in Iraq. After the war, United
Nations Special Commission (UNSCOM) found no fewer than 21 different
nuclear weapons-related facilities, with the air campaign during the Gulf war
having had only a very limited effect on them. The Osiraq attack might have
delayed the Iraqi nuclear weapons programme, but it certainly did not deter
Iraq from continuing its nuclear programmes.

Thus, a look at the practical experience with pre-emptive military strikes
against nuclear weapons capabilities of different sorts illustrates the

* It may be noted that the UN Security Council — including the US — condemned
this attack as “a clear violation of the Charter of the United Nations and the
norms of international conduct”.
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difficulties with the concept. In most cases, serious consideration of the
option has led to the conclusion that it could not be carried out with a
reasonable certainty of success. In the one case where it was carried out, it
proved to be a tactical success but with strategic results that were either non-
existent or counterproductive. The present situation with both Iraq and North
Korea also illustrates these difficulties.

When the old UNSCOM inspection regime in Iraq was given up in 1998, it
was said that its aims could probably be achieved as well by a combination
of air surveillance and air strikes. There seemed to be the belief that
surveillance systems could produce a reasonably accurate picture of on-going
activities, and that the facilities associated with these could then be
‘revisited’ by air power in the way that happened at repeated occasions
during the 1990s.

Clearly, this has not proved to be the case. There are numerous press stories
circulating in the US on different ways in which Iragi WMD activities could
have been concealed, ranging from mobile vans to floating barges and vast
underground complexes. If these stories don’t show anything else, they at the
least illustrate the great uncertainty, the difficulty of actually tracking
activities such as these and the near-impossibility of dealing with them
through selective and pre-emptive military strikes.

In the case of North Korea, the difficulties are even more pronounced. While
the nuclear facilities that have been under IAEA monitoring are well-known,
there are indications that facilities associated with the efforts to obtain highly
enriched uranium are far more concealed and protected. In addition, there is
the near-impossibility of knowing with any certainty the location of the
nuclear weapons that North Korea might already have built. The large
number of weapon systems that could carry any of these warheads adds
enormously to the complexity of the issue.

The discussion of these cases so far relates only to the question of nuclear
weapons. Of the weapons of mass destruction, these are the ones that are by
far the most difficult to develop, produce and deploy. Thus, they are the ones
that should be the easiest to detect and deal with through selective pre-
emptive military strikes. But with the nearly insurmountable difficulties that
are there when it comes to nuclear weapons, any serious discussion on the
possibility of dealing effectively with chemical or bacteriological weapons
capabilities through selective military strikes becomes far more difficult.’

> “Many CW and BW production capabilities are hidden in plants that are
virtually indistinguishable from genuine commercial facilities. And the
technology behind CW and BW are spreading.” Testimony concerning chemical
and biological weapons by George Tenet, the US Director for Central
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It is thus hard to avoid the conclusion that any preventive or pre-emptive
attack trying to deal with a perceived WMD programme in any country in all
likelihood will have to be in the form of a military attack aimed at first
regime destruction and then the setting-up of a new regime that can give
sufficient guarantees that remaining WMD capabilities will not be used to
restart programmes. Anything less than this is unlikely to result in more than
just a repetition of the lessons of the Osiraq attack.

Experience suggests that a regime determined to pursue a WMD programme
is extremely difficult to deflect from that course purely through different
measures of coercion — even when those instruments are available and
possible to use. In fact, there are no known cases of any country abstaining
from WMD efforts of any sort because of different instruments of coercion
being applied against them.

In the world today, we are faced with a situation in which different WMD are
available to a growing number of states. According to the US State
Department, 12 nations at present have nuclear weapons programmes, 13
have biological weapons programmes, 16 have programmes for chemical
weapons and 28 have more or less credible capabilities in terms of ballistic
missiles. No one could even contemplate dealing with all of them by military
means.

Thus, apart from the difficulties of pre-emptive military actions to deal with
real or perceived WMD threats in individual cases, the sheer magnitude of
the problem that we face when dealing with WMD proliferation makes it
impossible to consider pre-emptive military actions as anything more than
something that will only be considered in extreme cases.

In spite of the perception created, this is likely to be the de facto policy of the
US as well. During more than half a century of struggling with the issue, in
the concrete cases the US has never found the arguments for such a course of
action more compelling than the arguments against. The urgency of the war
against terrorism is unlikely, in the concrete cases, to have fundamentally
altered the balance between the arguments.

That notwithstanding, there is reason to be concerned with the recent upsurge
in rhetoric about the possibility of pre-emptive military action to deal with
WMD or other issues. First, there is a risk that this will be seen as a licence
by other powers to take some such action, and second, there is the risk that
states that feel threatened by action of this kind will start acting in
destabilising ways. North Korea illustrates some of these dangers. And the
recent swing in US policy from a rhetoric that talked about the possibility of

Intelligence before the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence, 6 February
2002.
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war in both Iraq and Korea to a posture that emphasises diplomacy, also
through the UN system, and openings for direct talks with Pyongyang should
probably be seen as a result of the recognition of these dangers.

Iran is and will remain a major policy challenge in these regards. All
indications point to ambitions across the entire WMD range in combination
with a ballistic missile programrne.6 7 Here, it seems unlikely that anyone
will seriously contemplate pre-emptive military actions other than in very
extreme situations. But the perceived possibility of such action being
contemplated against Iran obviously risks complicating efforts to facilitate a
dialogue aiming both at facilitating change inside the country and at
resolving issues such as Iranian support for terrorism. Thus, the rhetoric of
pre-emption runs the risk of becoming counterproductive across a broader
range of issues.

The situation between India and Pakistan is a particular case for concern.
Here, the rhetoric of pre-emption risks becoming profoundly dangerous. If
there is a perception in Islamabad that New Delhi believes that there is an
international climate that tends towards tolerating pre-emptive strikes against
nuclear facilities, the threshold against Pakistan using its nuclear weapons
against India during a crisis or confrontation may be lowered substantially.
Thus, rhetoric aimed at reducing the risk of WMD being used may in this
part of the world end up increasing the likelihood of this actually happening.

This discussion on the possibility of using pre-emptive military action in
order to deal with the threat of proliferation of WMD thus points at the
severe limitations, as well as dangers, of such an approach except in isolated
and extreme cases.

Although it would be foolish to completely rule out those cases, it must be
recognised that pre-emptive military action that does not aim at ‘regime

% In Issue No. 1 of Russia in Global Affairs, Major General Vladimir Dvorkin,
Head of Research at the Center for Strategic Nuclear Forces, writes on the
ambitions of Iran: “In Iran, a missile armament programme has been in the
process of implementation since the early 1980s. Currently, the main emphasis is
on setting up an infrastructure to produce medium-range ballistic missiles. The
aim is to build up a most powerful missile capability by 2010-15. It is an aim
that is facilitated also by Iran’s cooperation with China and North Korea. The
capacity of the assembly line that turns out Shahab-3 missiles (range up to 1,000
km) may reach 100 rockets a year”.

" In its open assessment to the US Senate last February, George Tenet described
Iran’s efforts and programmes in far more concrete and worried terms than he
used for Iraq: “Iran remains a serious concern because of its across-the-board
pursuit of WMD and missile capabilities. Tehran may be able to indigenously
produce enough fissile material for a nuclear weapon by late this decade”.
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change’ risks being of little long-term value in such cases. Although this
leads into another and no less important debate — it should be recognised that
in order for a strategy of ‘regime change’ to be successful it needs to be able
to execute not only the first phase in the form of ‘regime destruction’, but to
be able to master the more complex task of ‘regime creation’ that has to
follow.

Other factors may also be added to this in individual cases. It does not, for
example, seem implausible that a post-Saddam Hussein regime in Baghdad,
while being ready to honour its commitments to the UN to abstain from
WMD capabilities, may seek to link this to more concerted international
actions against the existing nuclear weapons capabilities of Israel as well as
the WMD ambitions of Iran. Issues of security policy will always have to be
addressed in a regional perspective.

With these difficulties thus being obvious, the main thrust of the necessary
policies to counter not only the threat of terrorism but also the spread of the
weapons of mass destruction should focus on the building of as strong and as
broad an international, counter-proliferation legal and political regime as
possible. It is when there is a law that it also becomes clear who is an outlaw.

This condition is essential in order to be able to take action, of whatever sort
that may be, in individual cases, and assures the broadest possible support for
such action. As both Iraq and North Korea illustrate, there is very little that in
fact can be done if there is not more or less broad international support. The
broad international networks of cooperation that such an international regime
constitutes is also the only realistic way of dealing with the risks of WMD
technologies being spread to terrorist organisations by theft, smuggling and
different transnational criminal networks.

Thus, it seems appropriate to focus attention and activity on the other parts of
the strategy for dealing with the threat of WMD outlined in the National
Security Strategy:

We will enhance diplomacy, arms control, multilateral export
controls, and threat reduction assistance that impedes states and
terrorists seeking WMD, and when necessary, interdict
enabling technologies and materials. We will continue to build
coalitions to support these efforts, encouraging their increased
political and financial support for non-proliferation and threat
reduction programmes.

From the European point of view, an appropriate reaction would seem to be
to seek to augment support for policies along those lines, thus reducing the
likelihood that we will be confronted with the isolated and extreme cases in
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which the question of the pre-emptive use of military force will be raised,
and strengthening the overall international regime against WMD.

With there being no disagreements in principle among the countries of the
European Union on this, one should explore whether there are institutional or
other steps that need to be taken to strengthen the common European
capabilities in this regard. Such a policy approach is likely to have a more
significant long-term impact on reducing the WMD threat than any
discussion on pre-emptive military options.

Prior to 11 September, the discussion concerning intervention in other states
centred on the issues mentioned initially, triggered most recently by the 1999
NATO air campaign against Yugoslavia over the issue of Kosovo. But the
debate was fuelled by the perceived double standard of the intervention
against the relatively limited fighting in Kosovo (gre—intervention) versus the
non-intervention against the genocide in Rwanda.

This debate will come back. There is also an important connection between
the issues of humanitarian intervention, the increasing problem of how to
deal with failed states, the enormous challenges in any effort at state-
building,’ the tendency of terrorist organisations to seek ‘safe havens’ or
training grounds in certain areas and the need to deal with the spread of
certain WMD capabilities.

Here, the European Union should seek to develop both its policies and its
instruments. Often stressing the more all-encompassing nature of its so-
called ‘soft powers’ versus the dominating ‘hard powers’ of the US, it needs
to demonstrate that these powers can indeed be applied to prevent situations
from emerging that will call for pre-emptive, hard interventions.

¥ An important contribution to this debate is the 2002 report of the Canadian-
sponsored International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty
entitled “The Responsibility to Protect”. For a more specific discussion on the
different issues raised by the Kosovo intervention, see paper presented by Carl
Bildt, “Kosovo and the Challenge of Humanitarian Intervention” at the UN
University in Tokyo, 2003.

? As argued elsewhere, the term ‘nation-building’, which appears often in the US
debate, is not really appropriate. It is more relevant to speak about state-building,
since what we are trying to help build in the relevant cases are state structures
rather than nations. We ought, accordingly, to talk about state-building rather
than nation-building, although we should recognise that the distinction between
state and nation that is obvious to most Europeans is far less clear-cut from a US
point of view. Nevertheless, the term ‘state-building’ more appropriately
describes what it is really about.



Pre-emptive Military Action and
the Legitimate Use of Force:

A Russian View
Alexander I. Nikitin

use of military force has significantly changed during the last decade

after the creation of the new independent states on the ruins of the
Soviet Union. In Soviet times, while supporting international law and the
United Nations rhetorically, Communist rulers considered ideological
justifications of the use of ‘revolutionary’ or ‘socialist’ force as a legitimate
excuse for violating some principles of international law.

F I Yhe approach of the Russian political establishment towards legitimate

A new Russia, obviously a weaker power than the former Soviet Union,
tends much more to stress and to use (diplomatically) norms of international
law and procedures of democratic decision-making in the international
community. What Moscow formerly obtained through bilateral ‘balance of
power’ talks with Washington, it tries now to reach in many cases through
using the legitimising/de-legitimising mechanism of UN Security Council
(UNSC) resolutions, the right of veto, and the requirement of strict
observance of international legal procedures. This overplay of the legitimacy
issue could be seen in Moscow’s stand regarding the 1999 bombings of
Belgrade by NATO in the absence of a UN mandate and in current debates
around the use of force against Iraq.

The Russian National Security Concept (its current form reformulated and
adopted in 2000) names as one of the major sources of external threats to
Russian national security “attempts of certain states and inter-state alliances
to diminish the role of existing mechanisms of international security, first of
all of the United Nations and OSCE”. By diminishing the role of
international mechanisms, the doctrine means attempts to highlight those
forceful actions taken by the US or NATO on the basis of their decisions,
which circumvent or ignore the absence of consensus in international
organisations.

More than that, the official National Security Concept (formulated soon after
the 1999 crisis in Russian-Western relations caused by the use of force
against Yugoslavia) openly proclaims “NATO’s practice of use of (military)
force outside the zone of responsibility of the alliance and without sanction
of the United Nations Security Council” as a threat to Russian security in the
military sphere. Formally that means that any use of force on behalf of the
international community or where there is an absence of consensus at the
UNSC will be automatically considered by Russia as a military threat.

| 42
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At the same time, while the notion of ‘pre-emptive military actions’ is absent
in both the National Security Concept and the Military Doctrine of the
Russian Federation, it could be found in both documents between the lines.
The National Security Concept, for example, allows the “realisation of
operational and long-term measures aimed at prevention and neutralisation
(author’s emphasis) of internal and external threats” and in other contexts it
speaks of the necessity for the Russian Federation “to react to [a] crisis
situation in as early a possible stage” in the name of national security
interests. Criticism of out-of-area operations is somewhat balanced by the
justification of the “necessity of [the] military presence of Russia in some
strategically important regions of the world”, including the deployment of
“limited military contingents (military bases, naval forces)”.

It is worth mentioning that far before the events of 11 September and the
crises over Iraqi and North Korean WMD capabilities, the Russian National
Security Concept proclaimed the “commonality of interests of Russia and
other states...on undertaking counter-actions against proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction...and [the] fight against international
terrorism”.

During the past decade, Russia started four military operations abroad
involving regional and local conflicts in the absence of UN Security Council
mandates. Namely, these were the operations of Russian military interference
in South Ossetia/Georgia and in Transdnestria/Moldova (both in 1992),
which were started on the legal basis of bilateral inter-state agreements with
the presidents of Georgia and Moldova, and operations in Abkhazia/Georgia
(started in 1994) and in Tajikistan (1992-2000), which were undertaken on
the basis of mandates by the CIS (Commonwealth of Independent States),
but not the UN. In all four cases, there was sometimes a silent or sometimes
a formalised ‘blessing’ from the UN (and later, even small groups of UN or
OSCE observers were stationed in the areas of mentioned conflicts to
‘supervise’ Russian operations).

Formally Moscow insisted that in all four cases, operations were undertaken
with the consent of the legitimate government of the state on whose territory
the conflict occurred, and thus, the use of force went under Chapter VI (so
called ‘soft peace-keeping’) or Chapter VIII (use of force by regional
organisations) of the UN Charter, and not under Chapter VII, which would
require a UNSC resolution as a ‘must’.

Legally, this juggling of UN Charter chapters is really important, because,
indeed, if use of military force is undertaken by the international community
against the will of the legitimate rulers of a state in conflict, then it
necessarily requires the consent of the UN Security Council and a formal UN
mandate for the use and limits of use of force. Moscow stresses that this has
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been and remains a principal difference between the use of force by Russia in
Georgia, Tajikistan and Moldova on the one hand (where request for foreign
involvement from the state side of the local conflict was present), and, on the
other hand, use of force by the Western community against Slobodan
Milosevic, the Taliban or Saddam Hussein. In the latter cases, the state
leaders of the conflict areas obviously opposed international involvement,
and thus such involvement has become subject to strict coordination through
the UN Security Council.

The concept and practice of the use of national or international military force
outside its own borders is not at all foreign to Russia. In recent years an
average of between 10,000 and 12,000 Russian military personnel have been
stationed and active outside Russia. Figures varied in different years, but
there were rotating contingents of about 1,500 Russian peacekeepers in
Bosnia and about the same quantity later in Kosovo. In Tajikistan there were
above 7,000 officers and soldiers from the Russian Ministry of Defence plus
up to 10,000 Russian border guards on the Tajik-Afghan and Tajik-Chinese
borders. Additionally, there were about 1,700 Russian peacekeepers under
CIS mandate in Abkhazia, and between 500 and 1,000 Russian military
personnel in South Ossetia and Transdniestria.

While the military presence in Georgia and Moldova was reduced after
1999-2000, the geography of the military presence expanded. In 2002; some
Russian contingents were relocated from Georgia to Armenia. Further, the
creation of the Central Asian Rapid Deployment Forces (under the
Organization of Collective Security Treaty, uniting six countries) expanded
the presence and military exercises of the Russian military from Tajikistan to
neighbouring Kyrgyzstan.

It is worth remembering that Russia opposed the use of military force by
NATO against Yugoslavia only during that period of 11 weeks when the
UNSC mandate was absent. After such a mandate was finally coordinated
and adopted, the Russian military hurried to jump into the NATO-led
operation that had become a UN action (Russian troops headed by Gen.
Zavarzin rushed at night to capture the airport of Pristina and thus to obtain a
role and sector of responsibility within the operation).

From 1996 in Bosnia and later in Kosovo from the summer of 1999 the level
of cooperation and inter-operability between Russian and Western (mostly
NATO) peacekeepers was positive and high. Russia not only supported the
practice of creating ad-hoc military coalitions for dealing with international
crises, but tried to practically participate in most of them (one recent
manifestation of that tendency was the dispatch of a symbolic contingent of
Russian military to support international operations in Sierra-Leone).
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Russia’s most significant practical role in recent international military
campaigns was played in 2001-02 in the course of operations against the
Taliban regime, by providing serious military support (armaments,
instructors) to the Northern Alliance of Afghanistan and by cooperating with
the US military (reconnaissance data, air-corridors, etc.) in the framework of
the anti-terrorist coalition. But it should be clearly understood that the short
‘brotherhood in arms’ between Russia and the US regarding the overthrow of
the Taliban was tactical rather than strategic. It was not (or at least not only)
caused and cemented by trafficking values and principles of international
interference, but rather by a coincidence of geo-strategic and pragmatic
interests of two powers regarding the rogue regime in Afghanistan. Russia
and the CIS states were seriously concerned about the endless insurgence of
armed groups, weapons and drugs from Afghanistan to Central Asia and thus
they had their own pragmatic reasons to support US action. Such unanimity
would be much more difficult to repeat in the potential case of forceful
action against Iraq (or, even more so, against Iran or North Korea).

The very notion of a ‘pre-emptive strike’ was in past decades widely used
and debated in nuclear doctrines and policy. But in that context pre-emption
had a much more clear-cut sense. A massive nuclear strike or mechanical
preparations for such a strike are clearly located in space and time, and could
be attributed to someone’s state policy and state decisions. If today pre-
emption is embedded in general political strategy on the use of conventional
force against growing external threats, then the international community is
dealing with the much more amorphous situation of ‘strike against a
tendency’ rather than a ‘strike against clear-cut dangerous actions’. And
tendency is always hard to estimate, for there is much room for subjectivity
and hidden side-interests.

The war against the Taliban was in a sense a pre-emptive action. And the
issue was raised at that time as to how proof should be collected and
produced for the international community regarding the ‘guilt’ of a certain
political regime? In principle, such proof should be timely and clearly
presented to the international community embodied in the UN and its
Security Council, but that would still mean a decision behind closed doors,
subjected to various lobbying and side-interests of powers, especially of the
‘big five’.

A more democratic procedure would require governments, parliaments and,
preferably, the general public of major (if not all) states to become
acquainted with information that qualifies for the ‘death penalty’ for certain
political regimes and for a significant part of the population with it (Saddam
Hussein wouldn’t die alone).
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Even in the case of the war against the Taliban, that was not done. The
limited information about connections (at that time not fully clear) between
the terrorist attacks in the US and the political regime in Afghanistan was
revealed by US authorities to the heads of states of the big powers (including
the Russian president). But it was done in secret, behind closed doors,
without the intention to make the information subject to debate in
parliaments until the very last moment before prepared and inevitable US
military action. This cannot be considered the appropriate way of
legitimising the ‘death penalty’.

The mechanism for legitimising decisions regarding Iraq (through
International Atomic Energy Agency — IAEA — inspections with further
presentation of findings to the UNSC and followed by the UN resolution)
seems much more formally appropriate from the point of view of most
representatives of the Russian political elite. At the same time, there are
voices in the Russian (as well as Western European) politico-academic
community that a UN mandate as such is very initial and very formal. The
UN resolution fixes a temporal (sometimes tactical) consensus of major
powers at a certain concrete moment of international crisis, while the
political situation and the scene in the war theatre changes constantly.

An analysis of UN peace operations in conflict areas shows that in too many
cases a UN mandate (as well as mandates of regional organisations) serves as
a carte blanche, justifying the beginning of an operation but lagging far
behind events in the course of it. The routine UN practice of renewing
mandates for military operations every six months is obviously too slow for
mobile campaigns such as another ‘Desert Storm’ or the Afghan war. But
attempts to diplomatically coordinate a new consensus among the big powers
every week in the course of dynamic operations will not work for numerous
reasons. In 1993, for example, when the Commission for Security and
Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) for the first (and last) time in its history
coordinated a mandate for CSCE peace-keeping operations for Nagorno
Karabakh, consensus among the mandating powers collapsed before troops
and finances for operations were collected. As a result, elements of carte
blanche are always present in mandates for UN or coalition operations, and
the less concrete and more empty the mandate sounds, the easier it is to reach
a consensus on it.

The issue of ‘pre-emptive use of force’ on behalf of the international
community requires clarification of who exactly uses the force and on whose
behalf (legally and politically). One of the international tendencies of the
1980s and 1990s was a shift from UN interference in crises towards
interference by regional interstate organisations on the basis of their own
decisions.
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In 1983, the Organisation of American States (OAS) mandated military
interference in Grenada (in the absence of consensus in the UN). The
Organisation of African Unity (OAU) and Economic Community of West
African States (ECOWAS) on the African continent mandated and
practically undertook several regional, collective military interventions in
crisis areas (including, for example, large-scale joint military operations of
military contingents from seven African states on the territory of the Central
African Republic).

In Eurasia, the CIS, as mentioned above, mandated and practically undertook
the use of military force on behalf of regional organisations in Tajikistan and
Abkhazia/Georgia (the Tajik operation lasted for eight years with multiple
renewed mandates and the Abkhaz operation is still not finished after eight
years). In East Asia, the ARF (Asian Regional Forum — the conflict-
resolution ‘arm’ of Association of South-East Asian Nations (ASEAN)
initiated sanctions against Vietnam when it was in conflict with Campuchea.

In Europe, the CSCE/OSCE created a precedent of mandating regionally
abortive military operations for Nagorno Karabakh, and NATO (while
formally denying the status of regional security organisations under UN
Charter Chapter VIII) mandated and performed the use of force against
Belgrade. A little bit earlier, the Western European Union (WEU), separate
from the EU at that time, retained its doctrine of involvement in conflict
resolution, which stated that the WEU could interfere in conflicts using
military force not only by UN decision, but on the basis of its own decision
of a group of participating states.

Such a tendency to ‘regionalise’ the use of collective force was not opposed
by the UN. On the contrary, the United Nations, over-burdened with
unfinished operations in numerous conflict areas applied in the 1990s to
regional organisations and ad hoc coalitions of states to volunteer to deal
with regional and local crises and conflicts.

The last decade also de facto legitimised the practice of delegating the
authority to use force on behalf of the international community to ad hoc
coalitions of states or strong organisations. The decade of the 1990s started
with the Desert Storm operation where the United Nations mandate delegated
the lead and command of operations against Iraq to the US military machine.
This action culminated in delegating the lead authority in the Bosnian
operation to NATO (the International Fellowship for Reconciliation and the
Stabilisation Force in Bosnia and Herzegovina) after the collapse of the UN-
led Protection Force, and ended with operations in East Timor, where the
Australian military received a UN request and blessing for doing the main
job on the conflict site. Although in each of these cases, large coalitions of 20
to 30-plus states were formally created, obviously, the chief ‘contracted’
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power exerted enormous influence (both militarily and politically) on the
course, direction and outcome of the operations in the conflict zones.

These visible tendencies (ranging from regionalisation of conflict resolution
and the delegation of authority to the use of real force and to strong national
or regional military machines and coalitions) mean further distortion of the
theoretically neutral United Nations model of interference. In fact, what is
now done in the name of the world community, very rarely represents the
world community in an operational sense. And in the case of hypothetical
‘pre-emptive’ strikes, such tendencies create even more concerns. Instead of
the democratisation of decision-making regarding such a thin matter as
international interference into crises, in reality we observe opposite
tendencies: a narrowing of the circle of actual decision-makers and a
narrowing (and hierarchy-building) of the circle of executors of the ‘will of
the international community’.

Currently, three new international actors have been formed in the sphere of
the international use of force. First, the European Union is finishing the
creation of a Rapid Reaction Force of some 60,000 military personnel
representing EU nations. Second, after the reorganisation of the Collective
Security Treaty among six CIS nations, the Rapid Deployment Forces for
Central Asia were created with the participation of Russia, Kyrgyzstan,
Tajikistan and Kazakhstan. Third, after the Prague summit, NATO started
the process of creating a 20,000-strong mobile force to avoid lagging behind
the US in out-of-area operations similar to that in Afghanistan or
(potentially) in Iraq.

There are very limited attempts to coordinate ‘fire brigade’ structures even
between EU and NATO, and no attempts at all to launch a doctrinal,
operational or inter-operability dialogue between them and the CIS. At the
same time, it is clear that in case of any military activities around Iraq, all
three of them would be brought to high military readiness and relocated to
close proximity with each other. How can the international community speak
of a ‘collective, coordinated pre-emptive action’ if the three military rapid
reaction machines trained for such actions do not talk to each other? The
same problem manifested itself in course of operations in Afghanistan when
NATO, as a collective structure, was de facto marginalised by the US
military. Most of coordination occurred between the US and the UK, the US
and Russia, Russia and Uzbekistan, and Russia and Kazakhstan (on air-
corridors and use of bases by Americans) and was done on a ‘semi-closed’
bilateral basis, without any real involvement of the UN, NATO or CIS
channels and mechanisms.

To sum up, how could a potential Russian stance on the pre-emptive use of
force in the international arena be modelled? First, at a general political level,
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Moscow seems not to welcome doctrinalisation of pre-emptive use of force.
Previous ‘coding formulas’ for the current interference needs of big powers
(which was ‘anti-terrorist counteractions’) was easily and willingly supported
by Moscow because it allowed a reconsideration of Western attitudes
towards Russian actions in Chechnya. But the pre-emptive use of force
doesn’t supply Moscow with any extra capabilities in the sphere of its vital
interests, while it may pose hard choices regarding former or current semi-
friends (North Korea, Iraq, Iran, Cuba, etc.).

Second, at the level of legal decisions and legitimisation, Moscow insists on
strictly following procedural formalities: coordination of the essence and
wording of UNSC resolutions mandating the use of force by the international
community. As in the cases of the operations in Bosnia and Kosovo (and
several other less controversial cases), whenever the ‘voice of Moscow’ was
heard and taken into consideration during open and closed debates in the
UNSC, and whenever the West and Russia compromised on a certain
decision, then Moscow became a loyal partner in the implementation of such
a decision. Thus, another period of ‘brotherhood-in-arms’ tactical alignment
starts.

Third, behind the level of formalities and legal principles lays the layer of
pragmatic geo-strategic, political and economic interests of the great powers.
Having or not having access to WMD is a small matter. The US, Russia and
half a dozen other influential states are ‘guilty’ themselves. Russia does not
want to de-nuclearise, and nobody is ready, for example, to ‘punish’ India,
Pakistan or Israel for obtaining access to nuclear weapons. Thus, motivation,
time frame, conditions and format for the pre-emption of WMD proliferation
remain a matter for political bargaining where nothing is clearly predefined.
International law doesn’t help much behind the thin fence of the requirement
to have a UNSC resolution on any such pre-emptive use of force. And the
economic interests of the big powers shouldn’t be put aside in the cases of
Iraq and Iran, as they were in the case of the Taliban (which was
economically irrelevant to almost all states). Thus, the matter of pre-emptive
use of force in the international arena against ‘unreliable’ political regimes
becomes an area for serious balance of the pragmatic interests of big powers
with all the associated consequences.

Fourth, at the level of internal politics, public opinion, propaganda and the
media in Russia, the concept of pre-emptive use of force remains and will
remain a source of criticism and contradictions. Public opinion will
obviously be split and a significant portion of the public will find in the
approach of pre-emptive strikes another manifestation of the ‘plot of the
West against Russia and developing countries’. But as long as loyalty to the
current president and his administration remains high among the political
establishment and the majority of the public, voices of criticism are likely to
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be deterred or silenced if the Russian political leadership announces an
extension of its ‘strategic partnership with the US and the West’ on this pre-
emption matter.

Thus, all discussion is brought back to focus on the third conclusion: the key
to any decision on matters of pre-emption lies neither in UN corridors, nor in
domestic public opinion, nor even in the behaviour of the ‘questionable’
states and regimes themselves, but rather in the pragmatic balance of
interests of great powers regarding these states and regimes.



Pre-emptive Military Action and
the Legitimate Use of Force:

An American View
Walter B. Slocombe

The United States will do what we must to defend our vital interests
including, when necessary and appropriate, using our military
unilaterally and decisively.

United States National Security Strategy

international relations than that of the legitimacy and wisdom of the

use of force. From the ‘just war’ doctrines of the Middle Ages to the
Westphalian concept of a sovereign state’s ‘right’ to wage war for whatever
ends the sovereign judged right, to the contorted efforts of 19" century legal
scholars to avoid the problems of the legitimacy of ‘war’ by defining all
kinds of military operations as something other than ‘war’ to the futile efforts
of the League of Nations and the Kellogg-Briand Pacts to — with various
reservations and ambiguities — ‘outlaw’ war to today’s discussion of the
distinctions between preventive and pre-emptive use of force and the rise of
‘humanitarian intervention’ as a politically correct form of warfare, practical
political and military leaders, as well as legal scholars and scholars of
international relations, have wrestled with the question of when the use of
military force is a legitimate instrument of statecraft.

No question has more preoccupied discussions of international law and

It remains sadly the case that cannons are still the last argument of kings. The
sincere efforts of leaders and citizens to substitute international institutions
and international diplomacy for military power, the terrible costs of two
massive European-based world wars, those of countless smaller internal and
international wars throughout the world since 1945, or even the potential
consequences of war fought with nuclear, chemical and biological weapons,
as well as the massively increased potential lethality of conventional
technology, have not fundamentally changed the fact that the threat and use
of force are the ultimate instruments of international relations.

Moreover, it is a necessary qualification to the proposition that diplomacy is
preferable to force, that where vital interests, or at least conflicts over
perceived vital interests are at stake, and where willingness to provide
inducements is not unlimited, diplomacy and negotiation are unlikely to
succeed unless there is seen to be a real cost to refusal to compromise. The
consequences that can be imposed by other means of pressure are puny

151
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compared with those of military force. Those states (not to mention non-state
actors) whose actions are the most dangerous and most essential to constrain
are the least likely to be much affected by ‘international opinion’. In such
states, the prospects of affecting regime action by appeals to the good sense
or innate caution of the citizenry are minimal, simply because the regime will
have been careful to insulate itself very thoroughly from such public
pressures. Even the most powerful international instrument of pressure short
of military force — economic sanctions — has a very feeble potential for
deflecting such states’ actions.'

Indeed, it is, in some sense too simple even to say that it is an absolute
principle that force is a last resort. Certainly, the risks and costs of military
force make it both prudent and moral to refrain from its use while there is a
reasonable prospect that other means may be effective. But the principle of
using force only after exhausting non-military alternatives necessarily
implies a willingness to recognise that, at some point, they have been
exhausted, and that waiting too long may mean waiting until military options
are no longer effective at acceptable costs.

In the limited time and space available, rather than try to cover the whole
huge field, it seems appropriate to focus on two specific questions2 that have
come to the fore in the face of fundamental changes in the international
security environment since the end of the cold war:

e  When is the use of force justified (herein of pre-emption)?

e Who can legitimately decide on the use of military force (herein of
unilateralism)?

! “Covert’ action is similarly not often a viable alternative to military force. In
any event, used on a significant scale, ‘covert’ action is the use of force, though
perhaps delivered through a different state agency and with different methods.

? This limitation leaves out several issues that have in the United States been
major elements of the discussion of use of force — including the magnitude of
American interest sufficient to justify the use of military force and the degree of
popular support required (and the closely related question of the relative roles of
Congress and the president in domestic US decisions on the use of force). Suffice
it to say, as to the first, that only important interests justify military action, but
many interests are ‘important’ in this sense without involving immediate direct
threats to the US homeland. As to the second, no democracy, and certainly not
the US, can fight a war on any scale without public and parliamentary support,
but where there is clear national interest and a coherent strategy for advancing it
and a convincing rationale for using force to do so, the American public is
prepared to sustain significant burdens and run significant risks, and Congress is
prepared to support the Executive branch, or at any rate to acquiesce in its
decisions.



PRE-EMPTIVE MILITARY ACTION | 53

Unilateralism, multilateralism and international decision-makers

Of the two issues, the second, ‘unilateralism’, is relatively the easier, because
the dichotomy between ‘unilateralism’ and ‘multilateralism’ is to a large
degree an illusory one.

To be sure, there are today a few in the US who prefer — or at least affect to
prefer — unilateral action as a matter of both principle and expediency. They
see American military power as so overwhelming that there is no need for
the assistance of others. Equally important, they see American purposes as so
noble and the perspectives of other governments as so narrow, even craven,
that it is not only possible, but necessary, for the US to ignore their views.
The conclusion these ‘unilateralists by preference’ draw is that involvement
of other nations in decision-making about American use of force is unwise in
that it risks diluting the clarity of American purposes, while involving other
nations in actual operations is pointless because they can add nothing
significant to American capabilities and including them merely complicates
operations.

Conversely, there is a sharply contrary view that decisions on the use of
military force must always and only be made on a multilateral basis, and
indeed, must be made by international institutions, preferably, and perhaps
exclusively, by the United Nations. There are some in the US — and there
appear to be many more in other countries — who insist, or at least affect to
insist, that only formal approval by the United Nations can legitimise the use
of military force, except perhaps in the case of immediate defence by a
certifiably innocent victim against direct military attack across a recognised
international border by acknowledged forces of a foreign state.

There is, however, in international law — and more in international practice —
widespread acceptance of the concept that, in the end, all decisions on the
use of military force are unilateral, in the sense of being made by nation
states, but those decisions must, for reasons of both prudence and principle,
be made in the light of the opinions and interests of others so as to gain their
support. The great weight of American opinion takes a view that can fairly be
described as ‘unilateral if necessary, but multilateral if possible — and
multilateral should almost always be possible’.

To begin with the first element — the reservation of the ultimate right of
unilateral action — the current US administration is by no means the first to
espouse the notion that the US has the right, even the duty, to act alone if the
nation’s vital interests are at stake, and that, in the end, it is the US and no
one else that makes that decision. The quotation at the top of this paper is
indeed from a National Security Strategy document, but it is drawn from that
of President Bill Clinton in 1999, not that of President George W. Bush in
2002.
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Nor is the idea that decisions on military force are ultimately national
decisions confined to superpowers. Indeed, it seems very likely that, in
extremis, every country would take that position. Certainly, even those, such
as the current German government, who are most enthusiastic in theory for
multilateral decisions on use of force, insist on reserving the right to make a
separate national decision on whether a multilateral approval of military
action is sufficiently justified — or sufficiently serves their own nation’s goals
and principles — as a requirement for actually participating in the action. And
there are numerous examples of nations that, in general, regard themselves as
adherents of a multilateral approach but have proven nonetheless ready to
use their military forces for their national aims without bothering much about
international opinion, as Spain did last summer over the occupation of a
disputed Mediterranean island. To point this out is not to accuse Germany or
Spain or anyone else of hypocrisy or even to call into question the soundness,
much less the sincerity, of their general commitment to multilateral decision-
making, but only to observe that it has its limits.

But if unilateralism in theory is all but universal, unilateralism in practice is
very hard even for a superpower on a matter of any difficulty. First, in most
situations, there may not be much of a practical option of truly unilateral
action. American military operations are almost always greatly facilitated by
having the cooperation and support of others. The US may have
overwhelming capability in many, perhaps most forms of military power, but
the direct military contributions of other nations remain highly useful. The
military capability gap is real, but it is not infinite. Many allies can make
very helpful contributions in specialised areas such as special operations
forces and in capabilities where cutting-edge technology is not required, and
increasingly where other nations are, albeit on a smaller scale, approaching
American capabilities in fields such as precision-strike or naval forces. Even
setting aside direct military contributions, the US is, in almost all
circumstances, heavily dependent on other countries for bases, over-flight
rights and access, and usually for even more direct support in the form of
intelligence, cooperation in applying economic and political instruments,
and, very importantly, in dealing with the aftermath of conflict. Certainly that
was the case in Afghanistan. The Bush administration’s National Security
Strategy may exaggerate a little when it says, “There is little of lasting
consequence that the US can accomplish without the sustained cooperation
of its allies and friends in Europe”, but the basic point is correct — and not
just about Europe.

And, of course, there are powerful political and psychological dimensions to
international support. America, however patriotic, even jingoistic and
ostensibly disdainful of foreigners our popular culture may seem, is far from
unilateral by preference when it comes to military operations. Opinion polls
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consistently show — in a variety of contexts — that public support for
American military operations is far higher where the US has the support of
its allies than where it would be alone. In part, this reaction is no doubt the
sensible one that Americans like others to share the costs and risks, but it
also appears to reflect a more complex judgment about international affairs:
the American public has more confidence that the decisions of our
government are right if they are shared and supported by other countries, as
evidenced both by their formal positions and statements and by their
willingness to send their own military forces to join in.?

Moreover, in most situations, it is not that hard for the US to garner
international support. This is in part the consequence of the obvious fact that
the US has a wide variety of levers of influence and persuasion at its
disposal. And the US need not shy away from using those levers. Accepting
that the use of military force requires — or is at any rate immensely helped by
— international support does not require the US to be neutral about whether
that support is forthcoming. Forced to choose between the US and its
adversaries, most countries will, whatever their misgivings, realise that their
interests counsel considering the consequences of opposing the US on an
issue so important to it that the use of military force is an issue.

But the proposition that, in the end, the US can usually count on the support
of those countries that matter does not rest simply — or, one could argue, even
primarily — on the proposition that frustrating the Americans would have a
price. At bottom, those interests of the US that plausibly could involve the
use of American military force are also the interests of much of the rest of
the world. An American diplomacy geared to exhausting non-military
alternatives as a means of meeting fundamental challenges will, if non-
military means fail after being seriously applied, in most cases, also convince
many other countries that resort to military force is not only justified, but
required in their own interest, not just that of the US.

Nevertheless, to say that international support for the use of military force is,
in most cases, both necessary and obtainable, is not necessarily to say that
the only legitimate source of international support is action by the United

 The political/psychological importance of other countries’ direct military
participation has an effect that — perhaps fortunately for the US — the contributors
may not fully realise: those countries that do provide forces to US-led military
operations, however much they may have to defer to US leadership of the overall
direction of the military operation, can absolutely reserve a veto over what their
own forces do — and at the same time exert an influence on the American
military and, still more, on American political decision-making related to the
conflict out of all proportion to the objective significance of their military
contributions.
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Nations. The interesting and much-disputed legal issues of how the UN
Charter, in particular Article 51 (reserving the inherent right of individual
and collective self-defence against armed attack) should be interpreted — and
what, to a practicing lawyer is an equally important issue — who has the
legitimate authority to interpret it authoritatively are matters more for
scholars than practitioners of international relations.

Of course, formal UN support is desirable, both for its own sake and for its
impact on the actions and attitudes of individual countries whose support
may be essential. But insofar as the issue is legitimacy, it is hard to make the
case that only UN action suffices. In practice, whether ‘the United Nations’
has given its sanction for the use of military force means, as a practical
matter, whether there is a Security Council resolution that can plausibly be
read as authorising military force.* That, in turn, means whether there is a
negative vote by Russia or China. Strictly speaking, of course, the UK or
France could also veto, and, in theory, a UN Security Council resolution
authorising the use of military force could fail by reason of not having the
affirmative votes of a majority of the Security Council, even if no permanent
member voted against it. As a realistic proposition, however, it is indeed hard
to imagine a use-of-force situation where a resolution to which none of the
‘permanent five’ objected enough to use a veto could not obtain a majority
(even if one or more permanent members abstained) — and it is still less
plausible that France — not to mention the UK — would exercise a veto in a
situation where Russia or China or both would not (always laying aside the —
presumably not very unlikely — case such as Suez in 1956 where the interests
of France or the UK were uniquely at issue). It follows that to require United
Nations approval as an absolute condition of legitimate use of military force
is to say that no military action of which Russia or China (or, in principle,
France, the UK, or indeed, the US) strongly disapproves is legitimate, no
matter how broadly the action is otherwise supported, or how well justified
in other international legal or political terms. To illustrate the point — NATO
could legitimately highlight various UNSC resolutions as supporting its
intervention to reverse Milosevic-led Serbia’s expulsion of the ethnic
Albanian population of Kosovo in 1999. There was, however, no authorising
action by the Security Council in classic ‘all necessary means’ words, and it
is not clear that had one been sought, Russia (or China) would have withheld

* During the cold war, when the USSR could be relied on to veto any UNSC
resolution it deemed inconsistent with its interest, the US argued that a “uniting
for peace’ resolution of the General Assembly (GA) could carry the same UN
authority. With the changes in the composition of the GA making it very hard to
assemble a GA majority — and the end of the cold war confrontation with Russia
making it more possible to get a permanent-five consensus — this doctrine has
fallen into desuetude.
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a veto. That intervention was, nonetheless, broadly regarded as legitimate,
whether as a ‘humanitarian intervention’ or as a means of forestalling a
spreading conflict in a region of Europe that has bred a host of wars in living
memory.

Would a failed attempt to get a formal Security Council authorisation really
have changed things? For most of the world, the Kosovo intervention was
legitimate and would still have been so had a UNSC effort produced a veto.’
For to say that a UNSC resolution is essential amounts to saying that — not
‘the international community’ — but Russia, China — and, in principle the
other permanent members or alternatively, a majority-blocking group of the
non-permanent members — are the absolute custodians of the legitimacy of
international force. In these terms, the choice between ‘unilateral’ action and
‘multilateral’ action is not between a strictly national decision and a UN
Security Council resolution, but one between efforts to garner as much
support from other countries as possible, and an insistence, even a
preference, for acting alone. In such efforts, the actions of formal regional
institutions such as NATO and of informal ad hoc groups such as the
coalition that fought the first Gulf war (admittedly with UNSC resolution
blessing) and may fight a second one, count for as much as a UN Security
Council hamstrung by a veto.

Pre-emption: When does the right to self-defence arise?

The question of ‘pre-emption’ is a much more difficult issue. The concept
that ‘defence’ is legitimate, while ‘offence’ — more pejoratively ‘aggression’
— is not, lies deep in all discussions of use of military force. In practice, the
distinction has always been hard to draw. Indeed, a good deal of effort has
been spent — without notable success or general acceptance in practice — in
attempting to abolish the distinction by aspiring to abolish force entirely as a
means of settling disputes, by a sort of ‘no fault’ renunciation of force. But
the principle of ‘self-defence’ has survived, and is, in fact, formally and
explicitly recognised in the UN Charter as an ‘inherent’ right, not one created
by the Charter.

Lurking in the concept of ‘self-defence’ is the question of at what point the
right arises, of where on the spectrum of prevention, pre-emption and
response, military action is justified. The American government has,
especially but not exclusively since the attacks of 11 September, stressed the

> To be sure, some take the position that the Kosovo operation was ‘proper’
because it served legitimate international purposes but not ‘lawful’, because it
was not explicitly authorised by a UN Security Council resolution. That
distinction says more about attitudes toward ‘international law’, than about
norms of international conduct.
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right of pre-emption in certain circumstances, specifically against terrorists
and against rogue states threatening to acquire nuclear and other mass
destruction weapons.

So far as the United States striking at terrorists is concerned, the issue is
hardly one of pre-emption. Once hostilities have been started by others, it is
no longer ‘pre-emption’ for the victim to seek to destroy the source, not just
to frustrate specific attacks in the future from the same source. The United
States has already been — indeed was years before September 2001 — the
victim of attack by the coordinated terrorist groups that are the targets for
American attacks today. And, beginning at least with the embassy bombings
in 1998, the United States was prepared to use force to destroy al-Qaeda
operations and leadership where there was sufficient intelligence of their
location, entirely independent of any indication that a specific new attack
was being planned. There are, to be sure, many difficult legal, moral,
political and practical issues raised by the ‘war’ on terrorism, and by the
American determination to, in the words of President Bush’s National
Security Strategy (NSS), “destroy the threat before it reaches our borders”.
For example, since terrorists are non-state actors, the sovereignty of other
countries is, by definition, involved in American attacks on them. Countries
in whose territory terrorists are operating have a responsibility to suppress
the operations and the US administration has declared that it will regard
countries that give sanctuary to terrorists as subject to military attack just as
much as the terrorists themselves. The sovereignty questions raised by this
position — and other issues of legality and legitimacy — are real and
sometimes difficult issues, but they are not about pre-emption, rather they are
about the conduct of a ‘war’ that does not fit traditional patterns.

The Bush administration has, however, squarely relied on pre-emption in
also enunciating a potentially more far-reaching doctrine of anticipatory
action against rogue states that are in the process of acquiring nuclear,
chemical and biological weapons. The NSS says, “We must be prepared to
stop rogue states...before they are able to threaten or use weapons of mass
destruction against the United States, our allies, or friends”. To an important
degree, this doctrine is less innovative than either its advocates or its critics
profess to believe. Perhaps most importantly, it is, in its terms, limited to the
particular issue of rogue states seeking to acquire WMD; it is not a claim to
use force pre-emptively (or unilaterally) whenever the American government
judges US interests to be at stake.

Critics, however, argue that the administration is claiming that self-defence is
not limited to ‘pre-emption’ in the sense of forestalling an imminent attack,
but ‘preventive war’, in the sense of using military force where the only
threat is a vague and uncertain one of possible conflict at some indefinite
point in the future. Such ‘preventive war’, it is argued, is not only in
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violation of international law, but an unbounded invitation for the use of
force on mere suspicion of the ambitions or intent of another nation, and
indeed a negation of the very concept of international law.

Far from ignoring international law, however, the United States government
has advanced a sophisticated legal argument for the legitimacy of its position
regarding pre-emption against rogue state WMD proliferation that is squarely
based on international law principles. The argument begins with the
proposition that international law unquestionably recognises a right of self-
defence and moreover acknowledges that exercising that right of self-defence
does not require absorbing the first blow. As the NSS puts it, under long-
recognised international law principles, “nations need not suffer an attack;
they can lawfully take action to defend themselves against forces that present
an obvious danger of attack”.

The classic and widely accepted formulation of that right was stated by
Daniel Webster, as American Secretary of State in the 1840s, during
negotiations about a British cutting-out operation in American waters in Lake
Ontario against the American ship Caroline that was being used to supply
rebels in Canada. He wrote to the British Minister, Lord Ashburton, stating
that a nation has a right to act first where the “necessity of self-defence is
instant, overwhelming, and leaving no choice of means, no moment for
deliberation”. The administration argues that Webster’s formulation must be
“adapted to the capabilities and objectives of our adversaries”. The
traditional concept of ‘imminence’ assumed a context where the need for
mobilisation and other preparation meant that there was a realistic prospect
of warning of an attack. Stressing that its claim of a right to pre-empt is
limited to action “to eliminate a specific threat to the US or our allies and
friends”, the administration argues for a standard of ‘necessity’ that
recognises that terrorists and rogue states with WMD would have at their
disposal “weapons that can be easily concealed, delivered covertly, and used
without warning”. Accordingly, it is lawful to “take anticipatory action to
defend ourselves, even if uncertainly remains as to the time and place of the
enemy’s attack”.

On balance, the administration has the better of the legal argument:
Webster’s formulation — which was adopted in the course of a protest
against, rather than a defence of, a pre-emptive operation and therefore takes
a restrictive view — speaks of a “necessity of self-defence” that is “instant,
overwhelming,” etc. Critics argue that only an immediate prospect of specific
attack can meet that standard. But, in Webster’s formulation, it is the
“necessity” that must have those characteristics, and such a necessity may
exist without an immediate prospect of attack. The right of anticipatory self-
defence by definition presupposes a right to act while action is still possible.
If waiting for ‘imminence’ means waiting until it is no longer possible to act
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effectively, the victim is left with no alternative but to suffer the first blow.
So interpreted, the ‘right’ would be illusory. The administration is accurate
when it points out that once a rogue state has achieved a serious WMD
capability, effective action to eliminate the capability may well have become
impossible. The problem is not so much that WMD could be used with little
warning — attacks with conventional weapons have all too often achieved
tactical surprise — but that surprise use could be decisive and that the
capability can be so successfully concealed that pre-emption is operationally
impossible even if warning were available. On this basis, a strong case exists
that the right of ‘self-defence’ includes a right to move against WMD
programmes with high potential danger to the United States (and others)
while it is still feasible to do s0.°

The problems with pre-emption, unfortunately, are not lack of legal
legitimacy, but operational practicality. A right of pre-emption is one thing; a
meaningful capability to pre-empt is quite another. Exercising the right pre-
supposes, both logically and practically, that there is some military operation
that will achieve the desired result of eliminating the WMD capability that is
targeted at an acceptable cost, taking into account the enemy’s possible
reactions.

The first operational issue with pre-emption is whether the proposed
operation will actually eliminate the WMD capability targeted. The problem
is not (usually) whether there is a means of executing a pre-emptive attack
once targets are identified, but knowing what and where to strike. Precision
weapons require precision intelligence, and pre-emption requires that
intelligence be comprehensive as well as precise. Too much attention to
action movies and too little to the realities of intelligence collection have
tended to obscure the difficulty of knowing enough about a nation’s WMD
programmes to have much confidence of eliminating them by pre-emption.
Still more difficult operationally is dealing with what the enemy may do in
response, even if his WMD capability has been successfully negated.

The contemporary cases of Iraq and North Korea illustrate the operational
problem in some of its dimensions, as discussed below.

In the Korean case, there is no question about the location of the plutonium-
production reactor and the re-processing facility at Yongbyon, and, as former
Secretary of Defense William Perry has written, the United States military
has the capability to destroy them quickly and without causing release of

® In the particular case of Iraq and North Korea, of course, there may be an
entirely independent legal basis for action that each is in breach of its obligations
as a party to the NPT (and in both cases also of other commitments not to have
or seek nuclear weapons). It is certainly arguable that other states are entitled to
resort to force to compel compliance with such obligations.
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radioactive materials. Such an attack would block the prospect of North
Korea extracting some half-dozen bombs worth of plutonium within the next
year. But it would not eliminate the North Korean nuclear programme, much
less Pyongyang’s ability to respond with devastating force. Even with regard
to North Korea’s nuclear programmes, the Yongbyon facilities are only part
of North Korea’s potential. There has been no claim that the United States
knows the location of either the plutonium that was extracted in 1991-92 or
of the couple of bombs for which that plutonium may have supplied the
fissile material. Nor is there a claim that the United States has the detailed
knowledge required for high-confidence targeting of other elements of the
North Korean programme — notably its incipient uranium-enrichment
facilities — much less its extensive chemical weapons capabilities. But the
real problem with pre-emption in the North Korean case is that the North
Korean capability to respond and escalate does not (so far) rest on its WMD,
but on its massive conventional forces — and there is no chance that such
capability could be eliminated pre-emptively, even by a massive effort. Of
course, the problem will only grow worse if North Korea is able to expand its
nuclear potential, and at some point, if diplomacy fails, it may be the wiser
course to act militarily, accepting the limits on American capability to pre-
empt and rely on deterrence and defence to block or blunt a conventional
attack in response. But it is the risks of such a course that have made not just
South Korea, but the United States as well, so reluctant to press the case for
military confrontation.

In a sense, the case for dealing with the Iraqi WMD programmes by military
force now may be said to be the case for not letting Iraq reach the point
Korea is at now. Essentially the argument for eliminating Saddam Hussein’s
WMD by military force if he will not eliminate them himself under UN
monitoring is that, despite the real risks, if the capability is not stopped now,
it will be too late — and the world and the region will have to deal with a
Saddam regime armed with a powerful WMD capability that can neither be
pre-empted nor confidently defended against. But it is significant that the
military option being considered against Iraq today is pre-emptive only in the
strategic, not the operational, sense. The military option is not to strike at the
WMD programmes directly but to replace the regime, as the only confident
means of eliminating its WMD programmes. This is not the product of over-
ambition, but of operational reality. Intelligence of a granularity and
comprehensiveness necessary for an effective pre-emption limited to the
WMD programmes themselves is no more available in the Iraqi than the
Korean case. Indeed, in the Iraqi case there is not even an equivalent to
Yongbyon, that is, a single key facility whose destruction is militarily
feasible and would at a stroke deeply set back its WMD efforts. It is this lack
of a military option able to eliminate the WMD that makes a campaign to
oust the regime the only military option if UN disarmament efforts fail.
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Happily, Saddam Hussein has less formidable responsive options than does
Kim Jong-I1 because his military is relatively weak and his ability to strike
rapidly at high-value targets is much less. The American assessment is that
none of his potential responses are anything nearly as significant as the North
Korean potential to wreak immense destruction on South Korea, and that the
risks entailed by what he can do can be reduced to acceptable levels — and
are in any event better addressed now than faced later when his WMD
programmes are far more developed. But Iraq has some potentially very
destructive responses and their potential use is a major complication for
military planning — and a major source of the reluctance of many to support
an invasion.

In short, the contrasting cases of Iraq and North Korea today may be said to
illustrate both the conceptual strength of the administration’s doctrine of pre-
emption against rogue state WMD, and its limitations in practice. There will,
unfortunately perhaps, still be plenty of scope for military operations and
capabilities aimed at deterrence and at defence if deterrence fails.
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siege from several different directions. Among the litany of pressures

F I \he international nuclear non-proliferation regime is presently under
and problems:

The US is considering development of a new class of nuclear weapons
that could eventually require the resumption of nuclear testing, which
would almost certainly set off a new round of nuclear tests by the
nuclear weapons states.

Despite improvements, Russia’s security and control over its vast stocks
of nuclear materials, equipment and technology remains vulnerable, and
the leak of nuclear assistance to countries such as Iran remains a
problem.

Efforts to begin negotiations on a Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty
(FMCT) appear hopelessly deadlocked in Geneva, with little prospect for
progress in the immediate future.

Looking towards the 2005 Review Conference of the Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT), progress to implement the 13 disarmament
steps identified at the 2000 Review Conference will be incomplete at
best.

In the wake of its 1998 nuclear tests, India is determined to develop a
robust long-range nuclear capability against China, which is itself
embarked on a strategic modernisation programme.

To maintain a credible deterrent against India, Pakistan will continue to
expand its nuclear arsenal. Even worse, Pakistan (and at least elements
within Pakistan’s nuclear establishment) has reportedly provided
sensitive enrichment technology to North Korea and Iran, substantially
augmenting their nuclear weapons programmes.

In the Middle East, the collapse of the peace process has pushed even
further into the distant future any prospect for creating security
conditions conducive to Israeli adherence to the NPT or establishment of
a Nuclear Weapons Free Zone in the region.

Long in violation of its NPT commitments, Iraq continues to resist full
cooperation with UN International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and
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UN Monitoring, Verification and Inspection Commission (UNMOVIC)
inspections as we inch ever closer to a war that may splinter the basis for
international cooperation on non-proliferation issues.

e In the meantime, Iran has recently acknowledged that it is developing a
programme for uranium enrichment, ostensibly for civilian purposes, but
more likely to pursue a nuclear weapons breakout capability under cover
of the NPT and IAEA safeguards.

e Finally, in East Asia, North Korea was caught pursuing a clandestine
enrichment programme and responded to international pressure by
restarting its plutonium production facilities, expelling IAEA inspectors
and withdrawing from the NPT.

All in all, it is not a pretty picture. Nonetheless, it is important to remember
that the underlying political and technical factors supporting the nuclear non-
proliferation regime — the basic judgment that nuclear weapons are not
essential for national security and the technical difficulties for acquiring
nuclear weapons — remains intact for most NPT parties. The number of
countries outside the Treaty remains small, and those inside the NPT that
have violated the Treaty in letter or spirit are few. In most regions of the
world — the Americas, Europe, sub-Saharan Africa, Southeast Asia —
proliferation of nuclear weapons is not a serious threat.

Regional proliferation zones

The Middle East and East Asia are the only regions where the NPT regime is
under serious pressure, and in both cases, the danger is long-term erosion
rather than imminent collapse. From the standpoint of political and technical
barriers to nuclear proliferation, the situations in the Middle East and East
Asia are mirror opposites.

In the Middle East, the political barriers to proliferation are low — in the
sense that the NPT regime does not enjoy widespread public legitimacy — but
the technical barriers to acquiring nuclear weapons remain relatively high for
most countries, apart from Israel, which has maintained a nuclear monopoly
in the region for several decades. In this respect, Iran now appears to be only
a few years away from crossing the nuclear threshold. If the uranium
enrichment facility is completed, Iran could seek to divert nuclear material
for weapons (in violation of TAEA safeguards) or exercise its right to
withdraw from the NPT with a 90-day notice and convert the facility for
military uses. In the long term, other countries in the region may try to
emulate Iran’s example of developing fuel-cycle facilities under the pretext
of civilian nuclear energy and research programmes, leading to a domino-
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style collapse of the non-proliferation restraints in the Middle East as
countries seek to divert nuclear material or to withdraw from the NPT.

In contrast to the Middle East, the technical barriers to proliferation in East
Asia are low — given the advanced nuclear capabilities in Japan, South Korea
and Taiwan — but the political barriers remain relatively high, including
public attitudes (especially in Japan) and the security ties between the US
and its East Asian allies, which reduce the security rational for acquiring
nuclear weapons. In the long term, however, an unchecked North Korean
nuclear weapons programme could pressure an East Asian state to hedge its
bets or even withdraw from the NPT, especially if US security relations in
the region are weakened. In addition, should North Korea choose to sell
surplus nuclear material or provide nuclear assistance, it could dramatically
accelerate the pace of proliferation in regions such as the Middle East where
the political desire for weapons is great, even if technical capabilities are
weak.

Given these circumstances, the most important non-proliferation challenge
for the coming years will be how to deal with the nuclear threat of Iraq and
Iran in the Middle East and North Korea in East Asia. The success or failure
of these efforts will be the most important determinates for the future of the
nuclear non-proliferation regime.

The Middle East

The key issue for the Middle East is how a resolution of the Iraqi issue will
affect efforts to deal with Iran’s nuclear programme. The outcome of the
Iraqi drama is near. In the coming weeks, Baghdad will either dramatically
improve its cooperation with UN inspectors or Iraq’s cooperation will remain
tactical, enough to divide the UN Security Council, but not enough to satisfy
Washington and London, which have apparently decided that eliminating
Saddam Hussein is necessary to eliminate Iraq’s WMD programmes. Most
likely, the US, the UK and a handful of allies will invade Iraq to overthrow
the Iraqi regime, with or without a second UN Security Council resolution.

Either outcome — inspections or invasion — would be a success for
international efforts to enforce compliance against a country that has violated
the NPT and probably continues to harbour ambitions to develop nuclear
weapons, although the status of its nuclear weapons programme is uncertain.
It is probable that Iraq has not made dramatic progress to acquire nuclear
weapons since the demise of inspections in 1998, and a continuation of
current IAEA inspections could provide high confidence in detecting Iraqi
efforts to build clandestine facilities to produce nuclear materials. Over time,
however, Baghdad’s willingness to accept the current level of intrusive
inspections is likely to erode if the threat of force appears to fade. From this
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standpoint, the replacement of the current Iraqi government is more certain to
achieve a decisive and enduring solution to Iraq’s nuclear ambitions. For the
time being, the new government in Baghdad can be expected to focus on
rebuilding its conventional forces under US and UK protection, with less
need or opportunity to revive Iraq’s nuclear weapons programme.

The credibility of the UN Security Council as an instrument to enforce NPT
compliance in the case of Iraq will depend in a large measure on whether the
UN Security Council authorises the use of force. Ideally, authorisation of
force could be portrayed as a warning that the UN Security Council is
prepared to take strong measures against countries that pursue nuclear
weapons programmes in violation of their NPT commitments. Unfortunately,
at this juncture, the Council appears deeply divided and passage of a second
resolution is unlikely. Even in the absence of a second resolution, however,
Washington and London will attempt to justify military action against Iraq as
enforcement of previous UN Security Council resolutions to disarm Iraq,
including its nuclear weapons efforts.

Assuming Iraq’s nuclear programme is eliminated by force of arms in the
near future, how will it affect Tehran’s calculations and subsequent efforts to
discourage Iran from pursuing its declared civilian uranium-enrichment
programme? On one hand, the elimination of Iraq’s nuclear threat will
remove one significant Iranian motivation for developing a nuclear weapons
option, and Iran may become even more wary of pursuing policies that will
attract US hostility and even risk military attack. On the other hand, Tehran
is likely to view development of a nuclear weapons capability as even more
essential to deter US pressure and efforts to change the regime.

From Tehran’s standpoint, the ideal solution to this dilemma is to offer
assurances of its peaceful intent, while developing a nuclear weapons
capability as quickly as possible; this presumably explains Iran’s recent
decision to allow IAEA access to its enrichment facility while it is still under
construction and to promise IAEA inspections once the plant is operational.
Tehran has also signalled its willingness to accept additional safeguard
measures to give maximum confidence against the risk of diversion and the
existence of undeclared facilities.

Given the status of its nuclear power programme, however, Iran’s claim that
the enrichment programme is intended for civilian fuel production is not
likely to be accepted by Washington. Even if safeguards provide adequate
protection against the risk of diversion — an assurance that is doubted in
Washington — Iran could still acquire nuclear weapons materials on fairly
short notice if it withdraws from the NPT when the plant is operational. To
secure minimal Iranian cooperation in the impending war against Iraq,
Washington has deliberately avoided making a major issue of Iran’s
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enrichment programme. Once the war against Iraq is over, however, the US
is very likely to turn to its attention to Iran, which presents an easier (though
less urgent) proliferation problem than North Korea.

Washington has not yet decided what strategy to pursue, but the usual debate
can be expected. Some officials will emphasise the use of threats and
pressure to intimidate Tehran to abandon its enrichment programme,
including efforts to encourage the emergence of ‘moderate’ elements in Iran
that may be more willing to sacrifice Iran’s nuclear weapons option to
appease American hostility. As a last resort, pre-emptive military strikes
against the enrichment plant will be seriously considered. Other officials will
argue that international pressure should be augmented by incentives, such as
accepting Iranian access to nuclear power assistance and secure fuel supplies
if Iran agrees to forego development of an indigenous fuel production
capability.

Critical to the success of any future American strategy to halt Iran’s
enrichment programme will be whether Washington can enlist the support of
key powers with influence in Tehran, including the UK, France, Germany,
Japan and Russia (Iran’s sole nuclear supplier), which share Washington’s
interest in preventing Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons. The lingering
effects of disagreement over Iraq are likely to obstruct development of a
common policy towards Iran, but the need to deal with Iran could also
provide an opportunity to help heal wounds among the US, the UK and their
allies.

The Far East

Clearly, Washington’s efforts to deal with North Korea’s nuclear weapons
programme have failed. After confronting North Korea with its nuclear
cheating last October, the US effectively ruled out either military force or
bilateral negotiations, and sought to orchestrate political and economic
pressures to force North Korea to abandon its secret enrichment programme.
Rather than capitulate, however, Pyongyang retaliated with familiar
brinkmanship, seeking to pressure Washington into negotiations or, if that
failed, to enhance its nuclear capabilities. Rather than rally international
support, the US has found itself at odds with China and its East Asian allies,
especially South Korea, which are wary of pressuring North Korea and prefer
that Washington negotiate a solution directly with Pyongyang.

For the near term, the situation can be expected to grow worse. With
Washington’s focus on Iraq, and the divisions between Washington and
Seoul, North Korea appears intent on resuming the reprocessing and
recovering of enough plutonium for a few nuclear weapons in the coming
months. The TAEA Board of Governors has reported North Korea’s NPT
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violations to the Security Council, but the Council is unlikely to take strong
action to deter reprocessing, given New York’s focus on Iraq and the refusal
of key countries to even threaten sanctions. As much as Beijing opposes
North Korea’s nuclear programme, it does not appear willing to cut off vital
assistance that could precipitate the collapse of Kim Jong-I1 regime or trigger
a war on the peninsula.

In theory, the US could mount air strikes to destroy North Korea’s plutonium
production facilities — a threat that North Korea takes seriously — but at the
risk of causing a broader conflict and splintering the alliance with South
Korea. As a basis for bilateral negotiations with Washington, Pyongyang
claims it is willing to re-institute the freeze on plutonium production, but the
US continues to refuse bilateral negotiations unless North Korea first agrees
to dismantle its nuclear weapons programme. In an effort to break the
impasse, US diplomats have tried to organise multilateral talks, which may
provide a cover for bilateral US-North Korean talks to begin, but Pyongyang
has insisted on direct negotiations with Washington.

Assuming that North Korea proceeds with reprocessing, however, the
immediate proliferation threat is limited. For over a decade, North Korea was
believed to have enough plutonium for one to two nuclear weapons, and the
amount of additional plutonium that North Korea can recover in coming
months is relatively small (about 30 kilograms). At least for the immediate
future, a few additional North Korean nuclear weapons are unlikely to trigger
decisions in Tokyo or Seoul to acquire nuclear weapons, although a North
Korean nuclear test could begin to shake confidence in the NPT. Pyongyang
will probable require the small amount of additional plutonium immediately
available for its own military needs, leaving little surplus for sale. Over
several years, however, North Korea could substantially expand its capability
to produce plutonium and highly enriched uranium, which would pose a
much more serious proliferation threat.

Once North Korea has finished reprocessing (and the Iraq campaign is over),
Washington’s debate over its North Korean policy is likely to intensify. For
some, the US should respond with more concerted efforts to isolate and
sanction Pyongyang, in hopes of undermining the regime. For others, the US
should respond with more concerted efforts to negotiate a comprehensive and
rigorous agreement, in hopes of ending North Korea’s nuclear weapons
programme. The most effective strategy may need to combine pressure and
negotiations: the threat of sanctions are necessary to buttress negotiations to
secure North Korean concessions, but support from key Asian powers to
impose sanctions will require demonstrating that a negotiated solution has
been blocked by North Korean intransigence and unrealistic demands.
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Conclusion

The nuclear non-proliferation regime is under the greatest threat in the
Middle East and East Asia, depending on efforts to deal with nuclear
programmes in Iraq, Iran and North Korea. In the near future, Iraq’s nuclear
programme is likely to be eliminated by force of arms, creating both
opportunities and obstacles to dealing with Iran’s nuclear programme. Once
the Iraq war is over, Washington will also focus new energy on responding to
North Korea’s nuclear threat. In both cases, the US will need to resolve
internal debates and coordinate efforts with other critical countries to design
an approach that maximises pressure and incentives.



The New Dynamics of
Nuclear Proliferation:

A European View
Bruno Tertrais

proliferation scene. One is that proliferation remains limited to a small

coterie of rogue or quasi-rogue nations, such as Iran and North Korea.
Another is that we are entering a new era of nuclear proliferation and that a
new ‘wave’ of proliferation is taking shape.

F I \here are two ways to interpret current evolutions on the nuclear non-

Whatever the interpretation, it is clear that a key threshold has been crossed
in the evolution of nuclear proliferation. Evidence of ‘nuclear for ballistic’
trade between Pakistan and North Korea has shed new light on the
‘proliferation networks’ that have developed since the end of the cold war.
The North Korean withdrawal from the NPT, the importance of which tends
to be overshadowed by the Iraqi crisis, is a seminal event. The ripple effects
are already felt in Japan. Meanwhile, Iran seems to have decided to put its
nuclear programme into high gear.

The current evolution stems from developments both on the demand side and
on the supply side. On the supply side, some states or entities have confirmed
their readiness to engage in nuclear cooperation and trade without full
guarantees that the recipient will not engage in military nuclear programmes.
‘Cooperative proliferation’ is hardly a new issue. But today it increasingly
concerns states or entities that are opposed to Western policies. In the best
case, commercial interests are the overriding motive. In the worst case,
nuclear proliferation is seen as a positive.

On the demand side, it seems that US policies have become an
encouragement to nuclear proliferation. One way to see the current
preoccupations of Mr Mohammed FEl-Baradei, Director-General of the
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), who recently had to deal with
three cases: Iran, Iraq and North Korea, is that President George W. Bush’s
‘axis of evil’ concept is being vindicated by this year’s evolutions. But there
is another way to look at it. Even paranoids have enemies: US policies and
rhetoric cannot but encourage North Korea to develop its nuclear
programme.

The legitimate priority given to the war on terrorism has led the US to adopt
a more benign attitude towards traditional nuclear non-proliferation
instruments. The lifting of sanctions against Pakistan and India (the second
U-turn in a decade in Washington’s attitude towards the Pakistani nuclear
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programme) give the impression to some that nuclear non-proliferation is not
a general principle in US policy, but just a tool in support of other policy
goals. And the discussions about nuclear assistance to Pakistan, when added
to previous US statements about the NPT, raise doubts about the long-term
commitment to its multilateral nuclear non-proliferation commitments.

There is also the following paradox. The US perceives the nuclear threat as
the most important issue for its security and probably believes that it acts
accordingly. But at the same time, nuclear weapons are increasingly seen as
the trump card to resist US ‘imperialism’ and ‘aggressiveness’. The US
Nuclear Posture Review, the massive increase in the US defence budget and
the US National Security Strategy tend to reinforce the belief that only
nuclear weapons can guarantee security in a militarily unipolar world. After
the first Gulf war, many in developing nations concluded that one should not
fight the US without nuclear weapons. Guess what conclusions the same
people will draw from the forthcoming Iraqi war?

Finally, US policies may lead to a resurgence of nuclear rhetoric as a way for
states to express their opposition to Washington. It is extremely revealing
that while Brazil had become a champion of nuclear disarmament in the last
decade, the new team in Brasilia has chosen to refer again to the nuclear
option. There is no immediate risk that a few ambiguous statements will
translate into a policy. But they may contribute to a ‘de-legitimisation of
non-proliferation’.

The current scene is indeed an interesting one for would-be nuclear
proliferators. What they see is the US dealing with North Korea very
differently from the way it does with Iraq. Some will undoubtedly conclude
that if one has to decide between cheating the regime and leaving the regime,
it is better to altogether leave it. (Whether we like it or not, they will also use
the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty ‘precedent’ as an excuse.)

There are two possibilities for the future. One scenario is that of limited
opaque proliferation, with a handful of states coming closer to the threshold
without admitting it. We will have several other ‘Irans’ or ‘Japans’. Another
scenario is the unravelling of the regime. It will happen if there is a ‘second
withdrawal’. In such a case, there is a good chance that in 2015 we will have
no less than ten new nuclear or quasi-nuclear nations.

The NPT Review Conferences may not be the key to the future of the
regime. It would be interesting to see a convincing demonstration that the
full implementation of the “Thirteen Steps’ agreed upon in 2000 would have
any significant impact on the decision of a country to go or not go nuclear.

The policies of the US, and the way the UN Security Council manages
proliferation crises, will be much more important. In this regard, the
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hesitation shown by some UN Security Council permanent members to treat
the North Korean problem at the United Nations level is not reassuring.

The US, Europe, Russia and other responsible nuclear-capable nations still
have many cards to play to influence the dynamics of proliferation. We need
to continue working on both the supply side and the demand side. On the
supply side, all nuclear-capable nations need to show restraint on the way
they manage their nuclear assets. Others still need further enhancement of
their export controls. One particular note on the Iraqi case: it will be most
useful to set up a robust, cooperative, threat-reduction programme for that
country after it is disarmed, including a small centre to finance nuclear
scientists, akin to the International Centres for Science and Technology
created in Russia and Ukraine after the cold war.

The role of positive security guarantees in the prevention of nuclear
proliferation is well-known. The confirmation and reinforcement of existing
security guarantees is a key to the maintenance of barriers against further
nuclear proliferation. This will leave us with some very unpleasant choices.
Do the US, the UK and France prefer to continue securing the existence of
the unsavoury Saudi regime or would we rather have an isolated nuclear
Saudi Arabia?

We need to find new incentives for states to agree to enhanced safeguards.
The European Union has a key role to play here and should make full use of
the ‘conditionality’ principle. Access to European assistance, markets and
cooperation should be conditional on the full and verified compliance with
existing non-proliferation norms. As far as dialogue with nuclear-threshold
nations is concerned, the EU can also play a useful role provided that it fully
coordinates its initiatives with those of the US, for rogue countries have
mastered the art of exploiting our differences. Nevertheless, we also need to
be realistic: lecturing the Indians about membership in the NPT is not the
most certain way for the Europeans to play a useful role in managing South
Asia’s nuclear problems.

We need to continue to work on the full implementation of the Chemical and
Biological Weapons Conventions. The chemical and biological threats have
become, in the past decades, one of the primary rationales for maintaining
nuclear deterrence policies. To those states who want more nuclear
disarmament, we need to say ‘help us first get rid of chemical and biological
weapons’. When all else has failed, deterrence and protection will remain our
best chances to manage nuclear proliferation.

‘Regime change’ is often good for non-proliferation but the case of Iraq is a
specific one in legal terms and will not be a model. Also, we must have no
illusions as democratisation is far from being tantamount to de-
nuclearisation. Let us state the obvious: among known nuclear-capable
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countries, six out of eight are democracies. Those who believe that a
democratic Iran will be a non-nuclear Iran need a booster-shot of realism.

‘Preventive strike’ options are increasingly likely to fail given the efforts that
countries make to disperse and conceal their nuclear infrastructures. States
have drawn the lessons from the 1981 Osirak bombing and can benefit these
days from the immense progress of drilling techniques. Also, the
fundamental dilemma of preventive strike, recognised and epitomised by the
1962 Cuban missile crisis, remains intact: Will a party strike if there is a
chance of retaliation or escalation?

As far as missile defences are concerned — those who still see them as
‘destabilising’ should now think of the following: Which would be
preferable, missile defences in East Asia or nuclear weapons in Japan and
Taiwan?

A final word on Pakistan, as it is fast becoming the number one nuclear
problem in the world. A quasi-failing nuclear state, Pakistan is also unable or
unwilling to become a responsible nuclear actor. Pakistani actors have shown
their willingness to transfer nuclear expertise to several state and non-state
entities. Pakistan is the missing link between a nuclear Asia and a nuclear
Middle East. If things do not change, there will come a time when the de-
nuclearisation of that country one way or the other will become an option to
be seriously considered.



The Future of the
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Regime:

A Russian View
Vladimir A. Orlov

regime is now in crisis. The optimism and expectations that followed

from the indefinite extension, without a vote, of the Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT) in 1995 and, later, from the Final Document
adopted at the 2000 Review Conference have evaporated.

It is not a well-kept secret that the international nuclear non-proliferation

The 2003 NPT Prepcom will face enormous challenges. Among them are:

e contradictory approaches on decision-making on the use of force against
Iraq;

e non-compliance of North Korea, which is leaving, if not yet left, the
NPT;

e speculations about the intentions of some state-parties to the NPT,
primarily, Iran;

o failure to make any progress towards the universality of the regime;

o failure to make any significant progress towards the implementation of
‘the thirteen steps’ of nuclear disarmament agreed by consensus at the
2000 Review Conference and, in certain cases, steps by nuclear-weapons
states (NWS) exactly in the opposite direction; and

e new challenges, coming primarily from non-state actors (international
terrorist organisations and organised crime communities) in the form of
nuclear terrorism.

Iraq

Every day it is more likely that the military solution will be chosen in the
crisis over Iraq without asking for the mandate by the UN Security Council.
If — or better yet, when — it happens, the whole architecture of the non-
proliferation regime will be shaken and damaged. Whether it will be able to
survive, at least in its current form, is not certain.

The 2003 United Nations Monitoring, Verification and Inspection
Commission (UNMOVIC) and International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
inspections in Iraq, so far, should be considered a success by the international
community. Inspections, executed under the UN Security Council (UNSC)
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Resolution 1441, have generally proved to be an efficient tool in
investigating Iraqi weapons of mass destruction (WMD) capabilities.

As far as a nuclear-weapons component of inspections is concerned, it is
obvious that Iraq does not have problems with meeting UNSC requirements,
nor does it have any nuclear-weapon-oriented programme. Yet it is critically
important to continue inspections and, in the future, provide permanent
monitoring of Iraqi facilities, because this country has been in violation of
the non-proliferation regime in the past. The inspections and monitoring, if
not interrupted by military action, would provide a good example for such
internationally approved actions in other regions of the world, if necessary.

If, however, the military option finally prevails, and if it is not authorised by
the UNSC, it would clearly demonstrate (for those who still have doubts) that
the real question about Iraq is not terrorism or non-proliferation concerns, but
the geopolitical and economic interests of a single superpower. Non-
Proliferation values and principles, in such a scenario, would be used only as
a pretext. This would question the whole non-proliferation regime and may
lead in the near future to a revision by some NPT non-nuclear parties of their
nuclear policy. Iraq will be a checkpoint for the international community and
for the UNSC, whether it is able to act efficiently — aggressively but
peacefully — in tracking and preventing non-proliferation violations.

In the Iraqi crisis, Russia’s position is very close to that of France and
Germany. At the same time, it is also true that there are many common points
in Russian and US views on Saddam Hussein’s Iraq. Both seem to have very
similar data (if not the same) on Saddam’s WMD and systems of delivery: in
both capitals, government experts simply would not buy rumours that
Saddam, after his defeat in the Gulf war and the subsequent sanctions,
succeeded in his unconventional military programmes and possesses such
weapons. But, experts on both sides of the ocean continue, Saddam is the
enfant terrible in a region equally important and sensitive for the US and for
Russia, and yes, he continues to maintain an active interest in developing his
WMD programmes, as time and circumstances permit. He is a cheater, and it
is impossible to deal with him and reach compromise agreements.

In implementing President Vladimir Putin’s directives and dealing with this
issue, however, some concerns remain for the Russian government:

1. What sort of country will Iraq be after Saddam is removed? Who will
replace him? Will Iraq disintegrate or not? It looks like Russian experts,
as well as their US counterparts, are yet unable to respond to these
crucial questions.

2. Do Russia’s American counterparts recognise that there are major
differences in Russia’s approach to Iraq and to Iran? Russians definitely
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do not want their message to be read in Washington that Russia has its
whole foreign policy for sale and that, after a check for silence in the
Iraq war is endorsed, both parties could exchange price and wish lists
with regard to Iran.

In recent months it looks like the Americans failed to see the nuances in the
Kremlin and mechanically added Russia to the list of full subscribers to US-
led anti-Saddam plans. Such a simplification significantly offended Moscow
foreign policy-makers. Moreover, worries about the political consequences
of the military solution for Iraq, including erosion of the non-proliferation
regime, have increased in Moscow and have made its position even less
sympathetic to the US war strategy.

North Korea

North Korea is a classic case of non-compliance of the NPT regime. It has
been a timely and correct decision by the IAEA to submit the case to the UN
Security Council. Given North Korean capabilities in the nuclear weapon and
missile areas, it has become a serious factor of instability in Northeast Asia
and in the world. Nevertheless, a resolution of the North Korea crisis is quite
possible. It should be implemented on a multilateral basis and simultaneously
on two levels.

The first level is the UNSC, which should take the North Korea case
seriously and examine it closely. The first stage should not involve sanctions
against Pyongyang but should indicate that, at some further stage, sanctions
are considered as an option.

The second level should be a six-party mechanism (both Koreas, US, China,
Japan and Russia) that should result in a document (probably non-legally
binding, using examples of the Agreed Framework or the 1994 Trilateral
Statement on Ukraine) having two key elements: 1) non-withdrawal of North
Korea from the NPT and its readiness to open the whole territory for
unconditional TAEA inspections; and 2) providing US security assurances to
North Korea.

These two elements should go in a package. Then, a bigger package can be
negotiated, including economic and energy assistance to North Korea by the
above-mentioned states as well as by the EU and, possibly, some other
issues, such as missile non-proliferation. The non-nuclear-weapon status of
North Korea and security assurances to that country can be, simultaneously
or later, strengthened by the revival of the agreement between the two
Koreas of a non-nuclear-weapon status of the Korean Peninsula, and
assurances provided by nuclear weapon states (NWS).
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Russia is well-positioned to play a positive and active role in bringing
resolution of the crisis, if joined in its efforts by the US, China and Japan, at
a minimum. If such an agreement is achieved, Russia is also well-positioned
to play its role in providing North Korea with different energy sources. One
of the solutions may be the construction of a nuclear power plant in the
Russian Maritime region, close to the Russian-North Korean border, and the
export of Russian nuclear energy to North Korea under a multilaterally
developed mechanism.

The next few months will be decisive in dealing with North Korea and its
nuclear-weapon programme (regardless of how much this programme is of
an imitative character, there is little doubt that such a programme exists).
This situation is a field of opportunities for talented diplomats. If, however,
the North Korean crisis is mismanaged, it may lead to a disaster — a chain
reaction. After North Korea develops at least a couple of primitive nuclear
bombs, the whole balance of power in the region will be destroyed and Japan
will be the first to start rethinking about its own nuclear-weapons option.
This may open a door to a real catastrophe for the entire non-proliferation
regime.

Iran

Iran is considered by Russian foreign policy strategists as an important
political partner in the region, with whom dialogue is sometimes very
difficult but may finally bring concrete results. Iran is considered as a
stabilising, rather than a destabilising player. At the same time, many in the
Russian government are concerned about Iran’s potential clandestine nuclear
weapons programme, without even mentioning its missile programmes. A
general assessment in Russia of the level of Iran’s nuclear weapons
programme, however, contains the following observations:

1. The programme is at a very initial stage.
2. It lacks financial and intellectual resources.

3. It will not become successful without massive outside support, which is
unlikely.

4. There has not been a political decision made in Tehran on ‘joining the
nuclear club’, and it is not clear whether it will ever be taken.

5. Even if such a decision is taken, with its own resources Iran will need at
least eight years before its first nuclear test.

The policy implications of this assessment are as follows:
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1. There is no reason why Russia should stop completion of the Bushehr
nuclear power plant, taking into account that this is a light-water reactor
and that spent fuel will be taken back to Russia.

2. There are some possibilities for expanding peaceful nuclear cooperation
with Iran, though each of them should be carefully examined before any
decision is taken and no future joint project should go beyond
construction of light-water reactors.

3. The situation in Iran and its intentions should be carefully monitored,
and in this context, an active Russian presence in Iran should be
considered as an important facilitating factor.

4. It is highly desirable for Iran to join the IAEA Additional Protocol and,
in any case, IAEA involvement in monitoring Iranian nuclear activities
should be a priority.

5. If, however, this does not happen and if there are signs of progress in
such a programme, Russian-Iranian cooperation in the nuclear field
should be frozen.

After my trip to Iran in December 2002, my own assessment is that there are
influential forces in Iran that are interested in ‘playing by the international
rules’ and making every effort possible to prevent a ‘nuclear-weapons’
scenario from materialising in Iran. They see Iran as a responsible member of
the NPT and the IAEA. At the same time, these same forces strongly
advocate dynamic technological development of Iran (in parallel with
democratisation of the society and more openness towards the West),
including development of the full nuclear cycle. It is important to take into
consideration that, under any scenario of Iranian domestic politics, Iran plans
to be an active and strong player in nuclear issues in the 21* century.

In this situation, it is imperative that the IAEA continues its efforts with
scheduled inspections in Iran. It may also be a productive idea to use the
Nuclear Supplies Group (NSG) in providing clear rules for nuclear imports
to Iran by all NSG members, not only Russia. It is critical that there is an
agreement in place between Russia and Iran on returning the spent nuclear
fuel back to Russia. And it is highly desirable, though not politically easy, to
bring Iran to the Additional Protocol requirements.

Universality

American, Russian and British plans, immediately after the 1995 NPT
Extension Conference, to take specific steps to bring India, Pakistan and
Israel to the nuclear non-proliferation regime, at least in a long-term future,
have never been activated. To the contrary, with the Indian and Pakistani
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1998 nuclear tests, the possibility of taking steps towards bringing these two
nations to the international regime has become close to zero. The euphoria of
the 1995 indefinite extension of the NPT has become unproductive.

The failure to take any practical steps towards bringing Israel to the NPT is
potentially the mostly dangerous ‘time bomb’. The NPT’s indefinite
extension without a vote was possible thanks to a ‘big package’, which
included a resolution on the Middle East aimed at bringing Israel, one day, to
the regime.

If the Iraqi crisis is resolved with the use of force and if the international
community fails to prevent North Korea’s departure from the NPT, others,
particularly from the Islamic world, will likely examine, among other
options, withdrawal from the NPT before or at the 2005 NPT Review
Conference using as an explanation the failure to implement the Middle East
resolution from the ‘big package’ of 1995.

State depositories of the NPT, as well as others interested in survival of the
NPT regime, such as New Agenda Coalition states (NAC) should start
making efforts to resolve the ‘universality’ problem. Realistically speaking,
however, in the current political climate practical ways to move forward are
not clear.

Nuclear disarmament

The 2000 NPT Conference decision on the ‘thirteen steps’ on nuclear
disarmament could have become practical working steps for NWS.
Nevertheless, the opposite has happened. To name just a couple of examples:
the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty has not entered into force, and, primarily
with the US position in mind, the Treaty looks more dead than alive; even a
moratorium on nuclear tests has been questioned. The US has increased the
role of nuclear weapons in its policy and the Conference on Disarmament is
now more dormant than ever before in its history. Further sub-strategic
nuclear weapons have not been yet included on the US-Russian arms control
agenda.

Is this the end of the multilateral nuclear disarmament process and the
beginning of an era of unilateral steps? This is unlikely to happen, but it is
definitely a profound crisis of multilateral diplomacy.

Russia is currently in an awkward position, balancing between its view of
multilateral disarmament diplomacy as an important tool in a changing world
and its frustration with the inefficiency of existing multilateral instruments.
There has been a growing temptation in the Kremlin to make deals with
Americans, simply ignoring multilateral fora. But it would be also accurate
to mention another trend, competing with the US-centric one, towards re-
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evaluating the role of multilateral arms control mechanisms and finding ways
to revive in them.

Nuclear terrorism

For Russia, nuclear terrorism is not a Hollywood-style scenario. According
to the January 2003 statement by General Igor Valynkin, who is in charge of
nuclear weapons security and head of the 12™ Main Directorate of the
Defence Ministry, “the information we have obtained indicates that
international terrorists have been looking for opportunities to get
unauthorised access to [Russian] nuclear facilities and to provoke acts of
terrorism and sabotage using nuclear devices”.

Nuclear terrorism is considered as a major threat to Russia’s national
security. It could take a number of forms: unauthorised access to nuclear
devices (weapons); sabotage of nuclear installations, primarily, nuclear
power plants; unauthorised access to weapons-grade fissile materials; or the
use or threat to use radioactive sources. In each case, the consequences
(casualties among the population and psychological effects) would be
disastrous. Russian government experts have implemented a detailed analysis
of possibilities and consequences of acts of ‘mega-terrorism’ and came to the
conclusion that nuclear terrorism, at least in one of its faces, is a real and
present danger.

In our assessment, the most threatening trend is cooperation (or coordination)
between various non-state actors, particularly between international terrorist
organisations and organised crime communities, which is a new
phenomenon. With a tremendous increase in their financial power in recent
years, non-state actors have become more aggressive in their attempts to gain
access to (or to develop by themselves) WMD including a ‘dirty bomb’
scenario. To achieve the most impressive psychological effect, mega-
terrorists would most likely try to combine ‘traditional’ terrorism with use of
some WMD components (like chemical weapons) with a cyber terrorist act,
aimed at paralysing computer networks of ordinary users or financial
markets. The extent to which non-state actors enjoy support, directly or
indirectly, from some ‘states of concern’ is not clear. There are indications
that several links existed in the past and a possibility that such links have not
disappeared. They should not be ignored, but further investigated.

In 1995, after the NPT Extension Conference, a colleague made a juicy
statement at a seminar that “the surgery went well, the patient is alive, but he
is in the emergency room”. In 2003, the patient is again in the emergency
room (if of course he has ever left it). It is unlikely that he will need further
surgery. What he really needs is everyday treatment based on already
prescribed medicines.
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Introduction

Francois Heisbourg

future took place shortly after the end of combat operations in Iraq,

against the backdrop of redefined US-Turkish relations. To set the
stage, we had four papers: “Anchoring Turkey in Europe”, by Nathalie Tocci
(Research Fellow at CEPS); “A US View”, by Henri J. Barkey (Head of the
Dept. of International Relations, Lehigh University); “A Russian View” by
Natalia Oultchenkov (Head of the Turkey Desk, Institute of Oriental Studies,
Russian Academy of Sciences); and ‘“Post-11 September Impact: The
Strategic Importance of Turkey Revisited”, by Hiiseyin Bagci and Saban
Kardas (both are Professors at the Middle East Technical University,
Ankara).

r I \he European Security Forum’s meeting about Turkey’s strategic

In her oral presentation, Ms Tocci recalled that it was ‘old Europe’ that had
been the most sceptical towards Turkey’s membership in the EU.
Conversely, the Turkish Parliament’s vote on 1 March 2003 (rejecting the
agreement to provide transit rights to US ground forces through Turkey to
Iraq) was widely seen in ‘old Europe’ as a decision whereby Turkey asserted
its democratic credentials. In this new context, Turkey’s continued support
for internal reform and resolution of the Cyprus issue could be central to its
accession prospects to the EU (facilitated by the fact that the US is no longer
pressing Turkey’s case). Furthermore, the EU could probably pick up in
economic terms where US support is now diminishing.

When presenting his paper, Professor Barkey underscored that the events of
March 2003 had exploded the myth of Turkey’s strategic importance to the
US, although America would continue to value strategic stability in Turkey,
given the US fear of radical change there. He underlined the deep impact of
the March events on the military-to-military relationship between the two
countries, which could reduce the military component in overall US-Turkish
relations and, as a consequence, weaken the military role of Turkey itself.
Like Ms Tocci, he highlighted the importance of Cyprus in shaping Turkey’s
future relationship with the EU.

Ms Oultchenko reminded participants that Turkey’s European orientation is
not a predetermined result of its foreign policy. Further, she pointed out that
democratisation could have the consequence of eliminating the traditional
processes that Turkey has used to prevent radical Islam from moving into
policy. As a result, there is a real possibility of “turning an old and well-
known ally into a new antagonist”. She noted, however, that the ruling
Justice and Development Party (AKP) had been pragmatic rather than
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populist in its handling of the US troop transit issue, as it had genuinely tried
to obtain parliamentary approval for the agreement to support US troops.

Professor Bagci drew three lessons from the Iraqi crisis:

e Turkey is a functioning democracy;

o the client-patron relationship between Turkey and the US has
disappeared; and

e the military no longer controls politics.

Turkey is moving towards Europe and the US will have to accept it. A new
optimism has emerged in Turkey about joining the EU, fuelled by
Commissioner for EU Enlargement Giinter Verheugen’s recent remarks
about dates for accession (2011-12). Turkey’s strategic importance should
continue to be considerable, particularly as issues relating to Syria and Iran
come to a head.

In the initial round of discussions, several points were made:

e Turkey’s chances of joining the EU have been substantially enhanced as
indicated by one European participant, because we now have proof that
Turkey is a living democracy. This point drew a response from an
American participant that the decision taken by parliament on 1 March
2003 was not democratic simply by virtue of having been directed
against the US, but because it allowed for Turkey’s disengagement from
the military: “The real losers are not Turkey or the US, but the Turkish
military”. On this issue, a Turkish participant noted that the army’s
distancing from the US had begun before the crisis in Iraq, with their
refusal to seek US funding for Turkey’s involvement in the Kabul
International Security Assistance Force (ISAF). The same participant
noted that continued army resistance to reform in Turkey had been
largely driven by the suspicion that the EU isn’t really going to let
Turkey in, ever. Hence, statements such as those made recently by Mr
Verheugen as well as those made by the President of the European
Commission, Romano Prodi, were most helpful.

e The ability of the EU to replace anything as large as the US economic
contribution (the ‘strategic rent’) to Turkey was seriously questioned.
Historically, EU transfers to an accession state did not readily exceed 1%
of GDP. Yet the same European participant also suggested that it is
healthier for Turkey not to receive the sort of massive windfall proposed
in the rejected US/Turkish agreement, which distorts macroeconomic
policy. Turkey would be better off exercising a virtuous fiscal policy. At
this point, a Turkish participant added that assets are not the issue — $60
billion of Turkey’s assets are based abroad; Turkey needs good
government more than new money. Nevertheless, another participant
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mentioned Turkey’s massive foreign debt, just in case anyone got carried
away with an over-optimistic a view of its economic prospects.

e Subsequent to Professor Bagci’s expression of scepticism as to the
desirability of Turkey serving as a role model for others, another Turkish
participant agreed that this was probably appropriate vis-a-vis the Arab
world. Things could be different, however, in Central Asia and even
more so in the case of Europe, where as a member of the EU, Turkey
would have great integrative virtues, leading to a more diverse, ‘non-
Christian’ EU.

e The Cyprus issue drew some debate, with a Turkish participant
suggesting that this should be seen as a process and not as a window of
opportunity that would slam shut in May 2004. This idea drew the retort
from a European that the EU would lose all leverage vis-a-vis Cyprus
once it was a full member in late 2004; therefore, Northern Cyprus
would do well to work hard on the UN Annan plan.

e US policy in Turkey drew questions and discussion. Whereas Turkey
used to know what the US policy was during the years of former
President Bill Clinton (the ‘bear hug’ policy of working with Turkey on
all aspects plus constant pressure on the EU for Turkey’s membership),
it is less clear today, all the more so since some of the American
Enterprise Institute (AEI) ‘neo-cons’ don’t really want Turkey in the EU.
This discourse drew the remark that the administration under President
George W. Bush is divided into two camps, but not along the lines of the
‘neo-cons’ versus ‘the others’: Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul
Wolfowitz tends to believe in democracy in Turkey and in Turkey’s
membership in the EU, whereas this view has little traction in the White
House (and even less with Richard Perle, Chairman of the Defense
Policy Board).

In the final round of discussions, one participant suggested that the general
flow of the meeting had been too optimistic, given that relations over
Northern Cyprus remain tricky and tensions in Northern Iraq could become
ugly, not to mention the risks for Turkey attendant to a crisis involving
weapons of mass destruction in Iran! Another participant wondered about
Turkey’s role in a ‘brave new Middle East order’ subsequent to the Iraq war
and what would be the implications of a ‘clean-up’ in the Caucasus, where a
‘post-Aliev’ Azerbaijan goes to war to liberate Nagorno-Karabakh?

On the subject of post-war Northern Iraq, the panellists tended to concur that
the risks were still there: provocations can occur and Turkey continues to see
‘autonomy’ as a bad word, given the Ottoman-era experience of autonomy as
a first step to independence. But none discounted the possibility of evolution,
nor the idea that ‘surprises can happen’.
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Regarding Azerbaijan, no objection was raised when one of the panellists
indicated that the Azeris wouldn’t start a new war. As far as Iran is
concerned, problems could no doubt arise for Turkey, but for the moment,
Iran is not hostile towards Turkey joining the EU.

Northern Cyprus truly remains a problem: all has not been well since the
army and the ‘deep state’ used their veto to block the UN Annan plan.
Further, the deep state views the government of Prime Minister Recep
Erdogan as an abomination. Notwithstanding these sobering notes, the
overall feel of the meeting was neatly captured by one of the individuals who
contributed a paper: “Anything can happen, but so far, so good!”.



Turkey’s Strategic Future:
Anchoring Turkey to Europe
The Foreign Policy Challenges ahead

Nathalie Tocci

associate itself with the West, i.e. with Europe and the US. Although

the end of the cold war strengthened Turkey’s ties with the Caucasus
and Central Asia, the dominant position in Ankara never advocated a
turnaround in Turkey’s foreign policy orientation. On the contrary, Turkey
presented its strategic importance to the West precisely in view of its
bridging role to the Middle East, the Caucasus and Central Asia.

S ince the foundation of the Kemalist Republic, Turkey has sought to

Turkey’s European orientation has remained a cornerstone of its foreign
policy. Since 1987, this has taken the form of aspiring to become a full
member of the EC/EU. After December 1999, its prospects of full
membership were accepted by the European Council, although these remain
in the distant and uncertain future. Scratching beneath the surface, however,
there is not yet a consensus either in Turkey or in the EU concerning the
desirability of a fully European Turkey and the necessary transformation that
this would entail. As such, while Turkey’s European orientation is likely to
persist, its depth and the ensuing levels of integration in the EU remain
unclear. Developments in Turkey, in Europe and the wider international
system will determine the evolution of EU-Turkish relations. At this
particular juncture, developments in Cyprus and Iraq are critically affecting
the relationship.

As noted by several Turkish analysts, ‘there are many Ankaras’. The
multifaceted nature of the Turkish foreign policy establishment became
particularly evident in the aftermath of the December 1999 Helsinki
European Council. Turkey’s candidacy meant that it was no longer sufficient
to pay lip service to the goal of membership. If Ankara was serious in its
aspirations to join the European Union, it had to demonstrate that it was
equally committed to the Copenhagen criteria. As European demands for
reform rose, the concerns and resistance against change in Ankara emerged
more clearly.

Effective opposition to EU membership, or rather to the reform necessary to
attain it, existed in most groups within the Turkish political system. Those
resisting change included circles in the nationalist right and in the nationalist
left, as well as in both the civilian and the military establishments. Some
right-wing nationalists preferred to establish closer links to Turkic Eurasia
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than to see Turkey’s full integration with Western Europe. Traditional
Kemalists objected to the erosion of sovereignty within the EU. Others
opposed the comprehensive internal reforms demanded by Brussels and were
more inclined to pursue Turkey’s Western orientation through closer ties
with the US.

Often spurred by the US, conservative elements within the Turkish
establishment argued that Turkey should be admitted to the Union on laxer
conditions, given its strategic importance. For example, the Nationalist
Action Party (MHP) leader Devlet Bahceli argued that “we need to have a
just and honourable relationship with the EU. We strongly oppose the
notions that we should fulfil every demand of the EU to become a member or
that we have to enter the EU at any cost.” Turkish national pride was used as
a major weapon, as Turkish Eurosceptics accused pro-Europeans of
displaying a “lack of confidence in the nation, the Republic, the
institutions. ..everything called Turkish”.? Turkey’s alternatives to Europe
were also cited. On 6 March 2002, National Security Council (MGK)
Secretary General, General Tuncer Kiling stated that given EU demands,
Turkey should start looking for alternative allies such as Russia and Iran.

The landslide victory of the Justice and Development Party (AKP) at the
November elections tilted the balance within the party political system in
favour of the pro-European reformists. In AKP’s rhetoric, commitment to EU
membership, as well as the reform path necessary to attain it, is crucial. The
AKP refuses to define itself as a religious party but rather calls for greater
religious freedoms. In order to carry a consistent political message, it
advocates personal freedoms in other spheres as well, including cultural and
linguistic freedoms. Its support for EU membership is not only viewed as an
end to be attained through painful reforms, in the AKP’s rhetoric, the EU
anchor is portrayed also a means to attain the objectives of reform, which are
as important as membership itself. But while the balance within the party
political spectrum tilted in favour of the reformists (the only opposition
party, Deniz Baykal’s Republican Peoples’ Party ‘CHP’ also declares its
strong support of reforms and EU membership), this is not necessarily the
case within the wider establishment, which includes the civilian
administration, the presidency, the intelligence community and the influential
military.

Pro-European reformers in Turkey have been weakened internally by the
lack of credibility of EU policies towards Turkey. EU actors, particularly
those who are of a conservative/Christian-Democratic leaning, have

' Devlet Bahceli is quoted in “Bahceli Toughens on EU and Its Domestic
Supporters”, Turkish Daily News, 3 April 2002.

? See Gunduz Aktan, “New Consensus”, Turkish Daily News, 3 April 2002.
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frequently indicated their reluctance to accept Turkey as a full member,
irrespective of its compliance with the Copenhagen criteria. Religion,
geography, demography, economic development as well as the legitimate
concerns over democracy and human rights have been cited as the impeding
factors to Turkey’s EU membership. One of the most recent expressions of
European exclusionism were the comments by Convention Chairman Valery
Giscard d’Estaing just prior to the 2002 Copenhagen European Council,
when he stated that Turkey has a “different culture, a different approach, a
different way of life...Its capital is not in Europe, 95% of its population live
outside Europe, it is not a European country...In my opinion it would be the
end of the EU.™

In several instances in the recent history of EU-Turkish relations, ‘anti-
Turks’ in Europe and ‘anti-Europeans’ in Turkey reinforced each other in a
vicious circle of antagonism and lack of reform in Turkey, together with
European distancing from Turkey. On the one hand, the more sceptical the
member states were about Turkey’s future in Europe (and thus the less
forthcoming were EU policies towards Turkey), the more credible the
Turkish nationalists and conservatives appeared (who claimed that Turkey
would never be admitted to the EU and thus it should be cautious in pursuing
domestic reforms and foreign policy changes). In other words, as Turkey’s
mistrust of Europe grew, its own process of Europeanisation slowed. On the
other hand, as and when hardliners in Ankara gained prominence in the
determination of domestic and foreign policy, EU actors became less
forthcoming in their decisions concerning Turkey.

Until December 2002, an important example of Turkish mistrust of European
countries was the dispute over Turkey’s participation in European security
and defence policy (ESDP). Turkey’s veto threat over the ESDP’s use of
NATO assets and capabilities was not simply driven by what the civilian-
military establishment deemed as broken European promises. These simply
served to create the legal context through which Turkey articulated its
claims. What lay behind these claims was Turkey’s fundamental mistrust of
the EU and its strong preference for NATO, in which it is a full member.
Turkey did not trust an independent European involvement in crisis areas,
many of which are likely to be around Turkey. Turkey feared a European
defence involvement in Cyprus in particular. Indeed, the final decision taken
in December 2002 in Copenhagen excluded Cyprus (and Malta) as possible
locations of ESDP operations, as these countries were not participating in
NATO’s Partnership for Peace.

3 “Giscard Remarks Cause Uproar in Ankara, Brussels”, Turkish Daily News, 11
November 2002.
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On other occasions the vicious circle was broken, opening the way to
virtuous interactions. The event of 3 August 2002, in which the Turkish
parliament (despite acute domestic political turmoil) succeeded in passing
fundamental constitutional reforms, added credibility to Turkey’s requests
for a date to launch accession negotiations. Without these reforms, the
European Council’s decisions in Copenhagen in December 2002 would have
been far less forthcoming.

In recent months, EU-Turkish relations have been critically affected by both
the Iraqi crisis and the Cyprus impasse. In March 2003, the Turkish
parliament rejected the government’s proposed motion to allow 62,000
American troops to be deployed in Turkey for a second-front attack against
Iraq. After weeks of uncertainty, the American troops were re-routed to
Kuwait. The rejection led to a temporary setback in US-Turkish relations, as
well as new tensions on the EU-Turkey agenda. Many criticised the
government for its inexperience in handling the situation. The government’s
indecisiveness and its failure to invest sufficient effort to ensure an approval
of the motion could have caused severe political and economic losses.

By rejecting the motion, Turkey lost the $6 billion war compensation grant
and the $24 billion package of cheap long-term loans offered by the US,
negotiated by Turkish policy-makers who had recalled the considerable
economic costs of the 1991 Gulf war. The incident plunged US-Turkish
relations to their lowest ebb since the 1974 arms embargo on Turkey. In the
aftermath of the rejection of the motion, tensions rose as the US
administration strongly warned the Turkish establishment not to intervene in
Northern Iraq independently of American command. EU member states also
cautioned Turkey not to intervene in Northern Iraq. Several analysts warned
that the setback in US-Turkish relations within a wider context of an
expanding transatlantic rift could harm Turkey’s EU bid, by the reduction of
American support for Turkey’s accession process.

Ensuing events, however, gave rise to greater optimism. In the context of the
Iraqi crisis, the Turkish government strengthened its relations with the Arab
world and Iran, without straining its relations with Israel or hinting at a
reversal in its Western orientation. Indeed, the AKP government had
mishandled the passing of the motion. But the new and inexperienced
government did so under extremely complex circumstances, owing to the
widespread public opposition to the war, the ambivalence of the military and
the uncertainty concerning whether a second UNSC resolution mandating
war would have been passed. Since the start of the war, Turkey has to date
refrained from sending additional troops to Northern Iraq, which could
trigger clashes with Iraqi Kurdish forces. Turkey’s conduct from the
beginning of the war has allowed an improvement in its relations with the
US. More importantly it added a positive impetus to EU-Turkish relations, as
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evidenced by the recent visit of French Foreign Minister Dominique de
Villepin to Ankara. Despite mistakes, the independent and democratic
decision taken by the Turkish government concerning the war, while at the
same time showing restraint in Northern Iraq, sent positive signals to
Western European countries, especially those that have been historically
sceptical of Turkey’s EU membership and were also opposed to the war in
Iraq.

Yet perhaps an even more fundamental challenge in EU-Turkish relations
concerns Cyprus, particularly in view of the forthcoming accession of the
island. Because of the obstacles posed in Turkey’s European path by the
accession of a divided island, there has been an essential overlap between the
hardliners on the Cyprus conflict and the most nationalist and Eurosceptic
forces in Turkey. To the most conservative forces within the Turkish
establishment, the EU accession process is viewed as a threat to Turkey’s
policy on Cyprus. Furthermore, an intransigent position on Cyprus added
another obstacle in Turkey’s EU path and thus dampened the momentum in
favour of what some viewed as threatening domestic reforms.

At the same time, the lack of a credible EU policy towards Turkey
strengthened the arguments of nationalist and Eurosceptic forces in Ankara
and Lefkosa, which argued against an early settlement within the EU.
Moderates and reformists in Turkey accepted that because of Turkey’s own
shortcomings, EU membership would occur for Cyprus prior to Turkey.
Nevertheless they could not accept that owing to allegedly unchangeable
features of the Turkish state and society, Cyprus should mark the borders of
the united Europe, keeping Cyprus and Turkey on opposite sides of the
European divide. As long as Turkey’s fundamental scepticism of European
intentions persisted, a settlement in Cyprus would be viewed by Ankara as
‘losing Cyprus’ rather than sealing a win-win agreement.

In anticipation of the Copenhagen Council meeting, the new AKP
government displayed a fundamental shift from earlier administrations
concerning Cyprus. It declared openly that it did not regard a continuation of
the status quo as a solution and it appeared willing to recognise the link
between EU-Turkish relations and a Cyprus settlement. On the eve of the
Copenhagen meeting, the government effectively argued that if the European
Council gave Turkey an early and firm date to begin accession negotiations,
the government would support a Cyprus settlement on the basis of the
comprehensive UN Annan plan.

Judging by events, the Copenhagen offer was insufficient to induce Turkey
and the Turkish Cypriots to sign an agreement on 13 December 2002 or
thereafter. This ultimate failure was caused not only by the miscalculated
Turkish bargaining tactics, but was fundamentally linked to Turkey’s
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mistrust of Europe. Whether a deal would have been reached if Turkey had
received an earlier and firmer ‘date’ or if the EU-15 had formulated a more
resolute and coherent policy towards Turkey before the European Council
will remain unknown. But what was clear was that the Turkish government
considered these conditions as the minimum assurance to hedge against a
prevailing mistrust of the EU. Pressure alone would be insufficient to clinch
an agreement.

After the Copenhagen Council meeting, trends continued to oscillate as the
by-products of an ongoing battle between elements pushing for and pushing
against a settlement. Different positions and logics were continuously aired.
Those sceptical of Turkey’s future in Europe persisted in their effective
opposition to Cyprus’s EU membership, and consequently, in their
opposition to the UN Annan plan. Those in favour of Turkey’s EU
membership, but unsatisfied with the Copenhagen decision, proposed a
postponement of a settlement until Turkey’s EU prospects became more
clear. Other pro-Europeans pushed instead for an early settlement based on
the UN Annan plan, as they appreciated the difficulty of reaching an
agreement following Cyprus’s EU membership and understood that in future
the international burden would be placed predominantly on Turkey’s
shoulders. The most evident manifestation of this flux of ideas was the
effective rift between the AKP government and the Turkish Cypriot
leadership.

With the failure of The Hague negotiations, for which the Turkish Cypriots
were primarily blamed, the conservatives in Turkey and Northern Cyprus
appeared to win the day. Although The Hague meeting temporarily sealed
the fate of the UN Annan plan, it did not entail the end of the debate in
Turkey. The Cyprus challenge remains on the table and will have to be
tackled if Turkey is to progress along its path to the European Union. There
are strong reasons for Turkey to pursue a settlement prior to the effective
accession of Cyprus in May 2004. The scope to do so exists, as evidenced by
the recent opening of the border point and the huge flux of people crossing
the frontier. Politically, the opportunity for change could emerge with the
December 2003 parliamentary elections in Northern Cyprus. The extent to
which this opportunity will be seized will depend on the extent to which, by
the end of the year, the Turkish establishment will have reached a consensus
concerning an early settlement on the island — a consensus that had not been
achieved in March 2003.

The battle to reach this consensus goes far deeper than Cyprus and deals with
the very nature of the Turkish nation-state and its strategic future. In the
coming months and years, decisions taken in both Brussels and Ankara are
set to determine the extent to which Turkey’s historic European orientation
will translate into slow but steady progress towards full EU membership.



Turkey’s Strategic Future:
An American View

Henri J. Barkey

Washington’s perceptions of Turkey’s strategic future. The first

section analyses the pre-war stake held by Washington in Ankara. The
failure to open up a second front in the north against Saddam Hussein’s
regime has surprised, if not shocked, US decision-makers. As a result, US-
Turkish relations are likely to experience a period of change and re-
evaluation. This paper shows that this is more likely to occur through the
change in the Iraqi regime than through a parliamentary vote. In recent years,
Turkey was a pivotal state in Washington’s containment strategy of Iraq. The
US air operations over Northern Iraq that protected the Kurds and
constrained the Baghdad regime also created an uncomfortable dependence
on Ankara. The change will enable the US to approach Turkey with a more
realistic, and in the long term, tension-free manner.

F I \his paper looks at the change effected by the Iraq war upon

A pre-war view: Washington’s stake in Turkey®

US interests and objectives in Turkey have steadily expanded since the end
of the cold war. The cold war’s straightjacket has given way to many new
considerations. The primary US foreign policy vision after the cold war was
based on preventing regional disputes from threatening its own and its allies’
interests and on expanding market reforms, democratic principles and
practices. Without a serious Russian threat to European security, US
attention shifted to mid-level powers that have had ambitions to acquire non-
conventional weaponry and the means to deliver it, such as Iran and Iraq.
This policy vision lacked the simplicity of containment, but it would impact
Turkey significantly. Turkey’s proximity to many of the regions in flux or
conflict, together with Ankara’s long-standing adherence to the NATO
alliance, helped Washington to re-interpret this country’s geo-strategic
importance. The war in Iraq, however, is likely to alter these calculations
further.

Simply put, on the eve of the Iraq war, Turkey’s strategic importance for the
US could be summarised along the following four dimensions.

! This section draws on Henri J. Barkey (2003), “The Endless Pursuit: Improving
US-Turkish Relations”, in Morton Abramowitz (ed.), The United States and
Turkey: Allies in Need, New York: Century Foundation.
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e First of all, it served as a potential platform for the projection of US
power. Saddam Hussein’s resilience in the aftermath of the 1991 Gulf
war had made Ankara essential to sustain the UN sanctions regime and
more importantly, Washington’s containment policy. From the Incirlik
base in Turkey, American and British airplanes (as part of Operation
Northern Watch) routinely patrolled the no-fly zone over Northern Iraq
in an effort to keep Saddam Hussein’s forces away from Kurdish-
controlled parts of Iraq. It is difficult to see how the US could have
sustained its policy of sanctions, regime isolation and the protection of
the Kurdish population without Turkey’s cooperation.

e Second, Turkey was a bulwark standing in the way of revisionist regimes
such as Iran’s, intent on changing the regional landscape. Turkey’s
strong links to the US, NATO and the West were in direct opposition to
some of the Iranian regime’s regional preferences (if not designs).
Hence, even in the event of cordial relations with Ankara, no Iranian
government can ignore Turkey’s reaction in its regional calculations.
The improving relations between Turkey and Israel throughout the 1990s
has changed the strategic setting in the Middle East — although much
exaggerated by Arab countries — and served to change the perception of
Ankara in Washington as a more balanced regional player.

e Third, what also made Turkey different and valuable is that it is a NATO
ally, which takes security seriously; its need for military modernisation
notwithstanding, Ankara has a large number of troops under arms that
are deployable and is committed to maintaining its spending on defence.
Even if the economic crisis has put a dent in its modernisation plans,
Ankara intends to continue along this path as the April 2003 decision on
purchasing AWACS aircraft demonstrates.

e Finally, Washington’s perception of Turkey represented an alternative
and successful path for many countries in the Middle East and Central
Asia. It is a model to be emulated as NATO’s only Muslim member and
candidate EU member. In addition to its historical ties to the West,
Turkey has a vibrant, albeit flawed, democratic political system and in
the 1980s embraced economic liberalisation — well ahead of Latin
America; save for Israel, it is the only one to do so in the Middle East.

Ankara’s actual contribution to Washington’s challenges went well beyond
the Middle East. Turks collaborated with the allies in both Bosnia and
Kosovo. Turkey steadfastly improved relations with Bulgaria and Romania,
took the lead in organising Black Sea regional institutions and thus proved to
be a source of stability in the Balkans. Successive US administrations in the
early 1990s encouraged Turkey’s efforts to reach out to the Turkic Central
Asian countries and the Caucasus, to provide them with technical and
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economic know-how (not to mention political leadership), all designed to
counter the growing Iranian and Russian influence in the region. At
Washington’s request, Turkish forces also took part in the ill-fated Somalia
operation. Similarly, in April 2002, Washington prevailed upon Ankara to
take over the leadership of the Afghan peacekeeping force in Kabul, the
ISAF.

It was Prime Minister and later President Turgut Ozal who, after a decade of
turbulence, solidified Turkey’s image in Washington. He made himself a
valued interlocutor during the Iran-Iraq war, and decisively manoeuvred his
country in support of US and allied action against Iraq in 1990. Although
often drawing attention to his Muslim identity and Turkey’s unique role in
NATO, Ozal nevertheless succeeded in convincing Washington of his deep
commitment to the West and its values. Despite his traditional upbringing
and religious roots, Ozal was by far the most pro-American leader Turkey
has ever had. He shared none of the suspicions of the US held by his left- and
right-wing contemporaries. Having engineered the most far-reaching
restructuring of the Turkish economy, he strongly believed in Turkey’s
ability to become an economic powerhouse of its own, allied with the US.
With Mr Ozal, Washington could envisage in Turkey a more democratic,
stable and prosperous ally and, as a result, a better commercial partner.

Turkey’s growing strategic value made its internal stability an even more
important concern for US policy-makers. Instability in Turkey can
potentially lead to the ascendancy of anti-Western forces, be they Islamic or
nationalist in orientation, which could then lead to the denial of access to
critical military facilities and change the whole environment in the Middle
East. The emergence of the twin challenges to the regime in the last two
decades of the 20™ century in the form Kurdish and Islamic political activism
has deeply undermined Turkey’s self-confidence. Not only has the state gone
out of its way to prosecute citizens for the most minor infractions, the civil
war against the insurgency led by the Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK) and
the rise of the Islamic movement have resulted in greater military
interference in Turkish domestic political matters. The combination of
domestic instability and the military’s resurgence has worried Washington
decision-makers, in part because the tactics used by the state could end up
making matters worse. In addition, the mismanagement of the Turkish
economy by successive governments has resulted in the worst economic
crisis of the post-World War II period, provoking a US-initiated $31.5 billion
IMF rescue package.

It is not surprising, therefore, that Turkey’s EU aspirations have
corresponded well with what the US wanted to see develop in Turkey. What
the EU process provided Turkey was a path to greater affluence and most
importantly, to greater democratisation. In part, it was because of Turkey’s
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inability to implement reforms on its own that made the European Union
accession process such an attractive option. Indeed, Washington has
genuinely seen Turkey as an integral part of the European security
architecture and the European continent. In addition, EU candidacy also
offered the prospect of resolving some of the thorniest problems, such as the
Cyprian and the Aegean ones. Hence, the EU membership process, even if it
is to be realised a decade or more down the road, is more than just a device to
improve domestic political conditions. In reality, as far as Washington could
see, Turkey as a member of the EU would be fully integrated into the West
as a democratic and prosperous country, very much emulating Greece’s path.

After Iraq: The future of US-Turkish relations

On 1 March 2003, the Turkish Parliament narrowly defeated a government
motion that would have allowed up to 62,000 American soldiers to be based
on Turkish soil for combat operations against Iraq. The loss of the northern
front shocked Washington. No one in Washington had expected that Turkey
would refuse the US request, because it was understood that Turkey would
not leave its primary ally in the cold. This expectation was driven home even
more by recent US assistance to Ankara at critical junctures, ranging from
help against the PKK insurgency and the capture of its leader in Kenya
(effectively putting an end to it), to the 2001 IMF rescue package. The new
pro-Islamic Justice and Development Party (AKP) government of Turkey
mishandled the parliamentary vote. It had reluctantly concluded that its
commitments to the US would take precedence over the overwhelming
public opposition.

In reality, the negotiations over basing the troops in Turkey lasted much too
long, which in turn allowed for opposition to build up. While the focus
appeared to be on the economic compensation package that Turkey was
going to be offered in exchange for its cooperation, what most observers
failed to notice was the difficult nature of the negotiations relating to
Northern Iraq. The Turkish military was intent on not only entering Northern
Iraq to prevent the creation of a Kurdish state there, but perhaps even
preventing the evolution of a federal arrangement in Iraq that could allow the
Kurds to win control of the oil-rich cities of Keokuk and Mogul. As part of
this strategy, the Turkish General Staff wanted to make sure that Turcomans,
a Turkic-speaking ethnic minority in Iraq, would be able to have their own
regional government, preferably controlling these same cities.

Hence, the entry of Turkish troops there potentially presented the US with a
nightmare scenario, because Iraqi Kurdish groups had promised to confront
them, militarily if necessary. Furthermore, Washington also understood that
both the hard bargaining over Northern Iraq and the lukewarm public support
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by the Turkish officer corps for the government’s parliamentary motion was
essentially designed to weaken the AKP government both domestically and
internationally, even at the expense of the immediate needs of the US.

Ironically, the failure of the parliamentary vote meant that Ankara dealt itself
out the Northern Iraq game. Its warnings that it would enter Northern Iraq
irrespective of an arrangement with US troops fell largely on deaf ears; the
US and many European Union members warned Ankara of dire
consequences. Ankara, therefore, has few good options left in Northern Iraq.
It has for the most part been reduced to the role of an interested observer. In
some ways, as far as the US is concerned, this has been the silver lining in
the failure of the second front. Had the war lasted longer and caused more
casualties, the political picture would have been different. US Congressional
unhappiness with Ankara would have manifested itself in many different
forms. Should Ankara attempt to enter Northern Iraq once again to support
the Turcomans, against the wishes of the Kurdish groups there, it is likely
that US-Turkish relations would suffer terribly.

Barring such an eventuality, US-Turkish relations will remain strong. Of the
four dimensions outlined above, only the Iraqi one has been removed. Yet
the other issues remain salient, though not with the same sense of
significance. With the US shutting down its Operation Northern Watch,
which had helped contain the regime in Baghdad, an important source of
friction between the two countries will be eliminated. Moreover,
Washington’s disappointment with Turkey is different this time. In previous
disputes, the US always had the Turkish military to fall back upon, but in this
instance, the Turkish high command failed the US. Given that the Iraq war
was driven by the US Department of Defense (the bastion of pro-Turkey
sentiment in Washington), this is likely to have an enduring effect.” This will
also have repercussions for the Incirlik air base, the mainstay of US forces in
Turkey, which is now likely to be severely downgraded. Still, this does not
mean that Turkey will not be important to Washington for the foreseeable
future. Despite Washington’s disappointment with Ankara over the second
front, the Bush administration signalled its desire to harmonise relations by
disbursing $1 billion in aid and grants. The package was clearly aimed at
making sure that Turkey does not fall off the economic recovery process.
What it also means, however, is that the days of ample strategic rents are
over.

* According to one reporter with excellent contacts, in the negotiations leading to
the war on Iraq, US Joint Chief of Staff General Myers was reported to have
thrown his telephone in anger and frustration after a discussion with his
counterparts in Ankara — see Yasemin Congar, “Savasin Arka Cephesi”, Milliyet,
31 March 2003.
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One potential ramification of these developments is the civilianisation of the
Turkish-American relationship. This result, however, depends very much on
the performance of the new AKP government and does not mean that
Turkey’s military significance within NATO will be diminished. The AKP
administration came to power promising first to focus on improving Turkey’s
chances with Europe, which in turn meant the furthering of the
democratisation process, improving the economy and dealing with Cyprus.
Such a development — especially when compared with the Islamic Welfare
Party’s discourse after its first-place finish in 1995 — was welcome news to
Washington. Should the AKP succeed in pushing forward on these fronts,
then the Turkish-American relationship could improve significantly. For
Washington, Turkey’s EU aspirations are important because they represent
the shortest route to long-term stability, based on a working democracy and
economic prosperity. So far, however, the AKP government has allowed
itself to be checkmated (albeit temporarily) on Cyprus by the hard-liners in
the country and has made little progress, if any, on the other issues. It has
wasted its precious time on foreign and domestic policy.

In short, with the disappearance of Saddam Hussein, Ankara lost an
important part of its leverage in Washington. Nothing of the same import is
out there to replace it; Central Asia, the Caucasus and Iran are important, but
Turkey’s influence and abilities are not as vital as they were with Saddam’s
Iraq. Of course, if the Iraqi experiment turns foul for the US and a pluralistic
regime does not succeed in taking root in Baghdad, Turkey will once again
loom large in the American imagination. For the time being, however, the re-
evaluation of Turkey’s contribution to the US will open new opportunities in
the relationship. Perhaps what the US hopes from this new government is
that it tries to emulate Turgut Ozal’s approach.



Turkey’s Strategic Future:
A Russian View

Natalia Qultchenko

shadow of the relations of the two countries with the West”, a well-

known Turkish scholar, Gulten Kazgan, states that from the 18" century
to the present, Turkish-Russian relations have been governed by the relations
that each country has held with the leading Western nations. In other words,
their mutual relations are derived from their relations with the West. In the
same article, Kazgan described some scenarios for the possible development
of Turkish-Russian relations in the first quarter of the 21*' century. One of the
scenarios is that if relations with its main Western allies (the US and the EU)
are not effective and relations with Russia become more so, then Turkey may
become more active in regional policy. Consequently, Turkey would develop
closer political and economic ties with Russia, while its cooperation with the
US in these areas would diminish.

In an article with a symptomatic title: “Turkish-Russian relations in the

To understand the possible changes in Russian-Turkish relations in the post-
war period, this chapter first reviews the latest developments in US-Turkish
relations. It argues that the reason for differences between the US and Turkey
is not the alternative positions taken by their leaders on the Iraqi problem.
The main issue is that close cooperation with the US is a question that
generally divides Turkish society. An analysis of relations between Europe
and Turkey follows, concluded by the impact that the ties between Turkey
and the West have upon relations with Russia.

The new Turkish government, formed by the pro-Islamic Party of Justice and
Development, has shown a rather pragmatic character. That explains the
government’s lack of hesitation in supporting the war operations in Iragq.
Because the government is also responsible for the success of its economic
policy, it may ultimately find that the price of Islamic solidarity is too high
for the new cabinet. The problem is that the government inherited a weak
economy, showing few and dim signs of recovery after the crisis in 2001. As
the Turkish State Minister Ali Babacan has recognised, options for the
government’s economic policy are highly limited by the huge state debt and
its servicing. According to Minister Babacan, Turkey has to repay $82 billion
in 2003, most of which will be re-borrowed internally and abroad. Thus, any
extra financial assistance lightens this exhausting burden.

Before the government’s request to send Turkish troops abroad and station
foreign troops in Turkey, the US had agreed to grant $6 billion in aid to
Turkey, along with $24 billion in credit. On the eve of the vote, Prime
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Minister Recep Erdogan said that “Those who are against the war today will
speak another way after [a] three-day salary delay”. Nevertheless, the request
was rejected by the parliament, which is mainly composed of a ruling party
for whom justice is more of a party slogan than an area to develop.
Meanwhile, there had been mass demonstrations in Ankara that reflected
public opposition to the war.

To understand the anti-war spirit in Turkish society, it is important to
consider it alongside the desire for independence from the US and the West
in general. This spirit greatly intensified during the more recent economic
crises, when a large part of Turkish society blamed the crises on faulty IMF
policy. As the public viewed the situation, the IMF was attempting to
supplant Turkey’s national government. Parliament’s decision proved that
Turkish society is divided in its thinking about cooperation with the West as
a whole and with the US in particular.

The government did not expect the rejection of its request. Afterwards, the
government had to resort to putting economic pressure both on the
parliament and on society to argue its case effectively. Mr Erdogan
cautiously said that the government could not criticise the will of the
parliament and that they respected the hesitation of the deputies and the
people on this question. Yet he stressed that they should have considered the
situation from all sides and that the country’s problems could not be solved
by a simple vote of yes or no. “The choice made by the parliament is an
alternative one”, Mr Erdogan explained. That was the government’s way of
warning about an impending crisis. The inevitable fall of some
macroeconomic indicators ensued. As the Russian newspaper Commersant
noted, the Turkish parliament had effectively voted for a crisis.

The next day, the government announced a package of new fiscal measures.
The government intended to obtain additional funds by increasing taxes and
rejecting some social programmes. The Turkish press commented that as the
government had lost the American aid, it was going to take it from the
pockets of the people.

As for the position of the government towards the US, Mr Erdogan pointed
out that the government wanted the US to understand the sensitivity of
regional policy for Turkey and to reduce its political demands. At the same
time, he reminded the US of the deep political roots of their bilateral
relations, based on mutual respect. The US pointed out its disappointment at
the outcome of the vote, but at the same time the US expressed appreciation
for the government’s readiness to cooperate. On this basis, the two sides
were ready to re-start their negotiations on Iraq. Just before the war started,
the Turkish parliament passed a motion allowing American armed forces to
use Turkish air space. Thus, it would appear that the economic pressure
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exerted by the government, together with the diminishing political demands
from the US, convinced the Turkish parliament to comply with the
government’s request.

Immediately afterwards, Turkey sought discussions with the US about
economic aid. It was quite clear by then that the $6 billion aid package was
out of the question. By the end of March, however, the US announced their
intention to support Turkey with a grant of $1 billion. US Deputy Secretary
of Defense Paul Wolfowitz persuaded the Senate committee on appropriation
(which viewed Turkey as having escaped cooperation) that, “indeed Turks
were not cooperating as much as we had expected. It is also wrong, however,
to say that they do not cooperate with us [at all]. Making use of Turkey’s air
space is of great importance for us...When the war crisis is over it would be
in our interest [for] Turkey [not to] face economic difficulties. We hope for
more cooperation and we consider Turkey our valuable ally.”

At the beginning of April, US Secretary of State Colin Powell paid a short
visit to Ankara. In his meeting with the press, Mr Powell said that the US
expected Turkey to support US military action in Northern Iraq. Mr Powell
promised that after the visit, if the US obtained the support they hoped for,
the Senate would vote through the aid package for Turkey.

To calm the public debate after Mr Powell’s departure from Ankara, the
Turkish Republic President Necdet Sezer made a statement, stressing the
importance of Turkey’s strategic partnership with the US. He emphasised
that nothing was going to change in this important relationship between the
two countries. Nevertheless, he pointed out that both the Gulf war in 1991
and the new crisis in Iraq had had a negative impact on Turkey, resulting in
economic losses. He went on to say that Turkey understood the demands of
the US given the circumstances; Turkey was already supporting its ally and
would continue to do so. Nevertheless, he said that Turkey also hoped for a
similar understanding of its needs. One could, however, gather more insight
into Turkey’s needs in Sezer’s discussion about how important Iraq’s future
is to Turkey and Turkey’s readiness to take part in its determination. Thus,
Turkey was ready to aid the US in Northern Iraq, but on condition of
receiving the $1 billion aid package and guarantees on the Kurdish issue as
well.

The US recognised Turkey’s worries over Northern Iraq from the beginning
of the military campaign in the region. Northern Iraq had become de facto
independent 12 years ago and it was possible that it would try to use the war
as an opportunity to declare its independence officially. For these reasons,
the US remained quiet when Turkish troops went to Northern Iraq, despite
the fact there had not been any prior US agreement with the Turkish
government regarding this action. Some days later, the Chief of Turkish Staff
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General Hilmi Ozkek commented on the situation, saying that the territorial
integrity of Iraq and the Iraqi ownership of its oil sources were the main
foreign policy principles guiding Turkey. General Ozkek rejected any links
between the presence of the Turkish troops in Iraq and Turkey’s possible
attempts to revise the Mosul question. At the same time, he stressed the fact
that Turkey was hardly ready to accept any other territorial changes.

At the beginning of April, the US Congress voted through an aid package of
$1 billion for Turkey. The Turkish newspaper Milliyet paid special attention
to the speech by one member of the group that had supported Turkey —
Congressman Robert Wexler — who said that as a democracy, Turkey was a
model for Muslim world. He added that cooperation with Turkey is not a
topic for debate but an essential condition for stability in post-war Iraq.

Meanwhile, American officials claimed that they were working with Turkey
to prevent any developments in Northern Iraq that would be worrying for
Turkey. Thus, it would appear that the two sides had reached some
compromise on Iraq after all.

In summary, the important points are:

e The Iraqi crisis proved once again that Turkish society is divided in its
views about cooperating with the West, especially with regard to the US.
In other words, Turkish society is bipolar in its desire for and ideals of
westernisation.

e The ex-President of the Turkish Republic Suleyman Demirel viewed the
government’s request to station foreign troops in Turkey as provocative
and commented that the US should not have made such unrealistic
demands.

e Compromise is vital for further development of US-Turkish relations.
The prospects for relations will improve when these are based on
strategic partnership and mutual interests, rather than a perception of
Turkey as just a tool to serve American interests.

e When the US is ready to accept such a foundation for relations with
Turkey, it will gain additional flexibility and stability in the complicated
conditions of the Middle East.

There is a rather influential lobby in the US that believes US-Turkish
relations are strategically important to US interests in the region and is ready
for compromise. Nevertheless, until this view is more widely shared, there
are not many reasons to continue discussions on the crisis in bilateral
relations.

Another important dimension in Turkish foreign policy is its relationship
with the EU. Turkey is still far from reaching the EU’s criteria for
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membership in economic or political terms. On several occasions, the
government has declared its intention to decrease inflation to a single figure
in three years. For this purpose, it actively uses its IMF credits. Nonetheless,
after another economic failure, the country has been burdened with a high
level of inflation and is even more heavily in debt.

Numerous unsolved political questions remain. It was hardly a coincidence
that the European Commission renewed the so-called ‘Partnership
Agreement’, outlining the membership requirements for Turkey — including
the rights for national minorities — just after Turkish troops were stationed in
Northern Iraq. Bearing in mind that Turkish society is already divided in its
attitudes towards the West, the EU should consider taking greater account of
Turkey’s situation. Postponement of Turkey’s membership in the EU allows
those parts of Turkish society that do not support Europeanisation to exert
more influence.

Although it is not possible to prevent international integration, it is possible
to regulate it. The EU membership process offers effective influence for the
economic and political development of Turkish society. To maintain such
influence, it is necessary to make Turkey’s progress towards membership
more evident to Turkish society. The most recent elections showed that a
large part of the Turkish population have begun to think that inefficient
policy was the result of the absence of Islam (or traditional values). Even if
the newly elected pro-Islamic party fails, this section of society may attribute
the failure to the overall lack of Islam in public policy. As the
democratisation process advances under EU pressure, Turkey is losing the
traditional mechanisms that have prevented radical Islam from seeping into
policy. Attempts to improve Turkey from a Western point of view and
criteria — without enough support for its transformation — could have the
unexpected result of turning of an old and well-known ally into a new
antagonist.

There is an understanding of this inter-relationship within the EU. Professor
J. Luchiani of the European Institute (Florence) noted that Turkey’s
orientation towards Europe is not a predetermined effect of Turkish foreign
policy; it is just a strong (if unsteady) tendency that needs constant support
from both Turkey and the EU. This view suggests that Turkey’s prospects
are promising. Nevertheless, the former US Ambassador to Turkey, Morton
Abramowitz pointed out in his interview with Defense News magazine that,
“It is not clear where Turkey is going to move now, if it [is] going to become
a country like Iran or Syria or if it is going to stay in the Western bloc”. This
is not, however, the moment of choice for Turkey alone. It is also the
moment of choice for the US and the EU. The Turkish government has
already responded clearly: Deputy Prime Minister and Foreign Affairs
Minister Abdullah Gul said that a change of Turkish foreign policy is out of
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question. It remains to be seen whether the majority of Turkish society will
share the conviction of the government. The future also depends largely on
Turkey’s Western allies to revise the outline of their mutual relations.

As there are still no definite changes in the course of Turkish foreign policy,
there are likewise no serious expectations of dealing with Russian-Turkish
relations. Moreover, if there is any balancing activity in Russian foreign
policy it is mostly a balancing between the Western policy centres. Like
Turkey, Russia still considers regional policy as a second-rank vector.

In the short term, Turkey’s Western-oriented foreign policy is beneficial for
Russia. Turkey’s regional outlook has resulted in closer relations with
Central Asia and some regions where the Turkic population prevails, more
than with Russia as a whole. Despite the fact that bilateral relations these
days are not classified as confrontational but as regulating competition,
Russia’s apprehension of pan-Turkism is still alive. In addition, Russia is the
main gas supplier for Turkey — with a minimum market share of 40%, it
already has an efficient control lever. Rem Vyahirev, the former head of the
Russian gas company Gasprom, was right when he said that whoever started
first in Turkey would win. Now Russia’s two gas pipelines are preventing
alternative gas projects from development and keeping the Turkish gas
market under control. Turkey’s dependence on Russian gas offers some
guarantees of Turkey’s political loyalty.

In the long term, Russia and Turkey are both losing out because of their
weak regional policies. Both countries are missing the opportunity to become
the two leading countries within the new Eurasian centre of world policy.
Moreover, the Western approach to problems in the region (over which it
already exercises much influence) may not always match the interests of
either country. But until the advantages of strategic, regional partnership are
clearly recognised, neither of the two sides should expect any visible changes
in Russian-Turkish relations.



Turkey’s Strategic Future

Post-11 September Impact:
The Strategic Importance of Turkey
Revisited

Huseyin Bagci and Saban Kardas

its increasing strategic importance in the wake of the 11 September

2001 terror attacks on Washington and New York. Traditionally,
Turkey has been considered important because of its geographic location
between Europe, the Middle East and Asia, which gives it easy access to
strategically significant regions and major energy resources. Further, thanks
to its character as a modern Muslim country, culturally Turkey stands as a
bridge between Western and Islamic civilisations. Turkey’s strategic value
became more visible following the events of 11 September 2001, and
consequently, Turkey has come under the spotlight. As a result, Turkey and
Turkish foreign policy started to receive great interest and the mood in
discussions about the country and its strategic worth was usually optimistic.
The discourse was, however, mainly historic, temporal and isolated from
reality, which led to a narrow focus. It was often lost in the debate that, seen
in a wider perspective, there are a number of other factors that indicate the
necessity of taking a more cautious and balanced approach. In this sense, the
tone of this paper is rather critical. First, we briefly summarise the main
arguments used to emphasise an enhanced strategic role for Turkey in the
new era. Each argument is approached critically and the shortcomings of the
argument are underlined. The paper concludes with an attempt to develop a
more balanced interpretation of post-11 September developments upon
Turkish foreign policy.

F I Yhe aim of this paper is to analyse the debate surrounding Turkey and

Growing acceptance of Turkish theses on the fight against
terrorism — ‘you-see-we-were-right!” syndrome

The first effect of the 11 September attacks that contributed to Turkey’s
current position was the alleged growing acceptance of the Turkish approach
to the fight against terrorism in international relations. Turkey itself had long
struggled against separatist terror and political Islam in a domestic context.
Since the 1970s, Turkey has been engaged in fighting against terrorism and
continues to be one of the major targets of terrorist activities at home and
abroad. Turkey’s first encounter with international terrorism was the political
assassinations carried out by ASALA (Armenian Secret Army for the
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Liberation of Armenia) against Turkish diplomats abroad in the 1970s.
During the last two decades, the Kurdish issue in particular and the terrorist
activities of the PKK (Kurdistan Workers’ Party) involved cross-border
aspects and became an international concern.' Therefore, one part of the
Turkish strategy to deal with this problem was to seek international
cooperation in fighting terrorism. In this regard, successive Turkish
governments endeavoured to generate international concern about terrorism
in general. They worked hard to convince European countries to limit the
activities of various separatist, leftist and Islamic organisations. As part of its
activities, Turkey even tried on some occasions to bring the terrorism issue
onto NATO’s agenda.”

Along with trying to raise the terror issue in several political and diplomatic
fora, Turkey did not hesitate to resort to military instruments as well. To
meet the rising challenge of separatist terror in the south-eastern Anatolian
region, Turkey employed a stubborn and at times harsh policy based on
heavy reliance on military measures. The policy sought to stop the terrorist
activities carried out by the PKK, then root out the formation of terrorist
groups and their support bases. In a similar vein, emphasis on the use or
threat of force outside its borders as part of the fight against terrorism was a
logical extension of this policy. Numerous instances of Turkish incursions
into Northern Iraq are cases in point. The authority vacuum that emerged
after the imposition of a no-fly zone in Northern Iraq enabled the PKK to use
the region as a rear base to conduct terrorist attacks inside Turkish territory.
Based on a somewhat complicated mix of the notions of ‘hot pursuit’ and
self-defence, Turkish armed forces were dispatched into Northern Iraq to
destroy PKK guerrillas, training camps and to prevent PKK from planning or
executing subversive attacks on Turkish soil. Although some of those
operations were limited in scope, some were large-scale, involving thousands
of troops — at times the number of Turkish soldiers crossing the border
reached 35,000 — backed by tanks, artillery and helicopters.

! For more information on the PKK, see the extensive analysis provided in Nihat
Ali Ozcan (1999), PKK (Kiirdistan Isci Partisi): Tarihi, Ideolojisi, ve Yontemi
(PKK: Its History, Ideology and Methodology) Ankara: ASAM Yayinlari; for
the international dimension of the PKK’s emergence and operations, see Michael
Radu (2001), “The Rise and Fall of the PKK”, Orbis, Vol. 45, No. 1, Winter, pp.
222-325 and Kemal Kirisci and Gareth Winrow (1997), The Kurdish Question
and Turkey, London: Frank Cass, pp. 47-63.

2 It must be underlined, however, that to avoid making the PKK issue an
international one and to keep the PKK from becoming an interlocutor, Turkey
was cautious in these endeavours. Therefore, it focused on including terror as a
whole into NATO statements.
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In its relations with Syria (as far as its support for PKK terrorism is
concerned), Turkey offers another example where it resorted to essentially
military means. By mid-1998, the PKK had come to rely almost entirely on
Syrian support. The PKK’s leader, Abdullah Ocalan had been given
sanctuary by the Syrian government and Syrian territory was a safe route for
PKK militants in their journey between the PKK training camps in
Lebanon’s Syrian-controlled Bekaa valley and the Turkish border. Indeed,
during the Turkish-Syrian crisis of October 1998, Turkey used coercive
diplomacy, backed by a credible threat of force, against the Syrian regime to
end its support for the PKK and cease providing shelter to Ocalan. It is worth
noting that, in the meantime, Turkey had already strengthened its military
ties with Israel to exert pressure on Syria from the south. Turkey’s threat of
force accompanied by military manoeuvres undertaken close to the Syrian
border bore fruit. Faced with the overwhelming power of the Turkish
military, the Syrian government complied with Turkish demands: it asked
Ocalan and the PKK to leave the country, which constituted the first step in a
chain of events leading to the capture of Ocalan in Kenya. Following their
expulsion from Syria, PKK forces relocated to Northern Iraq. Yet a
subsequent Turkish incursion into the region dealt a severe blow to their
military capabilities causing the PKK’s military collapse.’

As experience shows, Turkish activities to this end (be they diplomatic or
military) were hardly welcomed by its neighbours or by its Western partners;
as a result, Turkey could not raise the necessary international support in its
own fight against terrorism. Indeed, these issues have constantly been a point
of tension and disagreement in Turkish foreign policy throughout the 1990s
and Turkey came under severe international criticism. Assertive Turkish
foreign policy towards the Middle East region added to the already troubled
relations with its Arab neighbours. Similarly, Turkey’s relations with its
Western partners deteriorated from time to time owing to the problems
stemming from Turkey’s struggle with terrorism.

Issues surrounding its battle against terrorism have been a major impediment
to Turkey’s prospects for closer integration into the European Union. In
particular, charges were often raised against the country at several
international platforms that Turkey’s approach to tackling terrorism was a
major source of human rights violations as well as a limitation of individual
rights and liberties at home. Therefore, Turkey has always been under
European pressure to undertake domestic reforms to ameliorate the situation.
As far as foreign policy is concerned, with its principally military-oriented
security strategy (in stark contrast to the ‘civilian’ European approach),

3 Svante E. Cornell (2001), ‘The Kurdish Question in Turkish Politics”, Orbis,
Vol. 45, No. 1, winter, pp. 31-46.
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Turkey’s assertiveness in the region was seen as an indication that Turkey
was ‘security consumer’ or an ‘insecurity provider’ to European security, and
thus an actor to be treated with a certain reservation.

Against this background, it is obvious that Turkey was one of the main
beneficiaries of the new atmosphere. At last, the threat of terrorist activities
was formally recognised as an international concern and a consensus on the
issue seemed to emerge. The challenge posed by terrorism to international
security was considered so acute that it was enough justification for the
North Atlantic Council to invoke NATO’s Article 5 for the first time. From
the UN to the OSCE and down to regional organisations, the prevailing
mood was captured; similar revolutionary decisions were adopted to express
the willingness to respond to terrorism on an international level.

It did not take long for Turkey to grasp this golden opportunity: the
president, the prime minister, the foreign minister and other officials gave
their full support to those international initiatives.” This diplomatic move was
more than an expression of international solidarity with the US and the
victims of those startling attacks. In each speech, they emphasised that the
events of 11 September proved the validity of Turkish arguments, reminding
their audience that Turkey itself had suffered under terrorism. They went on
to express their hope that Turkey’s European partners would also realise their
past mistakes in criticising Turkey and eventually readjust their policies Vvis-
a-vis Turkey in the face of the new realities out there, which proved Turkey’s
position had been correct. President Ahmet Necdet Sezer said the attacks
should be a lesson for the European countries and called for a change in their
attitude towards terrorism. After pointing out that terrorism was a crime
against all humanity, he said, “That’s why we have always repeated in all
international platforms that international cooperation in the fight against
terrorism should be improved. The attacks on the US have shown how
correct Turkey is in its stance against terrorism. I guess the attitudes of
European countries have begun to change too.”®

* This critical interpretation of Turkey’s place in European security architecture
can be found in Dietrich Jung (2001), Turkey and Europe: Ongoing Hypocrisy?,
Copenhagen Peace Research Institute, Working Paper No. 35, September, pp. 1-
21; for a counterview, see Melthem Miiftiiler-Bac (2000), “Turkey’s Role in the
EU’s Security and Foreign Policies”, Security Dialogue, Vol. 31, No. 4, pp. 489—
502.

> See several Turkish daily newspapers from 12—13 September, 2001; also, for a
collection, see Newspot, No. 29, September—October 2001.

6 «“Sezer: I reckon Western countries are going to view terrorism differently from

now on”, Turkish Daily News, 13 September 2001 and Cumhuriyet, 13
September 2001.
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In the Turkish view, the European countries misinterpreted the balance
between the concepts of human rights and terrorism, a point emphasised by a
senior Turkish foreign ministry official: “The US was very well aware of the
concerns raised by Turkey regarding terrorism. Nevertheless, Europeans did
not understand this and the concept of human rights was raised by our
European colleagues when we referred to terrorism at international
gatherings. And now, it is clearly seen that a balance between the concepts of
terrorism and human rights is necessary.”’ Further, in a similar line, Turkey
stressed that terrorism is a global issue and thus must be fought globally.
This point was repeatedly emphasised by government officials, as well as
columnists and civil society organisations. Foreign Minister Ismail Cem, in
his address at the Organisation of Islamic Countries Summit, underlined the
argument: “Terrorism does not have geography, it is the same terrorism,
which manifests itself in several countries, in the West and in the East, in all
geographies, all over the world...Therefore, terrorism is a global
phenomenon that crosses borders and the fight against it requires effective
international cooperation.”™ In this sense, NATO’s decision to invoke Article
5 was a welcome development for Turkey, as expressed by Ambassador
Onur Oymen, Turkey’s Permanent Representative to NATO: “We have
always called for terrorist activities to be included within Article 5...We
have always stated that an attack does not only mean a country’s intrusion
into another country’s territory but it also covers terrorist attacks which [are]
an international problem. That’s why NATQO’s invocation of Article 5 is very
important for us.”

7 “Shifting of International Perceptions on the Agenda: A New Role for Turkey”,
Turkish Daily News, 13 September 2001; for more on the initial Turkish
position, see Baki Ilkin (2002), “Combating Terrorism and Rebuilding
Afghanistan: The Turkish Perspective”, Foreign Policy-Ankara, Vol. 27, Nos. 3—
4, pp. 3-9.

¥ Ismail Cem (2001), Statement to the Press at the Organisation of the Islamic
Conference (Doha, 10 October 2001), reprinted in Newspot, No. 29, September—
October; see also “Turkish Top Officials Call for Increase in International
Cooperation against Terrorism”, Turkish Daily News, 13 September 2001; and
Mustafa Balbay (2001), “Ter6r Sinir Tanimiyor (Terror Recognises no
Borders)”, Cumhuriyet, 12 September; the Turkish Industrialists and
Businessman Association (TUSIAD) also stated that the terrorist attacks exposed
the dimensions of international terrorism and that there is a need for international
cooperation and solidarity to fight against international terrorism, in Milliyet, 13
September 2001.

? “Ankara backs Activating Article 5”, Turkish Daily News, 14 September 2001
and Cumhuriyet, 14 September 2001.
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Furthermore, some Turkish analysts did not hesitate to announce the advent
of a ‘global 28 February’.'® In challenging the rise of political Islam on 28
February 1997, secular elites used the particular conditions of Turkey as a
justification to limit individual rights and democratic freedoms, backed by
the powerful military. After the 11 September attacks, it was argued that the
US and Western countries may embark on a similar policy on a global scale,
so as to wipe out several international networks (irrespective of whether they
are moderate or radical) that were supposedly behind the attacks. As part of
this new strategy, the US would be less willing to criticise non-democratic
practices in the Islamic world for the sake of assuring their cooperation in the
global war against terrorism. That could (the argument goes on) hint at the
emergence of a new ‘precedent’ justifying the Turkish way of dealing with
terrorism, and in effect, relieve Turkey of some of the external pressures it
had encountered in the past.

The first observation about these arguments is that they were, to a large
extent, propaganda. It was not possible to hear, from the outside, a
corresponding appreciation of the Turkish theses, except from some
American commentators.'' Notably, Michael Radu was a very vocal
supporter of the Turkish position on this issue. He argues that “Europeans, at
least before 11 September, were playing games in the name of ‘human
rights’ — particularly for terrorists, who were protected at home even against
the vital security of non-EU countries...Let us hope that once the US and
Turkey, to mention just two cases, are finally seen as equally victimised, the
EU response will be similar...That revision also includes a new look at
Turkey’s anti-PKK and anti-Islamist policy — not as anti-democratic, but as
protective of the Muslim world’s only truly secular democracy”.'* This
optimistic mood and Turkish discourse, however, largely remained wishful
thinking.

The main problem with this argument was that Turks chose to interpret these
developments in such a way that this new ‘precedent’ justified whatever
Turkey did in the past to fight against separatism and political Islam. This
point was very well-illustrated by Ismail Cem: “For years, Turkey has kept
on explaining to the international community what terrorism is, the
consequences of it, the importance and the need for international cooperation
in struggling against it, and have kept on making proposals at international
platforms for methods of a collective struggle against terrorism. The events

' Rusen Cakir, “Global 28 Subat Siireci Basladi” (Global 28 Subat Process has
Taken a Start), Hurriyet, 15 September 2001.

" For a similar view, see Murat Belge, “Jeopolitik”, Radikal, 22 January 2002.

"2 Michael Radu (2001), “The War on Terrorism is not an American War”,
Insight Turkey, Vol. 3, No. 4, October-December, pp. 52-54.
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of 11 September have proved how right Turkey’s sensitivity on this issue
was. What everyone is trying to do collectively today is no different from
that which Turkey has strived to achieve for years.”"

Nevertheless, it is unlikely that the Turkish arguments will be entirely
accepted by the West in general or by Europeans in particular without any
reservations. For instance, Turkey warmly welcomed NATOQO’s activation of
Article 5, but one has to bear in mind the particular conditions in which
NATO took that decision and the unique position of the US in shaping
NATO decisions; thus its value as an almost automatic precedent remains an
open question. Even if one accepts that Article 5 could be activated against
terror attacks, what is less clear is whether it will be applicable to the threats
or attacks coming from an organisation established in one’s own country.
Finally yet importantly, when the time comes to implement Article 5, there
could be differences over identifying the concrete sources of a terrorist threat
or how to respond to that particular threat."

Another limitation to Turkey’s optimism is exerted by differing views on
terrorism. Concerning the Kurdish issue, the European view is broadly that it
cannot be simply confined to fighting against terrorism. Official Turkish
discourse preferred to view the Kurdish issue as originating from socio-
economic conditions in south-eastern Anatolia, aggravated by the problems
posed by terrorist activities that are supported by external actors trying to
undermine Turkey. In European eyes, however, the issues are more related to
political and cultural rights, and democratisation.”” Thus, the well-known
analogy is applicable here: one person’s ‘terrorist’ may be another person’s
‘independent fighter’. Further, there is reason to expect that this will remain
the case, despite initial Turkish optimism to the contrary.'® Large Kurdish

1 “Cem: Turkish Model is Paradigm of Civilisation”, interview of Ismail Cem
by the Turkish Daily News, 7 January 2002.

' For an early sceptical approach by Sadi Erguvenc, see Lale Sariibrahimoglu,
“Turkey Should be Cautious on Article 57, Turkish Daily News, 14 September
2001; however, Umit Ozdag underlines that although it may not act as an
automatic trigger, NATO’s invocation of Article 5 could be used as a precedent,
as noted in “Interview with Umit Ozdag”, 2023, No. 6, 15 October 2002, p. 23.

"> For more information on different perceptions of the issue in Turkey and
Europe, see Cornell, op. cit., p. 31; for an analysis of the Kurdish issue through a
human rights and democratisation perspective, see H. Ayla Kilic (1998),
“Democratization, Human Rights and Ethnic Policies in Turkey”, Journal of
Muslim Minority Affairs, Vol. 18, No. 1, pp. 91-110.

' For an optimistic view that after 11 September, the PKK issue would no longer
be considered within the context of an ethnic conflict or independence
movement, see Rana S. Sezal (2001), “Kimlik Politikalari, Terér ve Etnik
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populations in Europe are acting as a strong pressure group and limiting the
manoeuvrability of Western governments. As it is rightly claimed, the
Kurdish issue has also been a European one, as it affects the Turkish and
Kurdish migrants living in Europe and the host countries.'” There is a
fundamental difference between the EU and Turkey in regards to the
problem of terrorism. Even after one accepts the reality of terrorism, the
ways to tackle this problem are perceived differently. The Turkish approach
is closer to that of the US than the EU.'® As we observe, the EU and the US
differ on many issues, including the question of how to identify the causes
and sources of terrorism as well as the means to be used in fighting against it.
The EU has stressed the importance of preventive measures and prioritising
political and economic instruments; it has questioned the effectiveness of
punitive military measures. Considering that the Europeans were even
critical of the US, an expectation that they would welcome Turkish activities
without any reservations is hardly tenable."

Therefore, it is hard to be very optimistic and expect a major breakthrough in
Western responses to Turkey’s approach to combating terrorism.” In
addition, Turkey’s hope that the new emerging consensus on terrorism will
relieve it of European pressures on the Kurdish issue is difficult to sustain.
The Europeans will likely resist subsuming this wider problem under the
rubric of terrorism and maintain their demands for Turkey to continue with
the necessary domestic reforms in political and cultural aspects, even after
the attacks of 11 September. Thus, the Kurdish issue will not cease to be one
of the hurdles Turkey has to face in its journey towards the European Union.
The discussion about the list of terrorist organisations prepared by the EU

Catisma Kavramlari: 11 Eylil Sonrasi Tiirkiye’nin Ter6ér Sorunu”, Stratejik

Analiz, Vol. 2, No. 20, December, p. 100.

7 See for instance: Giilistan Giirbey (2000), “Die Europaesierung des

Kurdenkonflikts”, Blaetter fur Deutsche und Internationale Politik (4:99), p.
404,

" Ali L. Karaosmanoglu (2001), “Afganistan Savasi'nin Transatlantik Iliski
Boyutu” (The Transatlantic Relations of the Afghanistan War and its
Consequences with Regard to Turkey), Zaman, 27 November, p. 10.

" For an argument to the effect that Turkey could capitalise on the US
interpretation of terror and thus solve its own PKK problem, see Damla Aras
(2002), “Minareyi Calan Kilifi Hazirladi: Bir Baska Acidan 11 Eylul”, Stratejik
Analiz, Vol. 2, No. 24, April, p. 39.

* Ali Nihat Ozcan, a Turkish expert on terrorism, also points out that the
selective response to terror in Europe would limit Turkey’s utilisation of the new
conditions in “BM Karari ve PKK”, NTV: Arka Plan, 3 October 2001; for a
transcript of this television interview, see
http://www.ntvmsnbc.com/news/110594.asp (news portal).
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(briefly outlined below) within the context of forging an international
coalition against the sources of terrorism was illustrative of this point:

Turkey started an intensive diplomatic initiative in the wake of
the 11 September attacks to use the international environment
to convince EU members to include ten Turkish organisations
on its list of terrorist organisations. The inclusion of an
organisation on the list means that its assets will be frozen, its
offices closed and its activities traced. Nevertheless, this may
not automatically translate into the extradition of its members
to their country of origin, particularly if the country is a non-
EU member and still practices the death penalty. Despite
Turkey’s efforts, the EU included none of the terrorist
organisations on its list, which was published on 27 December
2001. The exclusion of the armed militant groups from the first
version of the list, such as the outlawed PKK and the
Revolutionary People’s Liberation Party-Front (DHKP-C),
which are active in some European countries under different
banners, especially drew Turkish reaction and left a problem on
the agenda for some time.”" Turkish diplomacy and lobbying
worked; thus on 2 May 2002, the two organisations were finally
added to the modified EU list. This decision was seen by many
as a victory for Turkey.” Yet, to see the effectiveness of these
measures, one has to take into consideration a couple of other
factors.

First, the PKK announced in April that it would cease all
activities and regroup under a new name, the Kurdistan
Freedom and Democracy Congress (KADEK).” KADEK said
it was ending its armed struggle to campaign peacefully for
greater rights for Kurds in southeast Turkey, but without
disbanding its armed wing. The Turkish government has termed
the name change as meaningless.”* Yet despite Turkey’s
demands, KADEK is not included on the EU list. The EU
countries prefer to suspend their judgement on whether to
include it.

2! Selcuk Giiltasli (2002), “The Opportunity and the Principle”, Turkish Probe,
Issue 479, 31 March.

* “Tiirkiye Britksel’de Zafer Kazandi” (Turkey won a victory in Brussels), 3
May 2002 (retrieved from the news portal at http://www.ntvmsnbc.com.tr).
3 Mehmet Ali Birand, “PKK or KADEK?”, Turkish Daily News, 2 April 2002.

** Ali Nihat Ozcan and O. Rengin Giin (2002), “PKK’dan KADEK ’e: Degisim
mi Takkiye mi?”, Stratejik Analiz, Vol. 2, No. 25, May, pp. 5-20.
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Second, these EU norms need to be transformed into national
legal orders. That being said, in some of the EU member states,
the national legal norms are not enough to limit the activities of
these terrorist organisations effectively, a point that has been
used by the operatives of those organisations. This is especially
true as far as Belgium is concerned.”” Third, most of these
organisations have been active in Europe for decades and they
know the ways to circumvent such legal barriers. For instance,
a spokesperson for the DHKP-C has claimed that these
decisions will not substantially affect their activities.”® What the
EU member states can do, however, is freeze their bank
accounts — yet they have no money in banks. The same source
further claimed that the name DHKP-C is on the EU list, but
that the registered name of their organisation is the DHKP and
DHKC; further, the source mentioned the fact that they have
been working in the United Kingdom for many years, even
though the DHKP-C is outlawed there. They may have more
ways to find loopholes in European legal norms. Therefore,
Turkey still has to work hard in order to ensure the
effectiveness of this initiative.

One can expect similar divergences between Turkey and the EU in the future.

Caught between Islam and terrorism: Turkey as a role model for
the Islamic world?

The second development regarding Turkey’s growing strategic importance is
the increasing reference to Turkey as a model for the Islamic world. The war
against the Taliban and al-Qaeda was, in a political and intellectual sense,
also a war against a militant, reactive, anti-Western (or anti-American)
interpretation of Islam. The protests against American operations and support
for Osama bin-Laden in some parts of the Islamic world created fears that the
developments could lead to a so-called ‘clash of civilisations’, or a
‘Christian-Muslim confrontation’. Thus, the American administration strived
to use every opportunity to prevent such a negative interpretation of the
American role and to deliver a message that this was not a war against Islam.
As proof of this policy, the inclusion of certain Muslim countries into the
international coalition appeared to be necessary, especially when it later

2 “DHKP-C and PKK on EU Terrorist List”, Turkish Daily News, 3 May 2002;
“Belgian Judicial Officials: There is not much to do against the PKK and DHKP-
C”, Turkish Daily News, 6 May 2002.

26 “DHKP-C: The List did not Affect Us”, Turkish Daily News, 10 May 2002.
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came to using force in Afghanistan.”’ When viewed in this light, Turkey
came to be seen as a valuable asset for American strategic policy in the
region.

No doubt, Turkey offered the all assistance within its capability to the
international coalition from the very beginning, through allowing the use of
its territory and air space for logistical support and through its contribution to
the international peacekeeping force in Afghanistan. Nevertheless, this was
more than a practical military/strategic contribution in the long-term war
against the forces of terrorism and fanaticism. Hence, the fact that Turkey is
the only Muslim country with a secular system of governance, which is also
member of NATO and other European institutions, was repeatedly expressed
not only by the Turkish policy-makers themselves, but also by the
international observers and US officials. As such (the argument goes),
Turkey would be a perfect role model for the Islamic world.

The 21% conference of the American-Turkish Council (ATC) held in
Washington in March 2002 was an important venue where those arguments
were often heard. A few days before the conference, Deputy Defense
Secretary Paul Wolfowitz underlined that supporting moderate Muslims who
abhor terrorism and extremism was central to winning the war on terrorism:
“To win that war against terrorism, we have to reach out to the hundreds of
millions of Muslims who believe in tolerance and moderation...By helping
them to stand up against terrorists, we help ourselves”. Therefore, the anti-
terrorism campaign was not just a military fight but also “a battle for hearts
and minds as well”; within this context, Turkey “can be an example for the
Muslim world” of a country that reconciles Islam with liberal democracy.”®
According to US President George W. Bush, Turkey was a hope-provoking
alternative against radicalism and religious intolerance. In the message he
sent to the ATC conference, he stressed that Turkey, with its Muslim beliefs
and its embrace of the democratic ideals of Atatiirk, set an exalmple.29 In his
address at the conference, US Undersecretary of State Marc Grossman also

77 «“With Turkey’s Pledge, US Coalition Gets its First Muslim Troops”,
International Herald Tribune, 2 November 2001.

* Matt Kelley (2002), “America Must Support Moderate Muslims to Win War
on Terror, No. 2 Pentagon Official Says”, Turkish Daily News, 11 March; see
also US Department of Defense (2002), “Bridging the Dangerous Gap between
the West and the Muslim World”, remarks prepared for delivery by Deputy
Secretary Paul Wolfowitz at the World Affairs Council in Monterey, California,
3 May.

¥ “Turkey a Model Secular Country: Bush”, 18 March 2002 (retrieved from the
news portal at http://www.ntvmsnbc.com.tr); see also “21* ATC conference held
in Washington”, Turkish Daily News, 19 March 2002.
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underlined one of the few things that had not changed after 11 September:
“Turkey is once again highlighted as a model for those countries with an
Islamic heritage who choose to be — and work to be — modern, secular,
democratic, and true to their faith simultaneously. Those of us who have
admired Turkey for this vision for years now find we are not so alone in
wishing that your great endeavour succeeds.”’

Yet the very fact that the terrorist activities were undertaken by an
organisation justifying its actions by reference to Islam was a serious moral
challenge to which many Muslim countries had to respond.31 There was a
considerable effort on the part of the political leaders and intellectuals in the
Islamic world to stave off linking terrorism in general, and the 11 September
terrorist attacks in particular, to Islam and Islamic groups. Nowhere was this
concern more visible than in Turkey, as a country that, while orienting itself
towards Western norms and values, maintained its ties with Islam and the
Islamic world. Indeed, it was this duality that put enormous pressure on
Turkey to call upon the world to draw a distinction between Islam and
terrorism. Turkish political leaders and intellectuals, like their counterparts in
other Islamic countries, took pains to emphasise that Islam was a religion of
peace and a distinction between Islam and terrorism must be drawn. The
prime minister declared that equating Islam with terror was unjust,’> and
Foreign Minister Ismail Cem said that, “Terrorism does not have a religion
[or] geography and there can be no justification for terrorism under any
circumstances...To identify terrorism with any religion is an insult to all
religions. We strongly condemn those who have used the name of our holy
religion to define some terrorists. Following the tragedy in the US, Turkey
conferred with some fellow members of the OIC [Organisation of Islamic
Conferences] and urged its NATO allies as well as EU members to avoid
such misuse.”™*

39 US Department of State (2002), “Grossman: Change in the Value of Enduring
Alliances”, remarks to the American Turkish Council by US Undersecretary of
State for Political Affairs Marc Grossman, Washington, D.C., 19 March.

! See Anas Malik (2002), “Selected Reflections on the Muslim World in the
Aftermath of 9-117, Alternatives: Turkish Journal of International Relations,
Vol. 1, No. 2, Summer, pp. 201-225.

32 “Ecevit’ten Terore Karsi Dayanisma cagrisi”, Hirriyet, 12 September 2001;
see also “ABD’nin Yanindayiz”, Hirriyet, 13 September 2001; for the response
by several Turkish intellectuals, see “Linkage to Islam rejected”, Turkish Daily
News, 14 September 2001.

3 Ismail Cem (2001), “Statement to the Press”; see also US Department of
State, “Remarks with Turkish Minister of Foreign Affairs Ismail Cem”, 27
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In this regard, the OIC-EU summit, which was held in Istanbul on 12-13
February 2002, was an expression of Turkey’s determination to assume its
role of bridging the East and the West, calling for harmony, rather than
conflict between the two civilisations. The forum turned out to be a useful
platform for an intensive exchange of views among representatives of
international organisations, high-ranking politicians, opinion-makers,
intellectuals from EU-member countries, OIC-member countries and
observers. Mutual compliments filled the air, although it remains to be seen
what it will bring about in concrete political terms.** Nevertheless,
organising such a conference and bringing together EU member states and
Muslim countries around the same table had a symbolic meaning, which was
seen as the start of the new Turkish role.”” Ismail Cem’s views on the
conference were reflective of this: “An example of what Turkey could do [to
play a bridging role between the Islamic world and the Western Christian
world] can be seen in the forthcoming meeting of the OIC and the EU. For
the first time these two organisations will be coming together for a political
exchange of opinions. Besides, in the aftermath of 11 September we are
strongly opposed to the wrong perception of placing terrorism and Islam side
by side. I had spoken with many of my Western colleagues [to] draw their
attention to the sensitivity of the wording used...In correcting such mistakes
and in establishing some sort of a harmony, Turkey has a pioneering place
that is provided to it by its history, culture and modern identity. We have to
act in awareness of that responsibility.”

This argument implied at least two inter-related aspects: first, Turkey’s
support for the coalition was instrumental in defusing the charge that the war
was a Muslim-Christian confrontation.”” Foreign Minister Cem expressed
this point was very well when he said, “This is the fight between democracy
and terrorism, and the struggle between the wise and fanatic. We believe that
this fight will be won by our side. Turkey will be the biggest obstacle before
those who want to divert this [fight] to a wrong path such as a fight between

September 2001 (retrieved from the news portal at
http://www.state.gov/secretary/rm/2001/5089.htm).

** The coverage of the forum in the Turkish press was retrieved from
http://www.byegm.gov.tr/on-sayfa/oic/oic.htm; see also the information provided
on  Turkish  Ministry of  Foreign  Affairs  (retrievable  from
http://www.mfa.gov.tr/OIC_EU_cdrom/index.htm).

 Elif Unal (2002), “West and East Attempt to Bridge Differences in Turkey”,
Turkish Probe, No. 473, 10 February.

36 «Cem: Turkish Model is Paradigm of Civilisation”, interview of Ismail Cem
by the Turkish Daily News, 7 January 2002.

37 In a sense, this was Turkey’s duty — see Karaosmanoglu, op. cit.
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the religions.”® Second, the Turkish model was offered as an alternative to a

Taliban version of Islam. Thus Islam and modern values are compatible with
each other and it is possible to reconcile Islam within a Western-style,
democratic and secular system. In the words of Dale F. Eickelman: “Turkey
can only offer the world an example of a nation in which Western democratic
values and Islam converge in an increasingly strengthened civil society, in
which the state and religion are not seen as adversaries. ‘Western’ societies,
like Islamic ones, have no place for either militant secular extremism or
militant religious extremism.” In practical terms, Turkey’s decision to take
part in the Western-led coalition was expected to facilitate other countries
adoption of a counter-terrorist stance and cooperation with the US.* Seen
from another perspective, it was also argued that this geo-cultural dimension,
in addition to the geo-political position, could constitute another asset for
Turkey in its relations with the Western world, particularly as far as its quest
to become a full member of the European Union.*'

Yet the argument that Turkey could be a role model for the Islamic world is
also controversial in some aspects. First, Turkish ambitions in this direction
are not new and we have enough evidence to judge how they are perceived in
other parts of the Islamic world. Turks themselves are proud of being the
only secular country in the Islamic world. Yet, it is also equally true that
Turkey’s perception of itself as a model may not go beyond being an
illusion; the Western ideas promoted by Turkey have hardly penetrated into
other Muslim societies. Arab countries’ criticism of the secular Turkish
model (along with other problems dominating Turkish-Arab relations) are no
secret. In this sense, any fundamental shift in the perceptions of other
Muslim societies, which would ease the objections to adopting a Turkish-
style system, cannot yet be observed. On the contrary, in view of the growing
anti-American feelings, it is hard to expect that such a role for Turkey would
be welcomed. The American way of dealing with terror, through primarily
military means or through supporting the existing non-democratic regimes in
the Islamic world may hinder the burgeoning reformist movements in those

* «“Bu, Demokrasi ile Terdrizmin Kavgasi”, Hirriyet, 14 September 2001.

* Dale F. Eickelman (2002), “Turkey between the West and the Rest”, Turkish
Probe, No. 474, 17 February.

* Titer Turan (2001), “Short Term Pains for Long Term Pleasures”, Private
View, Spring, p. 10.

* Orhan Gokce and Birol Akgiin (2002), “Degisen Diinya Politikasinda
Tirkiye’nin Rolii: 11 Eylil’tin Getirdigi Firsatlar, Riskler ve Tehditler”
(Turkey’s Role in the Changing World Politics: Opportunities, Risks and Threats
Brought about by 11 September), paper presented at the first METU
International Relations Conference, Ankara, 3—5 July, p. 14.
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countries. Such an approach may result in setbacks to the natural
transformation of Islamic societies, giving radicalism in the Islamic world a
new impetus. In this sense, Turkey’s attempts to carry Western values into
the region may even widen the existing gap between Turkey and other
Islamic societies.

Second, the main problem with this argument is the question of whether it is
possible at all to transform a society from the outside. As long as domestic
enthusiasm for reform is lacking, international pressures to change a
society’s culture or its legal, political