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FOREWORD

As Kosovo demonstrates, the United States is and will
continue to be deeply engaged in the security of the
Mediterranean Basin. Moreover, we will participate in shaping
benevolent outcomes there with our allies and partners. Indeed,
the United States cannot do otherwise since the multiple
challenges to regional security in that area are so diverse and
numerous. For these reasons, we must engage our allies and
partners in an ongoing dialogue over the nature of security
challenges, their perceptions of them, and the most effective ways
to address them.

The papers included in this volume represent just such an
effort to lay a firmer foundation for this continuing dialogue and
to bring together different points of view. In October 1998, the
Strategic Studies Institute, assisted by Pepperdine University,
assembled a distinguished group of analysts from the United
States, Europe, and the Middle East, in Florence, Italy. At a
conference titled “Mediterranean Security into the Coming
Millennium,” the task of the participants was to address current
regional security issues in the Balkans, Middle East, and the
Aegean, as well as the perceptions of the individual states, the
relevant security organizations, NATO and the European Union,
and the players and major external actors like the United States
and Russia. These papers cover the many areas discussed at the
conference and should advance the debate on Mediterranean
security both in the United States and abroad.

The Strategic Studies Institute is pleased to publish this
compendium as a contribution to the international dialogue on
these issues.

LARRY M. WORTZEL
Colonel, U.S. Army
Director, Strategic Studies Institute



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Stephen J. Blank

At present, U.S. air, naval, and ground forces stand
guard across the Mediterranean and perform multiple
missions. The North Atlantic Treaty Organization’s Kosovo
operation is only the largest and most prominent of these
combat or combat-related missions. However, the scope of
American civil and military engagement in the
Mediterranean basin is enormous and growing. And as the
Kosovo operation increasingly appears to encompass a
wholesale restructuring of the Balkan sub-regional security
system, that scope will only expand further. Therefore,
across the Mediterranean the number of troops on active
deployment and their missions will probably increase.

This growth in U.S. engagement clearly pertains to our
NATO allies as well, and not just in Kosovo. Even before
that operation, they had forces in Bosnia due to the Dayton
treaty. Both NATO and the European Union (EU) had
begun systematic programs of security dialogues with other
Mediterranean states in North Africa and the Middle East
because of multiple challenges to the security of those
organizations’ member states. While those challenges are
not strictly or even primarily military ones, many member
states regard them as the fundamental blocks to regional
security. If a lasting structure of peace is to evolve in the
Mediterranean basin as a whole, Europe must engage those
governments across a wide-ranging agenda of economic,
social, political, military, and ecological issues. For these
reasons, Mediterranean missions play an enormous role in
current U.S. defense and foreign policies and will continue
to be essential for our armed forces for some time.



However, even after the Kosovo operation began, the
range and extent of the issues that we and our allies and
partners must grapple with remain poorly understood and
little known. Second, it is clear that so extensive a security
agenda requires multilateral efforts and therefore
continuing dialogue among all the players if cooperative and
mutually beneficial solutions are to emerge. Most, if not all,
security problems there, as Brigadier General John Batiste
(USA) of AFSOUTH's Policy and Plans Division observed,
are not military ones but economic and political. ' Civilian
and military professionals must also share their insights
and experience through such dialogues to clarify and
publicize the issues and the interrelationships among them.
Apart from “trans-Mediterranean” issues, e.g., economic
relations among Europe, the Middle East, and North Africa,
we find many instances of intra-state security where states
are at risk, and far too many cases of sub-regional and
transnational challenges to security. For example, the
regional agenda goes from Algeria’s civil strife or Turkey’s
Kurdish insurgency to include Lebanon, the peace process,
Israel’s overall relations with its Arab neighbors, the whole
Balkan cauldron, pervasive economic backwardness
throughout most of the former Ottoman empire, the use of
the Middle East and Balkans as an area of growing
transnational crime including narcotics trafficking,
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, and, of course,
the activities of the great powers in areas of long-standing
rivalry and intervention.

For these reasons, the Strategic Studies Institute and
Pepperdine University sponsored an international
conference, “Mediterranean Security into the Coming
Millennium,” attended by civilians and military
professionals from the United States, Europe, and the
Middle East and held in Florence, Italy, on October 26-27,
1998. Even before international violence erupted in and
over Kosovo (i.e., the civil war between the Serbian
government and the Kosovo Liberation Army [KLA] was
already in progress), it was clear that dialogue was urgently



needed. Therefore the conference brought participants
together to discuss many of these challenges to security. The
papers that follow are some of those that were presented,
but the conference agenda was even broader. Besides the
papers that follow and a separate monograph on
transnational threats such as drugs, terrorism, and
proliferation, by Anthony Cordesman, the participants
discussed the Arab side of the Israel-Arab relationship; the
then recent Wye River Agreement between Israel and the
Palestinian National Authority (PNA); and arms control. 2
The discussions were lively, spirited, and probing. Those
discussions and the papers provide a basis for further
international dialogue and engagement across continents
and among civilians and military professionals. A second
purpose of the conference was to engage the U.S. Army with
regional institutions and experts in an ongoing dialogue on
these issues; without such a dialogue the Army’s and the
West's ability to forge appropriate responses to future
challenges will be undermined. That outcome would have a
strongly negative impact upon Western security since
NATO and the other organizations that provide security in
and around Europe are already heavily engaged in the area.
As General Klaus Naumann, Chairman of NATO's Military
Committee, has written,

It is in NATO and Europe’s interest to keep conflicts at a
distance and to cope with new risks which may no longer be the
military risks we are accustomed to. It is for this very reason
that NATO focuses its attention on the security in the
Mediterranean and its periphery together with the Southern
Region, which is today NATO’s most endangered region.3

The need for such dialogues will grow as the engagement
of the United States, either alone or with its allies and
partners, grows. Without a better insight into the needs,
interests, and views of our interlocutors, we are apt to
stumble into a morass based on excessive unilateralism and
triumphalism. And once so trapped, as in Kosovo, there may
be no way out other than through a forceful military
operation. This is not merely academic speculation.



Indeed, there are those, like Ambassador Matthew
Nimetz, who argue that a U.S.-led Pax NATO is about to
descend on the entire region. As Nimetz wrote, a clear U.S.
commitment to remaining a military power here will
markedly enhance regional security. Thisis also true for the
major NATO powers: France, Germany, ltaly, Great
Britain, Spain, Greece, and Turkey.4 To maintain regional
security, NATO must not only integrate the entire region
into the Western economy and foster the development of
“pluralistic institutions,” NATO must also grasp the
military nettle.

The Pax NATO is the only logical regime to maintain security in
the traditional sense. As NATO maintains its dominant role in
the Mediterranean, it must recognize a need for the expansion of
its stabilizing influence in adjacent areas, particularly in
Southeastern Europe, the Black Sea region (in concert, of
course, with the regional powers, primarily Russia, Ukraine,
Romania, Bulgaria, and Turkey) and in the Arabian/Persian
Gulf. The United States must continue to play the major role in
this security system. The Sixth Fleet will be the vehicle to
implement this commitment for years to come, although this is
something that might be reviewed some time down the road.’

However, upon closer examination, the problems of
Mediterranean security do not appear to point to so
clear-cut aresolution of future issues. And, as Kosovo shows
us, NATO was unready to assume this responsibility or
shoulder the burden of adequately supervising a regional
peace so that war would not again break out. Indeed,
challenges to the West as a whole and to the United States
In particular may rise in the future beyond our ability to
deal with them comprehensively. Kosovo shows the many
problems that we now face in trying to execute Nimetz's
mandate. And the fact that our engagement in Bosnia will
not end anytime soon also will undoubtedly test NATO'’s
staying power.



Mediterranean Security: The Issues.

To discuss Mediterranean security is to enter a
conceptual minefield. Nor are these merely academic
disputes. Definitional issues are deeply relevant to policy
because any definition of the terms “Mediterranean” and
“security” shapes the nature of our cognitive and policy
responses to local challenges. Nor do these definitional
Issues pertain solely to U.S. forces. Precisely because the
Mediterranean overlaps Asia, Africa, and Europe, our
commitments there are often multilateral ones that involve
NATO, the Organization for Security and Cooperation in
Europe (OSCE), or bilateral partners like Morocco, Egypt,
and Israel.

Thus our Mediterranean policies and domestic
discussions about them take place in a context of
multilateral and international debates and contending
approaches to the problems of Mediterranean security.
Without a shared understanding of the scope and nature of
the issues we are facing, we will find ourselves unable to act
alone or in concert with our allies and partners. If the
United States or its armed forces disengages from regular
concerted dialogues with its prospective regional partners,
it will lose much of its standing and ability to shape
responses to local security challenges. In that case,
dissension rather than consensus will be the order of the day
among our allies and partners, not to mention other
interested parties. Instead of unity, challengers to local
security will find Western disunity and arguments.
Quarrels, not common undertakings, will reflect the nature
of NATO, OSCE, and EU policy, as in the fiasco of Europe’s
and Washington’s Bosnia policies until 1995 and the Dayton
Peace Process or, more recently, Kosovo.

The visible discord among our NATO allies in the Kosovo
crisis even after the operation began is very much due to the
fact that their concepts of what must be done and what kind
of outcomes are desirable diverge sharply from ours. This
divergence is one of the primary causes of the difficulties we



have faced regarding the Kosovo crisis in 1998-99. ® A more
informed and continuing dialogue among NATO members
on Balkan issues in general and this one in particular might
have averted this sorry spectacle. Sadly, Kosovo is only the
latest in a long list of Mediterranean and Middle Eastern
crises 7where inter-allied discord has hamstrung U.S.
policy.

Clearly this lesson must be constantly in our mind
because it all too often is not one that sufficiently commands
our elite’'s attention. Europe resents American
unilateralism, and the United States is quick to cite
Europe’s seeming paralysis.8 But Europe’s “paralysis”
stems as much from a growing perceptual gap between our
allies and ourselves over the nature of security and
challenges to it, as from diverging responses to those
challenges. Therefore dialogue and discussion, not an
arrogant know-it-all posture or self-righteous universalism
and excessive faith in the use of long-distance, intense, but
short-term military power, is the preferred answer to
challenges to international security.

At the conference it rapidly became clear that the very
terms “Mediterranean” and “security” are problematic and
contentious in nature. When we say the word
“Mediterranean,” do we imply a strict geographical
construction to include only those countries whose shores
comprise the Mediterranean Sea’s coastlines from Portugal
and Morocco to Turkey, Syria, Lebanon, Israel, and Egypt?
Or do we include whole regions attached to those coastlines,
the entire Balkan peninsula, the entire Middle East to the
Gulf, and beyond that the Black Sea littoral? After all, as
Ambassador Luigi Ferraris observed in his keynote speech,
the latter was colonized to some degree by the Greeks, the
Romans, and later the Venetians. None of these colonizing
peoples’ Mediterranean affiliations are open to question. ?
By this standard, and it seems to be materializing before our
eyes, Black Sea security issues must already play an
important role in any consideration of the Mediterranean’s
security agenda. Thus definitions of the Mediterranean as a



“security space” or “spaces” are subject to political definition
as well as historical evolution. And even if we can
satisfactorily provide a regional geographical definition so
that all security providers agree on the territorial scope of
their responsibility to provide security (whatever that
means), can we also agree then that there is some
overarching generic “Mediterranean” quality to the region?

That is, can we conceptually and thus practically
organize our efforts and those of our alliances to create a
single regional security system or structure? Or is it rather
the case that the diversity of challenges to security across
the entire space we have previously defined is so great that
any unifying or uniform regional approach is foredoomed to
failure and is inherently an absurd undertaking? For
instance, Mario Zucconi argues that the Mediterranean
space is not a unitary geopolitical realm and that in the
absence of the galvanizing Soviet threat, allied
interventions throughout the area must now be rationalized
on a case-by-case basis. *° Accordingly, a sub-regional
approach that sharply differentiates between the
challenges to security in the Balkans and the Arab-Israeli
peace process must be the order of the day. Thus the search
for a unifying and uniform strategic principle behind our
operations in the Mediterranean is as elusive there as it is
elsewhere.

And if the heterogeneity of threats to security is what
distinguishes the region, can we deal with them through
some form of sub-regional organizations? What form would
those organizations take and what issues would they
address? Furthermore, by what principle would we define
the sub-regions and those states who can contribute to the
region or sub-region’s greater security? Is there a basis for
lumping together Israel and Mauritania in the EU’s and
NATO’s ongoing Mediterranean dialogue? Does the limping
NATO-Mediterranean dialogue proceed on the same basis
and should it do so? Does geography or some other attribute
gualify for membership in such debates and fora? And is this
a satisfactory way of organizing the Mediterranean littoral



for any kind of security challenge? Evidence suggests that
Israel, for example, finds such a structuring of the security
process to be deeply problematical. Y And it probably is not
alone in doing so although other states will have their own
reasons for such dissatisfaction with the Western approach.
And these questions are hardly the only such issues of
conceptualization and practical organization to bedevil
efforts to enhance security. Whether one looks at the EU'’s
Barcelona Initiative directed to the states upon the
southern coast of the Mediterranean, or to NATO’s
Mediterranean dialogue, one finds little progress but
continuing mutual suspicion and mistrust between North
and South. Observers also discern within these processes
mutual mistrust among the southern states, most
strikingly, but not exclusively, in forawhere Israel and Arab
ls)tat_eslzwould logically participate together on an equal
asis.

At the same time the Greco-Turkish controversy is
heating up, with each side’s senior statesmen denouncintlg
the other in highly inflammatory terms as “outlaw states.” 3
Professor Duygu Sezer’s paper stresses that Turkish
policymakers and elites feel surrounded by threats, not just
Europe’s rejection of Turkey’s claim to membership in the
EU and thus to an identity as a fully European state. “yet
other analysts write about Turkish policy in terms of
Turkish high-handedness and confidence in striking
truculent poses.™ Who is right, and how do we square this
circle? This too is not an academic point. Getting Turkey
right is crucial to consolidating security in many troubled
areas of the post-Cold War world. For example, 10 years
after the fall of the Berlin Wall, the barriers separating
north from south remain deeply entrenched, and the
identity of what constitutes Europe remains a matter of
intense contention and dispute. Turkey’s attempt to enter
the EU is a powerful emblem of those barriers and the
salience of disputes over Europe’s identity.

As Zucconi and many others have observed, NATO may
be adapting its military structures, but its governments still



cannot reach consensus on how, where, and when to
intervene abroad. European governments are not ready to
spend money for the proliferating new contingencies in the
area that make up the bulk of current U.S. operations. Thus
even before Kosovo it was obvious that resources were
dwindling while operations tempo (OPTEMPO) and the
number of contingencies were increasing. — Kosovo's results
to date only confirmed many of the problems that will
instantly arise due to the underfinancing of an
overstretched NATO and U.S. military. Nor are these the
only challenges to allied cohesion and comprehension of
what must be done in the region. As Zucconi writes,

And possibly, the main problem is not so much the dwindling
budget and reduced force structure, as much as the lack of
overall, articulated strategies and of clear determination to be
engaged in upholding stability in this area. In fact, there is
much improvisation and, in large measure, inability to come
into the crisis before the issue becomes an intractable one. In
interviews with this author in Brussels in June, 1998, about
what to do and when to act in regard to Kosovo, several senior
officials and military officers started by warning that the
arrival of Christiane Amanpour, the CNN reporter, in
Pristina, meant that NATO “had to do something”—needless
to say, an indication of [the] lack of overall policies, of strategic
planning, and even of well-defined mandates.”

And beyond the issues involved in defining and
conceptualizing the Mediterranean, we encounter
arguments over what security should mean and its
definition. And again this is not an academic issue since the
definition of security will furnish statesmen with their
intellectual guide to policymaking for achieving that
condition. Indeed, today the very notion of security itself is
deeply contested, and the divisions over its meaning both
cause and reflect the Alliance’s inner confusion and discord.
For NATO as anorganization, as U.S. General Batiste made
clear, the main sources of challenges and threats to securitY
reside in economic-political structures and their defects. 8
Classical studies on security interpreted security strictly in
terms of the defense of the integrity, independence, and



sovereignty of a territory and state. The word security
applied almost exclusively to military security. That is no
longer the case. Security as a concept and as the goal of
day-to-day policy is becoming ever more civilianized as are
its practitioners. And NATO evidently accepts this trend as
legitimate and as an accurate reflection of reality. Security
also is increasingly used as a comprehensive term denoting
policies across a broad range of governmental and
inter-governmental activity that can fairly be described as
being of unprecedented scope. “InEu rope those responsible
for security policy and those who contribute to the public
discourse on it are increasingly disinclined to see the utility
of military force as an answer to problems short of invasion
or to fund it as we think they should. The term security now
applies to economics, environmental security, societal
securizt(}/ (or social but not our old age program) and so
forth.”” But in this context of an expanding definition of
security that encompasses virtually all aspects of organized
social life, what becomes NATO's role? After all, these kinds
of issues are not those for which NATO is most equipped to
deal with. But if NATO cannot effectively provide security
in these domains and must wait for an explosion before
acting, who then can and will provide security in any sense
of the term? And can we find mechanisms by which to avert
explosions or to anticipate crises? Here Zucconi and Roberto
Aliboni seconded General Batiste by highlighting the need
for the effective deployment of economic power as a sine qua
non of any effective Western response to Mediterranean
security challenges. 2L yet at the same time, the EU'’s rather
inhibited dialogues with the Mediterranean countries
betrays hesitation, mutual incomprehension, and mutual
suspicion as both Aliboni and especially Professor
Mohammad EI-Selim cogently argued. 22

Egypt is hardly the only country that has a grievance
against the EU. Israel is certainly dissatisfied with the
progress of the EU’s Barcelona dialogue, and Turkey’s
anger at its exclusion from the EU has been extensively
displayed publicly.23 Worse yet, as Sezer, Theodore
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Couloumbis, and R. Craig Nation all indicated, Turkey’s
entry into the EU is formally tied to progress on its
relatiozqship with Greece and the resolution of the Cyprus
iIssue.”” Thus the EU’s effectiveness as a vehicle for
integrating Turkey, and beyond that the Middle East, is
severely limited from the start. As Couloumbis stated,

Greece now openly declares its willingness to lift its objections
(given its veto power in the EU) to the building of a close
relationship between the EU and Turkey, provided the latter
abandons its threats of going to war over the Aegean question
and contributes substantively toward a functional and
mutually acceptable solution to the Cyprus question
permitting the reunification of Cyprus as a federal, bizonal,
and bicommunal state that is also a member of the European
Union and NATO.”

Since even this quite moderate presentation of Greece's
position puts or appears to put the onus of action wholly
upon Turkey, itis unlikely to provide a satisfactory basis for
resolving the issue. Thus the EU’s failures and the linkage
of Turkish entry to the bilateral political conflict will
weaken NATO’s cohesion and open the way to mischief
makers of all sorts in the area. As R. Craig Nation pointed
out, the Cyprus issue is thus tied to other, larger issues of
both bilateral and regional security in the Eastern
Mediterranean.’ Already as Stephen Blank observed,
Russia’s efforts to sell arms to both Greece and Cyprus are
clearly motivated, at least in part, by a desire to fan the
conflict’s flames and weaken NATO by splitting it. >

Thus it would seem from these papers, and from the
unhappy Bosnian and Kosovo experiences, that Europe still
has not addressed with sufficient seriousness what it itself
considers to be the root challenges of security through the
EU, the organization most suited to deal with economic
security issues. Kosovo may change that as the EU now
appears to be moving to create a more comprehensive
program of socio-economic reconstruction for the Balkan
regional economy which has been devastated by almost 8
years of constant warfare in and around the former
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Yugoslavia.28 And if the EU is somehow remiss in meeting
its responsibilities, how can NATO make up the security
deficit in places like the Balkans? Or should it even try?

At the same time, the emphasis in Europe on threats
stemming from underdeveloped Mediterranean economies’
failure to modernize clashes with the U.S. tendency to see
threats in more purely military terms and unilateralist
approaches. And as we have seen in Bosnia and Kosovo,
these differing or clashing perspectives inhibit rapid and
unified allied or European response. Those disputes strain
our relations with our allies and possibilities for effective
coalition building and maintenance. Recently Italian Prime
Minister Massimo D’Alema wrote that Italy, by virtue of the
threats it faced from uncontrolled mlgratlon drug running,
and so on, was a front-line state.?® While the humanitarian
disaster in the wake of the Kosovo operation may increase
our understanding of this perspective, his remarks remain
jarring or dissonant to American ears since the term
“front-line state” clearly denotes a state that is actively
threatened in its vital interests by an opposing military
force, not migrants fleeing for their lives. And if his analysis
Is true, NATO cannot do much to prevent these challenges
to Italian security.

Until now the EU has been unwilling to act on its own to
sponsor the rapid economic integration of Eastern Europe,
Southeastern Europe, or the Middle East with Western
Europe. As Stephen Calleya warned, there is the danger
that European dialogues with the South may come to be
seen as an exercise in boundary mamtenance—fencmg off
the South from the North—not integration.” By all
accounts, the EU’s Barcelona process and the EU’s
Mediterranean Dialogue appear to be marking time. And
NATO'’s parallel dialogue with Mediterranean states does
not appear to be flourishing either. As Alberto Bin of
NATO'’s Political Affairs Division and Secretary-General
Javier Solana have both stated, the success of this initiative
depends on developments in two other forawhich are deeply
troubled or just marking time, the peace process between

12



Israel and the Arabs, and theaEU’s Barcelona Process or
Euro-Mediterranean Program. !

Meanwhile, the two most acute crisis areas seem to be
the Middle East and the Balkans. The Florence conference
took place immediately after the Wye River Agreement in
Maryland between Israel and the Palestinian Authority in
October 1998. Just to get this agreement on paper required
a stupendous exertion of American diplomatic activity and
appeals from the dying King Hussein of Jordan. Yet, as
Robert Freedman and Gerald Steinberg both pointed out, it
was not likely that this accord would constitute the decisive
iImpetus to bring the two sides closer to peace. Domestic
factors in Israel and the PNA, as well as the intense legacy
of suspicion built up over the years, would probably obstruct
much more progress. And the subsequent fall of the Israeli
government of Prime Minister Netanyahu and the
suspension of progress until elections in May 1999 validated
their insights.32 Failure to advance the peace process will
likely diminish the U.S. standing in the area, for such a
stalemate as well as the depth of the U.S. involvement in the
Israeli political process could lead Israel or other states to
look for alternatives to the stifling U.S. presence. Not
surprisingly, a quite recent rapprochement between
Jerusalem and Moscow seems to be emerging, in part for
this reason.*

Neither do the difficulties of establishing peace in the
Middle East end here. Sami Hajjar's discussion of the
Lebanon triangle illustrates that fact. As long as the
Lebanon issue remains unresolved with Israeli and Syrian
forces both exercising an occupation or hegemony over part
or all of the country and its government, terrorist attacks by
Hizballah against Israeli armed forces in the south with
Syrian and Iranian support will continue. But since Syria
has no incentive to negotiate Israel's way out of this and
accommodate Israel that is taking heavy losses but cannot
find any satisfactory way to retreat without endangering its
own territory, the conflict will go on. Under those
circumstances, it cannot be ruled out that the conflict in

13



Lebanon could trigger a wider war as almost happened in
1975-76, 1982, and 1996. As Hajjar observed, Israel is now
bogged down and trapped in one of the many low intensity or
unconventional conflicts now taking place throughout the
world. If its leadership cannot find an alternative solution,
it may have to withdraw unilaterally, but that may not
produce more security for itself or Lebanon either. * Thus it
Is entirely possible that war will go on here for a long time
and poison the security environment for all concerned,
including the United States. After all, our own recent
memories of Lebanon are not happy ones, and it is unlikely
we will intervene with force. But is it in American interests
or within our capacity to remain aloof or disengaged from
this process? On the other hand, if we cannot disengage
from the peace process without serious losses to our
interests and regional standing, how far should we be
engaged? The experience of Israel’s 1977 and 1996 elections
show that if the United States is perceived as too obviously
supporting one Israeli leader or coalition against another,
then the U.S.-backed faction is likely to lose.

Obviously the Lebanon war will not come to an end
without progress in some fashion between Israel and
Lebanon and Syria. Washington’s participation is also
obviously indispensable. But as no such vista is in sight, the
Eastern Mediterranean may not know peace for quite some
time. And under such circumstances, as Stephen Blank
warned, outside parties with rather different agendas, like
Russia, could be tempted to intervene in the area. And
indeed Moscow has fished in the turbid Lebanese waters
already in 1996 and again at present as its relations with
Syria and Israel now illustrate.

The United States and its allies in the Eastern
Mediterranean, e.g., Turkey and Israel, face threats beyond
these unconventional ones of the Kurds and Lebanon or a
renewed Intifada. In the United States the threat of a
revived Iragi weapons of mass destruction (WMD) program
or Iran’s developing one has become one of the most vital of
contemporary defense issues. As missile defense against
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proliferation takes center stage in the United States, we
must also recognize that this is becoming the most
dangerous, if not vital, threat perceived by Israel and
perhaps by Turkey as well.*® As Steinberg and Sezer both
observed, these missile and WMD threats are also major
threats to Israeli and Turkish security and are forcing these
governments to contemplate and undertake fundamental
changes in thinking about defense strategy, force planning,
and overall security policy. In Israel’s case, this becomes
even more urgent since it is no longer certain that it can
achieve conventlonal superiority and deterrence over its
Arab enemies.*’

The Middle East in general has long since become a place
of increased tendencies to long-distance missile warfare.
This threat did not begin with Saddam Hussein. Egypt
under Nasser had numerous German scientists working on
rockets against Israel and Israel’'s atomic program began in
the 1950s. Nor is WMD use a new threat or one that began
with Iraqg in its war with Iran in 1980-88. Nasser’s Egyptian
forces in Yemen, in the 1962-67 civil war, used chemical
warfare against their Yemeni and Saudi-backed opponents.
But what is most dangerous is that Saddam Hussein used
chemical war as a strategic operation in the war against
Iraq over a decade ago and paid no price for it then or since.
The price he has paid is for attacking Kuwait in 1990 and his
subsequent defiance of the United Nations Southern
Command (UNSCOM) and the United States. Thus, his
example is not likely to be the Iast one, for it succeeded both
operationally and polltlcally ® For the United States,
Israel, and Turkey, proliferation and terrorism, two types of
unconventional warfare that are simultaneously arrayed or
deployed against them, are real and major threats. For
example, Israeli Brigadier General (res.) Aharon Levran, a
senior intelligence officer, recently told an interviewer that,

You don't need heavy weapons to win. When you consider what
has happened to us, the Palestinians have succeeded in
beating us with the lightest of weapons. Clausewitz defines
war as gaining one’s goals. And when you consider what the
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Palestinians have done—the territory which they have
gained— they truly have demonstrated that terror is not only
simply a nuisance—it is in and of itself a strategic threat.
We have already seen how short range light weapons, when
used to carry out a campaign of terror, can be just as effective in
achieving the Arabs’ goals as heavy weapons. After all, terror
has achieved something which, traditionally, one side only loses
after a crushing defeat—territory.39 (emphasis author)

However, this is not the case in Europe. Or at least
Europe and our major NATO allies do not uniformly see it as
such a threat.*® D’Alema omitted proliferation as a threat.*
States that do not feel menaced by the same threats will find
it difficult to cooperate on the reply to those threats. This is
only one source of the difficulties the United States had with
devising a new strategic concept for NATO. U.S. allies
remain extremely skeptical of our argument that NATO
should have the explicit capability and intention to strike at
threats that may originate outside of Europe like
prollferatlon % Therefore there is little European urgency
about devising effective and unified counterproliferation
policies or about arms control regimes in the Middle East.

For instance, a recent article by Francois Gere of the
Fondation pour la Recherche Strategique argued that a
proliferation threat to Europe is highly doubtful as a threat
requiring amendment of NATO’s new strategic concept,
that military ripostes to threats emanating from places like
North Korea are taking over NATO'’s political process, and
that there is no reason to believe that NATO would lose its
effective deterrent capability vis-a-vis Russia if it dissents
from Washington’'s stance on proliferation. 3 Like many
European elites, he opposes globalizing the Alliance along
lines suggested by the United States and stresses that we
are overrating the military threat. Instead, for the Alliance
to move forward there must be a strategic convergence of
interests between Washington and Europe, and it must be
confined to European issues, e.g., the Balkans and the
Mediterranean. Therefore Europe must resist the effort to
foist a global anti-proliferation posture upon it.*
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Whether or not his arguments make sense for Europe, it
Is clear that they are irrelevant at best and dangerous at
worst for the Middle East, including Turkey. Sezer has
pointed out that Turkey feels surrounded, not least by
proliferation of ballistic missiles and WMD.** And since
such weapons have already been used with impunity in the
Middle East, it is unlikely that further instances will not
occur. Nor can pro-Western Middle Eastern states
necessarily rely on allies and the promises of collective
security for,

In true collective security it should make no difference who
commits aggression and who the victim is. But the principles
of collective security were ignored even during the Gulf War.
[Henry] Kissinger, among others, observed that in its finest
hour, the Security Council closed its eyes to that principle
when Israel was attacked. . . Tactically the Council’s silence
made eminent sense, but the implications of this omission are
sobering, for they confirm yet again that the Council is
governed less by the commitment to respond to unprovoked
aggression than by the politics of the situation.*

Thus, for these states and for the United States,
proliferation is seen as a growing menace. As Stephen
Blank pointed out, Russia seems increasingly willing to
supply Iran, Irag, and even Syria with capabilities that can
only enhance both their conventional and WMD
capabllltles " Therefore the threat posed by proliferation of
missiles with these capabilities and of conventional ballistic
missiles to U.S. allies in the Middle East is rising. Nor do we
have effective counters to it. While Russia’s interest in
obstructing U.S. initiatives is growing and adding another
page to the history of the Middle East and Eastern
Mediterranean as an area that is constantly and thoroughly
penetrated by the great powers’ more general rivalries, as
Robert Freedman demonstrates, U.S. policy is
floundering.48

As Freedman shows, the United States has proven to be
inconstant in the peace process and unable to forge an Iraqi
policy that commands international support. Worse yet,
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U.S. attempts to forge a rapprochement with Iran have not
yet borne appreciable fruit, and we can expect little progress
here as a presidential election draws near. The United
States has not succeeded in persuading our allies to
invigorate their counterproliferation policies or to join us
against Tehran and Baghdad. Instead, we have managed
only to draw ourselves into a long-term, low-level war of
attrition with Iraq and to commit ourselves to the overthrow
of its %)vernment, policies and goals that is very unprom-
ising. ~ Despite NATO'’s rhetorical and organizational
commitment to a counterproliferation policy, it is clear that
the allies’ misgivings about U.S. policy on this issue will
frustrate efforts to realize a meaningful strategic
commitment.

But this means that the Middle East will remain, not
just an arena of ethnic and religious conflict largely
populated by authoritarian governments facing
increasingly dire socio-economic challenges, but also an
area of strategic dissension among our allies. > As before in
European history, the inability of the powers to agree on the
“Eastern Question” has allowed enterprising revisionist
powers, today, most notably Russia, to attempt to unhinge
the entire status quo using this area’s inherent instability
as a political crowbar. And we can see similar efforts
underway in the Balkans. Russia seeks tactical alliance
with powers like France who resent American prominence
so that they can both enhance their position at the expense
of the United States in Europe as well as in the Middle
East.”* This trend will only further complicate efforts to
forge a strategic and operational consensus for NATO’s new
strategic concept when it comes time to implement it in
practice. Therefore in the Middle East, on top of the
structural failings in economics and politics that are the
main sources of local challenges to internal and external
security, we face the abiding tendency of the great powers to
use the area as a battleground for their larger global
political rivalries.

18



And the same holds true for the Balkans, Europe’s own
tinderbox where consensus among the great powers is no
less elusive today than in the past. In the Balkans, as in the
Middle East, local intrastate conflicts and ethnic rivalries
easily spread across borders, threaten existing state
borders, and then often, as in the past, generate major
international crises. Frequently these crises are intensified
because the great European powers approach them from the
vantage point of their own interactions. Thus the United
States did not intervene decisively in Bosnia until NATO's
own cohesion was at stake. So, too, in 1991-92 the Anglo-
Franco-German responses to the crackup of Yugoslavia
were as much driven by their considerations of their own
bilateral and trilateral interactions as they were by efforts
to respond to local events and trends. >

NATO’s new Kosovo operation only confirms and
extends this depressing trend. NATO and the EU are now
committed to a fundamental and long-term reorganization
of the regional status quo and by so doing have decisively
worsened relations with Russia. Russian ties to NATO will
probably notimprove when thiswar isover, and it already is
talking ominously of revising its military doctrine to meet
NATO's challenge to its sense of |tself as a great power and
to its regional security interests.>® And if NATO fails to
achieve its goals, Russia’s interest in undermining allied
cohesion and capability for doing so will dramatically grow.

While the Balkans may well produce too much history
for its own good, that history is inextricable from the larger
issues of European security. While nobody writing about the
Balkans can just glide over the multiple challenges to
security in maladapted political and economic structures,
the siren song of exclusivist nationalism, contested borders,
and so on, Europe’s responses to these problems has been
tepid or too little, too late, too often.

As Colonel Valeri Ratchev of Bulgaria makes clear,
Romania and Bulgaria are anxiously looking to the West for
support and finding encouragement to be in short supply
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Nor is Ratchev’s an isolated opinion that calls for a deeper
European engagement. Romania’'s ambassador to the
United States recently complained that allied prevarication
on the “open door to NATO is inhibiting foreign investment
in her country ® That produces a vicious cycle which only
impedes Romania’s efforts to catch up to NATO and EU
membership requirements. The destruction of a substantial
part of the regional economy in the wake of the Kosovo
operation only adds to this structural problem. Bulgaria
may not have made effective use of the first 7 years of
post-socialist rule, but it is now striving manfully to make
the needed reforms and likewise fears that the doors to
Europe will be shut in its face.® Perhaps skepticism about
the depth of Sofia’s or Bucharest’'s commitments to reform is
not unmerited, but we should remember that these are the
most pro-Western governments that we can expect in these
states. If they fail, what prospect is there for their
successors to launch the kind of reforms that will make
them more eligible for integration according to Western
standards and more secure?

However, the regional picture is not just one of either a
total lack of reform or of complaints about the West. In
February 1999, Bulgaria and Macedonia signed a treaty to
put an end to the “artificial problems between our two
countries,” namely whether they speak a separate language
or not. The two governments renounced national and
territorial claims upon each other and refused support to
groups who sought to use their territory for purposes hostile
the other. Both sides also claimed that they had “found a
way to speak in the language of a united Europe.” And in
March 1999, Romania, Turkey, and Bulgaria announced
plans for a free trade zone to begin in 2002. A Balkan peace
force made up of local forces is also coming into being.
While all these actions are not disinterested ones, they can
and do contribute visibly to the possibility for building
durable sub-regional or regional security structures in the
Balkans that can help move that troubled area to a new and
more tranquil place in world politics. These are most

20



welcome developments and should remind us that not all is
darkness in the Balkans. But too much still is darkness as
Serbian policy daily shows us. The United States and
NATQO’s militaries now realize that the only effective basis
for enduring long-term stability in the region is through
governments’ provision and management of long-term
prosperity. As Supreme Allied Commander Europe
(SACEUR) General Wesley Clark observed, military force
does not brmg long-term stability, but prosperity does foster
stablllty ® If we are to avoid more Kosovos and Bosnias, this
lesson and its implications must forcefully be imprinted
upon the official minds of governments who have the
capability to help and interests that would otherwise be
negatively affected by new conflicts. Therefore as NATO
confronts the challenge of restoring a lasting and legitimate
order in Kosovo and Bosnia, its challenges are as much
political and economic ones as they are military, perhaps
more so. And indeed, in 1998, NATO began to rise to the task
as Secretary General Javier Solana launched a Balkan
economic initiative.’® Now diplomats, expert analysts, and
generals must strive to grasp what policies best promote
attaining those goals in Kosovo, Bosnia, and across the
Balkans.

Steven Burg provided a detailed and comparative
typology of the kinds of solutions that have been tried
elsewhere in Europe in analogous conflicts as well as a
penetrating analysis of the actual operative facts on the
ground in these countries. His conclusions pointed strongly
to the need to foster democracy in these areas and for
outside democratic players to heavily engage themselves for
the long-term in bringing about such a solution. Like
Ratchev, Burg insisted that European attention to Balkan
trouble spots cannot be intermittent and after the fact.
Europe must make its presence and interests felt
throughout the political process and not come in at the end
with a heavy-handed force for lack of a better alternative or
for want of more |nS|ght when the conflict could have been
prevented or arrested.®® While preventive diplomacy or
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conflict resolution, the stuff of many articles and editorials,
is not likely, Burg's approach offers us a chance to learn
from our past errors or sins of both omission and
commission and prevent the deployment of trained soldiers
for long periods of time in roles that are ultimately
uncongenial to them.

As Burg observed, NATO soldiers cannot be deployed to
defend a status quo but rather must be instruments of
progress towards a better peace. Examination of other
precedents, like the Basque one in Catalonia, suggest ways
to overcome the conflict in Kosovo and find creative ways to
address bitterly contested issues of sovereignty. An
indispensable element of any viable solution, as Stefano
Bianchini argued, is that the combatants have to get beyond
the political culture of nationalism which inflames local
passions and get to a new concept of the state which is not
coterminous with that of ethnic groups ' To the extent that
new conceptions of sovereignty and of the state can be
implemented in practice and agreed to thereafter, we might
be able to overcome the multiple crises, especially in the
former Yugoslavia. Bianchini argues that all these crises
are intertwined and require an overall solution that builds
with neighbors and not against them as nationalism
demands. Thus he argues that if NATO alone occupies
Kosovo and its autonomy or independence comes about
exclusively through the efforts of a military alliance, rather
than an international organization like the UN, it will
always be seen as an illegitimate outcome. ® If that is the
case, NATO will be trapped there in an increasingly
inhospitable and untenable situation. The Balkans, to be
secure, must be integrated into the world current of
interdependence where alternatives to classical sovereignty
have been tried and succeeded.

This consideration returns us to NATO for it is an
embodiment of that trend towards the creation of a
pluralistic security community where war is unthinkable
and where aspects of traditional sovereignty, such as
command over national armed forces, have been traded for a
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broader democratic form of governance. NATO presents
this internal harmony of interests among its members
because it has formed a true security community, where war
among the members and purely unilateral national security
policies are inconceivable.®® NATO'’s integrated
military-political structure subjects current and future
members to a rigorous international system of civilian
democratic control over the use of armed forces at home and
abroad.®* NATO'’s 1995 Study on Enlargement buttressed
this democratic form of control by demanding it as a
precondition of membership, and the OSCE’s 1994 code of
conduct also outlined a politically binding European agenda
for such control. NATO staked its claim here to democratize
and internationalize controls over governments’ defense
and security policies. 05 Everyone wundergoes
democratization and mutual restraint, and becomes more
secure.

NATO justified its enlargement simply by requiring
democratic civilian control over the armed forces and
subjecting all its members to mutual discipline or restraint,
as well as internal constitutional restraints that 90, far in
preventing renationalized security policies.  This
generalized discipline makes NATO a uniquely
self-restraining alliance whose inner constitution reassures
Europe of peace. Even when Europeans complain about
Washington’s dictation, they acknowledge that it occurs
because Europe cannot overcome its divisions of advocating
collective European defense policies, while refusmg to
spend the money or take the necessary action.”” NATO
works only when it acts in unison, when Lveryone acts
unilaterally, or tries to, the result is failure. ® When there is
European unity, they all say, Washington then does indeed
listen to its allies and moderates its position in the interests
of allied unity. % Even at the height of the Cold War,
Washington could not simply dictate to its allies, and it
remained exquisitely attentive to their interests and
concerns, often being forced to amend its policies to meet
those concerns.
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NATO thus bridles U.S., French, German, and Russian
temptations to unilateralism in Europe. Those who wish to
use NATO assets for global crusades and worldwide
intervention in the name of collective security or democracy
may find this condition irksome. But it is the necessary price
we pay for leading this kind of multilateral alliance. We are
now learning this lesson again the hard way in Kosovo. But
it is essential that NATO again find its way to consensus
because it remains the most effective and legitimate
security provider in Europe.

As Stephen Calleya pointed out, if NATO fosters the
kinds of consensus needed to respond to threats running
from economics, through ethnic conflicts, to proliferation, it
can achieve a great deal of cohesion and ragProchement
among the various conflict zones in the area. ~ The NATO
model of an authentic European community holds great
potential appeal for non-European and non-member states,
and, if successfully developed, it can increase its appeal
through successful performance and meeting new
challenges to it. The converse is also true so NATO'’s
disarray could unravel some, if not all, of the progress made
since 1989. This does not mean NATO should substitute for
the OSCE or EU in the Mediterranean, but it should do
what it can, if for no other reason than because its
abdication or failure will encourage those organizations to
evade their responsibilities as well. For this kind of pattern
to succeed in promoting peace in the area, NATO and other
key states must avoid the perception of or temptation to act
according to a scheme which looks like traditional
hegemonic power plays. Overcoming security challenges to
the area must encompass attention to sub-regional
dynamics. "2

For instance, in the Greco-Turkish rivalry, the issues of
EU membership for Cyprus and Turkey, disputed
territories in the Aegean, military buildups, etc., must be
addressed together as Nation suggests. Nor should Turkey
continue to act in a high-handed and threatening manner
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and make veiled and not so veiled th reats against Greece for
harboring Kurdish rebels or other sins.

Moreover, to the extent that NATO neglects regional or
sub-regional concerns and issues, it will come to be seen as
an intrusive interloper that must be resisted or as a power
whose true intention is to maintain the boundary between
the East and the South. While the West would be a kingdom
of integration in this scheme, the East would be the realm of
fragmentation and crisis. If states that endeavor to climb up
to European levels feel discriminated against or left out of
the status quo, they will oppose it. And if NATO is not
united, it will not be able to reach for solutions like those
called for by Burg in the former Yugoslavia or the kinds of
long-term engagement Ratchev and Bianchini urged. Then
more unilateralist forces, whether in Greece, Turkey,
Russia, or the Middle East, will have their day as
cooperative multilateralism will have been tried and found
wanting.

While there are no easy answers, there are some signs of
arethinking of past postures. Italy’s new military policy will
devote more attention to rapid reactlon forces and to defense
against proliferation threats.”* There are also signs that
Germany understands that to safeguard security and its
European role, it must move as well towards a broader
southern engagement. The St. Malo Agreement between
Britain and France in December 1998 gave a new, more
wgorous |mpetus to a European Security and Defense
Identlty > The aftermath of the Kosovo campaign may also
lead to more creative responses to the challenges now on the
overall European security agenda. On the other hand,
NATO’s fractured process over Kosovo in 1998-99 and
Russia’s determination to frustrate U.S. efforts in Europe
and the Middle East, and its occasional success in finding a
European partner are very disheartening signs. So is the
fact that substantial economic pressures are building up in
the United States to reduce its foreign military exposure at
the same time as its economic presence in the
Mediterranean as a whole is dropping relative to other

25



areas. If there is little discernible profit or return on large
iInvestments there as compared to other more clearly
strategic areas, the U.S. interest and military commitment
in the Mediterranean may well decline over time. e

Thus the current Mediterranean situation contains both
frustrating and hopeful signs; it is neither sky-blue nor
black, but rather something in between, perhaps a more
typical, if not wholly satisfactory complexion. But since it is
governments that have the power to change the region’s
weather, they must first try to grasp in what direction all
the region’s winds are blowing, even if they are seemingly
blowing in contradictory directions all at the same time.
This may frustrate many, for complexity is not always easily
accepted as today’s or tomorrow’s status quo.

Readers may therefore feel somewhat shortchanged that
we did not lay out here a blueprint of solutions or a menu
from which to choose. However, the more one comes to terms
with the entire range of security challenges in the
Mediterranean, the more one comes to understand the
enormous diversity of those challenges and of perspectives
upon them. Hopefully this understanding should serve to
help us and governments clarify their thinking and serve as
a guide to action. Such clarification through dialogue and
mutual engagement is essential. For, as many of the papers
that follow imply or even state explicitly, if NATO and the
United States fail to understand the dynamics of the
challenges to which they are responding, they will fail to
extinguish them as sources of conflict. In that case, not only
will the forces committed to existing crises and conflicts
remain in place, but new forces for new crises will have to be
found, and that is a most unappealing prospect.
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CHAPTER 2

TRANSNATIONAL SECURITY CHALLENGES
IN THE MEDITERRANEAN

Alessandro Politi

Executive Summary.

The objectives of this paper are to define the boundaries
of the Mediterranean Region, to provide a definition of
transnational security challenges, to offer a description of
the major risks and their effects on European security, and
to describe some policies to cope more effectively with them.

A transnational security challenge is aphenomenon that
threatens different areas irrespective of borders or
distances. In this paper, we will consider as transnational
security challenges mainly three phenomena: transnational
organized crime, illegal drug trafficking, and international
terrorism. The exclusion of other possible security concerns
stems from the observation that either they cannot be faced
with forceful means or because they are not necessarily
transnational.

In describing a geopolitical map of these challenges, the
paper focuses on:

three centers of gravity, concerning major
transnational organized criminal organizations,
namely Italy, Russia, and Turkey;

21 regional gravitating support areas: Albania,
Croatia, Bulgaria, Djibouti, Egypt, Eritrea, France,
FRY, FYROM, Georgia, Greece, Israel, Jordan,
Lebanon, Morocco, Rumania, Slovenia, Somalia,
Spain, Syria, Tunisia;
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two states at risk of failing (Algeria and Russia), and
ten having experienced various degrees of failure
(Albania, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Croatia, Eritrea, FRY,
FYROM, Georgia, Lebanon, Slovenia, Somalia);

four islands which have relevant grey zones and
different degrees of organized crime control/
connection (Corsica, Cyprus, Sardinia, and Sicily);

two major (Morocco and Russia) and two minor drug
producers (Lebanon and former Yugoslavia);

three major drug trafficking routes: Atlantic Route,
Balkan Corridor, and Russia;

three major drug trafficking entry points: Russia,
Spain, and Turkey;

three major people-smuggling sea-routes
(Morocco-Spain, Tunisia-Italy, and Albania-Italy)
and four land-routes (Sarajevo-Croatia-Slovenia-
Italy/Austria; Istanbul-Ukraine- Poland-Germany or
Istanbul-Romania-Hungary- Slovakia-Czech
Republic; Istanbul-Greece- FYROM-Italy/Austria,
Russia-Finland);

three regional financial offshore centers, i.e., Cyprus,
Malta, Monaco;

the presence of Chinese, Colombian, and Japanese
organized criminal groups and the relative absence of
North American and Mexican ones;

the prevalence of drugs such as cannabis, heroin, and
ATS, with cocaine increasing;

20 countries with internal/endemic/civil war
terrorism, inspired by nationalist/ethnic motivations
(Spain, Israel, Greece, FRY, FYROM, Turkey, Iran,
Irag, Russia) or by political/religious motivations
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(Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia, Libya, Egypt, Israel, Iran,
Iraq, Djibouti, Saudi Arabia, Bahrain);

three countries affected by international terrorism
(France, Saudi Arabia, Yemen);

five countries designated as terrorism supporting
states (Libya, Sudan, Syria, Iraq, lran);

nine countries seriously violating human rights at
various degrees in their counterterrorist actions
(Algeria, Libya, Egypt, Israel, Saudi Arabia, Iran,
Irag, Bahrain, Turkey, FRY).

With regard to the possible policies to be adopted, the
paper argues that, at an institutional level, the EU is the
leading institution in the region. The possible four priorities
should be to:

1) continue the gradual integration of the common law
enforcement and judicial spaces;

2) prepare to enlarge through policies that enhance
formally and informally the cooperation among actors
interested in stability and economic development;

3) continue support to Russia; and,

4) devise appropriate policies for the assistance to law
enforcement agencies of third countries.

The Boundaries of the Mediterranean Region.

The general use of the word “Mediterranean” may imply
that it includes on one hand the countries of the old North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) Southern Flank'and
on the other the dialogue partners of the Western European
Union (WEU) and of NATO. 2 Indeed, for traditional security
purposes, this definition would be a reasonable one;
although for strategic and political reasons, it should be
regarded as a minimalist one.
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Personally, I prefer a wider definition, where the
European Union (EU)-sponsored Barcelona Process
represents a large component (since it represents 27
countries), although not an all-inclusive one, for two main
reasons: methodological and political.

Firstly, transnational risks do not conform to
international political constellations or mind sets trying
somehow to slice a geopolitical area into nice subdivisions.
For analytical purposes, one has to see an area as whole,
using afterwards the existing political settings or devising
new arrangements to implement an appropriate policy.

Secondly, these risks are considered too often in a logic of
“us versus them” (i.e., thinking that they come from the
external perimeter of our Western “civilised” world),
whereas they are as transnational as financial markets
with transactions and raids occurring in London,
Barcelona, Istanbul, Berlin, Rome, or New York.

It should also be borne in mind that the widespread idea
that the Mediterranean is nothing more than a geographic
expression, because it is impossible to reconcile very
different realities, may reveal three distinct and somewhat
politically unhelpful mind sets.

The first one pretends that a region must be somehow
homogeneous in order to be considered as a whole. It is very
similar to those favouring “unity and purity” within a set
geopolitical area.

The second conception, much cherished by simplistic
and pragmatic-by-default people, tries to exclude as much
as possible every complexity, believing that outside a
politically correct area the rest is an incoherent, fragmented
chaos.

The third mind set derives from the rich, yet limited
experience of the last two centuries (19th and 20th
centuries), whereby it is nearly impossible to understand
realities lacking the relative coherence of nation-states or of
great alliances. The problem is that most events challenge
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political decisionmakers through their diversity,
complexity, and more or less substantial disorder.

Now, what will be called in this paper the
Mediterranean Region can be subdivided into different
subregions, but it is impossible to cut apart if one does not
want to pay heavy economic, social, political, and strategic
prices. Seas create inevitably strong links and to try to use
them as bulwarks is an illusion, as two world wars and
several migratory waves have demonstrated. The
Mediterranean Region is a geopolitical reality connecting
willy-nilly the destinies of different countries.

According to these premises, we will consider as the
Mediterranean Region the area included by the Straits of
Gibraltar, Bosphorus, Kerch, Bab el Mandab, Hormuz, and
by the Suez Canal. This means that the Black Sea will be
considered as an extension of the Mediterranean, while the
Red Sea and the Persian Gulf are not only physically, but
also historically and politically linked to the Mediter-
ranean. This area can evidently be subdivided into four
smaller subregions: West Europe, Balkan/Black Sea,
Middle East/Red Sea, and Maghreb.3

During each great historical period, the Mediterranean
Region had to face as a whole the great security questions,
even if these were considered from different angles in each
subregion.

During the Cold War, the subregions of West Europe and
of the Balkan/Black Sea were characterised by heavily
armed peace, tinged with strong political tensions. The
Maghreb, instead, after post-colonial convulsion, was a
secondary theatre of confrontation between the two blocks,
while in the Middle East/Red Sea subregion war raged.

After the fall of the Berlin Wall, the great Arab-Israeli
wars have been superseded by an extremely fragile peace,
more marked by internal conflicts (opposing terrorisms,
urban guerrillas, social inequalities) than by the great
armoured and air battles. Iraq is the only exception, and
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despite U.N. interventions in the Horn of Africa, the
problems of this part of the subregion remain the fights
between armed bands and all types of illicit trafficking.
Similar plagues affect some Maghreb countries in a more
visible (Algeria) or less evident way (Libya).

In several countries of the Balkan/Black Sea subregion,
the armed peace has changed into a long civil war, featuring
In most cases guerrilla and counterguerrilla operations,
conducted by more or less heavily equipped troops. The wars
of Yugoslav dissolution, ended in Slovenia, Croatia,
Bosnia-Herzegovina, are now continuing in the FRY,
Albania, and Macedonia. Yet all the countries in the
subregion are affected by the new transnational security
challenges (namely drug trafficking, organized crime, and
terrorism). In fact, most countries of the Mediterranean
Region do not confront a single, classic military threat, but
are going back to a multidimensional security.

Defining Transnational Security Challenges.

There have been within the post-1989 Euro-American
strategic literature a number of studies trying to redefine in
various ways the nature and the scope of changes
concerning traditional security.4 Surely a first bone of
contention can be the definition of traditional security itself.
If, by traditional security, we understand that political
concern and that politically oriented activity that Europe
was accustomed to seeing as relevant for the past three
centuries in the case of earlier centralised states and for
some 150 years for younger states, then we risk missing a
wider and much more complex picture. This is particularly
true if Western strategic thinking may be still under the
unconscious influence of the Cold War.

The fact is that all the security concerns that we pretend
are new are stone-age old in other continents and remained
pretty much unchanged in other parts of the Mediterranean
Region. A cursory glance at history books shows that civil
strife and violence, population imbalances and migrations,
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resource scarcity, environmental degradation,
international terrorism, and transnational organized crime
are in most cases common during the some four millennia
that preceded our age (international terrorism becoming
much more frequent in the 19th century due to the evolution
of political movements and of technology). > This is equally
true for many areas that were not directly under the spell of
Cold War stabilization, the Middle East being one evident
example and the tragic events in Lebanon being almost a
paradigm.

Thus, it would be more appropriate and simple to state
that we, in the Northern hemisphere, once dominated by the
Cold War, are rediscovering traditional security, a security
by nature multidimensional, whose concerns might have
changed in object and scope when compared to the past.

This return, although justifiable with Vico’s theory of the
corsi e ricorsi- (occurrences and recurrences of history), is
better explainable with the link that exists between policy
and grand strategy. If we take into account major
definitions of grand strategy, we shall see that in this realm
the old Cold War division between security proper (i.e.,
external and military interstate security) and internal
security or other newer concerns never applied. !

An immediate political objection to a wider concept of
security is the danger of putting very different things into
the same category of security, with the consequence that the
policy approach will be less focused on political and social
solutions and more in favour of indiscriminately repressive,
guasi-military actions. In other words, if potentially
everything concerns security, policy responses could be
implicitly more and more “militarised.” On a more
intellectual level, this objection is coupled with the risk of
“concept inflation,” whereby the progressive widening of
security endangers its coherence.

The reply in favour of the return of a of concept of
multidimensional security will combine different
arguments.
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First, the idea that a broader concept of security
should imply a more narrowly focused response is not
warranted by itself. On the contrary, a broader
concept should allow a flexible, tailored policy where
force is only one of the different means employed.

Secondly, as already shown, the concept of security
became singularly “deflated” during the 1948-1989
period in a significant, but not all-encompassing zone
of the globe. Conversely, it risks not being inflated
when security reacquires its original complexity.

Thirdly, security has become more visibly
multidimensional because attacks on the sovereignty
of nation-states can now be carried out more
effectively by richer and more powerful non-state
actors, and because the complexity of modern
societies offers multiple vulnerabilities. Govern-
mental resources, moreover, seem insufficient to
control key autonomous components of sovereignty
(territorial integrity, strategic control of key areas or
resources, financial flows, internal security).

Finally, security is, and remains, a politically defined
concept. One can discuss if the widening of security
might be a good or a bad political choice, but security
Is not intrinsically a self-contained concept, nor can it
be related to military affairs only. If the political
priorities change, the nature and the means of
multidimensional security will inevitably follow and
adapt to the different sectors of the political action. ®

How the political decision on including other concerns
within the perimeter of security will respect basic and
democratic freedoms does not depend on the concept of
security itself, but on the state of actual laws and practices
of a given government.

Once one agrees that multidimensional security is a
matter of fact, politically and operationally acceptable, it
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remains still to be seen if all nontraditional risks may be
really considered security challenges or not.

In principle, as stated above, once a political leader
decides that a specific issue is relevant for security, this
should be more than enough, yet this arbitrary element is
compounded by some less subjective factors, both practical
and conceptual. From a practical point of view, there are
some nontraditional concerns that clearly involve the use of
violence, allowing easier links to traditional security, such
as civil violence and insurrection, international terrorism,
transnational organized crime, and illegal drug trafficking.

Environmental degradation, resource scarcity,
population growth and migration, all can affect national
and international security, but in general they tend to be
managed more within higher policy and grand strategy.
With regard to these problems, the use of means other than
force (economic, political, diplomatic, social, cultural ones)
appears to be, in first instance, more cost-effective, even if
force may remain the last recourse, as always in politics. In
a certain sense, whereas the first four nontraditional
security risks are, notwithstanding the causes, manifes-
tations of violence, the remaining ones may be, instead of
violence, considered more likely to be stakes for an armed
confrontation.

From a more conceptual point of view, grand strategy
does work as a bridge between politics and traditional
security in both senses. On one hand, as we have seen, it
favours the enlargement of the old concept of security, but,
on the other, it helps to shift some of the newer security
challenges to a domain that is more politically than
security-minded.

At this point one can define what a transnational
security challenge should be. A security challenge is a
phenomenon that threatens the security of a given area, be
it defined by geographic, geopolitical, statehood, national,
sub-national, or supranational criteria. A transnational
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security challenge is one that threatens different areas
irrespective of borders or distances.®

In this paper, we will consider as transnational security
challenges mainly three phenomena: transnational
organized crime, illegal drug trafficking, and international
terrorism. The exclusion of other mentioned security
concerns stems from the fact that either they can be
considered more the resort in first place of means other than
force, as already argued, or because, as such, they are not
necessarily transnational. Civil violence and insurrection,
for what these somewhat vague terms mean, are
characterised in the first place by their localised action and
iImmediate effects, although they sometimes may have
transnational aspects either in terms of logistics
(sanctuaries) or in terms of terrorist actions. If one takes
Algeria as an example, civil violence and insurrection are
fairly localised, whereas terrorist actlons and political-
logistic networks may be transnational. "

The delimitation of the analysed transnational security
challenges does not exempt us from the equally complicated
definition of the three risks themselves. Academics, jurists,
and police forces continue to dlsagree on the definition of
transnational organized crime. ' There are, however, four
elements defining organized crime on which a large
majority of authors agree: the existence of an organized and
stable hierarchy; the acquisition of profits through crime;
the use of force and intimidation; and recourse to corruption
in order to maintain impunity.

This paper will use the definition adopted in 1993 by the
EU’s Ad Hoc Group on Organized Crime, then presented to
the EU Council:

Organized crime is present whenever two or more persons are
involved in a common criminal project, for a prolonged or
unspecified period of time, in order to obtain power and profits
and where to the single associates are assigned tasks to carry
out within the organization: (1) through business or connected
business activities; (2) using violence or intimidation; (3)
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influencing politics, media, economy, government or the
judiciary, through the control of a determined territory, if
necessary, in order to commit the planned crimes that, from a
collective or individual point of view, must be considered
serious crimes.”

Appended to this definition, which is not a common EU
definition but represents an important step, was a table of
eleven characteristics for use during the preparation of EU
reports on organized crime and in pinpointing more easily
this phenomenon at international level. They are: (1)
collaboration among more than two people; (2) among whom
there is a distribution of tasks; (3) who operate for a long or
unspecified time; (4) operate under a certain discipline and
control; (5) are suspected of serious crimes; (6) operate at
international level; (7) use violence and other means of
intimidation; (8) use commercial or pseudocommercial
structures; (9) launder money; (10) exercise their influence
on politics, media, public administration or in the economic
field; and (11) seek profit and power. If a criminal group
displays at least six of these characteristics, among which are
necessarily (1), (5) and (11), it can be considered to be
involved in organized crime. s

Concerning illegal drug trafficking, for the purposes of the
paper it will be called simply drug trafficking. It will not dwell
upon the debate on what should be illegal drugs or not or
what should be the best strategy to combat this problem. It
will consider illegal those drugs considered as such by the
majority of EU governments, knowing that some notable
exceptions in legal practice or in actual law enforcement
priorities in some countries might create political problems
and dlffICU|tIeS in implementation, as the Dutch case
shows.™

International terrorism is no less controversial than the
previous two phenomena regarding definitions, desplte a
marked increase in cooperation during the last 5 years.

Probably the best known deflnltlons are those employed
by the U.S. Department of State:’
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- The term “terrorism” means premeditated, politically
motivated violence perpetrated against noncombatant
targets by subnational groups or clandestine agents,
usually intended to influence an audience.”’

- The term “international terrorism” means terrorism
involving citizens or the territory of more than one country.

- The term “terrorist group” means any group practicing,
or that has significant subgroups that practice, inter-
national terrorism.

The definition adopted will be that proposed L. R. Beres,
which uses the twin criteria of just cause and just means to
distinguish between rightful recourse to insurgent force and
unlawful terrorism.*® As has happened also for the Ocalan
extradition case from Italy to German%é, the just cause of
political violence can always be argued, = but the just means
are quite clearly defined by international law both for
regular and irregular forces. Terrorism is unlawful because
the means used fail to satisfy the criterion of just means
(i.e., whenever the use of force is indiscriminate,
disproportionate, and/or beyond the codified boundaries of
military necessity). The group that violates these norms
would be guilty of war crimes and possibly even of crimes
against humanity.20

Further clarification is needed for the term international
terrorism. In the wider debate, it is often a fairly imprecise
expression that covers actions, differing in degrees of
political and moral unacceptability. This paper puts
forward seven types of terrorist or terrorist-like situations:

domestic terrorism, endemic terrorism and civil war: %'

international implications of domestic/endemic
terrorism and civil war;?

international spillovers of domestic/endemic
terrorism/civil war;*
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international support to domestic/endemic terrorism/
civil war;*

international state-sponsoring of domestic, endemic
terrorism or civil war;?

international terrorism proper. In this case citizens of
one country are conducting attacks in countries other
than the theatre of civil confrontation and/or against
citizens who are neither within the mentioned theatre
nor in countries adjacent to it; %

covert operations. Under this denomination are
included state-sponsored assassinations of selected
individuals whose political or military research
activities are considered dangerous or because they
are retaliatory targets.?’

In the international political debate, there is also
another category called "state terrorism” and defined as the
situation in which a state lends its legitimacy to terrorism or
lends its own organs to indulge in acts of terrorism. It
appears that this concept, although repeatedly employed, is
not particularly helpful in pinpointing the nature of
international terrorism. In the case of legitimization of
terrorism per se, it may be a condemnable political position,
but it is not a terrorist act. In the case of using state organs
for terrorist operations, it falls mostly either in the category
of state-sponsoring or in that of covert operations. It seems
that only in the context of a situation of endemic terrorism
can one envisage state terrorism as the method by which a
government (or a part of it) sets up clandestine groups,
whose selected or indiscriminate killings are officially
disavowed. In all cases, state terrorism either weakens the
rule of law within a given country, or creates in the medium
term heavy friction with the rest of the international
community.28
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A Strategic Perspective of New Challenges in the
Mediterranean Region.

Transnational organized crime and drug trafficking.
The paper will analyse what it considers the two major
threats among the transnational security challenges:
transnational organized crime and drug trafficking. Both
have to be considered together since the drug production
and smuggling chain requires criminal organizations.
While organized crime can exist without drug trafficking,
the reverse is not true. But drugs can be considered a force
and a crime multiplier not only for criminal groups, but also
for guerrilla and terrorist groups.

Transnational organized crime, and especially its
association to drug trafficking, is an outright threat for the
governments and societies in the Mediterranean region for
the following reasons:

1) The lives killed or maimed by drugs or during criminal
confrontations are not only casualties, but represent
directly or indirectly an economic gain for dangerous actors,
that challenge across the border the authority of the state
and of law. Few governments or publics would accept
similar levels of casualties in peacekeeping, external attack,
and terrorism (at least 16 dead per day in 1996 in Schengen
countries, apparently one of the best protected areas). 2 But
politicians and citizens at large still entertain the ruinous
belief that it is an internal matter, to be fatalistically
accepted as car accidents are. The human costs of this
dangerous combination are, of course, not the same for the
countries in the region, but experience shows that transit
countries become in most cases also consumer countries,
with all the attendant consequences.

2) The economic resources generated by organized crime
and drug trafficking are directly and deliberately used for
destabilising the society, the political system, the
administration and the economy of the country. Its financial
muscle, facilitating the accession to political influence and
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power, is far from being understated. Organized crime is a
multibillion transnational business: drug trafficking alone,
according to the UNDCP World Drug Report, yields a $400
billion per year turnover, equal to 8 percent of total global
exports.” The corresponding effects are: "pax mafiosa,"”
destruction of democratic/liberal values, corruption, money
laundering, and business infiltration. Even if in a number of
countries the political regimes are not democratic, the
undermining effects of parallel power structures should not
be underestimated. The case of the Soviet Union shows that
organized criminal structures were never fully integrated in
the system and that, even then, they produced marked
inefficiencies, injustices, and illegal power strugg3|1es even
within the laws and the logic of the regime.™ These
circumstances could have potentially dangerous effects in
the transitions that some regimes in the Balkans, the
Middle East, and some states adrift in the Horn of Africa
will face at the end of this century.

3) The transnational networks, created and sustained by
this combination, attack the territorial integrity both at the
borders and within a given country. Whenever organized
crime controls an area, transnational organized crime has
free access, and law enforcement finds a no-go area or is
anyhow ineffective. These areas, also called grey zones, are
practically out of state sovereignty. Grey zones are
unfortunately also present in many countries of the
Mediterranean Region.32

4) In addition to the problems experienced by West
European countries, many countries in the remainder of the
Region risk becoming less reliable international partners
because organized crime and drug trafficking undermine
them, even if they consider themselves only drug transit
countries. In this context, the stability of Russia and
Ukraine may be put significantly into question, with
evident repercussions at the political and economic level,
not the least in the G8 forum, where important political
coordination takes place against these risks. 33
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5) The evolution of these phenomena is by no means
finished, and it could imply much bigger dangers. Some U.S.
analysts believe already that the latest evolution of both
phenomena are going towards organized systemic crime
(OSC), characterised by increasing alliances between
Russian, Chinese, ltalian, Japanese, and U.S. criminal
organizations, and a fully-fledged narco-industry. 34
Between 1991 and 1993 a number of criminal "summits”
have taken place, involving also Cosa Nostra and Russian
criminal organizations.

It may be easily overlooked that the Mediterranean
region is home to five major transnational organized
criminal constellations:

- Italian Camorra, Cosa Nostra, ‘Ndrangheta, and
Nuova Sacra Corona Unita (SCU);

- Russian and Georgian organized criminal groups;
- Turkish and Kurdish maffia clans. *

Moreover, minor, but not less dangerous and virulent
organized criminal groups are very active in Albania,
Bulgaria, France, Israel, Lebanon, Spain, and former
Yugoslavia. To these countries, one should naturally add
Malta, Monaco, and Cyprus as centers providing offshore
banking facilities and fiscal incentives, a natural magnet for
money laundering schemes.

This listing of countries is just an indicator, and one
should not concentrate attention only on those geographic
areas, because one would miss the formidable inter-
connections between those groups and the whole of the
Mediterranean region, Europe, and the world.

As a first proof that the phenomenon of organized crime
must be viewed at a strategic scale, one should take the
projected forgery and money laundering operations during
the switch to the Euro currency. % Naturally, this will not be
some Spectre-like secret operation; much worse, it will be
the sum of flexible agreements between some sophisticated
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components of major and minor organized criminal groups,
opportunistically exploiting with regional/global
capabilities, this great occasion.

The potential damage of gigantic fraud on the public’s
and market’s confidence could be very considerable. One
could just imagine if some powerful Russian organized
criminal group would have converging interests with
aggressive neo-nationalist Russian groups in order to
undermine the confidence in future European integration of
Central and Eastern European Countries (CEEC). NATO
integration would be lamed, proven substantially useless,
while politics, societies, and economies would be more
infiltrated by diverse criminal organizations. To this risk
one could add risks of distortion of the gold trade, because
all major criminal organizations are starting to use gold as
traceless money laundering means.

The geography of criminal groups is bound of modifying
inevitably current geopolitical maps, because in some cases
transnational organized crime is capable of modifing the
nature of the governmnent. According to the Observatoire
Geopolitique des Drogues (OGD), in the Mediterranean
Region, Russia, the FSU republics (Georgia, Moldova,
Ukraine, in our case), and Turkey are the countries where
the dangers of connivance between state organs and
criminal groups are greatest.37

With the proviso that it is not our intention to substitute
the old Soviet enemy with a new Russian one, since Western
mafias are absolutely cooperative with Russian mafiosniky
whenever they settle their power and money feuds, we will
point out some relevant strategic implications of Russian
and Georgian organized crime before passing to other cases.
We will leave the Turkish-Kurdish until the end, when we
will treat the mixture of organized crime, drug trafficking,
and terrorism.

The end of the Soviet regime marked the mutation of a
type of organized crime from the “totalitarian” version
towards a “free market” one. While during the Soviet regime
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organized crime was less visible (and much less relevant) in
the Western world, it was nonetheless so present that it
undermined significant portions of the Soviet state. Not
surprisingly, “mafya” problems already existed in
Azerbaijan, Georgia, Kazakhstan, and Uzbekistan in the
1960s-1980s, prompting the Muscovite leadership to
replace corrupted and criminal top local party members,
who, in turn, complained (not without some reason) that the
Moscow bosses led an unfair competition.

With the liberalization of the regime and its ultimate
fall, organized crime also became liberalized. The jump in
guality of the first generation of former Soviet transnational
organized crime is due to these factors:

- strong cohesiveness within the different levels of
organized crime and the ethnic groups;

- a higher level of instruction (higher secondary school
and university degrees for many bosses);

- the hard training that the first post- perestroyka
criminal generation received during the Soviet regime;

- the arrival in criminal organizations of well-trained
senior military and intelligence officers;

- the long-standing collusions with corrupted sectors of
the ruling elite;

- the ongoing collapse of the old police and judicial
system;

- the legal and criminal globalization of economy;

- the widespread poverty, hitting also relatively higher
classes;

- the slow reconstruction of alternative moral and social
values after the vanishing of the old ideology;

- the persistent lack of a transparent and efficient tax
collecting, banking and customs system;
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- the Western political interest in aiding the develop-
ment of the Russian economy without questioning too much
the destination of funds and the arrival of Russian
investments for many years. 38

This state of affairs has brought important consequences
for the stability of the Mediterranean Region and Europe:
the existence of criminal regimes in Crimea, Transdnestria,
and in other areas affected by civil strife and with high
illegal emigration rates (Georgia in our case); the rise of
criminal terrorism in Russia and Ukraine; drug production
and trafficking in North Caucasus, Black Sea ports,
Ukraine, Moscow, St. Petersburg; major smuggling
operations in North Caucasus and Ukraine; massive bank
frauds and money laundering in the major Russian cities;
and substantial economic penetration in the CEEC
countries and sizeable investments in the legal economy of
West European countries. %9

Main illegal businesses of these groups are racketeering,
smuggling of Western wares and East European
antiquities, drug trafficking, arms smuggling, prostitution,
and gambling.

A recent disquieting dimension is the export of key
proliferating technologies by criminal business and
guasi-government entities, which may be outside the direct
control of the government towards sensitive countries like
India, Iran, and Syrla ° This phenomenon is actually much
more credible than the dreaded possibility that Russian
organized criminal groups might export nuclear weapons or
components to proliferating countries. Although the
situation does not leave room for complacency, the
proliferating pattern by these entities shows that they
prefer to do some illegal and lucrative business, instead of
risking adangerous sale with unforeseeable consequences.

The diffusion of these groups is truly on a global scale,
since the countries most targeted are France, Germany
Poland, the United Kingdom, and the United States. ** That
said, all CEEC countries are affected at different levels and
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with them also countrles like Austria, Greece, Israel, Italy,

Spain, and Turkey 2 Connections with other major
worldwide organized criminal groups have since long taken
place.

In this context, Israel is interesting as a country that,
besides local criminal organizations that were active indrug
trafficking since the 1980s, has particularly experienced the
effects of criminal diasporas. The massive immigration of
Jewish people from former Soviet Union evidently could not
avoid the arrival of elements of the Soviet organized crime.
The activities of these groups is suspected of having rapidly
influenced the internal political game in the country.

Italy has long been a country synonymous with
organized crime, but the evolution in the last decade is fairly
different from that of FSU. Also, here the Cold War favoured
collusions within a political system that could not enjoy, for
strategic reasons, normal competition between governing
parties and opposition. Corruption had penetrated a
significant number of governmental institutions both at
local and at central level, and in several regions organized
crime enjoyed substantial impunity.

The end of that period, both in political and judicial
terms (generally called Mani Pulite—Clean Hands), has
opened different scenarios from the previous constant

advance of organized crime in southern Italian regions,
supported by drug trafficking and white collar crime in the
center and north of the peninsula. * In this sense,
notwithstanding the judicial result, the trial of the former
Premier Giulio Andreotti has an enormous political and
psychological importance because it is the Nuremberg trial
of an era of political-Mafioso liaisons.

Italy, after having experienced an internationalization
by the export and the international connections of its Cosa
Nostra and Camorra, is now experiencing the globalization
in the criminal domain. The most visible event is the
eruption of Albanian, Kosovar, former Yugoslav, Turkish,
and Russian organized criminal groups in the Italian
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criminal market. The stream of illegal immigrants and
prostitutes from Albania, CEEC, Kurdish areas, North
Africa, Nigeria, Philippines, and Turkey, and their social
effects have in the first 2 months of 1999 lead to heated
political controversy. In the last 8 years the criminal
geography of a big city like Milan changed from the
coexistence of the old Apulian, Calabrian, Neapolitan, and
Sicilian organized criminal groups to the forced entry of six
main gangs—five Kosovars and one Croat. 4

The fight against national organized crime and its
evolution continues. On one hand, Cosa Nostra has been
severely affected by aggressive investigation techniques,
but on the other, if the importance of the Corleonesi “cosca”
has been reduced, other families also have reduced their
profile in order to continue their business. Especially for
what concerns racketeering, the hold of Cosa Nostra
appears to be undiminished, and money laundering
provides further relevant profits. The relative weakening of
Cosa Nostra does favour a certain criminal anarchy which,
In turn, creates further problems for law enforcement.
Between the cracks of Cosa Nostra’'s power, organized
groups like the Stidda (Star) or smaller “angry young men”
gangs have tried to establish with ruthless violence their
own influence.

A similar phenomenon of relative disintegration can be
observed within the Camorra, which for the first time saw
the uise of car bombs and antitank rockets in internecine
wars.

Much less penetrable is the Calabrian ‘Ndrangheta,
whose control on the region is particularly strong and whose
influence in the shady world of professional kidnapping is
remarkable. Only a string of arrests by mid-February in
connection with the Sgarella kidnapping has opened a chink
in its criminal power.4

Finally the Nuova SCU (New SCU) has lost the bosses of
the first generation, but has received further impulse by the
connections across the Adriatic with Albanian and Kosovar
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organized criminal groups. It must be taken into account

that this group is not alone in the region of Apulia; on the

contrary less known, but even more dangerous “Mafias”
- - 47

prosper in the Northern part of the region.

The problem of the deep infiltration of local organized
crime within the government and the economy of Turkey is
not new (in the 1960s the U.S. Government had pressured
Ankara to destroy opium poppy cultivations), but it has
acquired a newer international dimension with the fall of
the government guided by the premier Mesut Yilmaz and
with the Ocalan case.

The fall of that political coalition has highlighted the
danger that organized crime poses to the stability of
important allies. The warning signals go back to the
November 1996 when a car accident in the village of
Susurluk revealed to the public that a Mafia boss (working
for the Turkish intelligence service), a Kurdish politician,
and high official of the police were travelling together in a
car full of arms and drugs. A further investigation ordered
by the then new premier, Mesut Yilmaz, concluded that
organized criminal groups, trafficking in drugs and
connected with certain sectors of the government, were
responsible for some 2,000 killings.

Revelations that the sale of a major state-owned Turkish
bank and of two dailies were tainted by organized crime
infiltration, and that both the premier and the minister for
economy were aware of the circumstances and that they
nevertheless encouraged the deal were the direct cause of
the government’s fall last November.

This discomforting state of affairs was confirmed a
month later by the explosive declarations of a successful top
anti-drug police official that detailed how the chief of the
Istanbul police, his deputy, and the chief of the Turkish
police had been corrupted. In addition to the traditional
arms smuggling and drug trafficking businesses, Turkish-
Kurdish groups are very active in human trafficking.
Ironically, Albanian-Kosovar organized criminal groups
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might have replaced the Turkish ones in substantial shares
of the drug trafficking market. *

The Ocalan case adds a further dimension to the
international importance of transnational organized crime,
but it will be considered further when the paper examines
the transformation of terrorism and its links with drug
trafficking.

To recapitulate the 