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RAND/ GCSP WORKSHOP ON "NATO S NEW STRATEG C CONCEPT
AND PERI PHERAL CONTI NGENCI ES: THE M DDLE EAST"

On July 15-16, 1999, the Center for Mddl e East Public Policy
(CVEPP) at RAND and the Geneva Center for Security Policy (GCSP) held a
joint workshop on "NATO s New Strategi c Concept and Peri phera
Contingencies: The Mddle East." The workshop was attended by some 25
gover nent and non-governnent specialists fromthe United States and
Europe and focused on U. S. and European attitudes and policy beyond
Europe, especially in the Mddle East and Gulf. In particular, the
wor kshop sought to explore four critical issues:

. VWhat are the inplications of NATO s Strategic Concept for
operations beyond Europe?

. VWhat capabilities are the U S. and Europe devel oping to dea
wi th new risks and contingenci es beyond NATO s borders?

. To what extent are American and European policies and
approaches to the use of force beyond NATO s borders convergent? To
what extent are they divergent?

. VWhat are the inplications of these divergencies for US.-
Eur opean rel ati ons? How can the di vergenci es be reduced?

This report sunmarizes key issues discussed at the conference. It
i s organi zed around several broad thenmes that energed in the conference
di scussions: (1) NATO s Role in Operations Beyond its Borders; (2)

Eur opean Capabilities; and (3) Wstern Policy toward the M ddl e East and
Qul f.

NATO S ROLE | N OPERATI ONS BEYOND | TS BORDERS

One of the central thenes at the workshop was what NATO s role
shoul d be in contingencies beyond its borders and what type of mlitary
capabilities NATO needed to carry out its missions. The mgjority of
partici pants agreed that NATO had evol ved consi derably since the end of
the Cold War. The debate about whet her NATO shoul d go "out of area" was
clearly over. NATO s involvenent in the Bosnia conflict had made cl ear

t hat devel opments beyond NATO s borders could significantly affect the



security interests of NATO nenbers even if they did not involve a direct
attack on any NATO nenber. Wth the denise of the Soviet Union there
was now no serious direct threat to NATO territory (with the possible
exception of Turkey).l As a result, NATO was increasingly focused on
crisis nanagenent and so-called "non-Article V threats"--that is,
threats that did not involve a direct attack on NATO territory. These
new threats--or "risks"--were officially recognized in the new Strategic
Concept adopted at the Washington Sunmmit in April 1999. Most of these
threats were beyond NATO s borders. Yet there was no cl ear consensus
wi t hi n NATO on how far NATO s geographi ¢ scope shoul d extend. Mbst

Eur opean participants at the workshop felt that NATO should renain
focused on Europe and its periphery and argued agai nst any effort to
devel op a "global NATO " For nobst, Europe included the Bal kans and
parts of the Mediterranean. But it did not include the Mddle East or
@ul f (though nost participants accepted that Europe certainly had

i mportant interests in both regions).

American participants tended to take a nore expansive vi ew of
NATO s role, pointing in particular to the threats from beyond Europe's
borders, especially the potential threat fromweapons of nass
destruction (WWD). Several noted that it nmade little sense for NATO to
have forces that were configured to protect territory that was no | onger
t hreatened. NATO, they argued, needed to devel op better capabilities
for power projection. This, rather than defense of national territory,
shoul d be NATO s nain priority in the decade ahead.

Several Anericans pointed to the growing gap between the U S. and
Europe in terns of capabilities to project power. |In the |ast decade,
the U S. had made advances in several inportant areas:

. I ncor porating nodern technol ogi es, especially information
technol ogies, into its forces.
. Devel opi ng the operational doctrine to exploit the

advant ages technol ogy provi des on the battlefield.

ITurkey's role was a subject of considerable discussion and energed
as a key thene at the workshop. See Section I11.



. Recruiting, training, and retaining personnel with a mx of
technical skills needed to prosecute a canpai gn that
i ncl udes a sophisticated application of technol ogy.
There was a danger, one Anerican participant argued, that the U S
m ght draw the wong concl usions fromthese devel opnments. The attitude
in sone parts of the U S. nilitary was: "If the Europeans want to keep
up with the U S., fine, but the U S should not slow down its advances
in these critical areas to acconmpdate the Europeans." This was not, he
stressed, the attitude of the U S. governnment. Key leaders in the Wite
House and t he Pentagon recogni ze that the political inperatives for
operating in a coalition will overwhelmthe concerns of mlitary
efficiency. (Kosovo provided a good exanple.) However, they are
concerned about the growing gap in U S. and allied capabilities, which
could inhibit the ability of the U S. and its allies to conduct joint
operations, especially in areas beyond NATO s borders.
This concern about the growi ng "capabilities gap" between the U. S
and its European allies was one of the prine drivers behind the Defense
Capabilities Initiative (DCl), adopted at the Washington Sunmit. The

DCl was designed to bring about qualitative inprovenents in key areas

such as mobility, sustainability, 3. It puts enphasi s on inproving
the ability to deploy and sustain forces beyond NATO s borders. In
Washi ngton's view, the European nilitaries are still focused on

def endi ng borders that are no |onger threatened. As a result, nuch of
allied defense investnent is wasted or mnisplaced. Sone allies,
particularly Britain and France (and to a | esser extent Italy and the
Net her |l ands), have begun to restructure their forces to put greater
enphasi s on power projection. But nost allies, especially Gernany, have
not yet really nade the transition
Anmong the nost critical areas where i nprovenents in European forces

are needed are:

. Lift, especially sealift. Most attention is on airlift but

pronpt access to sealift is also inportant.
. Support. Most European units are badly configured to
support power projection.

. Air Force equiprent and training. Most enphasis is on air



defense aircraft but what is needed is nore attention to
air-to-ground attack.

. Muni tions. Mbre enphasis needs to be put on precision-

gui ded nuni tions.

. Information technologies. The U S. is incorporating

advanced i nformation technologies into its weapons systens.

The pace at which U S. forces will soon be able to
execute military operations could so outstrip that of
the allies that integrated operations could soon
becone i npossi bl e.

. Secure communi cations. As comuni cations equi pnment shifts
fromanalog to digital, the problem of secure, interoperable
comuni cati ons becones nore solvable. The Alliance needs to
ensure that the European allies procure such

comuni cati ons.

. Fire power. Wiile sone allied forces are acquiring the
capability to project power, nmany of their forces don't have
sufficient fire power to conduct serious warfare.

In the discussion, several Europeans cautioned against putting too
much enphasis on the mlitary dinmension while ignoring the inportant
political contribution that Europe was naking to security. The
Eur opeans, one suggested, tended to put nore enphasis on politica
rather than mlitary instruments. Concern was al so expressed that the
U S. seened to be increasingly inclined to unilateralismat the expense
of reliance on nultilateral institutions. Wshington favored
i nternational |aw, one European participant noted, as long as it
supported U.S. interests. But the U S tended to ignore internationa
| aw when it ran counter to its national interests. Defending territory,
he noted, was still inportant. It would be hard for the new nenbers of
NATO to get public support for NATO if NATO were seen to be an alliance
only for power projection and did not concern itself with defending the
territory of its nenbers. Thus NATO had to find a bal ance between
territorial defense and power projection

Several Anericans called attention to the inpact of the

capabilities gap in the Anerican debate. Discontent, they argued, was



growing within the U S. Congress with the manpower-intensive European
forces and the recent enphasis on peacekeeping. The expanded
peacekeeping commtnents were creating difficulties at a time when U S.
forces were being reduced. Anerican forces were overstretched and this
was having a strong inpact on the readiness and nmlitary effectiveness
of US forces. As a result, burden-sharing was likely to becone an
increasingly inportant issue in the U S. Congress in the com ng years.
Eur ope woul d have to contribute nore forces not only for peacekeeping
actions in Europe but also for contingencies beyond Europe's borders
where common allied interests could be threatened, they argued.

QO herwi se there was a danger that support for NATO coul d gradual |y
decline in the U S.

At the sane tinme, there was a danger of a new division of [abor in
whi ch Europe | ooked after European security and the U S. took care of
the rest of the world. This view, one Anerican argued, was
superficially attractive, but dangerous. It could lead to grow ng
unilateralismon the part of the US. It would also result in a gradua
decrease in U S. interest in Europe--Europe would be left nore or |ess
to fend for itself in strategic terns. Finally, and perhaps nost
important, it would inhibit the devel opnent of a broader and nore
bal anced U. S. - Eur opean partnershi p, which was necessary to address the
new chal | enges facing the U S. and its allies in the com ng decade.

Consi derabl e attention was al so devoted to the inpact and
i mplications of the Kosovo experience. The French experience was
particularly interesting in this regard. According to one French
partici pant, Kosovo had taught the French sone inportant |essons. The
French had al ways assumed that the Anericans dom nated the Alliance and
that their view would prevail in any conflict in which NATO
partici pated. However, in Kosovo, the U S. was not always able to have
its way. In a number of instances, the Europeans were able to influence
i mportant decisions about targets as well as strategy. Overall, there
had proven to be far nore checks and bal ances on the U S. than the
French had expect ed.

Sone Europeans worried that the U S. was being driven by technol ogy

to adopt a doctrine that mght not be suitable for the type of conflicts



NATO was likely to confront in the future. These conflicts were nore
likely to resenble those in Bosnia and Kosovo than the Gulf war. Thus
there was a danger, as one participant put it, that NATO m ght devel op
the "wong kit and doctrine."

QO hers suggested that the fact that it took NATO 78 days to defeat
Serbi a showed that NATO did not have the right forces and that it was
i ncapabl e of naking decisions in a tinely fashion. There was a danger
that the enphasis on air power and the unwillingness to take casualties,
especially on the part of the United States, could | ead sonme nations to
concl ude that the best defense was to devel op weapons of nass

destruction. It was noted, however, that this enphasis on "no
casual ties" was not just an American predisposition. Mst European
allies--Britain and France excepted--had al so strongly opposed the use
of ground troops.

Several participants warned against turning the effort to enhance
Alliance mlitary capabilities into a "beauty contest” in which European
allies were ranked and their performance constantly conpared with that
of other nenmbers. This would be counterproductive. |Individual allies
had certain strengths. These strengths were often conpl enentary. Thus
all allies should not be expected to achieve the sane capabilities at
the sane tinme.

Germany's transformation, it was generally agreed, was very
i mportant. Gernany | agged behind Britain and France in reorienting its
forces toward power projection. Wiile efforts had been nade to create a
50, 000 nan Rapid Reaction Force, the German forces were still primarily
oriented toward the defense of national territory. |In addition, there
was a strong reluctance to abandon conscription. This strongly
i nhi bited Gernany's transfornation.

Several participants, however, argued that Gernany's record was
better than many Anericans suggested. The Germans had nade consi derabl e
progress in recent years in participating in operations beyond NATO s
borders--far nore than one m ght expect. Gernmany, they contended, was
on its way to becomng a "normal country." NMoreover, it had initiated a
new strategi c review i ntended to reshape the Bundeswehr and bring it

more in line with the defense establishnents in France and Britain



There was a danger that the restructuring process would be prinmarily
driven by budgetary concerns rather than strategi c considerations. The
proj ected budget cuts, one participant argued, woul d nake rationa
defense planning in the com ng years very difficult.

Wil e participants di sagreed about exactly what contingencies NATO
shoul d prepare for, there was general consensus that if nmilitary action
were to be required in the Gulf or Mddle East, this would nost likely
be carried out by a "coalition of the willing" of NATO nenbers rat her
t han NATO "as an institution.” Neverthel ess, NATO could serve as a
forum for discussing these issues and trying to build an Alliance
consensus even if NATO as an institution was unlikely to undertake

mlitary action in the Gulf or Mddle East.

EUROPEAN CAPABI LI TI ES

A second nmmjor thene at the workshop centered around European
capabilities for power projection. European participants generally
agreed that for Europe, the Kosovo conflict was a sobering experience.
It underscored Anerican quantitative and qualitative superiority in key
areas of mlitary power. Seventy-five percent of the aircraft and nore
than 4/5 of the ordnance rel eased agai nst Serbian targets were Anerican
Under such circunstances, it was hardly surprising that U S. influence
on the strategi c and operational aspects of the war was overwhel m ng
The | esson for the Europeans, one European partici pant enphasi zed, was
clear: "No capability, no responsibility."

The gap between the U.S. and Europe is particularly glaring in

several areas:

. Modern aircraft.
. Transport aircraft.
. Smart weapons.

At the sane tinme, the Kosovo conflict denonstrated nmjor discrepancies
in the perfornance of individual European nations, with sonme clearly
doi ng better than others. France, with around 9 percent of NATO s

def ense spendi ng, generated 12.8 percent of strike sorties and 10.8

percent of all sorties.



These disparities, one European noted, are likely to increase. The
Eur opean "Haves" will becone increasingly proficient, while the "Have
Nots" will becone increasingly | ess capable. Mreover, the weaknesses
denonstrated i n Kosovo--especially in transport aircraft--would have
been nore glaring had the European allies had to conduct comnbat
operations in the aulf.

Several reasons for the European weaknesses were noted. First,
despite considerabl e progress toward economic and political unity, in
t he defense area, Europe renains a collection of disparate and distinct
nati onal establishnents. As a result, European nations still have
di fferent defense policies. This nmakes a coherent, unified "European”
defense policy difficult.

However, the single nost inportant cause of the massive discrepancy
between the U. S. and European capabilities flows from European force
structure policies and associ ated spending priorities. As one European
put it, "The Europeans reign suprenme in one area: that of unusable and
ultimately unaffordabl e manpower." The European Union fields 1.9
mllion men in uniformwhile the U S., which has gl oba
responsibilities, has 1.4 nillion nmen under arnms. Because Europe spends
so nmuch on manpower, there is little noney left for R & D, acquisition
and O & M For instance, CGermany, G eece, and ltaly, which together
field 800,000 nilitary personnel (close to 60 percent of the U S
total), spend 12 percent of what the U S. does on procurenent.

Hi story also plays a role. The U S. has al ways seen power
projection as integral to defending its national interests. The oi
shocks and the fall of the Shah of Iran at the end of the 1970s gave
added inpetus to the U S. predisposition to invest heavily in power
projection forces. As aresult, the US. was in a relatively
advant ageous position to nake the necessary adjustnments at the end of
the Cold War, whereas Europe was not. Moreover, several participants
poi nted out, Europe (Britain and France excepted) does not have a
culture of force projection. Defense essentially neans defense of
national territory. Thus the restructuring of European forces for power
projection requires an inportant political-psychological |eap that nany

Europeans find difficult to nake.



The key problemis the fact that nost European armies (Britain and
Luxembour g excepted) rely on conscription. Conscription produces nore
manpower than is currently needed for the mssions that NATO nmust carry
out in today's--let alone tonorrow s--security environnent.
Consequently, Europe will have to nove toward professional armes.
France and Spai n have al ready made the decision to professionalize their
armes; pressure for the rest of NATOto do the sane is likely to
i ncrease. However, devel oping a professional army is costly, especially
inthe initial phase. Hence, the novenent to abolish conscription has
been slow. As one European participant pointed out, at the rhetorica
| evel, force projection is today generally recognized as a new priority
but the practical consequences have yet to be drawn by many European
countri es.

In addition, in the initial phase after 1989, Europe tended to
focus on "institutions rather than capabilities." However, this has
recently begun to change. The French and British declaration at Saint
Mal o (Decenber 1998) contained two i nportant innovations:

. An enphasis on capabilities not identities or institutions.

. A stress on devel opi ng the defense capabilities of the

Eur opean Uni on, including the absorption of the WEU.
These changes were endorsed at the Summt in Col ogne on June 3-4.

The new enphasi s on devel opi ng a European defense capability was
sparked, an American participant suggested, by three devel opnents in
particular. First, the experience in Bosnia (and |later in Kosovo),
whi ch underscored European military weakness. Second, the anbiguity of
the American commitnent to commt ground troops, first in Bosnia and
| ater in Kosovo, which rai sed questions about how much | onger Europe
could depend on the United States. Third, Britain's strengthened
conmitrment under Prine Mnister Tony Blair to create a strong European

identity, including in the defense field.

Devel opi ng these European capabilities, however, will not be easy.
It will require three inportant changes:
. First, European nations nmust align their procurenent systens

and coordi nate their defense spending.

. Second, they nust re-exam ne current procurenment plans



and direct funds toward shortfalls reveal ed by the
war in Kosovo

. Third, they must consolidate their defense industries.

One way in which the Europeans coul d i nprove their defense
capability, one European partici pant suggested, would be for the
Eur opeans to establish "convergence criteria" in the defense field.
Thi s approach worked well in the case of the Euro and could be applied
to the defense area. Such a European-wide initiative, he argued, would
make it possible for individual states to undertake donmestic reforns
that would be politically difficult in a national context. France,
Italy, or Gernany could not have cleaned up their budgetary act by 1997
if it had not been for a European discipline |eading to the Euro.

In the defense area, such criteria, it was suggested, could focus
on two areas over a five- to ten-year period

. First, aligning mlitary manpower as a share of overal

popul ati on.

. Second, a conmitnment to restructure defense spending so that

the aggregate of R & D, acquisition, and O & Mwould reach
the level of the British benchmark.

Such criteria would have two advantages. First, they would not
force the EU to resol ve theol ogical issues about Article V (collective
defense), since the force structures they would hel p generate woul d be
conpatible with the (WEU) Petersburg Tasks, to which the fornmer neutrals
(Sweden, Finland, Austria) have subscribed; second, they do not cover
the sane ground as NATO-style force planning and Defense Pl anni ng
Questi onnai res (DPQs).

There was general agreenent that Europe al so needs to rationalize
and consolidate its defense industry. European protection of nationa
i ndustries reinforces an inherently inefficient industrial structure.
In the end, one participant suggested, there should be four or five big
Eur opean defense firns of about the same size as Anmerican prine defense
contractors. In addition, a Euro-Anerican negotiation would help to
open up defense narkets.

Sone participants questioned the will of the Europeans to create

these new capabilities at a tine of declining European defense budgets.



This decline, nany agreed, had to be halted if Europe was going to
enhance its capabilities and make the needed transformation. The inpact
of projected budget cuts on the Gernman Bundeswehr was particularly
worrying. The projected cuts could lead to a reduction in the
Bundeswehr's acqui sition budget by one-third, one participant pointed
out .

Sone participants questioned why convergence criteria had to be
undertaken within the framework of the EU. Wuld it not nake sense,

t hey asked, to establish a |ong-term defense programw thin NATO. The
answer put forward by several Europeans was that convergence criteria
wer e about reducing sovereignty. This could only be done within the
framework of the EU, they argued.

Finally, in thinking about future force inprovenents, NATO nenbers
had to ask thensel ves, "lnprovenents to do what?" The capabilities
needed to conduct an operation |ike Kosovo were quite different from
t hose needed to conduct operations in the Gulf. The Tornado, one
Eur opean partici pant pointed out, would not be very effective in the
Qul f because it needs a | arge support package. Thus in considering what
i mprovenents they should invest in, NATO nenbers had to consider what
type of contingencies NATO was likely to face in the future.

Maj or di fferences between the U S. and the European nenbers of NATO
about the use of force beyond Europe's borders energed during the
di scussions. \While nany European countries have experience in
participating in peacekeeping mssions on a global scale, only Britain
and France, one European participant argued, consider the projection of
force beyond Europe a core task for their mlitary. Cearly no European
state could match the gl obal reach of the U S. European participation
i n operations beyond Europe would thus |argely depend on the nature of
the crisis. The nain driving force for participation in such
operations, he contended, was likely to be a desire to nmaintain Alliance
cohesi on and influence.

There was al so a wi despread feeling, especially anong European
participants, that in nost cases NATO woul d need a UN mandate to operate
beyond its borders. Kosovo had not, nmany argued, set a precedent. As

one European participant put it, the notion that NATO or any group of



denocratic states could self-nmandate intervention belonged "in the realm

of propaganda, not international |aw"

VESTERN POLI CY TOMRD THE M DDLE EAST AND GULF

A third nmajor thene in the discussions centered around Western
policy toward the Mddle East. On the European side, there were renewed
calls--by now famliar--for a |arger European role in the Mddl e East
Peace Process. Europe, European participants argued, had inportant
interests in the Mddle East and it should be a "player not just a
payer." Moreover, its policy was "nore bal anced" than U S. policy,
whi ch was widely viewed by European participants as bei ng one-sided and
pro-lsraeli. Few thought, however, that U S. policy was likely to
change in this regard. The U S. saw the M ddl e East Peace Process
largely as its "baby" and Washi ngton woul d be reluctant to share
significant influence with the Europeans.

Several participants noted, however, that it was not always clear
what "European" policy in the Mddle East was. A nunber of European
countries had strong economic, political, and security interests in the
region. Wen their |eaders traveled to the M ddle East, they
represented national interests nore than European interests. Thus if
Europe was going to play a larger role in the Mddle East, it would have
to devel op a nore coherent "European"” policy. Only then would it be
able to exercise real influence and act as a counterweight to the United
St ates.

The nature of the risks and threats to Western interests in the
M ddl e East was the subject of considerable debate. One participant
suggested that the threats to Western interests in the regi on were not
mlitary. The main threats, he argued, stemmed from denography and
terrorism Another participant contended, however, that the real threat
was not terrorismbut organized crine.

Several participants warned agai nst concentrating too heavily on
"soft security" issues. There were serious hard security issues in the
regi on, nost notably the nuclear issue. |If the Europeans really wanted
to help stabilize the Mddl e East they woul d have to address the

proliferation issue.



At the sane time, there was a strong sense, especially anpbng
Eur opean participants, that the resolution of the issues in the Mddle
East required a "global approach.” The issues could not be resolved in
isolation. As one European participant noted, it would not be possible
to resolve the proliferation problemw thout a settlenent of the Arab-
Israeli conflict. Thus a global approach was necessary.

The issue of NATO s role in the Mediterranean provoked consi derabl e
controversy. But here, too, there was little consensus. One Anmerican
argued that the concept of the Mediterranean as a distinct geo-politica
region made little sense; the Mediterranean was sinply too diverse and
the problens in the region were quite different. O her Europeans,
however, argued that the Mediterranean did have an organic unity and
that it should be approached on a gl obal basis.

Many partici pants al so expressed skeptici smabout the utility of
NATO s Mediterranean Initiative, arguing that it was too selective and
had little to offer the countries of the region. The EU, they
suggested, was better placed to deal with the problens of the region
since it had adopted a gl obal approach and its initiative was nore
i ncl usi ve.

There was a general consensus that the situation in the GQul f was
quite different fromthat in the Mddle East. The Wst, one partici pant
argued, had been involved in the Gulf for a long tine. However, the
prerequisites for stability in the Gulf did not exist. As a result, the
demand for Western involvenent, he argued, will persist for quite a
while. NATO was involved in the region through Turkey. However, in
contrast to the Mddle East, where the U S. was reluctant to see
Eur opean involvenment in the Arab-Israeli conflict, inthe Gulf the US.
wel coned European partici pation.

At the sane tinme, doubt was expressed whether the U S. presence in
the @ulf could be sustained indefinitely. The "mninalist approach,"”
one participant argued, did not really work. The U S. presence bought
time but it did not really address the problens of the region. The West
needed sonme political initiative to conplement mlitary pressure. Arms
sales and the U.S. mlitary presence were not sufficient to provide

stability.



O hers were | ess convinced that Western invol venent coul d solve the
region's security problens. One participant argued that if the
hi storical record denpbnstrated anything, it was the Iimtations on what
out si de powers could achieve in the region. Moreover, there were
i nportant differences between the U S. and European approaches. The
U S. seened to believe that stability in the regi on was possi bl e,
whereas t he Europeans believed the region would renain volatile and that
the best that could be done was to contain the conflicts, not end them

The U.S. and Europe al so perceived their interests differently. In
the case of clear-cut aggression involving a threat to the supply of
oil, the U S. and sone European countries might be willing to use force,
as they had in the Gulf War in 1990-1991. However, as severa
partici pants noted, the problemwas that npst scenarios were likely to
be far nore anbi guous than was the case during the Gulf War. In such
i nstances, it would be difficult to achieve a consensus to undertake
joint action. |Indeed, the type of clear-cut aggression that occurred
during the Gulf War was probably the least |ikely scenario, severa
partici pants cont ended.

Wil e there was considerabl e di sagreenent whet her--and under what
circunstances--the U S. could expect help from Europe in any Qulf
contingency, nost participants agreed that NATO "as an institution" was
unlikely to get involved in the Gulf. If joint action were undertaken
it would nost likely be taken by a "coalition of the willing." As one
participant put it, it was inportant "to distinguish between NATO and
forces of NATO. " Forces of NATO nenbers might be used in the Gulf but
any nultilateral operation was unlikely to be a NATO- | ed operation

A nunber of participants expressed skepticism about the prospects
for regional arns control. As one participant noted, little arms
control was actually taking place in the Gulf. What was occurring was
not arns control but di sarmanent conpelled by the internationa
conmunity. Qhers argued, however, that outside powers could play a
role in nurturing arnms control in the region

Consi derabl e attention was focused on Turkey's role. There was no
cl ear consensus, however, whether Turkey's involvenment in the Mddle

East was an asset or a liability. On the one hand, Turkey served as a



potential bridge to the Muslimcountries of the Mddle East (though, one
partici pant cautioned, there were clear limts to this role because as a
former inperial power Turkey was mstrusted by many Arab countries). On
t he other hand, Turkey's grow ng invol venent and exposure in the Mddle
East could involve NATO in potential conflicts in the Mddle East in
which it had little direct interest.

Several participants expressed concern that NATO m ght get dragged
into a conflict inthe Mddle East if Turkey got into a "dust-up" with
one of its Mddle Eastern neighbors. Under such circunstances, Ankara
m ght invoke Article V of the Washington Treaty (collective defense).
Wiile Article V was clearly conceived with the Soviet Union in nind not
an attack by Syria or Iraq, the language in the treaty is rather genera
and does not specifically single out any particul ar aggressor. Thus
Turkey could invoke Article Vif it were attacked by one of its Mddle
East er n nei ghbors.

Article V was a sensitive issue for Turkey, one participant noted.
Turkey was unent husi asti c about NATO s recent enphasis on crisis
managenent and non-Article V contingencies. It feared that the recent
enphasis on "new mssions" in the Strategic Concept could lead to a
weakeni ng of Article V and collective defense. These sensitivities had
been evident during the Gulf War when sone European countri es,
especially Germany, had initially hesitated to send reinforcenents to
defend Turkey against a possible attack fromlrag. This initia
hesi tancy had greatly angered Turkey and provoked sone Turkish
conmentators to question the utility of Turkey's nenbership in NATO and
t he neani ng of NATO s commitnent under Article V. Wile these concerns
had eventual |y been defused, the incident had | eft a bad aftertaste and
had made Turkey highly sensitive regarding efforts to restrict the
nmeani ng of Article V.

Turkey's relations with Russia were another conplicating factor
Russia, as a Russian participant enphasi zed, was increasingly concerned
with the "threat fromthe South." By the threat fromthe South, Mscow
had in mnd a possible conflict with Turkey. This rivalry with Turkey
had deep historical roots and had intensified since the end of the Cold

War. Today Russia felt Turkey was seeking to expand its influence in



t he Caucasus and Central Asia. NATO involvenent in the Nagorno-Karabakh
conflict, he noted, would be regarded as provocative by Russia since
Turkey had openly sided with one of the parties in the conflict
(Azerbaijan).

An Anerican participant suggested that Russia's concerns about
Turkey appeared to be highly exaggerated and reflected outdated 19th
century geo-political thinking. Turkish policy in the Caucasus and
Central Asia, he argued, was much |less of a threat than Russian anal ysts
and officials maintained. In the initial period after the collapse of
the Sovi et Union, there had been a certain euphoria in Turkey about the
prospects for an expansion of Turkish influence in the Caucasus and
Central Asia. However, this euphoria had considerably dissipated.

Today there was a much nore realistic and sober appreciation of the
prospects for--and the limtations to--Turkish influence in these

regi ons, though Turkey still maintained a strong interest in the

devel opnent of the Baku-Ceyhan pipeline. Moreover, Turkey's anbitions
were constrai ned, he noted, by Ankara's nenbership in NATO. Wt hout
menbership i n NATO Turkey night be less inhibited in pursuing its
anbitions in the Caucasus and Central Asia. But its nmenbership in NATO

hel ped to keep these anmbitions in check



