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Zusammenf assung

Mt dem Ende des Kalten Krieges sehen sich die transatlanti -
schen Bezi ehungen ei ner neuen Herausforderung ausgeset zt.
Auch die rituell e Beschwbrung des engen Verhél tni sses zwi -
schen Europa und den Vereinigten Staaten kann nicht darUber
hi nwegt auschen, dal3 di e friher geradezu autonati sch gegebene
I nteressenidentitat auf beiden Seiten des Atlantiks, hervor-
gerufen durch den foderativen Effekt einer genei nsanen exter-
nen Bedrohung, in der Form nicht nehr gegeben ist. Auch die
deut sch-aneri kani schen Bezi ehungen al s ein Eckstein des



transat! anti schen Verhal t ni sses stehen danmit vor dem Probl em
nogl i cher | nteressengegensatze in zentral en aul3en- und si -
cherheitspolitischen Fragen, die eine frihzeitige genei nsane
Bewdl ti gung erfordern.

Di e vorliegende Studie untersucht nbgliche deutsch-anerikani -
sche I nteressendi vergenzen anhand der drei grofRen Probl enfel-
der "RufBll and und Ukraine", "lran" sowi e "Tdrkei und Zen-

tral asien". Fur jede dieser Regionen werden unterschiedliche
Szenarien anal ysiert und die jeweils wahrscheinlichen deut-
schen und aneri kani schen Reakti onen betrachtet. Hi eraus | as-
sen sich dann Aussagen uber kiUnftige Interessenkollisionen
abl ei ten und Enpfehlungen fir die Bewdltigung derartiger Di-
vergenzen entw ckel n.

Hi nsichtlich der Entw cklungen in Rufl and und in der Ukraine
| &3t sich auf deutscher und ameri kani scher Seite ein recht
hohes MaR an Ubereinstimmung in der Bewertung der noglichen
Szenarien prognosti zieren. G avierende Divergenzen sind al -

| erdi ngs bei einer deutlich negativen Entw cklung in Ruf3l and
hin zu konfrontativen und aggressiven Verhal tenswei sen zu er-
warten - eine Entw cklung, die nicht nehr ausgeschl ossen wer-
den kann. Hyer fiele es vernutlich den USA wesentlich |eich-
ter, die bislang verfolgte Politik des Whlwol |l ens und der
Unt er st Gt zung gegenldber Rul’l and zu ander n.

Gegenuber demIran sind bereits jetzt grundl egende Bewer -
tungsunt erschi ede auf beiden Seiten des Atlanti ks zu beobach-
ten. Die USA betrachten den Iran als internationalen "Qutlaw'
und al s ei ne fundanental e Bedrohung fidr ameri kani sche und
westliche Interessen. Sie enpfinden es als einzig verbliebene
Supermacht daher als ihre Pflicht, dieser Gefahr mt Ent-
schi edenheit entgegenzutreten. Dengegenuber ist die deutsche
Politik gegenuber demIran stéarker von dem Ansatz ge-

kennzei chnet, durch die Konmuni kation auch in Krisenzeiten
eine vollige Isolierung dieses Landes zu vernei den. Auch
Uberw egt das Interesse an fruchtbaren 6konom schen



Bezi ehungen di e Furcht vor demlran als el ementare Bedrohung.
Bezei chnender wei se zeigen sich in der Iranfrage zur Zeit

gr 63er e Konvergenzen zw schen Washi ngton und Mdskau al s

zwi schen Washi ngton und Bonn. Di e Gefahr deutsch-
anmer i kani scher Ausei nander set zungen um den |Iran wirde

zwangsl aufi g schwi nden, wenn das Reginme in Teheran sei nen
fundanental i stischen, anti-westlichen Kurs anderte. Damt ist
aber monmentan nicht zu rechnen.

Die Rolle der Tirkei in Zentralasien wird aller Voraussicht
nach nicht zu gravi erenden Gegensatzen zw schen Deut schl and
und den USA fihren, nicht zuletzt deshalb, weil die Mglich-
keiten der Turkei, eine hegenoniale Rolle in der Region ein-
zunehnen, weithin Gberschatzt wrden. Ein (derzeit unwahr-
scheinliches) Abgleiten der Tudrkei in ein islamsch-fundanmen-
talistisch domniertes Reginme und ein entsprechendes Agieren
di eses Landes in Zentral asi en wirde zwar zu unterschi edlichen
deut sch-aneri kani schen Bewertungen fuhren, allerdings ware

di ese Frage weder fur Deutschland noch fir die Vereinigten

St aaten von sol cher Wchtigkeit, dal man ei ne ei nschnei dende
Krise in den Bezi ehungen bei der Lander riskieren wirde.

Aus der Betrachtung noglicher Entw cklungen in den genannten
Regi onen ergeben sich fol gende Schl ul3f ol gerungen und Enpfeh-
| ungen:

Ei ne der wesentlichen Herausforderungen fir das deutsch-ane-
ri kani sche Verhaltnis ergibt sich imFalle fundanmental er Ver-
anderung in der russischen Politik hin zu autokratischen
Strukturen und konfrontativen Verhal tensweisen. Dies wird zu-
nehmend zu einer realen Gefahr, da es den regi erenden Reform
kraften of fenbar i mer schwerer fallt, ihren Kurs fortzuset-
zen.

Trot z ndglicher Bewertungsunterschiede imEinzelfall besitzt
Deut schl and di e besseren Voraussetzungen fir eine dauerhafte
strategi sche Partnerschaft mt den USA als G oR3britannien



oder Frankreich. Dabei nuf3 ei ne deutsch-anerikani sche stra-
tegi sche Partnerschaft nicht notwendi gerwei se synmetrisch
ausgerichtet sein.

Ausei nander set zungen uber die Architektur des transatlanti -
schen Verhal t ni sses sind eher kontraproduktiv und | enken von
den dringlicheren Problenmen ab. Statt Debatten Uber die kinf-
tige Rolle von Institutionen und Organi sati onen bedarf es des
i nt ensi ven genei nsanmen " Conti ngency Pl anni ng" fur nbgliche
Szenarien gerade in Osteuropa und den Nachf ol gerepubli ken der
Sow et uni on. Nur so koénnen gravi erende Di vergenzen in den
nat i onal en Bewertungen und unrealistische Erwartungen an die
Reakti onen des jeweiligen Partners verm eden werden.

1. | nt r oducti on

Bet ween 1989 and 1991 a tectonic shift in world politics |ed
to the abandonnment of |ong standing judgnments and assunptions
about security relationships. The disintegration of the

War saw Pact, the dem se of the Soviet Union, the

reuni fication of Germany, and the dismantling of the mlitary
confrontation in Europe occurred with a rapidity and
deci si veness that was whol |y unexpected. Not surprisingly,
therefore, the enphasis has been on the geopolitical changes
that took place. Significant as these changes were, however,
the forces of continuity should not be overl ooked. Many of
the institutions and rel ati onships and even sone of the
policies that prevailed during the Cold War have been
perpetuated into the post-Cold War world, albeit with efforts
to nodify themto suit the new environnment. The nost striking
of these is, of course, the Atlantic Alliance, at the core of
which is the relationship between the United States and
Germany. The future of United States-Cernman relations,
however, is uncertain.



The | oss of the commobn eneny and the transfornmation of Europe
fromstructures of confrontation to patterns of cooperation
bet ween East and West - as well as the noves towards greater
integration in Western Europe itself - present new
opportunities for trans-Atlantic drift. The extent of this
drift remains uncertain, partly because both the United
States and Western Europe are in the process of redefining
not only their interests but also their sense of strategic
identity. The end of the Cold War has deprived the United
States of its bearings in the world and has rai sed anew sone
traditional questions about the appropriate bal ance between
domestic and foreign policies, about the obligations of the
United States governnent to its own citizens on the one hand
and to the mai ntenance of gl obal order on the other. For
their part, the states of the European Conmunity are trying
to forge a comon identity that accommobdates divergent

nati onal perspectives and priorities and does not cl ose off
the possibility of eastward enlargenent. As for Bonn,
recognition of the need to take on greater responsibility has
to be bal anced against a desire to avoid over-assertiveness.

In these circunstances, challenges that emanate from outside
NATO s traditional and fornmal area of responsibility are
likely to have a dual inpact on the rel ationship between
Washi ngt on and Bonn. These chal l enges may put strains on a
bilateral relationship that was traditionally held together
not only by congruent interests but also by a clearly defined
relationship in which the United States underw ote European
security and the Federal Republic was the main consuner and
beneficiary of this guarantee. At the sane tine, externa
chal | enges coul d prove to be a galvanizing force. To the
extent that they are handl ed effectively, they could
contribute to the revitalization and revalidation of the

| i nkage between the United States and Germany, either within
the NATO framework or at the bilateral |evel



The purpose of this analysis is to explore sone of the nore
salient of these challenges, to assess their possible inpact
on U S.-Cerman relations and to consider ways in which
possi bl e negative consequences m ght be mtigated and the
Bonn-Washi ngt on rel ati onshi p strengthened rather than
weakened. In order to provide a bal anced assessnent, however,
it is necessary to place post-Cold War contingencies in

hi stori cal perspective. Accordingly, the first part of the
study | ooks at previous exanples of strain and tensions in
US. -CGerman relations. This is inportant because the

hi stori cal experiences have left, if not a residue of
resentnment, a lingering sense of disappointnment that could
col or perceptions of current and prospective issues. Past
experiences are |likely to have an inpact on the way in which
future problens are handl ed. Yet the study of the past is
reveal ing for nore than one reason. It makes very clear that
there was never a golden age of tranquillity in which there
was an automatic harnony of interest and congruence of
out | ook between Bonn and Washington. It also nmakes it easier
to discern what is new and different about current or future
chal l enges and it provides insight into what has to be done
to manage them nore effectively.

The second part of the paper identifies crucial elenments in
the current German and United States approaches to foreign
and security policies and suggests that divergent politica
cultures are likely to have a significant - although not
necessarily a decisive - inpact on the prospects for
cooperation in dealing with new security chall enges.

The third part of the paper |ooks at the changes that have
taken place in Russia and suggests that an increasingly
assertive Russia will do nuch to shape the environnment in
whi ch regi onal contingencies arise. This is foll owed by
chapters | ooking respectively at the kind of contingencies
that m ght arise in Ukraine, Iran, and Turkey and how t he
United States and Gerrmany woul d respond. Attention is given



to both the extent of United States and German interests and
t he degree of convergence or divergence between them Taking
this as a point of departure, it is possible to identify
situations in which divergences of interest and policy are
relatively harm ess as well as those in which they have the
potential to erode or disrupt United States-German rel ations.
It al so neans that having identified potential problens, the
conclusion is able to offer a series of reconmendations for
avoi di ng or reducing stresses and strains in the German-
United States rel ati onship.

2. Hi storical D fferences

2.1 Dfferences within NATO

Thr oughout the Cold War, the United States and Ger many
enjoyed a close relationship within NATO. The nmultil atera
alliance provided a framework within which the bilatera

rel ati onshi p was deepened and consol i dated. Yet the

rel ati onshi p was never one of conplete harnony: it was

mai ntai ned intact in spite of divergences over how to respond
to the Soviet threat, differences over the appropriate

bal ance between mlitary confrontation and dipl omatic and
econoni ¢ overtures, and conpeting preferences over strategy
and force posture. The strains and pressures were offset by a
fundanmental common interest in containing Soviet power in
Europe. This was particularly true in relation to
controversies over NATO policy, strategy, and force
structure. In regard to out of area threats, however, there
was nore scope for divergence as Soviet power had | ess of a
noderating i nfluence on deliberations between Bonn and
Washi ngt on.

The strains in the Bonn-Washi ngton axis can be traced back to
geopolitics, asymmetrical vulnerabilities and different



national roles and priorities. The United States was both the
mai n provi der of European security and the nost renoved from
the conventional threat. The Federal Republic of Gernmany, as
the front Iine state, was the najor consuner of security but
was al so the nost at risk fromany war, conventional or

nucl ear. Washington's forenpbst concern was to protect Western
Eur ope whil e avoiding a strategic nuclear war that would
damage the Continental United States. Fromthis perspective,
war in Europe had to be contained rather than allowed to
escal ate. For Bonn, in contrast, West Germany woul d be the

i medi ate battl eground for hostilities, whether conventiona
or tactical nuclear. Not surprisingly, therefore, Gernany
(along with the other European allies) placed nore enphasis
on deterrence than defense. The resulting di sputes over
strategy within the Alliance were finessed when NATO adopt ed
a strategy of flexible response that was capabl e of flexible
interpretation. The United States saw the new doctrine as
enphasi zi ng sustai ned conventional resistance to conventiona
attack; the Europeans saw it as a strategy of escal ation that
woul d start with controlled neasures but carried the risk of
a loss of control.

Al t hough the Federal Republic had a preference for deterrence
over defense, this was acconpani ed by acute sensitivity to
nucl ear issues. Bonn typically oscillated between fears of
abandonnent by the United States and fears that it would be
entrapped in a superpower confrontation. Depl oynent of

nucl ear weapons on Gernman soil was one of the antidotes to
fears over abandonnent, but provoked anxieties about the
dangers of confrontation. The Federal Republic was al so
preoccupi ed with the possibility of singularization, of
incurring greater risks, costs and vulnerabilities than its
allies. During the 1980s, such concerns intensified as
strategy noved fromthe real mof the specialist to that of
t he popul ace. Qpposition to the deploynent of cruise and
Pershing mssiles in Germany transforned NATO s nucl ear
noder ni zation programinto a test of Gernman loyalty to the



Al'liance as well as NATO s capacity to inplenent hard
decisions. lronically, with the deploynent in place, there
were sonme in Germany, as el sewhere in Europe, who saw the I NF
Agreement with its renoval of cruise and Pershing mssiles as
a weakeni ng of extended deterrence.

In sonme respects nuclear issues went to the core of the
Al'liance. Although they had a sonmewhat abstract theol ogical
quality, Iike nost theology they also involved trust and
faith. When confidence in United States | eadership was high,
strategi c controversies were relatively muted; when
confidence was low, this was manifested either in doubts over
the validity of extended deterrence or concerns that the
United States was too cavalier about nucl ear weapons. The
synbol i sm of the nucl ear debate both reflected and refracted
underlying political realities. Nuclear strategy, although a
serious issue inits ow right, also becane the nmeans whereby
underlying political differences between the United States
and Gernmany could be ventilated, w thout doing irreparable
harmto the Alliance.

Integral to the argunents over strategy were differences over
the Soviet threat. The United States had a nore serious
assessnment of the Soviet Union than did West Germany and the
ot her Europeans. This stemmed partly from greater
preoccupation with ideology but also froma sonewhat

mechani stic approach in which the state of the strategic

nucl ear bal ance was regarded by Washi ngton as determ ning the
i kel i hood of conventional aggression. The major assunption
was that stability or parity at the strategic | evel would
neutralize United States deterrence and thereby tenpt Mbscow
to exploit its conventional superiority. This logic, which
initially underlay NSC-68, was revived during the Kennedy
Adm ni stration and cane to the fore once again in the late
1970s and early 1980s in response to nuclear parity. 1In
Germany, the threat was assessed rather nore in political
terms, particularly after Bonn adopted its Ostpolitik in the



| ate 1960s. Initially this coincided with the United States
détente policy, and did not lead to acrinony. As the United
States in the early 1980s rejected détente, however, this
pl aced enornous strain on Gernan-Anerican rel ations.

Part of the difference reflected Washi ngton's enphasis on the
gl obal reach of the Soviet Union and the German focus on the
Eur opean continent. Part of it, however, stenmed fromthe
fact that Bonn was rather nore consistent in its approach and
did not suffer the swings of nbod and policy that seened to
characterize the United States as it abandoned its
unreal i stic expectations and unwarranted euphoria about
détente and concluded that it had been betrayed by Sovi et
duplicity. Bonn, in contrast, had nore realistic
expectations, but continued to believe that encouraging

noder ate Sovi et behavior renai ned crucial. This was to be
achi eved t hrough the mai ntenance of econom c |inks. |ndeed,
in the early 1980s Gernman Foreign M nister CGenscher
articulated a case for continued econoni ¢ exchanges with
Moscow t hat was very rem niscent of the argunents enunci ated
by the Ni xon Administration a decade earlier. They were
rejected by the Reagan Adm nistration, however, on the
grounds that the best way to deal with the Soviet Union was
through a m xture of puni shnment and denial. Consequently, the
early 1980s was a period of considerable acrinony in Atlantic
rel ati ons. The Reagan Admi nistration felt that it had been

| et down by allies who had not provided Washi ngton with an
appropriate | evel of support in response to events in

Af ghani stan, Iran and Pol and. For their part, the Germans
wer e skeptical about United States policies that appeared to
be based on a revival of anti-comruni st ideology rather than
a sober appraisal of Soviet behavior. The argunents revol ved
around the w sdom of goi ng ahead with the Siberian gas
pipeline. The United States clainmed that this would lead to
ener gy dependence on the Soviet Union and open Wstern Europe
up to energy blackmail. Germany and the ot her Wst European
nations rejected these clains.



United States dissatisfaction with allied policies towards
Moscow rei nforced some of the ol der concerns over burden-
sharing. Fromthe 1960s onwards nmany nenbers of Congress in
particul ar believed that the European allies were not bearing
a fair share of the common burden of defense. As such
concerns intensified, the resentnment was directed mainly at

t he Federal Republic which was the wealthiest of the allies
yet was not spendi ng noney on defense commensurate with its
econoni c prosperity. At tinmes, the Al liance appeared to be
suffering froma fundanental crisis of confidence on both
sides of the Atlantic. In the early 1980s issues were
transforned into tests of loyalty for the Europeans and tests
of wi sdom and statesnmanship for the United States. Yet NATO -
and within it the bilateral United States-Wst Gernman
relationship - was able to survive these tensions, as it had
been able to survive earlier periods of strain. The main
reason was the recognition in both Western Europe and the
United States that the Alliance had to be maintained. Even if
the Soviet Union did not pose the kind of threat that the
Reagan Adm ni stration believed, Europeans recogni zed that the
countervailing power of the United States mlitary presence
remai ned essential. Nowhere was this nore true than in Bonn.
And from Washi ngton's perspective, the contai nnent policy had
to be maintained in spite of dissatisfaction with the allies.
Thi s fundanental common interest had sonewhat paradoxica
consequences for the trans-Atlantic rel ationship.

In the first place, because the franmework was so inportant
and the common interest in containing power was SO
fundanmental it permtted differences to be aired wthout
erodi ng the foundations of the Alliance. The very solidity of
NATO made it possible to have intense argunents over policy,
strategy, burden-sharing and responsibility sharing. There
was a resilience and robustness to the Alliance that
transcended both public squabbling and private di sagreenent
over particular issues. Yet there was al so a sense of the



limts of conflict - not |east because if disputes reached
the point of public and elite disaffection then rationa

cal cul ation m ght be outwei ghed by political or enpbtiona
consi derations. The possibility that the United States woul d
be less willing to maintain its commtnent to European
security was constantly in the background. Congressiona
pressure to reduce Anerican forces deployed in Wstern Europe
was seen as a serious problemin the |ate 1960s and early
1970s; the possibility of a resurgence acted as sobering
factor thereafter. This gave the United States a major
advantage in the trans-Atlantic bargaining that was a
constant feature of the Alliance. It neant that, in the fina
anal ysi s, Washi ngton woul d al ways get nuch of what it wanted,
if not all. There were established patterns of |eadership and
"foll owership” in the Alliance. Even when the allies did not
follow as fast or as far as the United States wanted, they
ultimately recogni zed the need to respond to United States
desires and preferences. Strategic dependence had its costs,
but these were outwei ghed by the benefits of Anerican
protection.

This was particularly obvious on issues that were of direct
inmport to the Alliance and connected directly to European
security. Questions of strategy and force posture
occasionally proved divisive but were ultinmately resolved in
a way that was acceptable on both sides of the Atlantic.
There were other issues, however, that were outside the
formal responsibility of the Atlantic Alliance in which the
United States wanted nore support than it obtained. There
wer e i nescapabl e differences of perspective between the
United States as a gl obal superpower and a Gernan ally with a
much narrower set of responsibilities and a nore constricted
range of vision. This was evident in a series of episodes in
whi ch the common interest of countering the direct Soviet
threat was not at the forefront. These epi sodes are inportant
bot h because they hel ped to shape attitudes and expectations
that are still evident, and because the | ow salience of the



overriding threat provided a foretaste of the situation that
confronts Bonn and WAshi ngton as they respond to current
chal | enges outside NATO s fornal area of responsibility.

2.2 Differences on Qut-of-Area |ssues

2.2.1 The German-Brazil Nucl ear Dea

One of the issues the caused tension between Washi ngton and
Bonn in the 1970s concerned the proliferation of nuclear
weapons. The non-proliferation regine had three major
conmponents: denial of sensitive materials and technol ogies

t hrough export restrictions; control of nuclear facilities
via their systematic nonitoring by the International Atomc
Ener gy Agency; and reassurance to non-nucl ear states through
bilateral and nultilateral guarantees. The United States | ed
the collective effort to maintain this regime. Washi ngton
identified the problem set the contours of an internationa
strategy, pressed for conpliance with the reginme's codes of
conduct, and drew attention to prospective proliferators and
| apses in enforcenment of export rules. A noteworthy exanple
was the response to the proliferation risk represented by the
commercial use of plutonium a risk highlighted by the Indian
nucl ear explosion in 1974. Wth critical reprocessing
technol ogi es beginning to enter the comercial market place,
the Carter Adm nistration in 1977 | aunched an energetic
canmpaign to tighten controls on weapons rel evant technol ogi es
and to restrict the use of plutoniumin civilian reactors.
The Adm ni stration enbarked on an exercise in politica
education with itself as the tutor. Sharp differences with
allies soon energed, however, over what appeared to others as
an effort to restrict legitimte nucl ear comrerce.

One of the transactions at the heart of the grow ng
controversy was Germany's w de-rangi ng deal to supply



enri chment and ot her technologies to Brazil, a deal that
underlined the loss of the United States' ability to contro
the scope and terns of nucl ear exchanges. The Bonn gover nnent
was divided over the response to the American canpai gn. On
the one hand, the Foreign Mnistry | eaned towards cooperation
with the United States. On the other, the Science and
Technology Mnistry was allied with the Finance Mnistry in
support of an aggressive nucl ear sales program The frantic
bi | ateral diplomacy that ensued produced nore di ssonance than
di al ogue and created resentnent in both capitals. Despite
intensified Anerican pressure, Chancellor Hel mut Schm dt was
unwi I ling to accommbdate the United States. The decision to
go ahead with the exports to Brazil was officially announced
the sane day that Carter made his much-publicized statenent
on the nounting dangers of proliferation. Soon thereafter,
Bonn also initiated a four-year energy research program
focusi ng on plutoniumrecycling and devel opnent of the
urani um fuel ed breeder reactor, underscoring the differences
bet ween Gernany and the U. S

If the Carter Administration was maladroit in its canpaign to
force cancellation of the German-Brazil nuclear deal, Bonn's
apparent insensitivity to the dangers of proliferation

i nherent in the transfer of technol ogies for producing
fissile materials, also contributed to a dial ogue of the
deaf. The two governnents had divergent attitudes and very
di fferent ways of defining the problem- rooted in their
different locations with reference to the proliferation

i ssue. The United States saw itself as the custodian of the
worl d's non-proliferation regine - and acted accordingly.
Washi ngton's tutelary position as gl obal superpower neant
that it, nore than any other state, would have to deal with
t he consequences of proliferation. Fromthis perspective,

Ger man behavi or appeared to put parochial comerci al

consi derations ahead of security concerns, and conveni ence
before responsibility. It was seen as synptonmatic of a nore
generalized attitude anong the United States' European



allies, a tendency to take for granted Anerican policing of
gl obal troubl e-spots while underval uing the costs and
difficulty of doing so.

Bonn, in contrast, saw the Carter Adm nistration arrogating
to itself unjustified prerogatives in determning the West's
interests. Washington's failure to consult fully before
declaring a public position that reversed existing
under st andi ngs was deened an abuse of American | eadership
prerogatives. Disregard for German conmmercial credibility,
and its investnent in a massive donestic program reflected
Washi ngton's penchant for crusades that cast allies in the
rol e of obedient followers. Neither American judgnent nor

di pl omatic skill was judged worthy of such deference. This
pattern woul d re-energe on other issues.

2.2.2 The 1987 Naval Task Force in the Persian Culf

Anmerican-Cerman frictions that devel oped over the Western
response to the Kuwaiti request for "reflagging" of its oi
tankers during the later stages of the Iran-Iraq War
reflected disparities in regional security roles outside

Eur ope; and di vergent perspectives on the m x of coercive and
di pl omatic nmeasures to be taken in response.

The Reagan Admi nistration, after intense debate, responded
positively to the Kuwaiti request to protect its oil tanker
fl eet against attack by Iran. In late spring and early sumrer
1987, Washi ngton sought to elicit the participation of its
NATO al lies - and was unsuccessful. The Europeans were coo
toward the escort operation and at pains to foll ow an

i ndependent cour se.

The European allies did not wish to see their interests
becone hostage to the enotionalismthat too often, they
t hought, colored official Washington actions with regard to
Iran, an enotionalismfed by deep public passions. The



Irangate affair strengthened the inpression of an

adm ni stration given to i npetuous acts and unable to nmaintain
a sense of balance in dealings with the Ayatollah's regine.
Such concerns were reinforced by other devel opnents. The
attack on Libya in 1986 was seen as reflecting a foreign
policy style that was instinctively unilateralist, and given
to hasty judgnents and unconsi dered actions. Al this
contributed to a distinct |ack of confidence in U S.

| eader shi p and evoked serious doubts that Washi ngton
possessed the constancy and restraint necessary for the
sensitive task of protecting Western interests in the Gulf
while facilitating the quest for an end to the Iraqg-Iran War.

This was the backdrop agai nst which West European governnents
at first declined Washington's request to participate in the
reflaggi ng enterprise. Nonetheless, a drastic turnaround in
allied attitudes occurred in md-August as the situation in
the region deteriorated and Saudi Arabia appeared to be a
target of Iran's revolutionary | eadership. Fresh appeals were
made by Washington for allied help, mnesweepers in
particul ar. By m d-August, five European governnents agreed
to participate in a |loosely organi zed escort operation. In
addition to the British and French naval forces already in
the area, m nesweepers and support vessels were dispatched by
Italy, the Netherlands and Bel gium Wst Gernmany assisted in
the effort by redepl oying sone of its naval assets to
conpensate for the transfer of allied ships fromthe North
Atlantic and Mediterranean.

In a significant diplomatic adjunct to the "flaggi ng"

epi sode, the Iranian governnent made its first conciliatory
gesture toward a U. S.-sponsored United Nations peace
initiative via Bonn. Security Council Resolution 598 called
for withdrawal of all forces to internationally recognized
boundaries and a total cease-fire. In early Septenber, the
Deputy Foreign Mnister of Iran passed a nessage to Foreign
M ni ster Hans-Dietrich Genscher that Iran wanted to avoid



escal ation of the war and further conflict with the United
States in the Gulf. That was the first step in a |ong
process, spurred along by the shifting fortunes of war to
I ran's di sadvant age.

The naval engagenent in the Gulf represented the nost
noteworthy projection of mlitary force by the Western allies
in an out of area situation since the Korean War. As such, it
f oreshadowed the increnental globalization of European
security policy as conpanion to greater burden-sharing within
the alliance. As it becane nore apparent that future
conflicts touching on Western interests were |likely to be
outside NATO s traditional area of responsibility, the
question of the ternms and conditions under which the Western
powers m ght engage thensel ves denanded cl oser attention. The
Kuwai ti refl aggi ng epi sode prefigured future challenges while
hi ghli ghting the obstacles to fashioning and inpl enmenting
joint strategies.

The epi sode occurred at a tinme when attention was begi nni ng
to be paid to a shifting distribution of roles between the
United States and its European allies. Against a background
of a dimnishing Soviet threat and the grow ng economc
strength of Western Europe, these events pronpted European
governnments to consider the desirability of a nore equa
partnership with Washi ngton that all owed them wi der
prerogatives of initiation and decision. In this respect, the
naval task force episode anticipated what alliance policy
maki ng woul d ook like in a world where the European allies
woul d no | onger defer automatically to Anmerican | eadership
and woul d seek to etch nore i ndependent diplomatic
personalities.

These trends, evident in 1987, were accel erated by the
col | apse of conmunismin Eastern Europe two years later. The
crisis initiated by Saddam Hussein's seizure of Kuwait in
1990 highlighted the practical challenge of devising truly



mul til ateral diplonmacy appropriate to a nore egalitarian
allied partnership.

2.2.3 The @l f War

The crisis over Kuwait accentuated the issues of alliance
di vi sion of |abor and collective diplonacy that had surfaced
in 1987. It occurred at a historical seam between the Cold
War and the post-Cold War era, a tine when the Wst was
attenpting to redefine its security interests as the Sovi et
threat rapidly receded. Europe, engaged in drafting the
conmpact for political union, was sensitive to its future

i nfluence on the international stage and the terns of
cooperation with the United States. Although Germany was

wi dely viewed as the potential |eader of the European
Community (EC), its aptitude for assum ng that role was put
to a severe test in the Gulf.

I ndeed, the Gulf crisis was a stress test for the Western
Al'liance and its individual nenbers - one that provided a
graphi c display of strengths, weaknesses and points of
strain. The crisis reveal ed notable el ements of concert and
equal ly significant elenents of tension. Comng at a tinme of
reform and renovati on of security structures, the crisis
reveal ed that a stable new equilibrium point had yet to be
reached. Even so, it was a defining event in two senses. It
put in relief distinctive features of the internal dynanics
of the Atlantic Alliance at a historic juncture inits

evol uti on, above all the continued reliance on directive

| eadership by the United States. Mreover, the | essons that
were being drawn fromthe experience hel ped shape, wittingly
or unwittingly, the conduct of allied affairs el sewhere: both
in the specific case of Yugoslavia and across the range of
common security and political concerns. In pressing against
the limts of their cooperation, the United States and its
partners opened for exam nation the terns of their

col | aborative rel ationship. New |light was cast on both



attitudes and capabilities that were at the heart of what the
alliance was, what it could becone, and how t he evol ution
shoul d be nanaged.

The United States performance in the Gulf confornmed closely
to the postwar nodel of dom nating | eadership. The allies

al so reverted to type, exhibiting continued habits of
dependence on Anerican direction. If the Bush Adm nistration
saf eguarded its presuned prerogatives of unilateral decision
maki ng, nost allied governnments deferred to Washi ngton, while
France played off the American |lead to pursue its own agenda.
Only with regard to the unprecedented cost-sharing
arrangenents with Germany and Japan was there a noteworthy
departure from past practices. The controversy over these
"mercenary" paynments was synptonmatic of the grow ng
incongruities in an alliance whose standard operating
procedures no |l onger matched either the relative capabilities
of nmenbers or their range of interests.

For all practical purposes, Germany, one of Washi ngton's nost
i mportant allies, was a non-pl ayer throughout the Gulf
crisis. Bonn provided no nmlitary forces and nade no
significant diplomatic contribution. Even its considerable
financial contribution was extracted rather than voluntary.
The funds al so cane with conditions and were |ater qualified
i n anmobunt am dst qui bbling over exchange rates and the
accounting of the costs incurred by the United States.

Even wi t hout these additional sources of contention, the
arrangenent that permtted the Germans to pay for the United
States and others to fight on behalf of commobn interests in
the Gulf could not fail to produce nmutual recrimnation. The
arrangenent relieved Bonn of the need to think through what
its stakes were and what it was prepared to invest in
protecting them It also put the United States in the

unedi fying position of passing the tin cup while stil



playing its accustomed role as protector and |eader. In these
ci rcunstances, recrimnati on and resentnent were unavoi dabl e.

Germany's participation in the European Community's efforts
to forge a comon policy toward the Gulf crisis did nothing
the resolve Bonn's dilemmas - |argely because the EC was
unable to reach a distinct position, opting instead to
acqui esce in Anerican | eadership. This self-marginalization
by the Conmunity relieved pressure on Germany to pronounce
its own position on the critical choices posed by Iraq's
aggressi on. Mreover, physical disengagenent fromthe
mlitary coalition permtted parochial attitudes and concerns
to acquire undue prom nence. The Kohl governnent took an

i nstrument al approach, enphasi zing both the financia
contribution and the substantial |ogistic support provided
for the redeploynment of United States arny units from Ger many
to the Gulf. Wiile this support was appropriate to peculiar
German circunstances, the paucity of clear declarations of
support for partners engaged in a perilous enterprise to
protect comon interests and principles of internationa
order created a poor inpression in Washington. It appeared
that a newy reunified Germany was too preoccupied with its
own affairs to appreciate the trials of allies or to
recogni ze the obligation to bolster them

2.3 Inplications

This anal ysis highlights several features of the past Gernman-
Anerican strategic relationship that have inplications for
their post-Cold War col |l aborati on.

(1) There has been a marked disparity in the scope of
per cei ved security responsibilities and obligations. The
United States characteristically acts as inplicit
custodi an of world order and as guardi an of Wstern
interests. It consequently has been sensitive to

devel opnents that carry even a nodest danger to those



interests. This low threshold of threat perception

mani fests itself both in the geographic range of American

anxi ous concern and an instinctive tendency to view the
worl d through a gl ass darkly.

Germany has taken a nore restricted view of its interests

and responsibilities. Bonn has concentrated its attention

on security in Europe and on those political devel opnents

that could threaten it directly. Conditions el sewhere
have either been devalued or left to the responsibility
of others. Consequently, Germany typically has exhibited
a lower level of anxiety, and a higher threshold of
threat perception, than the United States. As a
corollary, those matters on the periphery of Gernman

interest and attention have |less saliency in Bonn than in

Washi ngt on.

(2) The United States has been inclined to take a nore
activist approach to issues identified as problens or
threats. Washington has followed the axiomthat it is
W se to take preenptive neasures where danger portends,
to act decisively, and to apply whatever neans -
including mlitary force - the threat requires. The
Ger man approach, however, has been characterized by
caution rather than decisiveness. Premature action is
sonething to be avoi ded, and accombdati on, not
confrontation, is judged the nost productive way to
handl e di sput es.

(3) The United States has tended to see relations with
other states as seamess. It believes that a segnental
approach to foreign relations is ultimately unworkabl e.
This logic applies to allies as well as prospective

ant agoni sts. Fromthis perspective, conmercial dealings
shoul d be placed in a wider political context; human



rights issues made part of diplomatic interchange; and a
government's internal policies taken into account in
fashioning relations. Germany, in contrast, holds to the
vi ew that econonic relations should not be governed by
the terms of political relations. Indeed, the cultivation
of commercial and financial ties is often seen as an
effective way to induce favorable change in the outl ook
and behavi or of a foreign governnent. At the sane tine,
the inplied tol erance for deviations fromthe desired
norns of denocratic governance and peaceabl e intercourse
anong states is differentiated by region. German policy
is nore sensitive to the internal characteristic of
governments with whomit treats in Europe than it is

el sewhere in the world. This partially bifurcated focus
confornms to a foreign policy outl ook whose scope has been
geographically limted.

Al t hough these differences in outlook and phil osophy have
provoked di pl omati c confrontati ons between Washi ngton and
Bonn, such cl ashes were nore subdued than those that

punct uat ed Franco- American rel ati ons. For Germany,

mai nt ai ni ng the framework of conmon security was paranount
even if it meant accepting a subordinate status vis-a-vis the
United States. Gernmany's postwar trauma and Col d War

exi gencies conbined with the Alliance's tacit division of

| abor that assigned the United States the lead role in

addr essi ng out-of -area problens. The wide disparity in
resources confirmed Anmerican primacy and set limts to German
opposition to American preferences. Strategic divergence was
tolerable only within carefully circunscribed boundari es;
strategi c divorce was sinply unthinkabl e.

These conditions are already being nodified. A unified
Germany is gradually asserting the prerogatives of an

i ndependent foreign policy across the span of European issues
whi ch have energed in the wake of Communi sms col |l apse. The
United States' attentiveness to continental politica



devel opnents has lost its concentrated focus. Anbival ent as
to the extent of engagenent in European affairs, Washington
is showi ng greater readiness to devolve responsibilities onto
what it hopes will be a politically conpetent European Union.
A nore egalitarian set of trans-Atlantic relationships is
evol ving as tasks of collective political nmanagenent
supersede mlitary defense at the top of the Wstern
security agenda and U.S. mlitary assets appear |ess

i mportant.

The conbi ned effect of these changes is to give Bonn nore
roomto affirma distinct diplonmacy and to di m nish

Washi ngton's will or ability to set the terns of the Gernman-
Aneri can partnership. The new bal ance of responsibility and
initiative that is being struck could have the effect of
narrowi ng the differences in approach and outl ook apparent in
attitudes toward the type of sub-strategic out of area

probl enms noted above. Wether this will occur, however,
depends on the extent to which Bonn and Washi ngton conti nue
to play the distinctive roles each had during the Cold War
period. Then, there was nutual acceptance of respective
roles as senior and junior partners in their bilatera
relationship, with Gernmany acting as a relatively reticent
regi onal power deferring to Anerican | eadership as a gl oba
superpower. Now, the Cinton adm nistration is encouraging
Germany to accept an expanded conception of its international
responsi bilities cormmensurate with its weight, and to | oosen
the restraints that have shackl ed German foreign policy.

President Cinton's enthusiastic reaction to the July 1994
ruling of the German constitutional court on the legality
of depl oying troops on m ssions beyond the NATO area is

i ndi cative of the Anmerican conviction that a nore activi st
German role in world affairs serves the two countries' comon
interests. |ndeed, by holding out the prospect of a German-
Anmeri can special relationship - especially in addressing the
chal I enge of stabilizing Eastern Europe - the President



inmplicitly has of fered Chancell or Kohl a revision of their
partnership on terns of near equality. At the sane tine,
Chancel | or Kohl has shown evi dent uneasi ness at being
pronoted as the United States' nmin partner in Europe, nuch
| ess as a pernmanent participant in the UNs farflung
peacekeepi ng operations. The two allies' future relationship
will not be symmetrical, however nmuch it differs fromthe
past. Each likely will continue to exhibit traits that
reflect inportant differences in both historical experience
and their current status in the world. Moreover, the
fluidity of present circunstances, and the absence of

i mredi ate threats, suggest that national perspectives and
style will be influential in shaping foreign policy.
Therefore, Germany and the United States often will find

t hemsel ves on di vergent tracks - especially on issues and in
areas that are on the margi ns of each governnent's centra
concerns yet are inportant enough to elicit an identifiable
line of policy. These national perspectives and approaches
are the subject of chapter three.

3. Current National Perspectives

This chapter explores the different national styles and
perspectives of Germany and the United States on out-of -
region scenarios. It also | ooks at how these national styles
are likely to inpinge on the devel opnent of policy towards
third regions.

3.1 Gernmany

Germany's approach to the United States and to third regions
cannot be understood wi thout reference to the Gernan
situation during the Cold War, and to the changes - and
continuities - in this situation since the Cold War ended.



During the post-war period, Germany devel oped from a def eat ed
country into an export-oriented econom c superpower. It had
few sharply defined security interests beyond self defense
within the alliance. Al of Germany's international political
initiatives were fully integrated into the Western alliance
framework, and later into the enmerging CSCE and the United
Nations. Initially, security policy integration was not a
choi ce, but a necessity for Gernmany. The Western allies
needed the German mlitary potential to contain the threat
fromthe East; yet, they wanted to ensure that this potenti al
woul d not once again be used to further nationali st
anbitions. Increasingly, however, both the German public and
its policymakers came to appreciate this |limted approach to
i nternational security as beneficial. Slowy, political and
econonmi c integration becane a goal in itself. Hence, at the
end of the Cold War, West CGernmany's foreign and security
policy was nmarked by a strong preference for political and
econonmi c integration, a deference to nmultilateral consensus
bui l ding (as opposed to the fornulation and inpl enentation of
national security interests), a disdain for "power politics"”
and the use of mlitary force for solving internationa

probl enms, and a self-perception as a mature "civilian
power"', Wiile its diplomatic and nmilitary anbitions were
nodest, Gernmany aggressively pursued econom ¢ opportunities
abr oad.

In the climate of the Cold War, this approach to

i nternational security served Gernmany well. It provided

consi derabl e | eeway for the pursuit of international econom c
relations. In any case, Germany was rarely called upon to
play a bigger mlitary or political role outside of NATO In
those cases where the United States did expect out of area
comm tnents, Gernmany could often fall back behind the
consensus of its European allies that NATO had no busi ness

! On the concept of a civilian power see Hanns W. Maull, "Germany and Japan: The New Civilian

Powers" in Foreign Affairs, vol. 79 (5), Winter 1990/91, pp. 91-106.



outside the treaty area. Wen the United States becane
exasperated with the reluctance of its NATO allies to support
out of area operations, it usually did not single out Germany
inits criticism

Thr oughout the Cold War, Germany's approach to internationa
econonmic relations and technol ogy transfer did not |ink
political behavior with granting econom c cooperation. It had
cl ose economc relations with such "Pariah" states as Libya
and lran. This "segnented" approach |led to frequent clashes
with the United States. As described above, the United States
as the senior partner in this relationship did not always
gai n the upper hand. The German governnent could rightly
assunme that the core security relationship with the United
States - defense within the alliance - was too inportant for
both sides to be seriously affected by such di sagreenents.
Thus, Germany could preserve its core security interest -
self defense with a U S. guarantee - while insisting on its
"apolitical™ approach to econom c rel ations and technol ogy
transfer.

German unification changed the paranmeters of this

rel ati onshi p. Germany shed the remmants of post-World War |
restrictions on its foreign policy. It becane by far the

bi ggest and economically nost powerful country in Western and
Central Europe. At the sane tine, the rel axed security

envi ronment seened to make Gernman reliance on alliance

def ense | ess necessary.

Many observers anticipated that Germany woul d qui ckly grow
into its new great power role. The strong U. S. support of
German unification was based on the prem se of President
Bush's phrase "Partners in Leadership”. |Indeed, German
political |eaders thensel ves expected no | ess. The very
process of unification seenmed to be a first exanple of a
changed CGermany, taking its international interests into its
own hands and pursuing them even against the will of some of



its European allies. However, it becane rapidly clear that
the changes in Germany's external environnent were not

mat ched by its donmestic attitudes and foreign policy
approaches. Continuity prevailed; U S. expectations of
Germany sharing in the gl obal managenent of conflict turned
out to be premature.

Thi s devel opnent first becane apparent in 1990, when Iraq

i nvaded Kuwait. The Iraqi aggression and the Wstern response
faced Germany with a dilema it had successfully avoi ded for
forty years: Facing up to the inplications of its limted
approach to security policy. The Gernman political |eadership
hesitated both in its active and declaratory support for the
US. -led operation to free Kuwait, at great cost for its
international credibility. The German public was concerned
about the war, but did not conclude that any Gernan
participation was called for. It seened as if forty years of

i nternational political abstinence paired with prosperity had
changed German attitudes and styles permanently. The | essons
fromthe Gulf War as well as the subsequent Yugoslav crisis

point to a nunber of features that prevail in the new
Ger many. *
First, Germany is still struggling to define a role in globa

affairs based on its national interests and on the avail abl e
nmeans to pursue these interests. Its strong tradition of
defining interests in institutional, non-national terns has
turned into an aversion to the nmere term"national interest”.

Second, while the German constitutional court has renoved the
percei ved | egal obstacles to using Bundeswehr troops under
the mandate of international organizations such as the United
Nati ons, Germany still has to denonstrate the political wll

: For a comprehensive analysis of German security policy after the Cold War see Wolfgang F. Schlor,

"German Security Policy", Adelphi Paper 277, (London: Brassey's for International Institute for
Strategic Studies June 1993).



to participate in other than humanitarian and dipl omatic

i nternational neasures. During the Cold War, Gernany was not
allowed to play a mlitary role outside NATO and
increasingly it did not want to. It codified this policy
choice with an interpretation of its constitution, banning
any mlitary role for the Gernman armed forces outside NATO
The July 1994 deci sion by the Bundesverfassungsgericht to
void this ban as it relates to UN-sponsored operati ons ended
an extended political squabble over |egalistic issues and
will help focus the German debate on the nore inportant
question of national interests and commtnent. However, it
remains to be shown that the German public has given up its
reluctance to support militarily risky ventures abroad.
Dramati c departures from previous Gernman policy are unlikely.
Early governnment statenents follow ng the court's decision
enphasi zed political continuity: German officials still rule
out mlitary involvenent in the former Yugoslavia, and

rej ected suggestions that Bundeswehr units should join French
troops in protecting a sanctuary for refugees in Ruanda.

I ndeed, given Germany's historical |egacy in many potentia
crisis spots in and around Europe, it might well be possible
that the legalistic argunent against using German troops will
now be replaced by a historical argunent. In addition, the
current crisis of the German arnmed forces and the |ack of
transportation and | ong-di stance |ogistical capability wl]l
make it difficult to back up political commtnents to

i nternational peacekeeping with mlitary neans.’

Third, the fornulation of a German security identity is
hanpered by a habitual search for institutional solutions for
political problens. European political and economnic

On the German debate over Bundeswehr use outside NATO before the Bundesverfassungsgericht
decision see Kurt Kissinger, "Bundeswehr out-of-area", Ridgway Viewpoints 10 (Pittsburgh, PA:
Matthew B. Ridgway Center for International Security Studies, University of Pittsburgh, 1993). On the
court ruling see "Auslandseinsétze der Bundeswehr verfaBungsgeméaB" in Frankfurter Allgemeine
Zeitung, July 13, 1994. On the Bundeswehr's capability to participate in UN peacekeeping missions see
"Kinkel und Scharping deuten das Bundeswehr-Urteil" in Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, July 14,
1994.



i ntegration was the policy of choice and necessity for post-
war Germany. Wiile the original inpulse of this policy is
still valid, this goal is increasingly used as a substitute
for clearly fornul ated national goals, especially in the
field of international security.

These three factors point to continuity in the patterns of
German policy towards the U.S. and third regi ons. However,
the results of sone of the very third-region policies that
have characterized Gernmany's Cold War approach are now agents
of change. In particular, a series of enbarrassing incidents
has uncovered the critical role of German conpanies in
suppl yi ng renegade states with equi pnent for the production
of chem cal and nucl ear weapons as well as ballistic

m ssiles, and the | ackadai sical enforcenment of weak export
control laws by the German government. Tel evision pictures of
Scud nmissile inpacts in Israel during the Persian Gulf Wr
have hei ghtened a sense that Germany can no |onger close its
eyes to the international security consequences of its
foreign economc policy. As a result, export contro

| egi sl ati on has been strengthened, along with enforcenent
agenci es.

| ndependent of this devel opnent, the German public and

pol i cymaekers have becone increasingly aware of the risks
associated with the proliferation of weapons of nass
destruction and unchecked arns exports. These threats are no
| onger overshadowed by the East-Wst confrontation, and,

i ndeed, have been conpounded by the breakup of the Sovi et

Uni on. A nunber of spectacul ar arrests involving uranium and
pl ut oni um snuggl ers in the sumrer of 1994 in Gernmany have
dramatically highlighted this concern. In the public

consci ousness, these threats are now firnly established as
directly affecting Gernman security.

It is inportant, however, to realize the limts of these new
i nfluences on German third-region policy. Germany has becone



nore reluctant to adopt a free-wheeling approach to

technol ogy transfer and arns exports and sees the potentia
threats to its own security that grow out of such an
approach. At the sanme time, Germany is still not willing to
make its econom c relations subordinate to politica
assessnents of countries as "renegades”. Short of an

i nternationally sanctioned econom ¢ enbargo, or donestic
public pressure, Germany will not cut its economic ties to a
country due to requests fromthe United States. Wiere it is
i nposing arns or trade enbargoes, as in the case of Turkey,
it does so for reasons of noral outrage, not in pursuit of
wel | -defined strategic interests. Gernmany is using positive
econonmi c neans to further its security interests, as in the
case of Russia. However, it is not using its arns export or
technol ogy transfer policy as a positive neans to further its
security interests.

Wiile there is only little convergence between Gernany and
the United States in their approaches to third regions, the
situation is different for the core security relationship.
Germany faces an uncertain security environnent. Wile the
Soviet threat is gone, and the | ast Russian troops have |eft
Germany, the West faces increasing difficulties intrying to
ensure stability within the fornmer Soviet Union. Germany, at
the former fault |ine between East and West, feels
particularly exposed to the potential instability fromthis
area. Cerman policymakers realize that, for the tinme being,
Eur ope al one cannot manage security inplications grow ng out
of an unstable forner Soviet Union. Thus, there remains a
strong desire to keep the United States involved in European
security. At the sane tine, there is also a fear that the

i ncentives that keep the United States in Europe are rapidly
shrinking. Hence, at the |east, Germany sees a need to de-
enphasi ze divergent policy issues between the two countries.
Moreover, there is broad bipartisan agreenent in Gernany on
thi s need.



German concern about the inplications of a U S. di sengagenent
from Europe is heightened by the donestic difficulties in
agreei ng on a coherent security policy. Despite the court
ruling on out of area activity in July 1994, these

di sagreenents still extend to the use of mlitary power
out si de of NATO, and thus directly affect U. S.-German
strategy on third regions. Conbi ned, these devel opnents nean
that Germany is likely to be accomodati ng when it cones to
avoi ding or nodifying policies that the U S. finds offensive,
but I ess flexible when the United States wants CGernmany to
beconme nore active in third-region issues, for exanple
through mlitary support.

3.2 United States

The chal |l enge that President Cinton has faced is to shape a
constructive, influential role for the United States in
Europe while it gradually relinqui shes sone powers of its
former tutelary | eadership. Conpared to its predecessor, the
Clinton adm nistration has a stronger desire to see the

Eur opeans assune a | arge share of comon responsibilities.
Candidate Cinton struck a thene that has becone a benchmark
for his admnistration's foreign policy: nultilateralism
shoul d be the hallmark of allied cooperation in the post-Cold
War era. He called for the "reapportioning of the burden of
col l ective security", urging that "we should | ook to our
alliances to take a nore active role in the defense of their
own regions.” As the President envisaged it, the US. role
should be "to tip the balance, . . . not to bear every

n 4

bur den"”.

But what does it nean 'to tip the balance ? Cearly,

President Cinton had in mnd sonmething other than the United
States playing the role of balancer in a classic
Staatspolitik gane of 'bal ance-of-power’'. Rather, the term

N Bill Clinton's Address to the Foreign Policy Association, New York City, April 1, 1992.



refers to the place of the United States in the councils of
the West, and in whatever collective projects it undertakes.
It presunes that the United States' contribution is
exceptional. That contribution is seen as valuable in
ensuring that the Alliance nakes sound, cogent decisions and
executes policies effectively, while maintaining Western
unity.

On what grounds might it be clainmed that the United States is
uni quely able to inprove the quality of decisions and their

i npl enent ati on? Above all, there is the conviction, wdely
hel d in Washington, that the United States' experience in
conducting a global strategy, while acting as | eader of the
West in its confrontation with communi sm backed by Soviet and
Chi nese power, endows it with a mastery of world affairs
unmat ched by its partners. As Senator Lugar is fond of

saying, "when it cones to |eadership, we're it". That
experience, it is believed, translates into superior

di scernnent as to the potential ramfications of a security
problemas well as how it intersects with concerns in other
regions or related political spheres. Washington therefore is
presuned to have acquired greater prescience as to the chain
of effects to be expected fromdiverse courses of action. In
sum the United States' tenure as a gl obal superpower is seen
as maki ng Washi ngton nore know edgeabl e and nore perceptive
that its allies.

In this formative period of adjustment to post-Cold War
circunst ances, the notion that the United States al one can
chart a course for the West serves as a conveni ent reference
mark for shaping a new Anerican security role. For it seens
to open the way for keeping a good neasure of American

i nfluence even as Anerican mlitary power dimnishes in

magni tude and - nore inportant - as an asset ensuring

Washi ngton a prom nent voice in Alliance councils. The
argument based on experience and perspective, rather than
power alone, justifies the United States exercising influence



whi |l e shedding part of the heavy mlitary and dipl omatic
burden it bore in the past. It holds out the prospect that
Washi ngton can cash the peace dividend and scale back its
overseas comm tments (thereby nollifying public and
Congressional opinion) while minimzing the | oss of influence
in places |like Europe that are of capital inportance to the
United States.

A rel ated advantage of stressing the value of Anmerican

i nsight and judgnent is that it does not presune that Anerica
always will be expected to take the lead in responding to
threats or in managi ng crises. As Yugosl avia has
denonstrated, the United States now follows the twin
principles of selectivity and political prudence in deciding
whether to commt itself mlitarily or diplomatically. At the
same time, it insists on a droit de regard on all matters of
consequence. That demand is easier to justify where there is
acceptance of the idea that American counsel is welconmed by
virtue of the breadth of the U S. outl ook and Washi ngton's
accumul ated wi sdom Such acceptance cannot be taken for

gr ant ed.

As a practical matter, Anerican admnistrations still find it
instinctively difficult to take a narrow approach to foreign
relations, i.e., one that permts the encapsul ation of issue
areas, the using of short time-frames for the definition of
probl enms, and the inplicit segregation of a country or a
region fromw der gl obal conditions. Correspondingly,

Washi ngton | ooks askance at what it judges as the parochially
self-interested behavior of its partners who are prepared to
cast a blind eye on the dangerous policies or obnoxious
political practices of regines that offer a tenpting
opportunity for lucrative econom c dealings. Indeed, there is
a generalized perception that there has been an inequitable
di vi si on-of -1 abor over the years whereby the United States

| ooks after the collective welfare as a matter of duty
(entailing risks, costs and the foregoing of possible



commerci al benefits) while the allies strike a bal ance for

t hensel ves on nore convenient terns. The latter's readiness
to do so is taken to be an unwel cone, but unavoi dabl e
outgrom h of their long-standing reliance on their Anerican
big brother for their security. This attitude survives
despite the evident propensity of the Cinton Adm nistration
itself to recogni ze the conveni ence of narrow y drawn
treatment of policy problens.

In the Cold War past, official Washington reactions to allied
parochi alism alternated between fatalistic acceptance and
sharp annoyance. Long periods of resigned tolerance for the
"free-riding and self-indul gent behavior of allies was

punct uat ed by bouts of outrage when Washi ngton thought its
partners' behavior was so egregious as to be irresponsible.
Thi s behavi or has been seen by United States officials as
conmpani on to policies and actions that left it up to the
United States to protect Western interests put at risk in
regional conflicts, the recurrent Mddle East wars nost

prom nent anong them Menories persist in Washington of the
refusal by sone Western European allies to allow the United
States to use nmilitary bases for supplying Israel with aid at
a critical nonment in the Yom Ki ppur War. They are etched al

t he deeper by the beggar-thy-nei ghbor policies foll owed
during the ensuing oil crisis triggered by the Arab enbargo
and the surge in petroleumprices on the world markets.

Inci dents such as the passive acqui escence in the physica

t akeover of the European Community mnisterial nmeeting in
Copenhagen in Decenber 1973 by officials from Arab
governnments or the willingness to sacrifice the Netherl ands
(by bl ocking the trans-shi pnent of refined oil products), in
a vain attenpt to placate oil-exporting Arab governnents that
had targeted the Netherlands for sanctions, stand out. These
incidents vividly portrayed for Washington the feckl essness
of allies. They left a lingering inpression that when it came
to |l ess-than-strategic security threats (especially outside



Europe), the United States shoul d expect nost of its allies,
nost of the tinme, to take the path of |east resistance.

Today, the United States governnment finds itself caught
between its gl obalist approach to international affairs, as
well as its instinctive activism and a waning ability or
inclination to assert itself in the accustonmed manner.

Rai sing the al arm about a troubling situation carries with it
the inplicit obligation to initiate preventive or renedial
action - action for which the country m ght no | onger be
prepared. In the case of Bosnia, those divergent inpul ses
opened an enbarrassing gap between a rhetoric that expressed
an intellectual judgnment about the significance of what was
occurring (and the need for nore forceful Wstern action) and
a policy position that expressed the new constraints on

Anmeri can actions. By contrast, on nuclear issues in
particular, and arns issues generally, there remains a strong
tendency for an Anerican administration to inpose its
traditionally gl obalist perspective, and to seek to set its
allies on a collective course to deal with them aggressively.
Its concerns about Iran's supposed nuclear arns anbitions is
a case in point.

The continuation of Anerican | eadership on nuclear issues
does have the inadvertent effect of conplicating the process
of cultivating a new division-of-Ilabor (or, sharing of
responsibilities) with allies. For it neans that nmultiple
signals are being sent eastwards across the Atlantic, signals
that have not been fully clarified and differentiated. On the
one hand, the United States wants Wstern Europe both to take
the lead in knitting bonds of solidarity with the forner
Communi st states of East Central Europe (with Gernmany playing
the key role) and to be in the forefront of preventive

di pl onmacy and cri si s- managenent where nationality conflicts
arise. On the other, it presunes the allies are either not
yet ready to contribute substantially to graver nucl ear
matters or are unnecessary for nmanagi ng such issues.



Under st andabl y, giving practical expression to new terns of
U. S. engagenent with its European allies has proven to be
dauntingly difficult. There are two principal reasons for
this. First, old habits of thinking and behavi or die hard:
Washi ngton fights shy of yielding its prerogatives of
precedence and final say over major allied actions even as it
calls upon its partners to show nore initiative and to assune
heavi er burdens. Its partners, for their part, talk bravely
of affirmng their own distinct personality on security
matters, yet are unable to unite in the here and now to
tackl e concrete problens (as witness their faltering
performance on Yugosl avia). These basic questions of Wstern
strategy and col |l aborative allied di plomacy have not been
directly and candidly addressed. The failure to do so has
left themto an intermttent dial ogue conducted nore by
pantom ne and unil ateral declaration than by collective

del i beration. Second, the nodes and nethods of a nore
egalitarian alliance have not been mastered; neither has the
politics of a truly nultilateral alliance whose governnents
are weak of will, and their electorates risk-averse.

Whet her and with what consequence these shortcom ngs of
multilateralismw thin the Alliance becone a manifest,
serious liability will be determ ned by three things:

(1) whether serious threats to Europe's post-Comruni st
political order stemm ng from Russian attenpts to reinpose
their dom nion over the ex-Soviet republics, above al
Ukraine, will materialize;

(2) the ability of the major Western partners to agree on a
strategi c consensus addressing political challenges in
Central and Eastern Europe; and

(3) whether a sound basis for sharing responsibilities seen
as equitable by governnments and public alike is established.



Accord between the United States and Germany is the sine qua
non for avoiding costly trans-Atlantic clashes over Alliance
formand policy. That truth is recognized in Washi ngt on as
wel | as Bonn. For senior Anerican policy-nakers - including
the President - it has becone axiomatic that devel oping a
trusting German- Anerican entente is the key to naking
Alliance multilateralismwork, and thereby to securing the
Anerican interest in and contribution to the construction of
post - Col d War Eur ope.

From t he American vantage-point, the key to a politically and
di plomatically viable partnership is tangi ble evidence that
its allies, above all Germany, are prepared to take on nmjor
responsibilities of the sort the United States has borne for
nearly half-a-century. Germany's disproportionate financial
contribution to the econom c devel opnent of the forner
Communi st states is recognized in official Washington; and so
too is Bonn's | eadership in chanpioning the U S. cause within
the EU Indeed, it is the dinton adm nistration's beli ef
that Bonn and WAshi ngton nmust work in tandemto achieve the
condi tions of continental peace and denocracy. As the
President pointedly declared during his state visit in July
1994: "The U. S. and Germany have a nore i mmedi ate and
tangi bl e concern with those issues, even than our friends in
Europe. Qur common partnership i s uni que because so nmany of

our challenges are just to Germany's East. | think anything
that can be done to enable Germany to fulfill the | eadership
responsibilities that it is plainly capable of fulfilling is

nb5

a positive thing.

This viewis widely shared in Washi ngton policy circles,
including in Congress. However, there clearly has been |ess
acknow edgnent of Germany's inpressive record in aid to the
East on Capitol Hill and in political circles generally.
There are two reasons for this negligence. One is a

5

Press Conference by President Clinton and Chancellor Kohl, Germany, July 11, 1994.



reluctance to focus on facts that point unconfortably to the
enbarrassi ng dearth of equival ent American assi stance. The
other is the pervasive tendency to give far nore weight to
mlitary conm tnments and engagenent of forces than to
econom ¢ contributions. For nost Anericans, the litnus test
of allied dedication to righting the perceived inbal ance of

| eader shi p, and of potential sacrifice, is whether the allies
step forward to take charge of the serious security problens.
In this latter respect, the Western European performance on
Yugosl avia confirmed American doubts about the aptitude of
allies for taking tinely action when the tough questions

ari se.

Germany's inmage i s doubly tarnished by the harsh judgnents
that Anericans pass on their allies' role in the Yugosl av
calamty. For one thing, it is included in the

undi fferenti ated condemmation of failed will and ineptitude.
For another, it highlights Bonn's abstention from direct

i nvol venent in crisis situations that carry the risk of arned
conbat. The American focus on the expanded role it wants and
expects for Germany, rather than on constraining

ci rcunstances, testifies to the unqualified judgnment that
Germany is now beyond its postwar 'probation' period. It
henceforth is to be treated as, and judged by the standard
applied to, other allies. Indeed, many already are raising
expectations on the presunption that Gernmany now is the
West' s standard-bearer in Europe. Now that the German
constitutional court has cleared away the perceived
constitutional barrier to the involvenent of the country's
armed forces in UN sponsored peacekeepi ng m ssions,
expectations of a strong German contribution to collective
security operations will rise even higher. The concomtant
is that U S. officials will be on the | ookout for signs of
German readi ness to take on duties for maintaining

i nternational order generally.



Germany therefore has assumed exceptional inportance in the
Anerican strategic vision at the sane tinme as Washi ngton has
ceased to distinguish it by reference to historica
circunstance. The United States is applying a utilitarian
standard i n considering whether Germany is fulfilling what
Washi ngt on postul ates as reasonabl e duties and obligations.
Bonn's enphasis on concerting its foreign policy with its EU
partners will not affect these appraisals in any fundanent al
way. The Cinton adm nistration expects Gernany to |lead - be
it in the European Union or outside it. Wile the President,
and his senior advisers, are supportive of the conmtnent to
a Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), they will judge
its value in pragmatic terns. They understand the | anguage of
practical acconplishnent, while remaining generally

unconpr ehendi ng of what is disparagingly called 'EC

nmet aphysi cs'. The key to winning the United State's active
support, as opposed to its tacit acceptance, of allied noves
towards a CFSP, is a denonstrated success in tackling a
chal | engi ng probl em and getting the job done.

By inplication, Germany's contribution to European security
will be appraised without regard to the institutions and
mechani sms t hrough which it chooses to act. Bonn may wel
find this American attitude disconcerting, if not downright
unfair - on a nunber of counts. CGernmany's unnatched
contribution in helping the fledgling denocracies of Eastern
Eur ope through financial aid, open markets and positive
exanple are inplicitly underval ued; while attention fastens
on its lower profile in the security domain. Germany shares
in the blanme distributed by Washington for the EU s failure
i n Yugoslavia (indeed the Gernman reluctance to take the | ead
- with the dubi ous exception of the ill-considered
recognition issue - is held against it); yet, US. officials
(rmuch I ess Congress) often seeminattentive to the conpl ex
process and intricate politics of EU construction that |eave
little roomfor assertive | eadership by any one nenber - even
its largest.



However justified these sentinents m ght be, Anericans wll
continue to hold high expectations for Gernmany as Western
Eur ope's strongest and potentially nost influential power.
Fromthis vantage point, the European Union is becom ng a

hi ndrance to clarifying future ternms of the German-American
strategic relationship. EU devel opnent in the long run could
|l ead to a nore stable, re-equilibrated trans-Atlantic
partnership. For the tinme being, though, the indetermnate
status of the union - and the attendant confusion over the
di stribution of responsibilities (and accountability) between
Brussel s and nenber capitals - offers ready excuses for
evadi ng the hard deci si ons.

The controversy over Western security architecture is a

rel ated factor that has added to the static in the |lines of
comuni cation between the United States and its European
allies. Disagreenent over the allocation of functions between
NATO and WEU EU has been an enervating distraction fromthe
overriding need to enhance the effectiveness of concerted
allied efforts to foster a post-Comruni st security system
Passi ons have now abated, and a nodus vivendi has been
reached - for the tine-being. However, it would be overly
optimstic to assune that issues of organizationa
jurisdiction and precedence have been resolved. The
Maastricht Treaty's provisions for a CFSP, reinforced by the
formal designation of the WEU as the European Union's defense
arm ensures that a concerted strategy by the West, and the
concerted diplomacy required to inplenent it, will have to
overconme the strains of having two decision centers.
Over |l appi ng nenber shi ps, and convergent purposes
notwi t hst andi ng, the very existence of the separate bodies

i ncreases the risks of Western irresolution and incoherence
when faced with a serious, possibly risky security problem
The m shandling of the Yugoslav crisis stands as an object
exanpl e of how the availability of multiple organizationa
vehi cl es can encourage prevarication and hesitation.



Avoiding that trap will be essential to Wstern cohesion
where there is a serious threat to continental security
arising from adverse devel opnents in Russia.

4. The New Cont ext

In the four and a half years since the Soviet enpire in
Eastern Europe began to break apart, Western governnents have
struggled to fashion a commopn strategy suited to novel
unsettl ed conditions. That chal |l enge has been nade all the
nore daunting by the succession of changes in the status and
political orientation of the | eadership in Moscow. Wthin
this short span of tine, it has passed through three distinct
phases:

(1) from Novenber 1989 until Decenber 1991, when the

bel eaguered M khai|l Gorbachev yi el ded progressively to the
freeing of the Soviet satellites while pursuing a course of
rapprochenent with the West and pragmatic donestic reform

(2) from Decenber 1991 to Decenber 1993, when the dissolution
of the USSR |l eft Boris Yeltsin as the head of a Russian
governnment commtted to liberal refornms and an acconmopdati ng,
self-effacing foreign policy while groping for |everage on
the nultiple constitutional, economc, and territorial crises
it faced; and

(3) the nost recent period, ushered in by the revival of
conservative and ultra-nationalistic political forces, which
is characterized by a nore assertive strategy ai med at
establishing Russia's sway within the donain of the S, a
nore i ndependent line in dealing with the West, and the
retreat of denocrats in the battle over who will shape the
country's political and econom c institutions.



This latest and, for the nbst part, unexpected transformation
in the political clinmate is forcing a reconsideration of
three prem ses that have underl ain Wstern thinking about
what was required to solidify a Europe "whole, free and at
peace with itself". The first was that a new chapter had
opened in the history of Russia's place in European affairs.
The country's affairs presunably were now on a track paralle
to, and in inportant respects convergent with, that of the
West. Moscow s conmitnent to constitutional denbcracy and a
mar ket econony held the prom se that a comty of outl ook
woul d be the natural expression of basic social realities;
therefore, diplomatic cooperation could go beyond expedi ent
cal culations of transitory interest. Two, Russia' s weakened
position, as well as its new orientation, would lead it to
prize good relations with the West; for the West al one could
provide critically needed assistance while affordi ng Russia
the respected place in continental affairs that nationa

sel f - est eem denanded. Consequently, Russia not only would
cease to be a threat to the independence and interests of its
nei ghbors, but would be a synpathetic participant - if not
full partner - in the historic project of building a stable
Eur opean order. Third, the Western nations enbarked on that
enterprise confident in the belief that their interests were
secure as never before in history. Indeed, the val ues they
espoused, and enbodi ed, were being proclained across the
conti nent.

By early 1994, each of these suppositions required anmendnent.
Russia's political future | ooked increasingly om nous. Wile
the eventual formof the country's governnental institutions
and | eadership is an open question, anti-denocratic forces
are clearly strengthened. That trend, discernible a scant few
years after the collapse of the Soviet regine, is a strong
rem nder of how i nhospitable to denocracy Russian soil is.

I nternal upheaval s have produced a noticeable shift in
Moscow s approach to its foreign relations. Cordial relations
with the West remain inportant, but that objective no |onger



overrides all other national interests. Those interests are
increasingly defined in traditional terns:

(1) restoring a Russian sphere of dom nant presence in the
territories that constitute the CIS - in Central Asia, the
Caucasus, and the European republics of Ukraine, Bel arus,
Mol dova;

(2) establishing a position of protector for Russian
communities in the "near abroad"” - including those in the
Baltic states;

(3) preventing Russia' s segregation fromthe rest of Europe
by the incorporation of its forner east central European
vassals into Western institutions of cooperation; and

(4) securing for itself the recognized status of a

conti nental power whose sel f-defined national interest nust
be taken into account on all matters of European security,
e.g., the former Yugosl avi a.

This shift in Russian foreign policy is forcing the Wst to
nodi fy what had becone the accustoned way of dealing with
Moscow. Russian deference to Western desires and an
accommodat i ng response to Western initiatives no | onger can
be taken for granted. The idea of "partnership” (with Russia
very much cast in the role of junior partner) has |ost nuch
of its credibility. Certainly, the West realistically cannot
count on cooperation as arising froma comty of underlying
i nterest and outl ook. Cooperation, when it proves possible,
wi | | depend on cal cul ati ons of marginal gain or advantage by
a Russian | eadership that nore and nore views externa
affairs through the prismof national interest. How parochia
or enlightened that conception of national interest will be
turns on donestic political conditions. As el sewhere, in any
concrete instance the definition of interest - and the
selecting of a course of action - will entail contingent



judgnments of costs, risks, and opportunities. Two things can
be said with sonme confidence: one, the disposition toward
narrower, nore self-centered formnul ati ons of Russian nationa
interests is becom ng nore pronounced; and two, the Yeltsin
governnment's latitude for exercising its independent judgnent
i's being seriously constrained by a hostile |egislature, a
self-willed mlitary | eadership, and a skeptical public
opi ni on.

The broad conclusion to be drawn fromthese circunstances is
that the West nust accept that its relationship with Russia
is neither of partnership nor hostility. Instead, Russia
shoul d be viewed as a large, proud nation that is still a
significant presence in European affairs - and, a nation
whose recent traunas have left it not quite reconciled with
its lost territories and status. Hence, it is acutely
sensitive to any perceived further affronts to its dignity,
and keen to restore a neasure of past influence. To maxim ze
the potential for cooperation that remains, and to avoid
rivalries that could |lead to alienation and conflict, the
Western allies need to nmaintain a sustained diplomacy at once
supportive of denocrats and firmin requiring Russian
observance of the codes of conduct to which it has

subscri bed. Creating as favorable a context as circunstances
permt will facilitate the handling of individual issues,
where classic diplomatic bargaining will be the norm

Success for the West in both achieving preferred terns of

di pl omatic transaction with Mdscow and keeping the

rel ati onship on the track of constructive engagenent, wll be
j eopardi zed by division anong the allies. To | eave

di fferences of interpretation and attitude unresolved, to be
uni nhi bited in undertaking solo diplomatic ventures, or to

al | ow parochi al outl ooks to shape thinking and policy, is to
dimnish the West's ability to influence the course of
Russi an behavior. It hanpers efforts to resolve touchy
problenms - such as Russia's relationship with Ukraine and the



Baltics. Disunity in the West not only undercuts the allies
own ability to bring their weight to bear on issues; it also
enbol dens the Russian | eadership to be nore adventuresone in
trying to restore Moscow s | ost prestige and influence. Unity
is difficult to achieve and mai ntain, however, under the

di ffuse conditions that have energed with the Cold War's

dem se. The disarray on display in Yugoslavia is synptomatic
of the Western allies' |oss of dedication and discipline in
contending with the intersecting challenges of establishing a
post - Conmruni st conti nental order and renovating their own

i nstitutional relationship.

A hal f century of unrelieved confrontation with a nortal foe
has I eft the West with a di chotonous conception of
international affairs: inplacable conflict or concord and

col |l aboration with am cable partners. The reorientation of
Russian foreign policy now in evidence is creating conditions
that match neither. Rather, they conformto what has been the
standard historical pattern of inter-state relations
characterized by the conplex interplay of elenents in a

vari egated field of action. Learning how to think and act in
such a setting will be retarded by debates over whether the
West should treat Russian | eadership |i ke Brezhnev or

Gor bachev/ Yeltsin circa 1992-93. Those intellectua

conveni ences, and the confusion they engender, will hobble a
West ern di pl omacy searching for a pace and a gait suited to
the terrain being traversed.

4.1 A Russian "Sphere of Influence”

The Yeltsin governnment's nost radical foreign policy
initiative has been to claima right to police the forner
territory of the USSR The principle that it fell within the
jurisdiction of Russia to intervene when and where it saw fit
is based on two prem ses. One is that Moscow has the inplicit
authority to protect its national interest in ensuring that
its security is not endangered in any way by instability and



viol ence on its borders - especially since the econonic,
denographic and political ties that are the | egacy of 200
years of union are ready transmitters of disorder into Russia
proper. The other, mutually supporting idea is that it serves
the broader interest of regional stability for Russia to be

t he benevol ent superintendent of its now i ndependent, forner
dom nions as they go through a turbulent transition period.

These twin justifications for considering the CIS as a
"chasse gardée” anount to the proclanmation of a nodern-day
Monroe doctrine transposed to a wi de swath of the Eurasian

| and mass. Like its Anmerican historical counterpart, the
doctrine conbi nes the Real politik notion of sphere of
influence with a righteous claimof greater politica
maturity. The latter points to the virtue of Russia
exercising a paternalistic guardi anship of unruly neighbors
who need the benefits of its tutelage and nentorship. The
fact that those central Asian, Caucasi an and eastern European
nei ghbors have chosen to free thenselves fromthe politica
uni on that had been inposed upon them by their now woul d- be
tutor is turned into two argunments for de facto Russian
suzerainty. First, Mdscow affirnms a legitimate interest in
how forner republics that harbor |arge Russian mnorities
treat them Second, their econom c assets have been so
closely integrated into the Russian econony as to make the
latter's well-being hostage to the unpredictable, potentially
"irresponsi bl e" behavior of untried, unstable governnents.

Moscow has sought to give itself international |egitimcy by
seeking fromthe CSCE a fornal nmandate to act as the
custodi an of political order within the CS In effect, this
woul d anmount to a second-order grant of authority fromthe
United Nations which, under Article 52 of its Charter, nakes
provi sion for regional collective security organizations
serving as agents of the world body when so approved by the
latter.



Recei pt of the CSCE s inprimatur in effect would put Russia
in a roughly anal ogous position to NATO s in performng as a
sub-contractor of the U N in Bosnia (or, the United States
service in Somalia as authorized by the Security Council and
under the nom nal supervision of the Secretary-Ceneral). In
practice, Russia has been | ess than shy about acting
unilaterally, and often clandestinely, to exert its influence
on, and to seek advantage from factional fighting in Georgia,
Tadj i ki stan and Mol dova (as well as Azerbaijan where Mdscow
has offered itself as a protector fromthe Arnenian assault
on Azerbaijani territory, and nediator of the dispute, while
mai ntaining a residual mlitary presence in Arnenia).

There are two noteworthy changes in the form of Russian
interference in the political affairs of former Soviet
republics since the political w nds began to shift in Mdscow
in Decenber. What had been de facto but deniable interference
is now proclainmed as a matter of right based on a broad
readi ng of Russia's inalienable national interest. In
addition, while a nandate fromthe international conmunity

still is sought publicly, the Yeltsin governnent has stated -
al beit with sone equivocation followed by | ater
"clarifications” - that it is prepared to act unilaterally

where necessary to protect Russian mnorities or to secure
its borders. The latter, in fact, is no nore than public

decl aration of what Russia has been doing in practice over
the past two years. Foreign Mnister Andrei Kozyrev, reputed
for his |iberal pro-Wstern views, sumred up prevailing
thinking in Moscow regardi ng the reintegration of the forner
Sovi et republics under Russian suzerainty, in frankly stating
that "Anyhow, everything will get back to its old place."® By
April 1994, Kozyrev's prognosis seened to have proven
correct. At a neeting in Mdscow, the other 11 nmenbers of the

° Quoted in Rossiyskaya Gazeta December 12, 1993. A more elliptical formulation of this view was

expressed by Andrej Kozyrev in " The Lagging Partnership" in Foreign Affairs, May/June 1994,
vol. 73, no. 3.



ClS agreed to two notable accords: one re-established an
‘econom c union' with Ukraine joining as an associate; the

ot her declared a readiness to have Russian troops jointly
police their external borders. The CIS | eaders further agreed
to the creation of an Interstate Economi c Conmmission to
oversee inplenmentation of the accords.’ At a subsequent
neeting of the Commonwealth's Collective Security Council in
July, a draft agreenent was prepared that envi saged
multifaceted mlitary cooperation ranging fromthe fornmation
of peacekeeping units to the integration of air defenses.

To date, few concrete steps have been taken to inpl enent
these accords. Wkraine's fear of being pulled too deeply,
too fast into the Russian orbit - despite the electora
victory of the nominally pro-Russian Leonid Kuchnma - is the
primary obstacle to reconstituting the CIS as a coherent
econoni ¢ and security asset. However, continuing pressure
from Moscow to wi n acceptance of its enhanced position as
nonitor of political behavior in CISis now a staple of this
situati on.

The West has contributed to this devel oping pattern of
Russi an "neo-inperialisnm by turning a blind eye to what has
been happening in the renoter corners of the CIS It has been
convenient to avoid contesting Russian actions for a numnber
of reasons:

(1) in the Central Asian republics, the Wst has tended to
see the rise of fundanentalist Islamc regines as nore
antithetical to its interests than the perpetuation, in new
garb, of the old Comruni st appar at chi ks;

(2) there has been no appetite to get involved, even
di plomatically, in the bloody CGeorgian civil war or Arnenian-
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Azeri war at a tine when the Western allies had all they
coul d handl e in the ex-Yugoslavia; and

(3) there was a desire not to do anything that could
enbarrass Boris Yeltsin or provide grist for the mlIl of his
nore rabid nationalist opponents - especially as the Wst was
unsure to what extent the nore blatant acts of intervention
had the President's approval rather than bei ng i ndependent
initiatives by | ocal commanders with or wi thout the prior
know edge of higher authority.

As a consequence, there has been no well-defined Western
strategy to inpose constraints on Russia as it nobves step by
step to inplenent its doctrine of hegenmony within the CS
That doctrine has crystallized into formal policy in a near

di pl omatic vacuum - at least until late 1993 when

i ncreasi ngly assertive Russian peace-keeping mssions in the
ClS crossed a threshold of anxious attention in Wstern
capitals. They were addressed primarily in the Rone neeting
of the CSCE Council at the end of Novenber. The body shel ved
a formal Russian request that it be mandated to act under
broad authority of the S (with the desired designation as a
sub-regi onal security organi zati on, necessary to deal wth
threats to peace and stability). Instead, the counci
reaffirmed its own authority over conflict prevention and
crisis managenent. It adopted statenments declaring that: "The
CSCE coul d consider, on a case-by-case basis and under
specific conditions, the setting-up of CSCE cooperative
arrangenents in order inter alia to ensure the role and
functions of a third party mlitary force in a conflict area
are consistent with CSCE principles and objectives. Mnisters
mandat ed the CSO and the Permanent Committee to el aborate
further conditions and necessary provisions for possible CSCE
arrangenents of this nature. In carrying out this task, they
will bear in mnd the proposals exam ned by the CSO and be
guided inter alia by the follow ng principles and

consi derations essential to the CSCE arrangenents as well as



to the activities of athird party mlitary force: Respect
for sovereignty and territorial integrity; consent of the
parties; inpartiality; nultinational character; clear
mandat e; transparency; integral link to a political process
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for conflict resolution; plan for orderly wthdrawal.

These expressions of concern over the troubling propensity of
Russia to neddle in the unsettled affairs of its C'S

nei ghbors have not produced serious attenpts to inpose

i nternational constraints on Russian actions. The West has
not pressed to establish a United Nations or CSCE authority
on Georgia or the Central Asian republics. In response to a
joint appeal from Georgian and Abkhazi an | eaders for a

depl oynent of a UN peace keeping force, Secretary Cenera
Boutros Boutros Chali at first could only take the request
under advisenent. In the absence of the political will to
tackle the issue, the diplomatic and financial resources have
been |l acking to send a nultinational force to operate in
parallel with the Russians.”’

The decision of the United Nations Security Council in July
1994 to authorize a Russian-|ed peacekeepi ng operation in
Abkhazi a anbunted to acqui escence in Mdscow s | ong-standi ng
demand that its forces be accorded that status. The United
Nati ons presence is so nodest - no other nation has

vol unteered troops - that it seens little nore than a
synbolic statenent of UN approval. Russia's action in
sealing off Abkhazia fromthe rest of Georgia, follow ng the
extraction of agreenment from President Schevernadze for the
extensive basing rights in the province, is widely seen as
f oreshadowi ng Abkhazi a's eventual absorption into Russia.
The West seens resigned to acquiescing in this de facto
annexati on.

’ CSCE. Decisions by the Rome Council Meeting, December 1, 1993.
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The United Nations also has taken formal note of the Azeri -
Arnmeni an conflict; but it has done nothing nore than
establish a nom nal presence in Nagorno-Karabakh. Through
these acts of om ssion, the Western powers have sent a signa
to Moscow of tacit acquiescence in the carving out of spheres
of influence in part of the old Soviet enpire. By so doing,
they run the risk of encouraging a nore nationalist m nded

| eadership in Moscow to bring pressure to bear on nore
sensitive states that form Russia's border with Europe: above
all, Wkraine and the Baltics.

Awakened fromtheir diplomatic slunber by the deteriorating
political situation in Mdscow, for a time the Western allies
began to send a sterner nessage to the effect that any
Russian attenpt to trespass on the political integrity of
those states woul d have serious repercussions. But success in
di ssuadi ng Russi a from backi ng separati st novenents in the
Crinmea or escalating the pressure on the Baltic governnents
will require a nore attentive, and better orchestrated
Western policies than has been apparent to date. The task of
reining in the mani fest Russian inpulse to exert its

i nfluence as a European great power with special interests
and privileges within the CI'S, and its borderl ands, has been
made nore difficult by the failure to establish codes of
conduct for Russia in Central Asia and the Caucasus.

The United States and Gernany have followed very simlar
courses in their approaches to Russia since 1991. Enphasis
has been placed on bolstering Boris Yeltsin and the
denocratic forces he has led. This strategy is grounded on
the firmjudgnent that denocracy in Russia is the key to

mai nt ai ni ng a constructive cooperative relationship, and

t hereby ensure the independence of the east central European
states within a stabl e European order. Both Bonn and

Washi ngt on have taken every opportunity to inprove President
Yeltsin's standing in the eyes of his own people. Most
recently, a synbolic threshold was crossed in nmaking hima de



facto nenber of the elite, now G 8 group. Chancellor Koh
was nost vigorous in pressing for this nove. It confornms to
a broader strategic assessnment that it is in the Wst's
interest to open Western cooperative institutions to al
Eastern Europeans, on sone basis or other.

Signs that this optimstic vision of Europe's future was
bei ng placed in jeopardy by political devel opnents in Mdscow
have pronpted a dual response in both Germany and the U. S.
One response has been reinvigorated efforts to enbrace M.
Yeltsin while simultaneously expanding and accel erating the
opening to the Eastern Europeans. The other has been to
elicit warnings fromBonn and Washi ngton that Russian
behavior in the CIS and the Baltics nust be above reproach.
Thei r audi ence has been the Russian | eadership, and their own
conpl acent constituents at hone. In Decenber 1993, Chancell or
Hel mut Kohl and Secretary of Defense WIlliam Perry took the
occasi on of the annual Minich conference on security to voice
their opposition to any Russian attenpt to create "spheres of
i nfluence or interest" beyond their borders.' Kohl underlined
his concern at recent Russian statenments suggesting a return
to a nationalistic foreign policy. "W all know that in
Russia there are deeply rooted fears of encirclenent and

he said. "NATO
nmust take these fears seriously ... if it wants to create a
wi de-ranging security order for the whole of Europe.” NATO s
policy was now aimed at "a real and stable partnership”. But,

isolation, and not only in mlitary circles,

Kohl added, "In return, we expect Russia to continue a
foreign policy marked by constructive participation in
solving international problens.” The Hel sinki Final Act
called for "unqualified respect for the sovereignty and
integrity of all nations" which "nust be adhered to
unequi vocal |y by Russia". "Above all, Russia nust foster
trust particularly anmong its neighbors through its own
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action. Thoughts of creating spheres of influence or interest
woul d not be conpatible with this.""

Perry acknow edged that it was natural for Russia to have an
interest in the well-being of Russian-speaking mnorities in
the former Soviet Union. But he warned: "If Russian forces
operate beyond Russia's borders, they nust do so in accord
with international law. Russia's legitinate concerns with
stability on its borders nust not be dealt with by relying on
the old Soviet practices of intimdation and dom nation, or
by underm ni ng the sovereignty and i ndependence of Russia's
nei ghbors, whether their independence is old or new. "* This
nessage was cl ouded, however, by the nore anbi guous
statenments of President Cinton during his visit to Russia in
January 1994. The joint conmuni qué issued at his summt
neeting with President Yeltsin appeared to accept tacitly
Moscow s benign view of its self-styled peacekeeping
activities in the CIS Indeed, in his broadcast address to the
Russi an people, President Clinton seened to give his

benedi ction to a Russian Monroe Doctrine in declaring that

"you will be involved in sone of these areas near you, just
like the United States has been involved in the |ast severa
years in Panama and G enada near our area."™ Against this

background, it was not surprising that Russian |eadership

di scounted Western calls for the observation of UN CSCE

rul es-of-the-road for their mlitary mssions in the near
abroad. Their judgnment was confirnmed when, in Septenber, the
Clinton adm nistration publicly gave its blessing to Russia's
acting as the arbitrator of conflicts in the Caucasian and
Central Asian republics, whether with a formal internationa
mandat e or not.*

Y Ibid.
2 Ibid.
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Uneasi ness about Russian intentions in both Bonn and

Washi ngton led to the judgnent that NATO should act swiftly
to i nplenent plans for the Partnership-for-Peace. Prevailing
thinking in both capitals is that such noves provide
reassurance to the forner satellite states while enneshing
Russia in an institutionalized relationship with the Wst
that will nodify and constrain its behavior. The latter

prem se seens questionable. It is not entirely clear that the
prospects of "donesticating"” Russian nationalismoutweigh the
ri sks of jeopardizing not only the cohesion of the Wstern
Al'liance but also its capacity for concerted diplonmatic
action. Pronpted by nounting fears in east central Europe,

t he Partnership-for-Peace addresses the situation in Central
Asi a and the Caucasus only obliquely. These regions still get
little direct attention. Yet they energe fromthe sane
strategi c context as east central Europe - even as they
differ in saliency of Western interests, politica

conditions, and | evel of recognition by the world comunity.
The issues posed are peculiar to each region while sharing
features that rai se questions as to whether there would be a
uni fied German- Anerican reaction to a crisis between an
overly assertive Russia and its uneasy immedi ate nei ghbors.

5. Russi a and Ukr ai ne

O all the issues likely to bedevil United States-Cernan
relations in the future, the nost serious concerns the

rel ati onshi p between Russia and Ukraine. A confrontation

bet ween Moscow and Ki ev woul d subj ect the Bonn-Washi ngton
connection to considerable strain and, under certain
conditions, could |ead to strategic divergence. This is not
surprising in view of the stakes involved - the future of
Ukrai ne is one of the main touchstones of European security
for the remai nder of the 1990s and beyond. The outcone of the
current uncertainty in Ukrainian-Russian relations will do



much to determ ne the contours of the European security
system and whether or not Russia poses a post-Cold War
threat to Europe. A nore assertive approach by Russia to its
nei ghbor and forner vassal will confirmthe trend -
identified in the previous chapter - towards a nore
national i st outl ook in Mbdscow and a foreign policy |ess
accommodating to the West. On the other hand, continued
respect for Ukrainian i ndependence woul d reveal Russia's
sensitivity to the need for restraint in its policies towards
the "near abroad” if it wants to maintain cooperative
relations with the West. As Zbi gni ew Brzezi nski noted:
"Ukraine has ... beconme the litnus test of Russia's future. A
strong and stable WUkraine of some 52 million people would
nmean automatically that Russia had becone a post-inperi al
state. As such, Russia could then pronote its econonic
recovery and develop its political institutions as an

i ncreasingly normal national state, eventually ripened for a
cl oser association with Europe. But a Russia that seeks to
suborn Wkraine will be a Russia driven by inperial inpulses,
di squalified fromparticipation in a w der European

community."

Western efforts to influence the evolution of the Ukrai ne-
Russia relationship in positive directions are essential but
problematic. A fine |ine has to be wal ked bet ween excessive
i ntrusi veness and the abdi cation of influence. Mreover, a
coordi nated and coherent approach has to overcone conpeting
i mpul ses and di vergent perspectives not only anong Western
governnents but also within them It could hardly be

ot herwi se. The avail abl e options have costs and risks as wel
as benefits; they involve inescapable but conpl ex and
uncertain tradeoffs.
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If relations between Ukrai ne and Russia pose dilemas for the
West that are not susceptible to easy resolution, so does the
fragile nature of the Ukrainian state. Ukraine suffers from
prof ound econom ¢ weaknesses and fromethnic discord. It also
has a political systemthat generates political stalemate,
produces abrupt policy reversals, and mani fests an enotiona
national i smdirected agai nst Moscow. Conti nui ng di sagreenent
bet ween successive Presidents and the Ukrainian parlianment
over nucl ear weapons reveals the difficulties of obtaining
consensus and affirm ng consistent national policies.

What makes this particularly disturbing is the 11 mllion
Russians living in WUkraine. Ethnic tensions are particularly
pronounced in the Crinmean peninsula, where there are 1.5
mllion Russians, only 800,000 Ukrainians, and 150, 000
Tatars. Al though the Crinmea was given by the Soviet Union to
Ukrai ne in 1954, both the dom nant culture and politica
sentinments in the region favor Mdscow over Kiev. Pro-Russian
political organizations, (Russian Association of Crinmea and

t he Republican Movenent of Crinea) advocate the secession of
Crinmea and nmerger with Russia. In July 1992, the Crinean and
Ukrai ni an Parlianments agreed that Crinmea would remain part of
Ukrai ne but enjoy a | arge degree of autonony on political,
cultural, and economc matters. This did not solve the

probl em however, and in January 1994, Meshkov was el ected as
President of the Crinean Republic on a platform proposing

i ndependence from Ukraine and reintegration with Russia. The
Tatars prefer Kiev to Moscow, but see thenselves as the rea
claimants to Crinea.

If this puts in doubt the legitimacy of the Ukrainian state
as currently constituted, the dismal econony is accentuating
the question marks about the future of an independent

Ukrai ne. The situation is further conplicated by tension and
mut ual suspi ci on between Mdscow and Kiev. The Ukrai ne- Russi a
rel ati onshi p has been shaped not only by the historica
experiences of the two countries but also by their highly



di vergent interpretations of this experience. Ukrainian
perceptions of the security threat from Russia are deep-
rooted. "For Ukraine the defining nenory is that of the

Per eyasl av Agreenent of 1654 in which the Cossack Herman
Bohdan Khnel nyt sky swore al |l egi ance to the Tsar of Miscovy:
The surrender of independence led to the |ong era of Russian
dom nation, with the Soviet enpire sinply adding an

i deol ogi cal overlay to an existing inperial relationship.
Three centuries of subservience to Russia has had a profound
i npact on Ukraine's current attitudes and policies: "the
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perception of Russia as a potential invader and eneny has
made any search for conmon interest with Mdoscow exceptionally
difficult."" This situation has not been changed
fundanmentally by the election of Leonid Kuchma as President
in July 1994.

The belief that Ukraine's resources were pillaged and
expl oi ted by Moscow has al so been dominant. In fact, Russia
"far from sucking its southern neighbor dry, was heavily
subsidizing it by supplying around 50 mllion tons of oil and
a | arge anobunt of gas each year at a fraction of world
prices. Not surprisingly, therefore, Ukraini an expectations
that political independence would be foll owed by econonc
regenerati on have been di sappoi nted. Ukrai ne's econony has
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proved weaker and |less resilient than even that of Russia,
and the Ukrainian currency has fallen sharply against the
ruble, significantly increasing the price of energy supplies
and fueling rapid inflation. The Russian decision to provide
energy deliveries at world prices fromthe begi nning of 1994
caused further pain for the Ukrainian econony. Economc

coll apse will sharpen the ethnic split in Ukrai ne and

' John Morrison, "Pereyaslav and after: the Russian-Ukrainian relationship", International Affairs,

vol. 69, no. 4, 1993, pp. 667-703 at p. 679.
Y Ibid. p. 680.
¥ Ibid. p. 686.



intensify demands in the East for either regional autonony or
reintegration into Russia.

There are nmany in Moscow who see a process of reintegration
as both natural and inevitable, ending what Russian Foreign
M ni ster, Andrej Kozyrev has called the period of "romantic
nationalism. Ukraine is not recognized in Mdscow as "a
separate entity from Russia."' Neither the Russian
interpretation of history nor the contenporary outl ook on
Russi a- Ukrai ne rel ations could be nore different fromthat in
Kiev. "While Ukrainians see Pereyaslav as the start of 350
years of col onial oppression, patriotic Russians see the
annexation of Ukraine as the basis of the country's rise from
obscurity to becone a first rank European power."?” It is not
sinply that Ukrainian i ndependence is novel and therefore
difficult for Moscow to accept; rather, it strikes at the
heart of the Russian identity as a nmjor power. "Even

Russi ans who are denocratically m nded cannot abandon the

i dea that the Ukrainians are 'little Russians'."* From
Moscow s perspective, therefore, an independent Ukraine is an
anomaly to be rectified at the first opportunity.

Such an attitude is not confined to conservative nationalists
in Moscow, it is shared by denocrats and proponents of

conti nued cooperation with the West. The hard-liners, of
course, question the 1954 transfer of Crinmea fromRussia to
Ukr ai ne and see possi ble secession of the Crinea as one neans
of re-establishing Russian dom nance. Sone of Yeltsin's

advi sers have even suggested that Russia stop inporting goods
from Ukrai ne, thereby provoking chaos in Ukraine' s econony.
What ever course Moscow finally adopts, it is clear that
Ukr ai ni an econom ¢ weakness and the di saffected ethnic

® Ibid. p. 680.
®  Ibid. p. 681.
2 Ibid. p. 681.



Russian mnority provide significant opportunities for
Russi an meddl i ng.

It is uncertain whether the process of Russian self-
definition will stinmulate efforts to reintegrate Ukraine. |If
Moscow s policy towards Kiev is a litnus test of both
Russia's identity and its intentions, however, this sinply
underlines the inportance of Wkraine in the still rather

i ndi stinct security architecture of post-Cold War Europe. The
difficulty is that Ukraine plays several distinct and
somewhat contradictory roles in the post-Cold War European
security system

Ukr ai ne, because of its size and |ocation, is an inportant
geopol itical bulwark agai nst a possible resurgence of Russian
hegenony. A partial counter-weight to Russia, it also acts as
a buffer zone for Pol and, Hungary, Slovakia and Romani a -

and, by extension, for Germany. This could becone
increasingly inportant if Russia intensifies efforts to
restore its traditional sphere of influence and dom nati on.
Fam | i ar geopolitical considerations suggest that Ukrainian

i ndependence is an inportant determ nant of power relations
and security in Eastern and Central Europe: "An independent
Ukrai ne is one of the nost inportant features of Europe's new
strategic | andscape; it acts as an inportant strategic buffer
bet ween Europe and Russia. In light of the uncertainties
surroundi ng Russi an denocracy, it represents the best

guar ant ee agai nst Russian inperial restoration fromthe point
of view of Eastern Europe, especially Poland. The re-

i ncorporation of Ukraine into a Russian-|ed confederation
woul d transformthe geostrategi c equation in Europe as a
whol e. " #

?  D.R. Asmus, R. L. Kugler, F. S. Larabee, "Building a New NATO", Foreign Affairs, vol. 72,
no. 4, pp. 28-40 at p. 38.



Such a devel opnent would clearly alter the power equation on
t he European continent. Yet, it is not sinply a matter of
what is done but also of howit is done. The circunstances
wher eby Ukrai ne, or portions of it, mght be reabsorbed into
a greater Russia, are crucial. If done peacefully, and in
response to the wi shes of a popul ace faced by total econonc
col | apse, then this is far |ess disconcerting than if such a
reabsorption stens from Russian pressure, intimdation or -
nost disturbing of all - the actual use of force. Russian
behavi or towards Ukraine is a major touchstone of the ability
of the West to inplant codes of conduct or rules of behavior
in Eastern Europe and the forner Soviet Union. Should Russia
use force against Wkraine, this would destroy any remaining
aspirations for a pan- European system based on generally
accepted codes of conduct, and exacerbate the sense of threat
resulting fromboth the altered power equation and the
reversion to an ol der geopolitical configuration. In short,
Ukrai ne's inportance as a buffer has several reinforcing

di mensions - the geopolitical configuration itself and the
principle that this should not be altered by the use of
force.

A second rol e played by Wkraine, and one that has largely
overshadowed the first for nmany observers, is that of
potential spoiler to plans for nuclear disarmanent. This has
been a matter of particular concern in Washi ngton but has

al so been evident in Europe, including Germany. Wth the

di sintegration of the Soviet Union, Kiev inherited a nuclear
arsenal that included 46 SS-24 | CBMs each of which carries 10
war heads, and 130 SS-19 mi ssiles each with 6 warheads, and
made Wkraine the third | argest nuclear power in the world
after the United States and Russia - even though the arsena
has renmi ned under the control of Russian officers. Questions
have al so been rai sed about the ability of Ukraine to obtain
conmand and control over the arsenal and to maintain it
effectively. Nevertheless, there are sone in Ukrai ne who see



t he weapons as a guarantor of security and i ndependence
agai nst Russi a.

As a result of continued efforts by the United States - nuch
of which invol ved nedi ati on between Mscow and Ki ev -
agreenent was finally reached in January 1994 on dismantling
Ukr ai ne' s nucl ear weapons. Ukrai ne agreed to transfer 200

war heads to Russia within ten nonths, during which Russia
wi Il deliver nuclear fuel to Ukraine. The SS-24 missiles are
to be deactivated within the sanme period. Although Ukraine
obt ai ned econom ¢ assi stance fromthe United States and
security assurances fromboth the United States and Russia in
return for these concessions, the agreenent evoked

consi derable criticismfrom parlianent, including allegations
of capitulation. Ukraine subsequently initiated the process
of dismantling the weapons and shi pping them back to Russi a.
Yet, the inplenentation of the agreenment of January 1994 is
taki ng pl ace agai nst a background of Ukrainian efforts to
break the codes that would enable it to control the weapons.
Al t hough President Kravchuk ultinmately acknow edged the costs
of Wkraine's role as spoiler of nuclear disarmnent and the
benefits fromrelinquishing these weapons, this assessnent is
not universally shared in Ukraine.

Mor eover, the negotiations may have created sone perverse

i ncentives for the Ukrainian governnent. One possibility is
that Ukraine will go part of the way in neeting its

obl i gati ons under the January 1994 agreenent and then up the
ante to obtain even nore aid. For Ukraine, the fewer nuclear
weapons in its possession, the nore val uabl e they becone.

Mor eover, Ukrai ne has obtained attention and concessions only
because of its nuclear arsenal. Kiev mght conclude that
turning over all its nuclear weapons to Mdscow or allow ng
themto be dismantled neans it will cease to figure in

Aneri can considerations. At the very |east, Ukraine has an
incentive to | engthen the process and to engage in efforts to
obtai n nore support and concessions fromthe United States.



The rol e as spoiler of nuclear disarnmanment has been reduced,
but not yet elim nated.

These two roles - geopolitical bulwark and nucl ear spoiler -
i nvol ve tensions and tradeoffs for the West. Although the
United States supported by its allies has given priority to
the nuclear issue, while trying to reconcile this with
geopolitical considerations, the difficulties have been
conmpounded by the divergent attitudes of Ukraine and Russi a.
Actions that appeal to one al nost inevitably alienate the

ot her. Nevertheless, it is clear that both the United States
and CGernmany have significant interests at stake in Ukraine.
The next section elucidates these interests.

5.1 German and United States Interests

As well|l as delineating the extent of United States and Gernan
interests in Wkraine, it is necessary to assess the degree of
convergence. Consequently, consideration is given to likely
German and United States reactions to several different but

pl ausi bl e scenarios involving challenges to their interests
in Ukraine. Any serious divergences are |likely to be scenario
driven. However, they will also depend upon the extent to
which the United States and Germany focus upon policies of
crisis prevention or are content with crisis managenent, and
on whet her Bonn and Washi ngt on enphasi ze the consequences of
change or the nodalities that brought it about.

5.1.1 United States Interests

United States interests in Ukraine have been defined and
articulated at two levels. The first |level, support for the
dual transition to denocracy and a market econony, has been
mani fested in an undifferentiated policy directed at nost
states of the fornmer Soviet bloc. Ukraine, along with
Kazakhstan and others, has been granted Mdst Favored Nati on
tradi ng status and provided with nodest econom c assi stance



in return for lowering barriers to United States trade and
i nvestnment. The framework for this was created in May 1992
during President Kravchuk's visit to Washington.

In dealing nore specifically with Ukraine, the United States
has defined its interests largely, if not exclusively, in
relation to the nuclear issue. Even acknow edgi ng

Washi ngton's i nperviousness to the geopolitics of Centra

Eur ope, however, United States interests have been conceived
very narrow y: UKkrainian nucl ear weapons have been defined as
a problemto be dealt with, as a conplication in the United
St at es- Russia bilateral nuclear relationship and as a threat
to counter-proliferation policies. Washi ngton has approached
the problens of the former Soviet Union through a prism
defined in and by Moscow. Moreover, the United States is
still concerned with inplenenting the denucl eari zati on
programthat it sees as an integral part of the unfinished
busi ness of the Cold War.

Significantly, the United States-Ukrainian agenda has been
broadened to enconpass issues that go beyond the nucl ear
question only in response to Ukraini an demands. Wen it
becanme clear that unmtigated United States pressure on
Ukraine to relinquish its nucl ear weapons was counter-
productive, the Adm nistration began to enphasi ze
partnership. Yet it was a partnership for disarmnent rather
than for protection: econonic and political aid are being
provi ded to Ukraine not because it is seen by Washington as a
buffer to Russia but sinply as an inducenent to Ukraine to
conti nue the process of relinquishing its nucl ear weapons -
sonet hing that woul d pl acate Mboscow.

Much of the debate | eading up to the signing of the January
1994 agreenent on Ukraini an abandonnment of nuclear arsenal is
centered around econom c assi stance and security guarantees.
In the event, guarantees were provided by both Russia and the
United States - a devel opnent that underlines the position of



Ukraine as the central litnus test for Russia. Yet there are
question marks about the depth of the United States
comm t rent and about whether the security guarantees really
go beyond the generalized assurances associated with the NPT.

5.1.2 Gernman Interests

Germany shares the United States aversion to a nucl ear
Ukrai ne and has expressed considerable irritati on when Ki ev
has hedged or backtracked on its commtnment to relinquish its
nucl ear weapons. There is good reason for this: the
abandonnent of Ukraine's nuclear weapons would allow the
denucl eari zati on process to continue in Europe. Ukrainian
retention of a nuclear arsenal, in contrast, would not only
derail this process but would create a nmuch nore overtly
nucl ear environnment in which Bonn may have to respond to
chal l enges to its security. As well as having nuclear allies
in France and Britain, it would al so have two nucl ear states
to its East. Being surrounded by nucl ear weapons states in
this way could provoke a resurgence of old anxieties about
German singul arization and vul nerability.

In short, Gernmany shares the nuclear interest with

Washi ngton. The ot her dinension on which there is a conplete
convergence of both German and United States interests
concerns the snuggling of nuclear materials from both Ukraine
and Russia. This is disturbing to both Bonn and Washi ngt on.
Germany is the front line state on this issue, however, and
German police in 1993 reported over two hundred and thirty

i ncidents involving sone kind of nuclear material. The United
States, concerned as it is with both terrorism and
proliferation also has a great deal at stake in containing
trafficking of this kind.

Ger many, however, has greater economc interests in Ukraine
than does the United States. In June 1993, during a visit by
Chancel | or Kohl to Kiev, a joint statenent was issued on



rel ati ons between UWkrai ne and Gernany. Bonn and Kiev

enphasi zed "the devel opnent of nutually advantageous econom c
cooperation” and the need for an adequate framework "for the
devel opnent of industry, agriculture, and the services sector
i n Ukrai ne according to nmarket econony rules". They al so
establ i shed a cooperation council to pronote bil atera
econonmic relations. Several other initiatives are under way
to increase trade between the two nations. A ship-building
contract has been signed, while Germany is playing a ngjor
role in nodernizing tel ecommuni cations in Ukraine. In
addi ti on, Ukrai ne has requested financial aid and increased
assi stance through the Hermes | oan guarantee program

Bonn's other major interest in Ukraine concerns Gernman
mnorities. Ukraine once had a popul ati on of 435,000 ethnic
Germans. As a result of Stalin's policies, however, Ukrainian
Germans were resettled in Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, and
Kyrgyztan. Wth the end of the Cold War only about 50, 000
German were left in Wkraine. In January 1992, Gernany and
Ukr ai ne agreed that 400,000 ethnic Gernmans woul d be accepted
back into Ukraine so |long as Germany provi ded financial aid.
Al t hough the novenent of ethnic Germans back to Ukrai ne has
been very slow this again gives Gernmany an additional stake
i n UKraine.

The area where Cerman interests are nost obviously nore
engaged than those of the United States, however, is in
uphol di ng Ukraine as a potential buffer against Russia.
Germany has a stake in the devel opnent of a sound political
and econonic base in Ukraine itself that transcends the

nucl ear issue. Hence, Bonn has a large incentive to provide
ai d and assistance. A second strand of this approach is the
desire to ensure that Ukrai ne does nothing to provoke
confrontation with Moscow. The notion of non-provocative
defense that becane a mmpjor part of the German debate in the
1980s is sonething that could be exported to Ukraine. This is



certainly consistent with Ukraine's desire for increased
cooperation with the German mlitary.

5.2 Convergence and Di vergence

In sum although German and United States interests have

di fferent geopolitical bases and political wellsprings, there
is currently a broad convergence of interests. Neverthel ess,
there are sonme | atent differences between Bonn and WAshi ngt on
that, under some circunstances, could becone pronounced.
German interests in Wkraine are greater and nore diverse than
those of the United States and nore subject to cross
pressures and tradeoffs. Mreover, there is a great irony in
the fact that Washi ngton has provided a security guarantee
for Wkraine that inplicitly conmts it to maintaining Ukraine
as a buffer against Russia, even though United States
interests in the buffer are Il ess significant than those of
Germany. Al though the United States nmintained the bal ance of
power in Europe throughout the Cold War, its involvenent in
the geopolitics of Eastern Europe historically has been
mnimal. The formalities of the agreenent with Ukraine and
the realities of interest do not coincide.

The divergences are mainly matters of enphasis but, in sone
ci rcunstances, could lead to divergent policies. The nain
reason i s that Washi ngton and Bonn have different
geopolitical perspectives. The United States is far nore
renote from Ukraine, retains a special relationship with
Moscow and is interested predomnantly, if not exclusively,
in the nuclear issue. Germany is nore directly invol ved -
inmplicitly if not overtly - in the geopolitics of Eastern
Europe and has a greater econonm c stake. Discord could al so
arise if Bonn and Washi ngt on nade di vergent assessnents of
the origins of a crisis in the region. Russian assertiveness
towards Ukraine could be attributed to either defensive or
aggressive notives. |If Bonn and Washi ngton were tacitly
synpat hetic to Moscow and concluded that its efforts to dea



wi th anot her case of instability on its periphery did not
presage a nore assertive policy towards the West, then there
woul d be no strain on their bilateral relationshinp.

Simlarly, if they were united in their condemation of
Moscow s actions there would be few problens. A less likely,
but not inconceivable possibility, however, is that one of
them woul d be critical of Mbscow and the other nore

synpat hetic. Furthernore, even if Bonn and Washi ngton are
united in their approach during the crisis, they may di sagree
on the inplication of the outcone for Western security.

These possibilities are delineated nore clearly in relation
to a range of contingencies for Ukraine. Although highly
specul ative, the analysis identifies several scenarios for
Ukr ai ne- Russi a rel ations and considers how the United States
and Gernmany m ght react in each of these. It is nmeant to be
illustrative rather than exhaustive, highlighting the kinds
of dil emmas that Bonn and WAshi ngton m ght face in responding
adequately to devel opnents in the East while avoi ding major

di vergences of policy that could undernm ne their own

rel ati onshi p.

5.3 The Scenari os for Ukraine

In considering the scenarios and their inpact it is inportant
to acknow edge that each scenario is highly dependent on
assunptions about the context and the nmanner in which it
occurs. One of the key determ nants of the probability of
confrontation between Russia and Ukrai ne, for exanple, is the
donmestic politics of the two states. The npbst dangerous
constellation is one in which former Conmuni sts and
national i sts beconme nore powerful in Moscow while
nationali sts al so becone nore powerful in Kiev. In these

ci rcunst ances, the prospects for confrontation of one kind or
anot her woul d be greatly increased. Under other conditions, a
maj or clash could nore easily be avoi ded.



Keepi ng these considerations in mnd, it is possible to
delineate German and United States interests in each kind of
conti ngency and the range of responses that each would favor
in the particular circunmstances under discussion. In each
scenario, the extent to which there is both symmetry of
interest and congruity of interest will be assessed. In
addition, attention is given to both the desirability and
feasibility of the scenario and the outcone.

5.3.1 Scenario 1

Conti nued i ndependence with Western assi stance and support
and Russi an acqui escence in return for Ukraine's
i npl enentati on of the agreenent on nucl ear weapons

This is clearly the best scenario for the United States and
Germany and the one that would create the least tension in
their bilateral relationship or the | east problens for NATO
It allows nucl ear disarmanment to proceed as planned, and
presunes that Russia will accept Ukraine as an independent
state. It presunes that Ukraine retains its value as a
geopolitical buffer for Germany and Pol and and does not hi ng
nore to slow the trend towards denucl earization in Europe.

To arrive at this outcone, however, will require a sustained
and substantial conmtnent to Ukraini an econom c devel opnent
that goes beyond an "aid for disarmanment” package. Subsidies
for Wkraine to ease its energy dependence on Russia would be
a considerable help. It has to be recognized in Bonn and
Washi ngton that Ukrainian success in noving towards econom c
noder ni zati on may be a prerequisite for continued

i ndependence. Wthout econom c progress, significant segnents
of the population will |ook to Moscow rather than Kiev for
econonmic salvation - with potentially disastrous consequences
for the capacity of Ukraine to survive as an i ndependent
state.



The ot her requirenent for an independent Ukraine is

convi nci ng Moscow that its continued access to Western
support for its own econonic prograns depends upon it
observing particular rules of conduct, including the non-use
of mlitary force against Ukraine. Mrreover, it has to be
made clear that this is an issue of interstate relations and
not sinply a matter of the internal Russian enpire, however
concei ved.

There is an al nbost conpl ete convergence in Germany and the
United States on the desirability of this outcone. As the
United States has gradually conme to recogni ze the particul ar
probl ens faced by Wkraine, it has noved sone way towards
accepting that there are inescapabl e |inkages between the
nucl ear issue and other nmatters of inportance to Ukraine. I|f
this trend continues, then convergence of interests between
Germany and the United States would be very high.

At the sanme time, it is inpossible to be sanguine. If the

i npl enentation of the January 1994 agreenent goes ahead as

pl anned, then there could be a declining interest of the
United States in Wkraine while German interests remain
significant. This would be consistent with what has for the
nost part been a narrow conception of American interests and
woul d reinforce the notion that the security guarantees for
Ukrai ne associated with its denucl earization are not neant to
be taken too seriously. On the other hand, now that the
United States has accepted that maintenance of an i ndependent

Ukraine is a desirable long termobjective, it my be willing
to take actions to achieve this goal. If this is the case,
the convergence with Bonn will be nuch greater, and the only

di sputes are likely to be over the relative share of the
burden of econom c assistance in order to maintain Ukraine's
i ndependence. In sum Germany and the United States have
significant interests at stake and are likely to have a high
degree of convergence.



5.3.2 Scenario 2
Economi c col | apse of Wkraine as a result of structura
problens in the econony, and its peaceful and gradua

reabsor pti on by Russia

Anot her alternative is that the deteriorating econony of

Ukraine will prove to be the decisive issue. It is
concei vabl e that econom c distress will reach a point where
the political desire for independence will be overcone by a

recogni tion of the econom c benefits fromcloser association
or even reintegration with Moscow. |If the dom nant assessnent
is that Ukrainian i ndependence is an experinment that has
failed, then sone kind of reintegration with Russia nmay
appear to be Wkraine's only salvation.

Ukrai ne, even with Western help, may find it inpossible to
function as a viable economic unit separate from Russia and
may conclude that its econom c circunstances offer little
alternative than sonme kind of union with Myscow, whether
tacit or formal. There would certainly be econom c advant ages
to this option. Yet it would require a willingness to

subordi nate nationalist sentinment and pride in an independent
Ukrai ne to the needs of econonmic recovery. Wth inflation
running at high levels, stagnation in industry and ot her
probl ens in the Wkraini an econony, the growth of such
sentinment anong at | east sonme nenbers of the elite and
segnents of the population is not inconceivable. Gven the
strength of Ukrainian nationalismin the Western part of the
country, however, this sentinment is unlikely to prevai
everywhere. To the nationalist such a devel opnent would be a
repetition of Pereyaslav. Wether it could take place w thout
internal violence and disorder in Ukraine is doubtful. In
terms of feasibility, therefore, this eventuality does not
rank particularly high.



As regards its desirability, such an outcone is certainly
preferable to a mlitary takeover by Russia, although |ess
desi rabl e than the mai ntenance of an i ndependent Ukrai ne. As
far as the United States is concerned, the outconme woul d be
| ooked on with some trepidation but would ultinmately be
accepted, partly because it would not involve an obvious
change in Russi an behavior or an overt breach in appropriate
codes of conduct. Econom c necessity and de facto econonic
dependence woul d sinply have resulted in politica
reintegration. For Germany the cal cul ati on woul d probably be
the same. There woul d be no enthusiasm for such a

devel opnent, but Bonn woul d al nost certainly be resigned to
the new situation. Yet the geopolitical consequences for
Germany woul d not be insignificant. Its "cordon sanitaire"
agai nst Russi an power woul d be reduced, with the result that
Germany m ght | ook nore favorably on efforts by Poland and
the other states of central Europe to consolidate their
relati onship with NATO

Indeed, it is hard to escape the conclusion that in this
scenario Gernman interests are likely to be affected to a
greater degree than those of the United States. Although
there is a broad convergence of interests, the asynmetry in
terms of the higher salience of German interests could | ead
to differences about the appropriate response. One can

vi sual i ze circunstances where, for Germany, enlargenent of
NATO i n ways that would maintain a continued geopolitica

bul war k agai nst Russi an power woul d | ook nore attractive. The
United States, however, mght be reluctant to take on new
comm tments. The argunent could well be that since Mdscow has
not breached the rul es, NATO should not take any action that
Russi an | eaders would find threatening. It is also

concei vabl e that the positions would be reversed with

Washi ngton pressing for pushing NATO s defense |ine eastward
whi | e a Bonn governnent woul d give highest priority to avoid
openi ng any unbridgeable rift with Moscow. Preventing a
serious clash between Bonn and Washington, in either form



woul d depend on the prior achi evenent of an extraordinary
| evel of nutual trust and strategic planning.

5.3.3 Scenario 3

Russi an support for the Russian mnority in Eastern UKkraine
| eading to partition of Ukraine and/or the reacquisition of
the Crinmea by Russia

A possibility that cannot be entirely ruled out is that of a
geopolitical division of Ukraine, with the reabsorption of
the Eastern part of the country by Russia. Econom c coll apse,
the preferences of the ethnic Russians in Ukraine, and the
desire of many Russians to reverse the treaty of 1954 in

whi ch the Crinmea was ceded to the Wkraine, could |lead to such
an out cone.

As far as Western reactions are concerned, nuch woul d depend
on the extent to which Russia was seen to be initiating the
breakup of Ukraine or sinply responding to a situation over
which it had little control. The extent to which mlitary
force was involved would al so have an i npact.

In geopolitical terns, it would be | ess serious for Gernmany
than would the reintegration of the whole of UWUkraine into
Russia - although there woul d obviously be serious question
mar ks about the future of the Western part of Ukraine. The
inplication is that this scenario is not likely to create
maj or di vergences between the United States and Gernmany. The
salience of the issue for Bonn and Washington is relatively
hi gh (but less so for Germany than scenari os involving the
whol e of Ukraine) and there would probably be a broad
convergence of interest. Such a devel opnent m ght even be
treated in the sane way the Soviet invasion of Czechosl ovaki a
was treated in 1968 - as a tenporary inconveni ence. |nstead
of a traffic accident on the road to détente, however, it
will be seen sinply as a traffic accident on the road to the



re-creation of the old Russian enpire, sonmething that the
West woul d prefer not to happen but m ght cone to accept as
i nevitabl e.

5.3.4 Scenario 4

Expl oi tati on of indigenous unrest by Mdscow and use of
econonmi c | everage to put pressure on Ukraine's governnment to
re-establish close links with Russia, leading to de facto
subservience while retaining the fornmalities of independence

This scenario has certain parallels with events in CGeorgia
where Russia played a crucial role in undermn ning

Shevar dnadze's authority and sent troops to restore order
(and re-establish Moscow s influence). The key elenent is
that Moscow enbarks on a deliberate but | ow key program of
intimdation through econom c pressure and political support
for opponents of continued Ukrainian i ndependence.

Much woul d depend on the extent to which unrest in Ukraine
could be attributable directly to Moscow. The nore overt the
interference and pressure, the nore likely it is that Bonn
and Washi ngton would be united in their condemation of
Russia. At the sane tine, apart fromthe ritual denunciations
it is unlikely that the United States woul d respond strongly.
The "special relationship”™ with Moscow, and the need for

conti nued cooperation in dismantling Cold War strategic

nucl ear arsenals, could outweigh United States interests in
Ukr ai ni an i ndependence. The result woul d be public
condemmati on of Mdscow and token gestures of chastisenent,
conbi ned with the avoi dance of any direct |inkage between the
events in Ukraine and the areas of United States-Russian
cooperation. Linkage would be absent from United States

policy.

I f Washington wanted to insulate the situation in Ukraine
fromits policies towards Moscow, Gernmany with nore i mredi ate



and salient geopolitical interests m ght be | ess sanguine.
The stakes woul d be greater for Bonn and the consequences
nore significant. Consequently, CGermany might press for the
extensi on of security guarantees to Pol and, Hungary, and the
Czech and Sl ovak Republics. A United States failure to
support such an initiative could lead to a significant degree
of strategic divergence. Mreover, to the extent Bonn is

di sappointed by the United States reaction, and increasingly
concerned about the security inplications of what has
happened, one of two reactions is possible. The first option
is totry to persuade the United States to accord with German
preferences, to nmake efforts to revitalize the Bonn-

Washi ngton axis, and to exhort the United States to
revalidate its security guarantee to Western Europe. The
second is to | ook el sewhere for support. The npbst extrene
out cone woul d be one in which Germany begins to | ook to a
Eur opean security organi zation as the future franework for
managi ng security relations in Europe. This is particularly
likely to the extent that Paris shares Bonn's reaction to
events in Ukraine. The former may be nore probable, but the
| atter option cannot be excl uded.

5.3.5 Scenario 5

Economi c col |l apse and Russian mlitary intervention not only
to restore order and government but also to re-inpose Russian
control over Ukraine

This is a variant of the second scenario but with politica

di sorder follow ng econom c col |l apse and characterized by
conflict between those who want to mai ntain i ndependence and
those who want to nmerge with Russia. In these circunstances,
an appeal to Moscow for help fromthe Russian mnority is not
unlikely and could plausibly be followed by the intervention
of Russian mlitary forces |eading to the reabsorption of
Ukr ai ne.



Such a scenario is certainly not inconceivable for a nation
torn by the conpeting inpul ses of econom c recovery and
political independence. Nor woul d Russian intervention need a
great deal of encouragenent given Moscow s perception of
Ukrai ne as an integral part of Russia. Even a noderate
governnment in Modscow mght feel inpelled to intervene to stop
internal conflict and to protect ethnic Russians.

This kind of contingency poses mgjor dilemmas for the Wst.
On the one hand, there could well be a recognition that
Russia has a |l egitinate peacekeepi ng and peace enforcenent
role in a state that has traditionally been subordinate to
Moscow. Al though both Germany and the United States have
supported Kiev in its efforts to enphasize that Ukraine is
not subject to the sanme kind of Russian peacekeeping efforts
as other former states in the near abroad, an intervention
ostensi bly designed to restore order m ght be |ess

unpal atable if the situation in Ukraine degenerates into
anarchy or civil war. If the intervention could be cast in
humanitarian terns it mght be even nore acceptable. The
probl em woul d cone with the subsequent failure of Russia to
wi thdraw. This would not only create the specter of a greater
Russi a, but would al so rekindl e concerns over what coul d
easi |y appear rem niscent of the Soviet pattern of
intervention in its sphere of influence - a kind of Brezhnev
Doctrine without Brezhnev.

This scenario al so presents sone of the npbst serious
opportunities for division between the United States and
Germany. There are two issues for possible divergence -
assessing the extent to which Russian actions had devi at ed
from accept abl e codes of conduct for interstate relations in
Europe (as well as fromthe specific guarantee that it
provided in return for Ukraine's decision to get rid of its
nucl ear weapons) - and assessing the consequences for

Eur opean security.



In terns of the codes of conduct argunent, it is conceivable,
if not probable, that the United States m ght be sonewhat
nore tol erant than Gernmany of the initial intervention.
Geographic renoteness fromthe i medi ate i ssues and the
desire for order could outwei gh concerns over a breach of the
non-i ntervention norm Although congressional and public
opi ni on woul d preclude signs of even tacit approval, ritua
denunci ati on woul d al nost certainly be conbined with

i naction. Moreover, the United States m ght al so be nore
willing to acqui esce in continued occupation of Ukraine as a
nmeans of maintaining stability in the region. In the event
that such a devel opnent took place while Ukraine stil
possessed nucl ear weapons, it woul d ease the probl em of
Ukr ai ne' s nucl ear weapons and nmeke it easier to inplenent
START. Al t hough nuch woul d obvi ously depend on the precise
evolution of the crisis, if circunstances are sufficiently
anbi guous, Russia can appear to be the solution rather than
the cause of the problem- at |east as perceived in

Washi ngton. Moreover, dinton's preoccupation with donestic
probl enms and his desire to protect donestic prograns could
encour age conti nued wi shful thinking about Mbscow and a
reluctance to respond to a nore assertive Russian foreign
policy. The states of Eastern and Central Europe could not
afford this luxury and m ght feel conpelled to respond nore
energetically. This would be a reversal of the reactions that
dom nated during the Cold War when the United States was
general ly nore vehenent about Mdscow s behavi or than the

ot her NATO allies and was al so nore concerned with taking
actions in response.

I ndeed, for Gernmany the problemwould be twofold - as well as
the breach of codes of conduct and principles of peaceful
change in Europe, Bonn would also have a Russian mlitary
occupation of Ukraine to worry about. Watever its causes and
rational e, such a devel opnment could only be extrenely
unconfortable for Germany. Al though Mdscow could try to
reassure Bonn on its treatnent of the ethnic Germans in



Ukr ai ne, the geopolitical balance would have been shifted
adversely. If the United States did not treat this as
seriously as did Germany and the ot her Europeans, then once
again the incentive to place nore reliance on European
security structures than on the Atlantic Alliance and the
United States link could cone to the fore in Gernman thinking.

Al t hough a divergence of this kind is not inconceivable, it
is unlikely. As discussed in earlier chapters, the United
States has long regarded itself as having a particular and
uni que responsibility for maintaining principles of

i nternational order. To the extent that this outweighs
domestic constraints and preoccupati ons, Washington is likely
to be at the forefront of condeming Russian actions. |ndeed,
Washi ngton may attach nore weight to the form of Russian
behavi or than to its consequences. To the extent that it also
regards the consequences as particularly undesirable, it
could also take the lead in galvanizing the Western allies
agai nst a new Russian threat and could well prove to be nore
receptive to proposals for extending security guarantees to
the states of Central Europe. In addition it could be
expected to advocate severe econon ¢ sanctions, involving
conprehensive restrictions on trade, comercial credits and
various fornms of financial aid. Washi ngton woul d al nost
certainly discourage the proffering of econom c incentives as
areward for a return to Russian good behavi or.

There is sonme danger that there would be a reversion to the
patterns of the Cold War in which Washi ngton reacts nore
strongly than Bonn or the other European allies, with the
result that there is another dispute over burden-sharing and
the inmposition of econom c sanctions. In the event that a
confrontational United States finds itself |acking support
from an accommodati oni st Gernman governnment, the result could
be a strengthening of pacifist and neutralist tendencies in
Germany and neo-isol ationist sentinents in the United States.



It seens nore likely, however, that there would be a broad
convergence on the need to revitalize NATO Wth Germany's
position as a front |ine state accentuated once again, and
Eur opean security arrangenents still only half forned at
best, Washi ngton and Bonn m ght jointly conclude that
sonmething akin to the Cold War security structure is a
necessity.

The key variable in all this is how salient the issue is for
the United States. To the extent that the situation is
regarded as a major threat in Washington, there is likely to
be a hi gh degree of convergence and strong basis for a
concerted response. A failure to react strongly by the United
St ates, however, could have serious inplications for the
Bonn-Washi ngton axis and lead to a greater effort to replace
Atl antic security arrangenments with a nore independent

Eur opean security identity.

5.3.6 Scenario 6

Conti nued i ndependence and confrontati on between Russia and a
Ukrai ne that still has nuclear weapons on its territory and
may even have obtai ned a degree of control over them

In this scenario Ukraine and Russia find thenselves in a
maj or diplomatic and mlitary confrontation either because
Ukr ai ne reneges the January 1994 agreenent and takes contro
of the nuclear weapons on its territory or because a nore
conservative Russia initiates neasures intended to repatriate
t hese weapons and Ukraine resists these efforts.

This is the nightmare scenario for the West - and one that so
much of its diplomacy has been designed to avoid. Yet with
the prevailing perceptions in Russia about Ukraine it is
certainly not inconceivable. A nore nationalist governnent in
Moscow coul d readily decide to exert pressure on Ukraine in
ways that lead to mlitary confrontation



Formul ati ng the Western response would be difficult. Wile
much woul d depend on the exact origin of the crisis and the
way in which responsibility for it is assigned to Kiev and
Moscow respectively, the West as a whole would have a cl ear
interest in the peaceful resolution of the crisis. This is a
situation in which the United States - responding very much
to the nuclear dinension - would alnost certainly take the
| ead in providing good offices, nediation and trying to
ensure that the prospects for crisis managenent were

optim zed. The difficulty that could arise is that Ukraine
m ght be resistant to United States invol venment on the
grounds that Washi ngt on has been working for the nuclear

di sarmanent of Ukraine and is insensitive to its legitinmate
security needs - which had been underlined by the crisis.

The worst outcone, obviously, would be one in which nuclear
weapons were used. The consequences of this would be
enormous. The reaction of the West, however, woul d depend
partly on what they were used for, by whom and agai nst whom
Most of the efforts would be designed to prevent this from
happeni ng. In this connection, one possibility is that both
the United States and Germany woul d becone so concerned about
t he peaceful resolution of the crisis that they would be
relatively indifferent to the details and m ght pressure
Ukraine to accede to Moscow s dermands. |If the crisis were
provoked by Russi an assertiveness or aggression, however, the
reaction m ght be one of support for Ukrai ne and condemati on
of Russia. Should the outcone favor Mdscow none the | ess and
| ead to the reinposition of Russian control over UWkraine, the
reacti on woul d probably be to gal vanize the West into
rethinking its security needs. The | ess anbi guous Russi an
actions are, the nore likely it is that there would be broad
consensus in the West and that strategic divergence between
Washi ngt on and Bonn woul d be avoi ded.



This is not a foregone concl usion, of course. D vergent
assessnents of who is primarily responsible for initiating
the crisis as well as discrepant views about what shoul d be
done could arise. Nevertheless, it is hard to escape the
conclusion that in this scenario, the interests of both Bonn
and Washington are deeply engaged and there is likely to be a
broad convergence of both assessnment and policy.

5.3.7 Scenario 7

Confrontation after Ukraine relinquishes its nuclear weapons,
as a result of which Russia uses mlitary force against a
non- nucl ear Ukraine and re-inposes its suzerainty over Kiev

This is one of the easiest scenarios to consider in terns of
the i Mmedi ate reaction by the West. Both United States and
German reactions are likely to be unequivocal in their
condemmati on. Russia would have conpletely violated the codes
of conduct that the West is trying to establish. At the sane
time, the geopolitical consequences woul d be stark.

Russi an actions of this kind would probably have a

gal vani zing i npact on the Western Alliance and do nuch to
bring it back to its fornmer state - in which the United
States revalidates the security guarantee to its allies. Such
a crisis would not only unite the Western Alliance but m ght
al so generate a consensus on the need for its extension
eastward with the incorporation of Poland, the Czech Republic
and Hungary into NATO There mi ght be sone reluctance to do
this on the grounds that it would be re-establishing an East -
West divide on Europe - albeit further to the East than
during the Cold War. If it was deened that Russian action had
reveal ed Mbscow s true intentions then this could be
accept abl e. Concerns over provoki ng Moscow needl essly, or
taki ng actions that Russia would find unpal atabl e, woul d
carry less weight in the wake of the outrage over its
mlitary actions agai nst Ukraine.



There is, however, another possibility based on an asynmetry
of United States and German interests. Utimtely the problem
is greater for Germany and the other Europeans than it is for
the United States, especially if Russia conbines greater
assertiveness on its periphery with continued adherence to
nucl ear di sarnmanent agreenents. Even a resurgent Russia that
dom nates UWkraine and its other neighbors is not the sanme as
the old Soviet Union. It is not inconceivable, therefore,
that the United States would maintain its defense spending,
reassess the requirenents of nuclear deterrence agai nst an
attack on the United States honel and, and perpetuate the

mai nt enance of a nobdest commtnent of mlitary forces in

West ern Europe, while |ooking to the Europeans thenselves to
provi de nost of the mlitary counter-weight to Russia.

Washi ngton could well argue - especially in view of continued
donmestic needs - that the problemis prinmarily a European
probl em Accordingly, the European allies should reverse the
decline in defense spendi ng and shoul d strengthen the noves
towards West European mlitary cooperation as a matter of
urgency. Even if Russia has re-enmerged as a geopolitica
threat, this is less form dable than the old Soviet threat
and therefore one that the Europeans thenselves - with
Germany playing a crucial role - should be able to handl e.

Even i f Russi an aggressi on agai nst Ukraine i s unequivocal,
therefore, there would still be opportunities for discord

bet ween Bonn and Washi ngton - over the consequences of the
action and the appropriate response. The worst case woul d be
one in which the United States expects strong European

reacti ons, whereas the Germans expect a strong United States
reaction. The result of this could be nutual acrinony and a
belief in both Germany and the United States that it had been
|l et down by its ally.

In these circunstances, Germany, fearing that it no | onger
had a vi able security guarantee fromthe United States woul d



focus even nore on European institutions for maintaining
security. This second variant is unlikely given the high
degree of convergence between German and United States
interests and the fact that for both of themthis scenario is
likely to inpinge on vital interests.

5.4 Inplications and Assessnent

In considering these scenarios, one issue that was not

di scussed but that would help to shape the Wstern response,
is the extent of warning tine prior to a Russia-Ukraine
crisis or a Russian mlitary intervention. This would do nmuch
to determ ne the opportunities for both crisis prevention and
crisis managenent. It could al so exacerbate strains in the
rel ati onship between the United States and Gernmany, if they
responded differently to the opportunities to do sonething to
head off or alleviate the crisis. Such a divergence could be
perpetuated into the aftermath of the crisis as the
respecti ve responses of Germany and the United States are
shaped by the ways in which the two governnents all ocate
responsibility for the crisis. It could, for exanple, be

di sm ssed as a result of provocation by Ukraine or held up as
an exanple of a new Russian inperialism Broad judgnents of
this kind and the specific circunstances surrounding the
detail ed evol uti on of what are drawn here as very broad
scenari os woul d obvi ously have a maj or inpact.

In fact, the analysis of these scenarios suggests that there
is a broad basis of agreenent between Germany and the United
States on the problens of Ukraine. But they al so revea
certain circunstances under which a conmon approach coul d be
prevent ed by divergences of both assessment and of policy
preference. Room for disagreenent will be all the greater
where the Russian threat and Russian actions are anbi guous.
The nore anbi guous the situation, the nore there is reason to
expect a dissonant Western reaction. Divisions could energe
in interpreting the neaning of individual Russian actions, in



apprai sing the risks they pose, and in determ ning an
appropriate and concerted response. Germany and the United

States would not be the only players in that gane - it would
involve all the allies - but they would be the nost
influential. Indeed, it is hard to i magi ne a coherent Wstern

policy unless there is broad agreenent between Washi ngton and
Bonn on how to proceed.

In this connection, German and American policies toward
Russi a exhibit a high degree of congruence that is all the
nore inpressive for the uncertainties associated with every
aspect of the country's political evolution, and Russia's
crucial inportance to Europe's future peace and stability.
Bonn and Washi ngton share a conception of the "Russian
qguestion” and a conviction as to what Western strategy should
be for addressing it. Indeed, they have worked in tandemto
gi ve practical expression to those assessnents. Oficia
thinking in both capitals has concluded that naking Russia a
partner in constructing a stable continental systemis best
served by policies that:

(1) actively seek to involve Russia in all cooperative
institutions, inter alia the G 7, NATO via Parternship-for-
Peace, and the European Union via the Agreenment on
Part ner shi p and Cooperati on;

(2) denonstrate sensitivity to President Yeltsin's vul nerable
political position by avoiding friction on issues (such as
puni shing the Bosni an Serbs) that could be used to the

advant age of ultra-nationalist forces; and

(3) are restrained in their criticismof Russia' s grow ng
assertiveness in inposing its dom nance over other C S
states. Sinultaneous efforts to bolster Ukrainian

i ndependence are seen as conplenentary to, rather than

di vergent from this strategy. As the foregoing assessnent
shows, though, it mght prove difficult to reconcile the



priority placed on conciliation with Russia and the
comm tment to UKkrainian sovereignty.

Were this strategy to fail, i.e. Russia were to turn away
fromreforminternally and toward neo-inperialism GCernman-
Anerican solidarity could prove a liability as nmuch as an
asset. The cl oseness of the German-Anerican partnership in
formulating and directing the West's strategy toward Russi a
obscures differences of potential significance. The Gernan
position expresses the strongly held conviction of the
country at large, not just the Kohl governnment. There is a
nati onal consensus on the proposition that reaching out to
Moscow, wel conming Yeltsin into the charnmed circles of the

i ndustrial denocracies, and accepting Russian protestation of
good intentions towards its CI'S neighbors, is the only
sensible course. In the United States, by contrast, a
simlar line of thinking represents the pragmatic judgnent of
Clinton's foreign policy teamthat, on balance, there is no
alternative to a strategy of active engagenent. But this is
not the unaninous view within foreign affairs circles, nuch

| ess anmong Anericans generally. Indicative of this |ack of
consensus on policy towards Russia was Henry Kissinger's
scat hi ng denunci ati on of Partnership for Peace and the

Adm ni stration's approach to the "Russian question" nore
general ly.® This evoked consi derabl e resonance in sone
quarters and helped to crystallize the existing skepticism
about the long-term success of United States policy. Not
surprisingly, support of the dinton admnistration's
prevailing |ine of policy, from Congress especially, is
qualified and contingent. Overall, Russian policy is far

| ess salient an issue in the United States than in Germany.
That in itself suggests the possibility of future divergence.

In the event of an adverse change in Mdscow s politica
climate and /or a turn toward a markedly | ess cooperative
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foreign policy, Washington would find it considerably easier
to shift its Russian policy than would Bonn. This holds for
whoever would be in power in the two capitals at the tine.
The ensui ng di sagreenments m ght take on a sharper edge than
necessary due to the m sperception in Bonn that the United
States shared fully its conception of howto deal with Russia
- and therefore surprise at what woul d seem a precipitous
change in thinking. Attentiveness to the domestic sources of
foreign policy, (or, at l|least, the donestic context of each
other's foreign policy) is required in order to mnimze
frictions whenever policy differences mght arise on

i nportant sensitive matters.

There is a related danger. The fact that the Wst's two nost
i nfluential governnents have actively pronoted the prevailing
approach to Russia has nuted voices in other capitals, e.g.
Paris, that express greater skepticismabout the optimstic
prem ses on which Western policy is grounded. Thus an
orthodoxy in Western thinking is appearing that could
mlitate against a tinmely reappraisal in response to signs of
faulty diagnosis and inperfect prescription. That
possibility could hanper the fashioning of an appropriate
Western response to a new chall enge. Moreover, it could have
two further deleterious effects: producing strains wth other
West ern governnments who m ght hold Bonn and Washi ngt on
accountabl e for the consequences of m scal cul ated policies;
and opening the way to recri m nati ons between Bonn and

Washi ngton as to who is nost responsible for past errors and
sl owness in correcting them

To minimze these risks, it is essential that German-Anerican
concord not be celebrated at the expense of rigorous, probing
apprai sal and reapprai sal of the course they are follow ng
and the reasoning that underlies it.



6. | ran

The United States has not di sengaged fromthe confrontation,
tacit or overt, with the revolutionary regine in Tehran that
began with the overthrow of the Shah in 1979. Throughout the
ensuing fifteen years, Washi ngton constantly has seen Iran as
a threat to major American and Western interests. In officia
Anmeri can eyes, Tehran has endangered friendly governnents in
the Gulf (including Saudi Arabia and Kuwait) through
intimdation and subversion; it has been hostile to Anerican
efforts to broker an Arab-Israel settlenent on Pal estine;

and, for much of that period, Washington feared that Iranian
policies that contributed to instability in the region would
open the way to expanded Soviet influence. That latter fear
has faded with the coll apse of the Soviet Union. But for
Anmerican policy-makers, Iran is still a renegade country. As
Nati onal Security Advisor Anthony Lake has witten, "lIran has
been classified by the Cinton adm nistration as a
recalcitrant, outlaw state, along with North Korea, Iraq and
Libya. In this view, it is a country that not only choose[s]
to remain outside the famly of nations but al so assaul t[s]
its basic values."* It is seen as conmmitted to undercutting
American and Western influence throughout the M ddl e East,
whet her by ai ding and abetting terrorists, pronoting a rabid
brand of Islam c fundanentalism or threatening noderate Arab
governnments. The Tehran governnent's anbitious programto
expand and nodernize its arned forces is interpreted as
supporting all of those purposes.

The nost controversial issue, and the one with the greatest
potential for bringing Iran back into the internationa
limelight, is the country's nuclear program Still in an
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early stage of developnent, it none the less carries the risk
of becom ng yet another point of confrontation in the world's
nost volatile region. The possibility that Iran has enbarked
on a clandestine plan to devel op a nucl ear weapons capability
has produced consternation in Washington - and Anerican

anxi eti es have added an inportant dinension to the allied
debate over how best to deal with the Tehran regine.

Apprehensions in the Cinton admnistration about Iran's

nucl ear intentions are heightened by the conviction that Iran
harbors anbitions to dom nate the Gulf which are antithetica
to Western interests. Washington ascribes a neaning to Iran's
nucl ear programthat derives fromits dire reading of the
country's notivations and external anbitions. Signs of a
growing lranian interest in expanding its nucl ear prograns,
in turn, lend a further elenent of gravity to the "lranian
probl ent. Those perceptions lead the United States to nonitor
closely Iran's efforts to acquire technol ogy and equi pnent
for a declared civilian nuclear programviewed as maski ng an
illicit weapons program Skepticismas to Tehran's avowedly
peaceful intentions strengthens the disposition to restrict
all comrerce with Iran in sensitive and/or dual use itens.

The dinton adm nistration's anxiety about Iran's all eged
nucl ear activities should be understood in the context of its
nounting concern over growing proliferation risks el sewhere.
Its consternation over breaches in internationally sanctioned
arms control barriers stens froma concatenation of recent
devel opnents, inter alia, the breakup of the Soviet Union
creating the dual problens of "inheritor" states and seepage
of technology and critical skills fromcountries unable or
unwi lling to enforce strict export controls; the blatant
chal l enge to the International Energy Agency by North Korea
(which is suspected of having obtained a rudinentary nucl ear
capability already); the revelations of the progress Iraq had
made on its dedi cated nucl ear program and the w despread
nove towards the | oosening of controls on a w de range of



dual -use technol ogies with potential weapons applications as
the NATO allies dismantl e the COCOM arrangenents for
nonitoring of sensitive commerce with the now defunct Sovi et
bl oc.

Hence, the Cdinton admnistration's attenpt to inpose
strictures on what is acceptable intercourse with Iran should
be under st ood agai nst the backdrop of growi ng dismay in

of ficial Washi ngton that slackening vigilance on the part of
the West, and by international agencies with stipul ated
oversi ght responsibilities, is pointing to a dangerous
weakeni ng of constraints on weapons proliferation. Iran is
viewed as a link in an informal network of states engaged in
the circunvention of international treaties and conventions
ai med at curbing the comrerce in nucl ear weapons-rel evant
materials. China, Pakistan, North Korea, and Iran have been
identified with exchanges of conponents, technology, critica
fuel s, and engi neering know how in the areas of nucl ear
energy and rocketry.

This generalized anxi ety acquires concrete focus when
attention cones to rest on a country previously identified as
vi ol ator of acceptable norns of international behavior. In
Anerican eyes, Iran so qualifies on multiple counts.
Suspicions as to Tehran's intentions, coupled with | ong-
standi ng judgnents as to the strategic value of the Persian
@ul f region, mean that Washi ngton scrutinizes with an
exceptionally skeptical eye all manner of transactions with
the fundanentalist Iranian |eadership. In addition to
concerns that Iran m ght be receiving inadvertent assistance
from Western nations that could contribute to a worri sone
weapons program there is an attendant worry that signs from
West ern governnments of eagerness to "nornalize" rel ations
with Tehran coul d send the m sl eading signal, that the West
sees no major interest as being endangered by Iran's
anbitions. Following this line of thinking, it is deened a
serious mstake to do things that inply a | aissez-faire



Western attitude towards an Iran still set on an adventurous
course. Secretary Christopher has been particularly blunt in
his conplaints that "sonme nations still conduct preferentia
commercial relations with Iran and sone take steps to
appease that outlaw nation". He declared hinself as
"absolutely nystified why these countries are unwilling to
put their comercial interests aside and recognize that this
kind of terrorismnust be dealt with and dealt with very
harshly."* Qther administration officials speaking
anonynously made clear that the Secretary had Gernany
foremost in mnd. The Cinton adm nistration's conviction
that Tehran be treated as a threat to regional stability, and
as a sponsor of international terrorism is what underlines
the insistence that allies observe strict self-restraint in
all their dealings with what the United States continues to
think of as an international outlaw

Anerican policy on Iran, so understood, reflects three
aspects of the current foreign policy outlook in Washi ngton:
a worried attitude about regional trouble spots; a belief
that there is a weakening of the international consensus on
t he seriousness of |local conflict situations and what the
worl d conmunity is prepared to invest in dealing with them
and growing irritation at the lack of Western unity in
responding to latent security problens under nore rel axed
conditions of the post-Cold War era. The last is taken to be
at once cause and effect of the preoccupation with parochia
domestic matters that has pushed foreign affairs to the
mar gi ns of public awareness, diverting the attention of

| eaders who are thensel ves disinclined to take a broad view
of their nation's security interests or to nmake substantia
engagenents of political capital to protect them That
parochial state of affairs is seen as contributing to the
hal ti ng and wholly i nadequate attenpts to nanage the crisis
in the former Yugoslavia as well as a diffident reaction to

**  Warren Christopher, /bid.



proliferation trouble-spots. O course, there is an el enent
of irony in Washington's clains of Western European

parochi alismconmng froman Anerican adm nistration that has
proclained boldly its commtnment to putting the country's
domestic problens first, a priority scrupul ously observed by
a President whose attention to foreign affairs is fleeting
and epi sodic. Washington's recent reticence about assum ng
its accustoned place in the forefront of collective

di plomatic efforts, however, does not extend to two
categories of international problens:

(1) strategic issues, especially those that involve nucl ear
weapons, whether it be the status of those that are the
bequest of the Soviet Union or those sought by woul d-be
menbers of the nucl ear club; and

(2) potential conflict situations in regions where there are
i nportant Anerican cum Western interests, e.g. the Mddle
East and Northeast Asi a.

The record supports the contention that there has been no

di m nution of Washington's "nuclear"” diplonmacy. The United
States has been relentless in pressing for inplenmentation of
the START Il accords. That activismextends to the delicate
question of the nuclear arsenal inherited by the Ukraine.
Equal Iy, the Cinton adm nistration has grappled virtually
si ngl e-handedly with the harsh chal |l enge presented by
Pyongyang in flouting international safeguards and engagi ng
in ill-distinguished blackmail by exploiting deep suspicions
that it had already crossed the nuclear threshold.

In all those instances, nost strikingly the |ast, Wshi ngton
has acted on the inplicit assunption that the United States
had the singular duty to ensure that the threat of nuclear
weapons spreading into politically irresponsible hands was
dealt with firmy; and that the United States had the wl|
and authority to lead an international canpaign toward that



end. Again, in the words of Anthony Lake, "As the sole
superpower, the United States had a special responsibility
for developing a strategy to neutralize, contain and, through
sel ective pressure, perhaps eventually transformthese

backl ash states into constructive nenbers of the

i nternational community. W seek to contain the influence of
these states, sonetinmes by isolation, sonmetinmes through
pressure, sonetines by diplomatic and econom c neasures. W
encourage the rest of the international community to join us
in a concerted effort."* An American sense of custodial
responsibility for "regime mai ntenance” is counterpart of its
superpower role as overseer of global order and protector of
Western interests. An assertive Anerican canpaign to restrict
sensitive conmerce with Iran is part of that strategy and
draws from those inpul ses.

Overal |, Germany has provi ded strong backing for the key

el enents of the Clinton adm nistration's post-Cold War non-
proliferation strategy. Bonn has been a full partner in
devel oping initiatives to deal with the nultiple dangers
arising fromthe coll apse of the Sovi et Union; Bonn has
pushed for the strict application of all |AEA rules on

saf equards and inspections, and full conpliance with NPT
comm tnents by signatory states, and has parti ci pated
actively in on-going review of the nmeans and net hods for
dealing with the prospective threat that m ght be presented
by new weapons states hostile to the West. Specifically,
Germany has reaffirmed its unqualified support in the Nuclear
Suppliers' Goup for the position that the enbargo on nucl ear
exports to India, Pakistan and Israel should renmain in place
so long as these states do not accept | AEA safeguards on al
their nuclear facilities.” Bonn has also taken nmuch of the

?  Lake, Ibid.
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initiative - and has worked closely with Washington - in
responding to trafficking in nuclear nmaterial s.

Ger man- Aner i can di sagreenents on hi gh-technol ogy exports to
Iran are a partial exception to this record of cooperation.
To keep this matter in perspective, we should bear in mnd
that nucl ear-specific transfers are not at issue. |ndeed,
Germany has declined proposals from Tehran to conplete the
two nucl ear power plants of German design at Bushehr on which
construction ceased in 1979. But it sees no persuasive
reason to deny itself access to a potentially significant

mar ket - especially when it contests the diplomatic analysis
that seeks to justify such an excl usion.

6.1 Cermany

Germany | ooks at Iran through a different set of |enses that
is primarily commercial rather than geostrategic. To put it
somewhat differently, Bonn's selection of what it judges to
be the appropriate lenses is different fromthe sel ection
inmplicitly nmade in Washi ngton. The Kohl governnment does not
visualize Iran today as a clear danger to the stability of
the Gulf or an incorrigibly revolutionary regi ne dedicated to
i npl acabl e i deol ogi cal war agai nst the West. To Bonn's way of
t hi nki ng, that conception of Iran is dated: it fails to
recogni ze both the degree to which Iran's anbitions were
blunted by its costly defeat in the war with Iraq, and how
spent is the crusading religious passion which energized the
Mul | ah-1ed governnent in the i medi ate post-revol utionary
years.

The German governnent acknow edges that President Hashemi

Raf sanj ani has not yet abandoned its desire to expand |ranian
i nfluence nor has it found satisfactory terns of
accommodation with the West. But it is seen as reasonably
pragmatic, circunmspect in its behavior, and susceptible to
outside influence. A less dire appraisal of the Iranian



"threat" leads logically to a policy judgnent that stresses
engagenent rather than exclusion. To "denonize" lran, and
then to isolate it on the grounds that it does not qualify
for inclusion in the community of nations, is to risk naking
Western policy hostage to a self-fulfilling prophecy.
Treating Tehran as an outcast, it is argued, will intensify
the Iranian sense of persecution, thereby strengthening the
forces of zealotry. To open |ines of conmunication and
avenues of intercourse, by contrast, is to ventilate Iranian
society. That approach is seen as |eading the country's

| eaders to a less stark view of their place in the world,
whi |l e providing tangi bl e evidence of the political and
econom ¢ benefits that would flow from "nornalization" of
their external relations.

Accordi ngly, the German governnent has urged the re-
establ i shnment of normal commercial dealings with Iran. That

i ncl udes easing restrictions on nost high-technol ogy itens,
the granting of credits, and the provision of debt relief by
i nternational |ending agencies and Western banks. Washi ngton
rejects this line of reasoning. In Lake's words, "Some of our
allies believe . . . that the regional policy should rely

| argely on positive incentives for Iran. The record clearly
shows, however, that positive inducenents such as trade and
ai d concessions or rescheduling of |oans do not lead to rea
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changes in Iran's unacceptabl e behavi or.

Recent trends admittedly have seen a resurgence of the hard-
line faction in Tehran. It has put Rafsanjani on the

def ensive and curtailed his influence. The President's
direction of Iranian foreign policy has also been weakened.
The challenge to his |eadership is forcing himto back away
frompolicies that had been designed to achieve a gradua
reconciliation with the West as part of a general strategy to
bring Iran back into the mainstreamof international life.

% Ibid. p. 54.



The power struggl e between Rafsanjani and the radica
clerics, led by Iran's spiritual |eader, Ayatollah Ali
Khanmenei, places the Islamc Revolution at a crossroads. It
has conme to enbrace every aspect of the regine installed by
the successful revolution of 1979; state ownership of

i ndustry and control over the econony; the rejection of
foreign investnment and disdain for the norns of internationa
econoni c intercourse; social organization and cultura

Islami cization of life; a repressive police apparatus; and a
xenophobic view of Iran's external relations. Rafsanjani's
qui et reforns have eroded each of these pillars of the
Mul I ah's brutally austere rule. Now they are being
successfully counter-attacked. At stake is Iran's politica
personality, including the terns of its relationship with the
out si de wor | d.

Washi ngton, |ike Bonn, foresees possibly far-reaching

i nplications fromhow the contest for power is resolved. The
two governnents differ though in their interpretation as to
how much the West can influence that outcone. The dinton
admnistration's viewis that the situation is too nurky for
the Western powers to determ ne how action of theirs would
register within Iran and with what inpact on the rivals for

| eadershi p. Under these circunstances, U S. officials argue
that proposed neasures to ease restrictions on commerce with
Iran nmust continue to pay due regard to the risks attached.
They invei gh agai nst what they see as inpul se actions
pronoted by an earnest, but inprudent desire to do sonething
to influence intentional Iranian devel opnents - even though
we remain in the dark as to what will influence whom and
how.

The CGerman attitude, shared to some degree by nost other
West ern Europeans, is that sonme risks are worth taking, given
the West's interests in seeing the Rafsanjani-led pragnatists
prevail. The dom nant thinking in Bonn is nore confident
that dealings designed to overcone Iran's insularity wll



make it difficult for the proponents of revolutionary

ort hodoxy who exploit the fear and ignorance of an isol ated
popul ace. Not to take advantage of those opportunities that
have been opened during the years of reformis to play into
the hands of the radical mullahs. On the specific question
of whether to ease existing export curbs on "sensitive
itens,

German officials nmake the points that

(1) no exenption will be made on the terns and conditions
that apply to other countries;

(2) it is to the West's advantage to bring Iran into trading
arrangenents that bal ance opportunity with enforced
obl i gation; and

(3) opening a dialogue with Iran on nuclear and chem ca
weapons is critical to shifting Iranian thinking in the
desired direction - whatever the conplexion of the country's
| eader shi p.

Specifically on the nucl ear question, the German gover nnent
favors a strategy that conbi nes strict adherence to
restricting rules on international transfers with comercia
i nducenments to accept those strictures. It is believed that
the lranians will find it in their interest to exonerate

t hensel ves of suspicion about their nuclear intentions by
accepting an exenplary inspections programthat confirns
their faithfulness to obligations assunmed under the NPT. 1In
this way, access to high technol ogy products becones a lure
enticing Tehran to forego any nuclear aspirations that it nay
har bor .

The German fornul ation of the Iranian question is reinforced
by the policy toward Iran that is crystallizing in Myscow.
Russia's increasingly assertive foreign policy, which clains
the privilege of policing the territories of the forner
Soviet Union, has led to a deepening involvenent in the
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turbulent politics of the Central Asian and Caucasi an
republics. There, it has backed the old-line, forner
Communi st | eadership often against |slamcist novenents.

Musl i m fundanental i smthus has been identified as a threat to
the Russian national interest in ensuring that its snaller
partners in the Comonweal th of |ndependent States are
politically congenial, i.e. disposed to accept a

pat ernal i sti c Russi an hegenony and t he exceptional status of
its Russian mnority population. Iran, the source of
inspiration as well as practical support for radical Islamc
novenents, is viewed in Moscow as a dangerous nei ghbor. Wile
cautious not to draw a line of confrontation with Tehran,
Russi an of ficials have given unm stakabl e signs that they are
|l eery of Iran's anmbitions and seek to contain its influence.
Consequently, there has been a convergence of thinking

bet ween Moscow and Washi ngton, both of whom now | ook upon the
Tehran regi me as a dangerous maveri ck.

From Bonn's vantage point, the stigmatizing of Iran by both
the U.S. and Russia feeds Iranian paranoia. That nmekes it al
the nore inportant that other governnments act to break the
pattern of alienation and hostility. As a country that enjoys
cordial relations with Tehran, and is Iran's nmajor European
trading partner, Germany feels obligation as well as interest
i n devel oping those ties. Indeed, the idea has taken hold
that there exists a German-Ilrani an special relationship.

6.2 The Central - Asi an Connecti on

Iran's political conplexion, and its external behavior, are
magni fi ed in Washi ngton's eyes by the country's potentially
significant role in the evolution of post-Communi st Centra
Asia. Iran is a presence throughout Central Asia, and in
Azerbaijan too, by virtue of culture, religion, and history.
The Tehran governnent al ready exercises influence on |oca

I sl ami ¢ novenents that look to it for exanple, inspiration
and as the possible provider of nore tangible forns of aid -
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noney or arns. Although Iran has been restrained in the
Azeri-Arnmenian conflict, and has left the job of supplying
the anti-governnent forces in Tadjikistan to the Afghanis, it

is still in a position to affect the cal cul ati ons of al
parties, including the Russians, with a stake in those
republics. In the future, Iranian policy also will be a

factor in the political evolution of other successor states
to the Soviet Union who now seemto be under the firmcontro
of ol d-line Conmunist |eaders: nanmely, Turknenistan and
Uzbeki st an.

Fromthe United States' perspective, Iran is seen as playing
two rol es, whose | ack of congruence conplicates the task of
fashioning a clear Western strategy:

(1) as the instigator of fundanmentalist Islanm c novenents
whose success coul d have the unwel cone consequences of
bringing to power governnents hostile to the West (i ncluding
hostility toward Western concerns engaged in the devel opnent
of significant natural resources, e.g. Azerbaijan's and
Kazakhstans's oil reserves) and of |ending further weight to
I sl ami ¢ novenents in other Central Asian republics and
beyond, e.g. Turkey and Paki stan; and

(2) as a counterforce to the consolidation of power by
retrograde fornmer Conmunists. The latter role is | ooked upon
with mld favor in nost Western capitals - but its very
success could lead to realization of the | ess pal atabl e goa
of consolidating the hold of anti-Wstern Islamc forces

t hroughout the region. The dilema woul d be eased, if not
erased, were the antagoni sm between the West and Iran
significantly attenuated. Hence, the current debate as to
which strategy is nost likely to produce an anelioration of
relations with Iran takes on added neani ng when the |inkage
to Russian conduct in the southern tier of the CISis
factored into the policy equation. Raising the stakes on
reconciling divergent thinking between Bonn and Washi ngt on
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coul d, and shoul d generate nore strenuous efforts to conpose
di fferences. However, it nmay have the opposite effect by
underscoring for each government the inportance of the West
"getting it right" by following its preferred prescription.

Several considerations enter into the policy cal culus made in
the two capitals, and do it in a way that conplicates
resolution of this vexing question. One is the disparity in
the i nmportance accorded Iran's role as a disruptive force in
the Gulf, on the Arab-Israeli conflict, and on politica
trends in the Islamc world generally. As discussed in an
earlier section, the United States attaches much greater

i nportance to these concerns than does the Gernan governnent.
Consequently, the Cinton adm nistration presses for a
tougher line in predicating full economc ties with Tehran on
clear signs that it will rein in its support for radica
groups threatening to subvert friendly governnents, and on
showing itself prepared to take a nore accommodati ng position
on regional issues. Washington's assessnent is that the

I rani an | eadership shows little readi ness to respond
pragmatically to terns of accommobdation offered by the West.
To normal i ze dealings with the fundanentalist regi ne wthout
a prior understanding of reciprocity, in this view, is

tant amount to appeasenent. The Iranians will be enbol dened by
t hese perceived signs of weakness to continue their
confrontational policies. Furthernore, a Wstern policy of
uni | ateral accommobdati on woul d have a denoralizing effect on
the Gulf states and | eaders of other Islamc states, who
woul d conclude that they would have to cut their own deals
with Tehran in the absence of full backing fromthe West -
the United States above all

The assessnents nmade by the governnent of Chancell or Hel nut
Kohl part company fromthose of the Anericans in their

estimte of what is the nost appropriate m x of carrots and
sticks. But beyond that, Bonn nakes a different estimte of
the risks to be run by following a policy of enticenent and
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normali zation with Iran. That is to say, Gernman policy
accords less inportance to the consequences of a failed
policy of normalization than does Washi ngton. Anerican

of ficials ascribe differences in nmaking that |ast assessnent
to the fact that it is the Arericans who will bear the brunt
of the burden for dealing with the potentially dangerous
effects of a failed policy that |eaves Iran stronger, nore
confident and with its status as a regional power enhanced -
wi t hout commensurate offsetting changes in its behavior. In
Bonn's eyes, the Anmericans are engaging in worst case

anal ysi s that exaggerates both Tehran's conmtnent to
destabilizing the region for the advancenent of its own power
political interests, and the opportunity costs of a serious
yet sober Western attenpt to reach a nodus vivendi with the
I rani an | eader shi p.

These differing attitudes stemin part fromthe discrepant
roles that Germany and the United States have played in the
worl d over the past forty-five years. These roles are | ess
crisply drawn than in the past; but differences remain,
accentuated by residual habits of thought and action. They

i nfluence policy judgnents, and they col or nutual perceptions
about each other. Anerican officials automatically di scount
by sone i nmeasurable factor estimates made i n Bonn about the
magni tude of regional security problens because Gernmany has
not had, and for the foreseeable future will not have, ngjor
responsibilities for dealing with them In this regard, there
is clear recollection of what Washi ngton deens faulty Gernman
judgnments about the Qulf crisis of 1990-91. The obverse is
true, too. In Bonn, there is suspicion that the United
States' outl ook on questions such as relations with Iran are
di storted by the conditioning effects of having perfornmed the
arduous duty of being the West's policeman for so |long -
however nobly and successfully that historic task was

per f or med.
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The second underlying basis for divergent approaches toward
Iran are the very real philosophical differences about
conflict resolution and problemsolving in inter-state
relations. On the Anerican side, elements of traditiona
Anerican idealismare mxed with a hard-edged realismthat is
the outgrowth of its long tenure as a gl obal superpower. Its
characteristics are a tendency to di chotom ze countries,

| eaders and policies as hostile or friendly; a belief that
the resolve to use force is a necessary and inportant

requi renent for safeguarding one's interest in an unruly

i nternational environment; and a conviction that diplomacy
ai med at peaceful adjustnment of disputes and conciliation is
enhanced when backed by, rather than kept separate from
denonstrat ed readi ness to resist unjustifiable denands.

On the German side, there is a different orientation, one
that places greater stress on active efforts at achieving
reconciliation; a belief that antagoni smcan be nuted through
assi duous, thoughtful policies designed to establish comon
ground; and confidence that a proper bal ance can be found

bet ween engagenent and appeasenent. The German m ndset, |ike
the American one, energes out of historical experience: the
traumati zing effect of the Nazi era, and the historic opening
to the East that anong nost Germans is credited w th having
contri buted to gradual underm ning of the Comuni st regine.
The "soft" approach to East Germany is seen as having had the
doubl e virtue of w nning concessions that I ed to nore humane
conditions in the East and paving the way for reunification.
In addition, that strategy is seen as having had no adverse
effects on the West's collective commtnent to protecting its
basic interests fromthe chall enge com ng from Moscow. By
contrast, prevailing interpretations in official Wshington
accord considerably I ess inportance to détente - in all its
mani f estations, than to Western resolve in standing up to
threats wherever they were presented and in resisting the
tenptation to acquiesce in terns of accommobdati on

advant ageous to the Sovi et Union.
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A pal e replay of that debate could occur as Washi ngton and
Bonn duel over what strategy to follow vis-a-vis Iran. It is
nore likely to take on characteristics of the earlier debate
to the degree that the issue is cast in broad terns which

i nclude the larger question of howto respond to a newy
assertive Russian nationalism How acute the issue becones,
and how nmuch the Cold War past colors it, depends on whet her
Russi an anbitions entail the aspiration to a position of

dom nance over its former domain in Eastern Europe. Wre
Ukrai ne, the Baltics (and perhaps other former dependencies
as well) to becone the objects of coercive Russian diplonmacy,
were Russian mnorities to be exploited to encroach upon
those states' sovereignty, then the West would face a
strategic challenge with stakes far higher fromthose raised
by Russian neddling in the Central Asian and Caucasi an
republics alone. Accordingly, a free-floating intra-Alliance
debat e between "hawks" and "doves"” would take on w der

di nensi on.

6.3 Scenari os

The foll ow ng scenari os sketch four 'futures' for Iran. O
varying probabilities, and set in different tinme horizons, a
consi deration of each highlights the inplications for the
Ger man- Aneri can strategic relationship of a particul ar
evolution in Iran's external relations.

6.3.1 Iran Gets the Bonb

The nost dire scenario is one in which Iran appears to have
acqui red a nucl ear bonb. A pattern anal ogous to that seen in
North Korea woul d pose a stark dilenma for the West. The
repercussions for stability in the strategically sensitive
@ul f region, and across the Mddl e East, could endanger vital
econonmi c interests and other high political stakes, inter
alia consolidation of an Arab-Israeli rapprochenent, and
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containing radical Islamc political forces. Reactions in
Washi ngt on and Bonn would be closely simlar. Both capitals
woul d be al arned and hasten to forge a conmon Western
response, although differences over burden sharing and the
possi bl e use of force could still conme to the fore.

Whet her recrim nations would arise due to past cl ashes over
how to deal with Iran woul d depend on the path that Iran took
to build its bonb. Evidence that an illicit program had
benefited fromtechnol ogy provided by Germany, which
facilitated Iranian attenpts to circunvent internationa

saf eguards, would surely be a bone of contention between
Washi ngton and Bonn. Washi ngton's readi ness to point an
accusing finger at Gernmany woul d be determined in part by the
donmestic political repercussions in the United States. A

Wi te House inhabited by a successor to M. Cdinton m ght
find it convenient to tie responsibility for the policy
failure around his neck. An incunbent nore synpathetic to
hi s predecessor(s) would find reason to shift the focus onto
"irresponsible” allies. Congress, for its part, could be
expected to cast blame in both directions. The |oud baying
fromCapital H Il would ensure a hunt for the cul pabl e
parties. In the event that Iran's weapons acquisition were
to lead to a major regional crisis that propensity would be
intensified, with rancorous scapegoating of allied
governnments following inits train

On the German side, indications that an illicit Iranian

nucl ear program had nade use of materials com ng from Gernany
coul d be expected to pronpt a defensive response from Bonn.
There, too, exactly how the issue is treated |ikely would be
i nfluenced by which party is in power, and how the natter
gets played out in partisan politics. Under any

ci rcunst ances, Gernman governnent | eaders would be inclined to
justify their overall strategy of expanding ties with Tehran,
and to offer as partial explanation for Iranian actions the
paranoi a that is encouraged by isolation.
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6.3.2 A Second lran/lraq War

The underlying strategic rivalry between these historically
ant agoni stic countries holds the potential for a renewed
mlitary confrontation. At any significant |evel of conbat,
the array of regional security anxieties evoked by the 1980-
88 war |ikely would re-enmerge. Set against the backdrop of
the West's troubled relations with both the Baghdad and
Tehran regi mes, a repeat of the hands-off approach that
characterized Western policies between 1980-87 is an
unreal i stic expectation. Rather, the nore appropriate
parallel is with the situation in 1987 when Kuwait made its
appeal for the reflagging of oil vessels. In this conjectured
reprise of that situation, a nore forceful and better

coordi nated Western response ai ned at suppressing the
conflict while containing adverse effects on friendly
governnments in the region is a realistic expectation. That
still leaves room however, for allied disagreenent on the
preci se nmeasures to be taken and the risks to be run, in
pursuit of these common objectives. In this debate, the
recogni zabl e di fferences between the United States and
Germany woul d |ikely manifest thensel ves.

A renewed crisis in the Gulf would pose a major challenge to
the Western allies | ess because of the particularities of
that situation than because of the Alliance's genera
susceptibility to the pressures of dealing with a serious
threat to an inportant interest - whether it occurs in
Eastern Europe or the Persian Gulf. The |owered |evel of
political and psychol ogi cal readi ness that acconpani ed the
end of the Gulf War, the inconplete and strained transition
froman Anerican-led alliance to a nore egalitarian one, and
the exceptional demands of truly nultilateral diplomatic
and/or mlitary strategi es conbine to nake any prospective
crisis especially hazardous for Western unity and
effectiveness. Viewed fromthis perspective, the negative
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effects of pre-existing frictions on Iran policy would be
relatively mnor.

6.3.3 A Terrorist 'Snoking Gun’

The surfacing of incontrovertible evidence that Iran had
provi ded tangi bl e assi stance to terrorist factions who

comm tted egregi ous acts of violence would sharpen the
question of what the West's relations with the regine in
Tehran should be. It also would bring to the boil pre-

exi sting differences between Washi ngton and Bonn as to what
nmeasures the newy reveal ed situation called for. Both
governnments coul d be expected to nove toward the 'hawki sh'
end on the conti nuum of possible responses, but the absol ute
di stance between their views mght well remain constant.

Mor eover, the policy debate even coul d be aggravated by
American recrimnations over its partner's failure to respond
to earlier warnings of Iran's reckl ess behavior. The bonbi ngs
in July 1994 of Jewi sh targets in Argentina, allegedly with
assi stance and/ or encouragenent from Tehran, have brought
this scenario to life. U S. officials have taken the
occasion to intensify their attacks on the Iranian

| eader shi p, while sharpening their criticismof those allied
governnments, Bonn anong ot hers, who "appease” Ilran through
preferential trading agreenents. Just a few nonths earlier
Washi ngton's annual review of international terrorismissued
in May 1994 placed Iran at the top of the |ist of states
supporting terrorism Simlarly, a nonth earlier the British
governnment publicly denounced the Tehran regine for ties to
| RA terror squads.

Anbiguity as to lranian conplicity in the recent bonbi ngs
nmeans that German-Anerican differences get a higher profile
but still fall below a threshold that would force both
governnments to make the strenuous efforts needed to bridge
those differences. Hence, Iran policy is likely to continue
as an aggravating elenent in relationship between the two
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countries, with divergent positions being expressed nore
sharply in Washington and eliciting nore pai ned responses, at
once defensive and righteous, in Bonn. So |long as the
overall tenor of relations is as favorable as it nowis, that
condi tion should not place any serious strains on the close
bonds between the two capitals. However, the Buenos Aires
and London bonbi ngs do give greater saliency to the dispute
over Iran with the inplication that, in the event of a nore
dire scenario conming to pass, the |level of accunul ated
grievance will be higher.

6.3.4 Ilran as a 'Nornmal' State

Signs that the Islamc regine in Tehran had abandoned its
canpai gn to subvert nei ghbors and to back radical factions
dedi cated to attacks on the West woul d have the effect of
progressively reduci ng contentious differences between the
United States and Germany over Iran policy. Only mld

tactical disagreenents would remain, i.e. the pace and extent
to which the West should reach out to a nore conciliatory
I ran by encouraging conmercial |inks and offering technica

assi st ance.

Such a clear resolution of the policy debate in Tehran, and
of the power struggle on which it depends, is unlikely.

Rat her, the foreseeable future will be little different from
the present. Indications of Iranian desire to nove out of
its current isolation will be hedged with qualifications and
acconpani ed by signs of internal opposition; Iran's interna
politics will be roiled by the cross-currents of

revol utionary zeal and practical-mnded reform and,
correspondingly, Iran will remain an uneasy presence for

nei ghbors and an unpredi ctabl e player in regional power ganes
- inthe Gulf, inthe wider Mddle East, and in Central Asia.
The | atent danger lran thereby poses to Western interests,
and the value that Iran has in the eyes of Wstern
governnments, will reflect, in part, conditions in those
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areas. Political stability acconpanied by irresolution, if
not aggravation of existing tensions, would heighten the

i nportance of what Iran does or does not do. Accordingly,
t he debate over what Western strategy to pursue vis-a-vis
Iran woul d acquire greater nonmentum

By contrast, favorable regional devel opnents woul d have the
effect of encapsulating the Iran issue. A continuation of
the Western policy debate at the present |evel of intensity
t hen becones probabl e, punctuated by sharper exchanges when
terrorist incidents put the issue back in the linelight.

7. Turkey/Central Asia

This chapter analyzes the inplications of the bilateral U.S. -
Tur ki sh and German- Turki sh rel ationship on the U. S. -German
security relationship. It looks at the role of Turkey in both
German and United States security interests, at the

di fferences in both countries' approach towards Turkey, and
at a nunber of scenarios that mght affect Turkey's inpact on
the U S.-CGerman security relationship. Throughout, the
chapter will focus on Turkey's role towards the Central Asian
successor states. However, other aspects of Turkey's
strategi c situation cannot be separated fromthis role, and
wi Il also be discussed.

7.1 The I nportance of Turkey

The col | apse of the Soviet Union has directed the attention
of Western security policymakers onto Turkey. Many Western
observers - as well as Turkish policymakers thensel ves -

pl aced great hopes in Turkey's role as a bridge between the
West and the newly i ndependent Sovi et successor states in
Central Asia. Turkey's status as a secular, yet Mislim
country was supposed to serve as a nodel for these countries
political and econom c devel opnent. Mbreover, it was hoped
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that Turkey, the easternnost partner of the Atlantic
Al'l'iance, woul d becone a regional power, projecting
stabilizing influence towards the fornmer Soviet Central Asian
st at es.

While Turkey's role with respect to Central Asia is the nost
prom nent factor in its new inportance for the West, it is
not the only aspect which enhances its role within the
alliance, and thus for Germany and the United States.

Crises at NATO s southern flank have been el evated fromthe
status of a marginal security concern during the Cold War era
to a new prom nence. The @ulf War along wi th other
flashpoints in the Mddl e East and the Mediterranean region
have contributed to this change. Since there is no nore
direct mlitary threat in NATO s Central Region, the fornerly
| ess prom nent southern periphery has gai ned i nportance by
default. However, there is genuine concern anong the NATO
allies about the spillover effects fromthe South that m ght
affect the Alliance. Along NATO s southern flank, Turkey is

t he nost exposed nenber. Thus, Turkey is close to crisis
spots which concern both Germany and the United States, and
it is critical for efforts to deal with security concerns in
t he region.

Despite the overall inportance of Turkey for both German and
U S. security policy, there are unique aspects in each
country's relationship with Turkey which lead to diverging,
if not conflicting policies.

7.2 German I nterests

Despite the geographical distance to Germany, Turkey plays an
i mportant role in the German donestic econony. Turkish
citizens provide the bul k of "guest workers" in Gernany,

| aborers which were first recruited in the 1960s to fil

| abor shortages in the then boom ng German econony. Turkish
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guest workers are still inportant for the German econony, in
particular for sectors and jobs that are less attractive to
Ger man enpl oyees. However, rising unenploynent in Gernany due
to a major recession and to the effects of unification has

| ed German policymakers to reduce the influx of guest

wor kers, and to encourage nany of those already in Gernmany to
return to Turkey. At the sane tinme, parts of a disgruntled
public have reverted to open xenophobia, including attacks on
Turki sh residents that have led to several deaths.

Thi s conbi nati on of devel opnents in Gernmany has put strains
on the German-Turkish relationship. The Turkish governnent is
interested in continuing the economic relationship with
Germany: guest workers are an inportant source of foreign
currency income, as well as a reprieve for the Turkish | abor
market. In 1994, Turkey is suffering severe econom c
difficulties, increasing the inpact of the change in Gernan
policy. Conbined with attacks on Turkish citizens, this
policy conflict pairs strong enotional issues with hard
econom c interests.

However, the German-Turkish relationship is further charged
by an array of international issues, some of which have been
| atent for sone years, and others which have energed nore
recently. They include the Turkish quest for nmenbership in

t he European Conmunity, German policy towards Turkey during
the Gulf War, Gernman policy towards Kurdish groups in
Germany, and Gernman policy towards Turkish mlitary
operations agai nst Kurds in Eastern Turkey.

Turkey has | ong been striving to becone a nenber of the EC.
It applied for nenbership officially in 1987, and its
application was quietly shelved in 1989. Mst current EC
menbers remai n reserved about Turkish nenbership, mainly on
grounds of Turkey's econonic devel opnent, but also for fear
of an invasion of Turkish |Iabor. Mre recently, concerns
about Turkish human-rights violation have al so becone an
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issue. While Germany is not the only EC nenber to deci de on
this issue, its close economc ties to Turkey make it a
natural target for Turkish |obbying efforts. Mbreover,
Germany' s ent husi asm for opening the community towards the
East nmakes it vul nerable to accusations of doubl e-standards.
The Turki sh request for nmenbership in the ECwill thus becone
even nore awkward for Gernmany once the EC has concl uded the
current round of expansion and starts to consi der nenbership
applications fromCentral Eastern Europe. Turkey's entry into
t he European Custons Union is schedul ed for 1995, but current
economic difficulties mght delay this step as well.

The suspi ci on anong Turki sh policynakers that Gernmany treats
Turkey as an econom c resource, but not as a NATO ally or as
an equal partner, becanme even nore salient in the Gulf War.
During this conflict, Turkey requested the dispatch of the
ACE Mobil e Force Air Conponent as a synbol of reassurance and
deterrence agai nst attacks fromlragq. A debate about the
nerits of this request ensued in Germany, wth sone senior

pol i cymakers argui ng that Turkey had provoked the Iraq

threat by allowing allied planes to fly m ssions from TurKki sh
bases. Thus, any alliance obligations would be void.* Gernmany
eventual ly conplied with the Turkish request and sent its
part of the AMF Air Conponent. However, the precedi ng debate
not only put into question Germany's reliability as an ally,
but al so seriously damaged German rel ations with Turkey.
These rel ations suffered further when press reports surfaced
in Germany that the Turkish arny had used arnored vehicles
donated by Gernany in operations against Kurdish civilians.
The equi pment in question had been given by Gernmany as part
of Gulf War assistance, supposedly to enhance Turkey's

def enses agai nst an attack fromlrag. Turkey's use of these
weapons against its Kurdish mnority caused an uproar in

**  On the NATO operation in Turkey and the German political reaction see Karl Kaiser and Klaus Becher,

"Deutschland und der Irak-Konflikt", Arbeitspapiere zur Internationalen Politik 68 (Bonn:
Forschungsinstitut der Deutschen Gesellschaft fiir Auswartige Politik, February 1992), pp. 30-33.
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Germany, contributed to the resignation of the then defense
mnister, and led to a German arnms enbargo agai nst Turkey.
The Turki sh governnment, on the other hand, rejected German
accusations, pointing to the internal security threat posed
by the Kurdish insurgency. In addition, Turkish officials
accused Cermany of hypocrisy, referring to the unchecked
activities of Kurdish nationalist groups in Germany. Only
after a wave of terrorist acts by Kurdi sh groups agai nst
Turkish facilities on German territory in 1993 did the Gernan
governnment crack down on these organi zations.

Apart fromthe problens that have been descri bed above, there
is one policy issue where Turkey converges with Germany: The
attitude of both countries towards the conflict in forner
Yugosl avia. Both Germany and Turkey favor stronger

i ntervention by the international community in defense of the
Bosni an Muslins, and stronger sanctions agai nst Serbi a.
However, the sources of this policy convergence are
different: Gernmany was historically allied with Croatia and
Sl oveni a agai nst Serbia, and was one of the main supporters
of Sl ovenian and Croatian i ndependence. It supported Bosni an
i ndependence out of principle, and out of aversion to the

Ser b- dom nat ed runp- Yugosl avi a. Turkey's support for the
Bosni an Muslins, on the other hand, stens froma solidarity
with this religious group against the threat from other
groups. This solidarity is fed by the perception that the
Western world fails to take stronger action in defense of the
Bosni an Musl i ns because of their faith. Neverthel ess, despite
this perception the Turkish governnment has been in broad
support of UN policies towards this conflict. Unil ateral
nmeasures have by and large been limted to synbolic steps

* In April 1994, the Turkish government signed an agreement on military cooperation, apparently to

alleviate the effects of the German arms embargo. According to the agreement, Russia will sell
armored vehicles and air defense systems to Turkey, paid for by debt reduction. See "Die Tiirkei will
in RuBland Waffen kaufen" in Frankfurter Aligemeine Zeitung, April 23, 1994.
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(such as the visit by the Turkish prine mnister in Sarajevo
in early 1994) and declaration.™

Turkey has declared its willingness to provide troops for
peacekeepi ng operations. Germany, after a court ruling that
lifts the ban on enpl oyi ng Bundeswehr troops in operations

outside NATO territory, still argues that the Gernan role
duri ng
Wrld War Il woul d nake the presence of its troops

politically too sensitive.

In summary, Gernmany's relationship with Turkey is dom nated
by econom ¢ and donestic political considerations. Wile
Turkey is critical to newy reformul ated German security
interests, it is at this point unlikely that Germany wil |
conduct an active policy in pursuit of these interests. Thus,
the strategic value of Turkey is currently not inportant
enough to elicit economc or political concessions from

Cer many.

7.3 U S. Interests

In contrast to Germany, the United States sees Turkey
forenpst as a crucial strategic ally, bolstering its position
both in the Mddle East and in Central Asia. Economc

consi derations clearly rank behind Turkey's strategic

i nportance for the United States.

During the Gulf War, Turkey offered the use of bases on its
territory for air strikes against Iraq. Despite its own civil
war agai nst Kurdi sh rebels, Turkey still is a junp-off point
for the ongoing UN operation to protect the Kurdish safe
haven in Northern Irag.

* On Turkish policy towards the Yugoslav war see John Murray Brown, "The region's reluctant activist"

in Financial Times, April 15, 1994.
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Turkey's potential as a secular, yet Mislim hegenon,
extending a stabilizing influence towards the Mislim
successor states of the Soviet Union, is possibly the nost

i nportant |ong-termasset of Turkey for the United States. If
Turkey were to fulfill this role, it mght not only help
stabilize the Central Asian region, it mght also serve as an
instrument of U. S. influence, shaping the political and
econoni ¢ devel opnents in these countries. In turn, Turkish
influence in Central Asia would decrease the Iikelihood that
these countries would revert to a close alliance with the
Russi an center. By the same token, a Turkish role in the
region mght also help to mnimze the attraction of Mislim
fundanment al i sm sponsored by Iran.

However, the fate of Turkey itself has strategic inportance
for the United States. Turkey is not only coping with Kurdish
i nsurgency, but also with econonm c decline and increasing
Musl i m fundanmentalism The stability of the current politica
systemis by no nmeans guaranteed. Local elections in early
1994 resulted in strong showi ngs of the Islamc Refah party.®
If the current secular regine were to collapse and be

repl aced by a fundanmentalist governnment, U S. strategic
interests would be affected in four ways:

(1) The United States would | ose an inportant ally with
potential influence on the Arab world as well as on the new
states in Central Asia;

(2) The United States would | ose inportant strategic bases,
conplicating any mlitary operations in the Mddle East (in
particular in Irag), and possibly in Central Asia;

(3) Turkey could energe as a new fundanental i st power,
negating U S. efforts in Central Asia, and trying to

32

See John Murray Brown, "A Shock for the Secularists" in Financial Times, April 15, 1994.
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i nfluence devel opnents in Europe (particularly former
Yugosl avi a) ;

(4) The latent Turkish-Geek conflict within NATO coul d break
out again, leading to an alliance-w de crisis.

Thus, there are inportant reasons for the United States to
support Turkey. However, the flexibility of the U S
governnment in delivering this support is limted, due to
three principal reasons.

Strong Greek | obby: A politically very effective G eek | obby
opposes U.S. policies that give Turkey an advantage over
G eece.

No Turkish | obby: The inpact of the strong G eek |obby is
magni fi ed by the virtual absence of a Turkish |obby. In
contrast to the sizable and politically influential U S. -
Greek community, there is no significant Turkish-born

popul ation in the United States. Thus, there is little basis
for a well-organi zed pressure group.

Fear of Islam For some Anericans, the imge of Mslens has
been equated with Arab terrorists. This imge has been
enhanced nost recently by the Wrld Trade Center bonbing in
New York in February 1993. Despite the small nunber of

i ndi vidual s involved in such acts, sone U S. citizens have
come to see Arabs and Turks as part of a global Mislimthreat
agai nst Western civilization in general, and the Anmerican way
of life in particular. Thus, parts of the U S. popul ation

vi ew assi stance for any Muslimcountry with suspicion.

Tur ki sh policynakers realize the limts of U S. support, and
are becom ng increasingly disillusioned. They point out that
despite their staunch support for the United States in the
@ul f War, Turkey is still suffering fromthe econom c enbargo
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agai nst lraqg, while Jordan, an Iraqi supporter, has been
granted special oil deliveries fromlraq.®

7.4 Scenari os

7.4.1 Increnmental failure of Turkey to establish |eading role
in Central Asia

Scenari o Description

Turkey makes no further progress in establishing itself
as an influential force in Central Asia. Central Asian
Sovi et successor states | ook to other countries for
econonmi ¢ and political ties.

The new saliency of Turkey in global security hinges |argely,
but not exclusively on its potential role as a bridge between
the former Soviet republics in Central Asia and the West,
provi ding a counterweight to Islam c fundanentalist influence
fromlran. The expectation that Turkey will indeed play this
role is based on the follow ng factors or assunptions:
geographical proximty, cultural affinity, economc
potenti al .

However, contrary to w despread expectations at the tinme of
t he Sovi et breakup, Turkey has so far not been able to
fulfill this role. The relative geographical proximty has
not translated into econom c benefits, because Turkey does
not share direct borders with the Islamc Central Asian
countries. Arnmenia, which does border on Turkey, is involved
in a bloody war with Azerbaijan, in which Turkey has, albeit
passi vely, taken the side of the Islamc Azerbaijan.

Turkey's status as a secular Muslimcountry has not led to a
significant attraction for the Central Asian Sovi et successor
states. Indeed, rather than follow ng either the nodern
Turki sh or the fundanentalist Iranian nodel, nost Centra

¥ See Financial Times, April 23, 1994,
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Asian countries (with a few notable exceptions) have enbarked
on a course of conservative authoritarianism keeping in
power many of the old Soviet political elite, and failing to
make significant political changes. In addition, Russia has
made efforts to discourage closer ties between the Centra

Asi an Sovi et successor states and Turkey. For exanple, a

pl anned oil pipeline from Kazakhstan to Turkey was cancel ed,
reportedly due to pressure from Moscow. |Instead, a pipeline
from Kazakhstan to a Russian Black Sea port will be
constructed. *

Turkey's own economi c problens also restrict its ability to
beconme nore active in Central Asia. The | eeway for Turkish
investment in Central Asia remains limted. Despite the

di spatch of Turkish experts and a relatively strong personne
presence in the region, there has been al nost no increase in
trade between Turkey and Central Asia since the

di sintegration of the Soviet Union.*

Thus, despite the initial hopes that Turkey m ght play an

i mportant role in shaping the future of the Islam c successor
states to the fornmer Soviet Union, this role has so far

remai ned small, and is unlikely to become bigger in the short
run. What are the consequences of this devel opnent for U S
and Gernman policy?

U S. support for Turkey: While Turkey retains strategic val ue
for other aspects of the region (lrag, Wstern Mediterranean
theater), its value as a nedi ator between Western val ues and
econom c aid and the Islam c successors to the Soviet Union
is decreasing. Turkey's inportance to U S. interests wll
correspondingly dimnish, and the United States is | ess
likely to pursue policies dedicated to strengthening its

i nfluence in Turkey.

¥ See Steve LeVine, "Central Asians Cut Loose from Moscow" in Financial Times, January 27, 1994.

35

See John Murray Brown, "Euphoria has Evaporated" in Financial Times, May 7, 1993.
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U S. pressure on Gernany: Failure of Turkey to serve as a
bridge to Central Asia will nmake it less likely that the U S
tries to influence German policy towards Turkey, including
questions of mlitary aid and EC nenbershi p. Thus, under this
scenari o, divergence between Gernmany and the United States
wi ||l be reduced.

Turkish | everage on EC. A dimnished role of Turkey in

Central Asia will reduce its potential value as an EC nenber.
Consequent |y, Turkish | everage on the question of EC
admttance will dimnish even further. In turn, Germany wl |

be under | ess pressure from other EC nenbers to support
Tur ki sh accessi on demands, thus shielding it fromU. S.
pressure to support Turkish EC nenbership.

7.4.2 Active Turkish involvenent in Arneni an-Azerbaijani war

Scenari o Description

The Turki sh governnment bows to donestic pressure and
becomes active in the Caucasian war. It sends mlitary
experts to Azerbaijan and reinforces its troops at the
Arnmeni an border. Turkish irregular troops start

skirm shes at the Arnenian border.

Despite the geographical proximty to the Caucasian civil war
and the cultural affinity to the Azerbaijani side, Turkey has
so far taken pains not to becone involved in this conflict.
Wiile it has announced its support for the Azeri cause, it
has refrai ned fromproviding overt assistance, and has even
facilitated food shipnments to Arnenia, when UN aid nmet with
difficulties. In addition, developnents in early 1994 point
to a possible devolution of the conflict. Neverthel ess, the
specter of Turkish involvenent | oons |arge anong Western
security concerns in the region.

Turkey's strategic role in Central Asia is crucially
dependent on whet her the Arneni an-Azerbaijani civil war
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across its border continues or is concluded. If the war
conti nues, the follow ng paraneters will prevail:

- Turkish donestic pressure for intervention: There is
significant donestic pressure in Turkey in favor of nore
active support of Azerbaijan against Arnmenia. The Turkish
governnent is spending donestic political energy by
resisting this pressure.

- Spillover: A hot conflict across the border carries the
possibility of spreading onto Turkish territory. Arnenian
troops mght retaliate for what they perceive as Turkish
support for the other side, or Azerbaijani irregulars m ght
use Turkish territory to stage operations.

- Lack of land access to Central Asian countries: As |long as
the conflict continues, Turkey's economc ties to Centra
Asia are bound to remain limted. The |ack of a secure | and
l'ine of communication is one of the major obstacles to a
| arger role of Turkey in Central Asia.

- Ant agoni stic nei ghbor, draw on security resources: A
conti nued Caucasian war nmeans that Arnenia renmains a
potentially antagoni stic nei ghbor for Turkey. Thus, Turkish
strategi c planning nust provide for resources to cover this
border, conpeting with resources used in the Kurdish
conflict.

Wth a continued war between Arnenia and Azerbaijan, Turkey's
influence in the Central Asian region will remain limted. At
the sane tinme, the risk that Turkey m ght becone involved in
the ongoing civil war on Azerbaijan's side is significant.
Turki sh invol venent in this war - proxy, covert assistance,
or through open mlitary intervention - would have serious
security inplications for both the United States and CGernany.
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First, Turkish involvenent would constitute intervention by a
NATO country on the territory of the fornmer Soviet Union, in
the "near abroad”. Depending on the domestic politica
situation in Russia at the time, such action is likely to
cause Russian reprisals. Such reprisals could affect Turkish
territory, even if Turkish involvenent takes place on an

unof ficial |evel. Hence, Turkey could invoke the assistance
cl ause of the NATO treaty, forcing NATO nenbers Cernmany and
the United States to take positions in this conflict. In such
a case, it is possible that Germany, along with other

Eur opean NATO allies would refuse to cone to Turkey's aid.
The United States m ght back Turkey, leading to a split in
the alliance. However, depending on the overall U.S. -Turkey
relationship at the tine, the United States itself m ght

mai ntai n a cautious approach, avoiding a direct confrontation
wi th Moscow. Neverthel ess, independently froma Turkish
request for assistance, the Russian governnent m ght hold the
U S. or CGermany responsible for Turkish action in the
Caucasus.
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7.4.3 Econom c decline of Turkey

Scenari o description

Econom c austerity measures announced in 1994 fail to
turn the econony around. However, they succeed in
generating w despread | abor unrest and a radicalization
of the political spectrum Muislimfundanmentalist groups
continue to nmake inroads. The Kurdish conflict

conti nues unabated and renains costly in financial and
human terns. Successive governnment fail to unite the
country behi nd an econom ¢ agenda. However, the
mlitary refrains frompolitical involvenent.

At the tinme of this witing, Turkey is undergoing a severe
economic crisis, leading to a major devaluation of its
currency. The Turki sh governnent has announced radical policy
neasures to pull the econony out of the slunp. However, sone
of the announced neasures have net with strong resistance
fromlabor unions and sone political parties. Regardless of
the | ong-term success of the econom c package, the current
crisis highlights the inplications of another scenario on

U S.-CGerman security relations: the prospect of econom c
col l apse in Turkey. Such a devel opnent woul d have direct

ram fications for both Gernmany and the United States, as wel
as on policy issues between these countries and Turkey.

For both the United States and Germany, the priority goa
with respect to Turkey would shift fromutilizing Turkey as
an econom c or strategic asset to containing its economc or
strategic liabilities. Econom c disaster in Turkey could |ead
to a new surge of illegal immgrants and asyl um seekers in
Germany, facilitated by the already substantial Turkish
community in Germany. Turkish citizens already in Gernany
will be less inclined to | eave for their honme country, even
with financial incentives provided by the German governnent.
If Germany wanted to do anything to aid Turkey, it would be
difficult to do so through the EC, due to Greek resistance.
Hence, Germany woul d have to resort either to travel
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restrictions (negatively affecting relations with Turkey) or
to unilateral aid to Turkey.

The United States would be | ess affected by the i medi ate
econoni ¢ consequences of a Turkish econom c col |l apse.
However, the possible results of econom c disaster - he rise
of extrem st groups - would run counter to U S. interests,
and threaten the fragile post-Cold War bal ance in the region.

EC nmenber shi p i ssue: Econonic collapse in Turkey woul d nake
accession to the EC even nore renote than it already is,
because Turkey woul d be unable to neet convergence criteria.
Mor eover, Turkey's inpending entry into the EC custons union
m ght be endangered as well. In practical terns, this

devel opnent woul d renove a point of enbarrassnent fromthe
U. S. - German agenda, since EC nenbership of Turkey is no

| onger practical, regardless of the strategic value. At the
same time, U. S. pressure on Germany to hel p Turkey m ght

i ncrease in other ways. For exanple, the U S. mght view
German restrictions on Turkish guest workers as further
destabilizing the Turkish econony.

Influence in Central Asia: Turkey's potential influence in
Central Asia would be affected by econom c collapse in two
ways: First, Turkey would |lose the ability to provide any aid
or investnent in the region. Trade woul d al so decrease.
Second, Turkey would lose its attraction as a devel opnent
nodel for the newly independent countries in Central Asia. A
failure of Turkey's econonmy mght |ead these countries to

| ook for other paths towards econom c devel opnent.

Bot h of these effects will contribute to mnimzing Turkey's
influence in Central Asia. Thus, Turkey's strategic

i nportance for both the United States and Germany w | |
correspondi ngly di m nish.
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Political stability: Econom c collapse and the resulting
policy neasures by the Turkish governnment are likely to
further strengthen Muslim fundanmentalist groups in Turkey,
and lead to general civil unrest, including politically
notivat ed viol ence. Such unrest could divert governnent and
mlitary attention away fromthe Kurdish uprising in Eastern
Tur key, thereby | ooseni ng governnent control over these
areas. If the governnment shows itself to be unable to cope
with these problens, it is highly likely that the mlitary
m ght once agai n assunme power. Such a scenario could pose
serious dilenmas both for Germany and the United States. On
the one hand, human rights abuses, which usually conme hand in
hand with the inposition of mlitary rule, will generate
public and political pressure in Germany for sanctions

agai nst Turkey. The United States will al so be concerned
about human rights abuses, but there is likely to be |ess
direct pressure for action against a mlitary reginme. At the
sanme tinme, the specter of a fundanmentalist regine in Turkey
is of great strategic concern both for the United States and
Germany. The United States, however, will be nore able to act
on this strategic interest than Germany. Thus, it is likely
that increased political instability in Turkey will lead to
maj or policy divergence between the United States and
Germany. This divergence, however, wll focus on Turkey
itself and will be only indirectly related to the issue of
the Central Asian successors to the Soviet Union.

7.4.4 Econom c collapse, major political instability

Scenari o description

Econom ¢ di saster, setbacks in the canpai gn against the
Kurdi sh i nsurgency, and the Muislim fundanmentali st
success in elections conbine to bring the mlitary back
into politics. A coup attenpt fails, however.

Subsequent el ections are nmarred by viol ence and result
in avictory for fundanentalist groups. The new

gover nment suspends its nmenbership in NATO and
announces its active support for Azerbaijan agai nst

Ar meni a.
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A scenario featuring political instability in Turkey includes
a two-stage policy response fromthe United States and
Germany. Policies ained at reversing a process of
destabilization would be at issue in the first stage. In the
second stage, instability is perceived as "permnent,"” and
both the U S. and Germany woul d have accepted that Turkey has
sunk into chaos. The distinction is inportant because it
directly affects many of the strategic and econom c benefits
Turkey has for either Gernmany and the United States. For
exanpl e, Turkey's role as NATO s bulwark at the Southern
Flank is no longer credible if the country succunbs to civil
war, or if a fundanentalist government cones into power. In
such a case, damage limtation strategies will replace
strategies that rely on Turkey as a strategic asset. However,
in such a case Turkey woul d once again becone an issue with
respect to Central Asia: Mislimfundanmentalist success in
Turkey m ght serve as a catalyst for such political forces in
the Central Asian Soviet successor states. Radical forces in
Turkey m ght not be inhibited by international restraints
frominterfering in the war between Arnmenia and Azerbaijan. A
Turkey riveted by civil war will not be available as a
trading partner or transit route for Central Asia and the
Caucasus region. Countries in these regions mght then orient
t hensel ves towards Iran in order to fulfill their econom c
needs.

From a European security point of view, such a devel opnent
woul d bring the fundanentalist threat closer to Europe's
doorstep. Germany, which is already affected by Kurdish
terrorismon its territory, will experience additiona
"spillover" due to the | arge nunber of Turkish residents.

Such a devel opnent woul d have wi der inplications in other
respects as well: civil war involving fundanmentalist groups
in Turkey m ght draw i nvol vement fromlIran and ot her
fundanmental i st groups in the Mddl e East.
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Wiile the first stage mght feature a relatively high

di vergence between the United States and CGernmany, the second
stage woul d | ead to nore convergent policies. Both countries
woul d perceive the situation as disastrous. Bilateral US. -
Tur ki sh and German- Tur ki sh rel ati ons would play a nuch
smaller role, sinply because the ground rul es woul d have
changed. It would be easier for both countries to operate

wi t hout historical "baggage" and hi dden agendas.

Thi s does not mean, however, that there would be a simlar
convergence on how to approach Central Asia. The "l oss" of
Turkey would make it nore difficult for the Wst to weld

i nfluence in that region, and could at the sanme tinme increase
the risk of adverse devel opnents, such as a turn towards
fundanmentalism A nore assertive posture by the Wst woul d
have to include financial and economi c aid, an issue where
Germany and the United States would |ikely | ook at each other
for shoul dering a bigger burden.

7.5 Overall Assessnent

Turkey's role in Central Asia is unlikely to | ead to major
policy divergence between Germany and the United States. Both
Turkey's ability to function as regi onal hegenon in ex-Sovi et
Central Asia and the need for such a hegenon has been
significantly overesti mated. Turkey's donmestic problens are

i ncreasing, while nost Central Asian Soviet successor states
are surprisingly resilient to any kind of outside influence,

i ncluding Iranian fundanentalism A projection of current
devel opnents with only increnental change will |ead to nodest
policy divergence between the United States and Germany. A
rapi d i nprovenent of Turkey's econony and an acconpanyi ng

i ncrease of Turkey's influence in Central Asia could lead to
hei ght ened t ensi ons between Gernmany and the United States, as
the U S. tries to get Germany to accept closer ECties with
Turkey. Such a devel opnent seens rather unlikely as of 1994,
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however. A rapid deterioration of Turkey's econonic
situation, possibly resulting in major donestic unrest and a
further rise of Muslimfundanentalismis likely to have a
two-staged effect on U S . -German relations. During the first
stage, the United States mi ght make strong efforts to sal vage
the situation, and ook to Gernmany to assist in this effort.
Germany's own econom ¢ woes, however, conbi ned with popul ar
outrage agai nst Turki sh human rights abuses, will lead it to
assunme a nore defensive posture. Such a policy would conbi ne
further restrictions on the influx of Guest workers with an
extension of the already existing arns enbargo to ot her
sectors of economc relations. In such a situation, U S. and
German policy would be dianetrically opposed. However,

nei ther side would attach vital inportance to the issue,

t hereby avoiding a fundanental clash in U S. -German security
relations. If Turkey were to | apse into political anarchy,
and Muslim fundanental i st groups were to gain power, both
Germany and the United States would | ose nost strategic
advant ages they have held with Turkey. At the sanme tine, they
woul d probably be united in their perception of the risks
associated with such a devel opnent. Thus, this scenari o,
while the | east desirable froman overall perspective, wll
create highly convergent policies, with a sense of urgency in
bot h Washi ngt on and Bonn.

8. Concl usi ons and Reconmendati ons

Al t hough this analysis of possible crises and their potentia
i mpact on U.S.-Gernman relations is suggestive rather than
exhaustive, it does yield a nunber of inportant conclusions
and recommendati ons, both at the | evel of substance and in
relation to the way policy is made by the United States and
Cer many:
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The greatest threat to the Gernman- Anerican strategic
partnership lies not in differing strategic visions, but
rather in failure to realize the one they now share.

Both Germany and the United States are dedicated to
extending the Western comunity's zone of peace and
denocracy eastward to enbrace the successor states of the
defunct Soviet enpire, including Russia itself. Both view
mai nt enance of the trans-Atlantic security link as
contributing an essential element of stability to that
hoped-for-evolution. Both agree in principle that a
thriving European Union serves the sane end while
providing the basis for constituting a nore equitable
partnership between the United States and Western

Eur opeans. These strategic objectives focus on Europe,
necessarily and properly so. Successes registered

el sewhere could not offset failure to acconplish historic
undertakings in Europe; clashes over how to deal with

ot her regional trouble spots would pale placed agai nst so
signal an achi evenent.

The outl ook for success in that conmon enterprise now

| ooks to be problematic. The sonber political situation in
Russi a has cast a shadow over what had been the bright
prospects for European peace and denbcracy. A reversion to
autocracy is now nore than a nere abstract possibility; it
is areal, if not yet inmmnent, danger. The clear signs of
recrudescent national and neo- Communi st political forces
call into question not only the country's denocratic
future, but its rejection of an inperial mssion. Russia's
commtnment to constructive engagenent with the West can no
| onger be taken for granted.

The inplications for the German- Anerican strategic
partnership of this turn in Russian foreign policy are so
serious as to challenge the partnership's cohesion and

ef fecti veness.
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a. Both governnents will be pursuing their comon strategy
in a less accommodati ng environnent than they had
expected to be inhabiting. Al judgnents about the
requi renents for building a durabl e European-w de system
based on principles of constructive engagenent wll be
contingent, with the role and contribution of Russia
uncertain. Accordingly, dealings with the new
denocraci es of Central and Eastern Europe nust be nore
carefully calibrated as to their individual fears and
sensitivities heightened by awareness of sentinment in

Moscow.
b. Premuns will be placed on a coordinated effort by al
the Western powers. But unity will prove difficult to

achieve and to maintain. A nore assertive and | ess
cooperative Russia introduces a disturbing elenment into
Western del i berations over a strategy toward the East
while still not posing the magnitude of threat that
woul d force themto forge a common front. There is a
serious risk that honest differences anong the Western
allies will beconme nore, rather than | ess contentious as
the stakes rise on "getting it right".

c. The old habits of relying on Arerican initiative and,
nost often, Anerican direction, for dealing with
challenges to allied security and vital interests are a
potential liability in the enmerging strategic
environment. It is inperative to establish a new bal ance
of initiative, duty and accountability. More will be
requi red of the European allies, Germany above all.

3. Germany's role in a nore balanced trans-Atlantic alliance
is critical to achieving its ends and purposes.

Germany is singled out by the objective realities of
geography, history and econom c strength to nmake a
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critical contribution to consolidating the |iberal
revolution in Central and Eastern Europe. Furthernore,
Germany may be better positioned to work out a viable new
relationship with the United States than is either of
Anerica's other two major allies, Britain or France. The
former is too disengaged fromthe process of constructing
t he European Union, and too diffident in its attitude
toward the political turbulence in post-Comuni st
societies, to act in this capacity. As for France, it has
been too single-mnded in seeking to define itself, and
Europe, in contra-distinction to the United States to hold
the full trust and confidence of Washi ngton. By contrast,
Washi ngton feels nearly as confortable in its working
relationship with Bonn as it does with London, while

j udgi ng Gernmany as having both the wei ght and conviction
for serving as the nmain European partner in the post-Cold
War era.

A future CGerman- Anerican strategic partnership need not be
symetri cal

Symmetry is not a condition for stability and

ef fectiveness. The keys are comrunal ity of outl ook,
conpatibility of style and behavior, and conpl enentary of
function. The body of evidence presented in this paper
points to a high degree of convergence in the two
countries on the contours of their foreign policies,

di sagreenents on secondary questions such as Iran
notw t hstanding. A potentially nore serious obstacle to
operationalizing a conjectured strategic partnership

bet ween Washi ngt on and Bonn is posed by the two countries
distinctive and characteristic approach to foreign policy;
the nost inportant being divergent attitudes toward the
use of force.
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5. A widening of Germany's security role that foresees the
participation of German arned forces beyond the country's
borders shoul d be approached with caution.

The experience of having Gernman troops engaged in United
Nat i ons peacekeepi ng operations could either gradually

di ssolve the aversion to mlitary action, or reinvigorate
it. Were those missions to be seen as failing and/or
entail casualties (as nearly all recent UN m ssions have),
the i medi ate and perhaps enduring response woul d be a
reversion fromplaying any mlitary rol e abroad

what soever

In that eventuality, Bonn's return to a reticent security
policy mght call into question efforts to reorient NATO
in a manner that presunes a nore prom nent and active role
for the United States' European allies, above all Gernmany.
Prospects for a buddi ng German- Aneri can strategic
partnership would suffer fromsuch a reaction: Germany
woul d be seen as refusing to accept its proper
responsibilities and instead wi shing to continue as a
free-rider, benefiting fromthe United States' selfless
commtnent to defendi ng cormmon Western interests.

For a Gernman- Anerican strategic partnership to flourish
it is inperative that fal se hopes be avoi ded and the
necessary investnments be made in raising consciousness al
around as to what the two countries are seeking to
acconplish, and what each realistically can contribute.

6. Argunents over architecture divert nuch needed attention
away fromthe real challenges that are increasingly con ng
to dom nate the security agenda in Europe.

[f, in the future, the Western partners are confronted by
Russi an coercive pressure agai nst Ukraine or the Baltics,
an effective response will demand tinely coordinated
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measures. The West cannot afford to be caught between

i nstitutional venues, arguing over which should act with
what precedence. |ndeed, given the novel nature of the
situation, and the absence of rehearsed response, it wll
be all the nore inportant that precious tine and energy
not be squandered in sorting through the formats for
allied coll aboration. The gravest danger is that an intra-
allied debate woul d open on the question of whether the
European or the Atlantic forumshould take the |ead. Wre
that to occur, Germany woul d be put in the unconfortable
position of being cross-pressured between its European

| oyalties and its Atlantic attachnent. Even under the
snoot hest of organi zati onal circunstances, Germany's
crucial inportance in addressing the problemcould place
considerable strain on a German government still not
entirely confortable with the burdens of |eadership. It

m ght well be tenpted to seek the protective cover of the
Eur opean Union's CFSP. An equi vocal del ayed response from
the 12 (or 16) - while NATO action is held in suspension
pendi ng an agreed EU position - would cause frustration
and irritation in Washi ngton. The European allies would be
accused of shirking their responsibilities - with
particul ar di sappoi ntnent directed at Germany for not
show ng | eadershi p. Moreover, neo-isolationist opinion
chary of full and direct American involvenent in Europe's
dangerously turbulent affairs could gather strength from
signs of allied weakness, coupled with signs the allies
expected the U S. toride to their rescue. That situation
al so could have the opposite but not entirely
contradictory effect of pronpting the U S. to press its
own forceful |eadership so as to inpose direction and
discipline - and thereby to reassure the Anmerican public
t hat whatever country ventured in dealing with a renewed
threat fromthe East, control would rest in reliable

Aneri can hands. As the governnment that woul d be nost
exposed to those cross currents, Bonn has reason to
anticipate them by taking preenptive initiatives to define
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t he nechani sns for concerted Western action and to provide
an essential European el enent of |eadership.

Joint contingency planning is essential to mnimze the
prospects that a crisis, especially in Wkraine, will catch
the allies unprepared and pl ace unnecessary strain on the
Bonn-Washi ngton al | i ance.

There is an urgent need to engage in nmuch nore serious
specul ati on about possi ble scenarios and options for
reacting to them Contingency planni ng cannot prevent
surprise but it can help both to reduce its likelihood and
to mnimze its disruptive consequences. Preoccupation

wi th i mediate i ssues should not |ead to the exclusion of
| onger-term possibilities. Mdireover, with security issues
so nuch nore anbi guous, and rel ationships nore fluid and
uncertain than they were during the Cold War, efforts to
think through a much broader range of possibilities than
in traditional contingency planning are crucial.

This would increase the capacity for danage limtation or
harm reduction as Germany and the United States attenpt to
wor k out a concerted response to crises in the former
Sovi et Union, especially the Ukraine and the Baltics.

Di ver gence between Bonn and Washi ngton rooted in different
geopolitical considerations mght, under sone

ci rcunst ances, be unavoi dable. It could be exacerbated by
a nuddl ed Western response to a serious Eastern crisis.
Nevert hel ess, damage m ght be reduced to the extent that
Germany and the United States have in place a process of
bi | ateral contingency planning and have devel oped pl ans
for efforts to coordinate responses to a variety of
possi bl e conti ngenci es.

Advanced consul tations and joint planning cannot prevent
di vergent interests but can mnimze their consequences,
not | east by reducing the chances that each governnent
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wi | I have unreasonabl e or unrealistic expectations of the
ot her. Such exercises could pronote a clarification of
interests that woul d otherw se not be evident until the
crisis manifests itself. To the extent that strains in
the relationship are likely to be generated by unexpected
di vergence in national assessnments of the situation or
unreal i stic expectations about each other's preferences
and likely responses they could be mnimzed by joint
contingency planning of this kind.

Thi s need cannot be net by ritual incarnations of Gernman-
Anerican fraternity alone, no natter how genui ne the
sentinments. Each governnent nust sinultaneously

(1) confront its public with the hard questions of
national interests in the post-Cold War world and the
comensurate actions required to satisfy them and

(2) engage the other in candid exchanges on how to tackle
the form dabl e chal |l enge of building a braver new world
wi t hout endangering the one already achieved.

St at esmanshi p of the highest order is called for, now as
ever before.
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Li st of Abbrevi ations

ACE Al'li ed Cormand Europe
AVF Al lied Mbile Force
CFSP Common Forei gn and Security Policy
Cls Commonweal t h of | ndependant States
6060 Coordi nating Committee
for East-West Trade Policy
CSCE Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe
EC Eur opean Conmuni ty
EU Eur opean Uni on
| AEA I nternational Atom c Energy Agency
| CBM Intercontinental Ballistic Mssile
| RA Irish Republican Arny
NPT Non Proliferation Treaty
START Strategic Arns Reduction Tal ks

VEU West ern Eur opean Uni on



