NATO Transformed






N ATO

Transformed

The Alliance's New Roles in International Security

David S. Yost

%%

United States Institute of Peace Press
Washington, D.C.



Cover photographb: A convoy of troop carriers and tanks in NATO's Stabiliza-
tion Force enters Bosnia in 1990, Photo courniesy of AP/Wide World Photos;
used by permission.

The views expressed in this book are those of the author alone, They do not
necessarily reflect views of the United States Tnstitute of Peace.

United States Institute of Peace
1200 17th Street, NW
Washingron, DC 20036

© 1998 by the Endowment of the United States [nstitute of Peace. All righus
reserved,

First published 1994
Second printing 200X)

Printed in the United States of America
The paper used in this publication meets the minimum requirements of

American National Standand for Information Sciences
for Printed Library Materials, ANSI 7239.48-1084.

Permanence of Paper

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data
Yost, David §. (David Scon), 1948-
NATO transformed : the Alliunce’s new roles in inernational security /
David 8. Yost.
p. cm.
Includes biblivgraphical references and index.
[SBN 1-878379-81-X
1. North Atlantic Treaty Organization—History. 2, North Atlantic ‘Teaty
Organization—Membership. 3. Security. International. 1. Tide.
UAG46.3 Y074 1998
355.031091821—ddc21 98-40939
CIP



To the memory of my father and mother
Albert Scott Yost (1921-1971)
Lois Marie Yost (1926-1969)






®

Contents

Foreword ix
by Richard H. Solomon

Preface XV

Figure Xxi
The European Seclirity Architecture

Maps Xxil
1. NATO and the Warsaw Pact, 1988
5. Post—Cold War Eurasia, 1998

1. Introduction 1
2. NATO during the Cold War and Its Aftermath 27
3. Coocperation with Former Adversaries 91
4. Crisis Management and Peace Operations 189
5. Prospects and Challenges 289
Appendixes 303

1. The North Atlantic Treaty

2. Partnership for Peace Framework Document

3. Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation, and
Security between NATO and the Russfan Federation

4. Charter on a Distinctive Partnership between the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization and Ukraine



viik W CONTENTS

Notes 333

Glossaries 395
Key Acronyms. Concepts and Organizations in Brief

The Evolving Membership of Major European
Security Organizations

Index 405



Foreword

half-century after its creation, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization

wrestles with an existential crisis. Scemingly overnight, the Allianee’s
Cold War raison J'étre vanished . as the East European communist reginies
of the Warsaw Pact were swept up in the democratic revolutions of
19892 and the sovier TTnion collapsed ander the weiaht of its own
political and cconomic frailties. Yet NATO il exists. Not only does it
exist, but with the Soviet Union's demise, it has embarked on a grancd
experiment—-to create something better than the balance of power™ as
the new architecture of transathintic scecurity.

As any studdent of international relaitions knows well, such an endeavor
has few successtul precedents, but it is not without its formidable histor-
ical and political foundations. David Yost, professor of international
relations at the Naval Postgraduate School in Monterey, California, and
a senior fellow in the Tennings Randolph Program at the United states
Tnstitute of Peace during 199697, bhegins this timely and ambitious sty
with a masterful disquisition on how nations have sousht to manage the
international order over the vears, from traditional balance-of-power
arcangements to the more elaborate tand as vet uncealized ¥ designs of
collective security regimes—states drawn together in an obligatory pact
to police themselves against any member's possible aggressive hehavior,

T NATO Trediisforinedd. Professor Yost attempts to answer o simple, vet
profound, question: Has NATO transformed itself frony a strictly collective
defense alliince—states drawn toscther to defend against an external

thireat

toy an organization that has embraced the muach broader and nxore
demanding functions of a collective security organization? Tn answer-
ing this weighty question, Yost delivers what foreign policy analysts

X
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and historians oy come to consider an exemplary treatment of
NATO's basic difticulty in detining its rationale in the post—Cold War era.

Lord Tsmay, NATO'S first sccretuy general, once quipped that the
organization's fundamental purpose was o keep the Americans in, the
Russians out, and the Germans down.” Ghviously, there are significant
differences between then and now in this tripartite distinetion, but these
three powers continue to form the prism through which NATO's najor
security concerns can be viewed. Any change in one is bound to affect
the: panorama of ansatlantic security. Within the past decade, all tree
have undersone major change.

Following the TSSR's collapse. the United States began o profound
reassessment of its leadership role in naintaining international security.
When American foreign policy was structured around the cardinal tenet
of Sovict containment. defense commitments and military spending
encountered few domestic critics—and even fewer among America’s
allies that benefited fron the stability and prospecity TLS. security: guar-
antees provided. Tocky, in contrast, Washington hears a rising chorus
of opinions—domestic and foreign—encouraging o more “multipolar”
international order. To our allics, such multipolacity means more of a say
in allinnee decision making and greater scope for European autononiy
in adldressing sceeurity challenges. To Americans, it has come to mean that
our NATO allics should shoulder more of the costs and potential casu-
alties in future peacekecping missions and be prepared o join widy the
Ulnited States in conducting operitions in defense of common interests
bevond Europe. Mucl of the early debate in the Tnited States over
NATO enlargement was revealing in this regard: Much of the concern
centered not only on how enlargement would impinge on Russian sen-
sitivitics, but also on how much of the tb the TS, would have to pick
up to bring new members into the Allince. The lack of a domestic
consensus on the kind of leadership required for naintaining interna-
tional sceurity in the post—Cold War era las led Richard Haass to charae-
terize the new 118, role as "The Reluctant Sherift.”

Germany's reunification has rekindled anxicties in some quarters
about the country's potential disproportionate influcnce across the con-
tinent. At the same time, Gernany and France together have served as
the engine of postwar European economic and political integration: and
France, in particular, has stood as the voice of an tindependent” (some
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would say “Gaullist™) European security policy. Tndeed, since the sign-
ing of the Maastricht Treaty in 1991, the European Union's members
have endeavored to forge their own distinetly Furopean Commaon For-
cign and Security Policy. Yet, the fact that they have decided to pucsue
such a policy within NATO's Atlantacist confines speaks to just how
much Euwrope still relies on the United States for its security. Neverthe-
less, there are several issues that divide the Allies, and Russia’s role in
the new architecture of European sceeurity is foremost among them.

Clearly, the largest and most powerful Soviet successor state does
not pose the same type of militry threat NATO was established to de-
fend against. but the question of the country™s potential membership in
the Atlantic Alliance remains perhaps one of the more contentious
issues amony the NATO Allies, with the dividing line of opinion run-
ning down the middle of the Atlantic. Russia and the United States are
trving to pursue additional arms reduction treaties, and Russian efforts
to democratize continue, giving the Clinton administration cnough
reassuranee to envision Russia’s eventual membership in a “common
security alliance.”

NATO's European members are not 0 sanguine, some viewing Rus-
SECS commitment to democracy as tenuous at best, and waiting to see
the course of the country’s political development. especially in the
post-Yeltsin era. The Alliance's prospective new members—countrics
that were part of the soviet bloc not so many vears ago—are drawn to
NATO for its collective defense guarantees to counter a4 possible Russian
neoimperialist impulse inthe future, As Yost warns, Russion membership
in the Allinnce could very well empty NATO of its collective detfense
substance and lead o a renationalization of defense, as the European
Allies attempt to satisty their own security requirements against historical
threats on their continent. Viewed in such a light, one must ask whether
European security would be enhanced by a return to the kind of intra-
Europcan balance-of-power confisurations that proved to e so unstable
andd so destructive in the past,

As the author of this work explains, NATO renmains essentially a collec-
tive detense organization, protecting its members from external military
threats or coercion. Yet evidence of the Allianee's recent preoccupation
with collective seourity functions is manitest: NATO is expanding its scope
in various ways, extending the penumbrea of security © its former Cold
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War acdversaries through various gradations—from the three prospec-
tive new members of the Alliance, Poland, Hungary, and the Crech
Republic, to the twenty=seven nations in NATO's auxiliary group. the
Partneship for Peace. Collective security aspirations are also evident in
NATO's recent peacekeeping missions, again with varving gradations—
from its leading the Tmplementation Force (TFOR}Y and stabilization
Force (SFORY in Bosnia as a result of the Davton Accords, to the maost
recent warning actions in the skics over Serbia's provinee of Rosovo,
NATO's expansion and enlugement—territorially as well as functionally—
edics the notion that NATO renaing just o collective defense organization,

Tt it is no longer solely a collective defense organization, can one call
NATO o collective security oreanizationy As the author of this work
argues, NATO is trving to have it both wayvs: committed to collective
defense as a hedge against Russian revanchism and other potential
external threats, but also determined to pursue a new role in promoting
a4 more seeure post-Cold War Euro-Atlantic order. Tn fact, adapting to
the new European security environment by assuming collective secu-
rity functions may be the only way NATO can retain its vital collective
defense role. More to the point, though, Yost also discusses the dilem-
muts in NATO's assuming these new functions. Tn trving to have it both
wavs, NATO risks surrendering its militury effectiveness in a relatively
small, close-knit collective defense pact at the expense of the inclusive-
ness collective security requires. NATO also risks a crisis of legitimacy
by pursuing this dual purpose. When it seeks o mandate from the TIN
Seeurity Council or the Organization for Security and Cooperation in
Europe for its peacekeeping missions, the Alliance acknowledges the
advantages of Russia's concurrence and participation—as well as the
limits this implics for NATO's autononty. Tndecd, as Professor Yost con-
cludes, collective seeurity nmuy come to be defined by the limits of a
Mujor-power consensus o shared interests.

Tf Bosnia serves as the bellwether of NATO'S new collective security
role, the international community must realize how constraining and
frustrating those limits can be. Not only is it the venue of NATO'S first
~out-of<area” peacekeeping mission, but it is also the fiest case in which
175, leadership in NATO peacekeeping has had to actively acconumo-
date the interests of Russin—as o parcticipating country in TFOR and
SFOR and as a traditional ally of the same Serbian regime that has
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wrought so much destruction in ex-Yugoslavia, As Professor Yost con-
cludes from his examination of the Bosnian case, the need for joint
decision making and consensus among NATO Allies and Tartners in
collective security missions can paralyze o capid response to an urgent
situation. surely, the Alliance's hesitation o act in the face of the brural
Serbian repression in Kosovo, and its thgging response to the chaos in
Albania in carly 1997, suggest that NATO may be relving on a looser—
anel less effective—torm of collective security than its obligatory, all-
embracing designs,

Yost's examination of NATO's involvement in Bosnia is perhaps the
st retlection of the Tastitute's current work in studving the responses
to contemporary contlict. Tes Bosnia in the Balkans Tnitiative Las exam-
incd ways of implementing the civilian aspects of the Davton Accords,
looking at what the region’s political leaders can doto stop ethnic groups
from lapsing back into contlict. inclucling the consolickition of democratic
institutions, reconstruction, and reconciliation. Through this progran,
the Tnstitute has published a series of compelling reports on the ethnic
and social chaos spreading across southeastern Europe and ways to
resolve ity including Daytoir Implementeation: The Returir of Refrigees:
Serbic: Democratic Alternctives: Kosovo Diclosue: Too Little, Too Late;
Kosopo: Escaping the Cul-de-Sac: and Croatic after Tudfjmai,

At the other end of the spectrumy, the Tastitute regulady convenes a
panel of experts on regional politics and international security in its
Working Group on the Future of Europe, devoted to exploring ways of
improving cooperation among the region's states and within regional
and international institutions to strengthen the foundation of the trans-
atlantic security architecture and possibly to prevent future Bosnias,
The group has also supported a number of cqually compelling studics,
ranging from Jumes Goodlyw's book Eurape Undivided: The New Logic
of Pecce i U.S.-Russicn Relations Glso published by the United States
Tnstitute of Peace Press) to Zhignicw Brzezinski's special report on M-
cigting NATO Expeision.

As Brzezinski has acknowledged in a recent article, “The basic lesson
of the last five decades is that European security is the basis for Euro-
pean reconciliation.” The crises in the Balkans have cast a pall over the
Furopean ideal of an integrated continent that is free from irreconcilalble
national goals and interests. David Yost's impressive study of NATO's
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evolution and its current challenges will give its readers a profound
insight on whether this organization can provide the requisite founda-
tion of sceurity to continue to pursue that ideal.

Richard H. solomon
President
TTnitedd states Tnstitute of Teace



Preface

his book originated in my rescarch during the 199697 academic

vear as a senior fellow in the Jennings Randolph Progeam for Tater-
national Peace at the Tnited States Tnsticute of Peace. The original focus of
the project was Francee and international security, particularly in Europe.
As T investigated French views on the development of NATO™S new
Combined Joint Task Forces, which are intended Gunong other func-
tions} to support the Atlantic Alliince's involvement in crisis manage-
ment and peace operations, it became clear that it would e artificial to
isolate French policies in this regarcd from the larger debate sithin the
Alliance about NATO's new missions. This led to a decision to hroaden
the subject to the Alliance's new roles in international security.

These new roles have been accompanicd by ambitious declarations
about establishing a new security order for the Furo-Atlantic region,
detined as Canada and the Tnited States and all of Europe, Turkey, and
the former Soviet Tadon, including Siberian Russia and the former Soviet
republics in the Caucasus and Central Asia. Much of this rhetoric, such as
the “security is indivisible™ principle, and many of the concepts, such
as promoting democratization and transparency in military plans and
capabilitics, are drawn fron a tradition of thinking about international
order that became known as collective security carlier in this century.
Collective seeurity aspitations have a much longer history, however,
anel they have inspired some famous works of political philosophy and
noteworthy experiments in the organization of international order. The
Tntroduction to this book theretore brictly discusses Tmmanuel Kant's
famous essay on CEternadl Peace™ (the wellspring of much of the collec-
tive security tradition since the Enlightenment)y, Woodrow Wilson's

xv



Xvi [ | PRrEFACE

thinking about the Covenant of the League of Nations, the United
Nutions Charter, and other indmarks in the history of efforts to give
concrete form to collective security designs.

Despite the vague aspirations voiced in some Alliince documents
tand the advocacy of some commentators), this study conclucdes that
NATO is not engaged inan effort to build a4 Kantian or Wilsonian sys-
tem of collective seeurity. Tn practice, to date the Allies have supported
only what is sometimes termed the “najor-power-consensus™ approdeh
to collective security—that is, interventions with the approval of a

quasi-universal international organization. global or regional—and so
far all the crisis management and peacekeeping opecations conducted by
the Alliance have been under TN Security Council manchates, Whether the
Allies will someday conduct operations in support of collective secu-
rity outside the framework of a quasi-universal international organiza-
tion nominally dedicated to that purpose remains to e seen. The more
urgent questions concern the relationship benveen the Allinee's long-
standing (and continuing) collective defense functions and its new
roles in international sceurity., This book argues that collective defense
renains the only solid foundation for Alliance coliesion and strength,
an essential hedge in the event of political sethacks in Russia or else-
where, and the most reliable basis for undertaking selected operations
in support of collective security.

Not even o long book can claim to be comprehensive in dealing
with such vast topics, but in this work T have attemypted to illustrate the
relevance of theories of international political order to the operational
demands of NATO's new and taditional functions. This book doces not
discuss various NATO activitics—tor instance, the Alliance's new pro-
crams regarding topics such as environmental security, civil emer-
gency planning, air teaffic management, and scicnce and technology.
some of these activities represent extensions of the NATO science
Program, first established in 1957, and the work of the Alliances Com-
mittee on the Challenges of Maodern Society, founded in 1969 and now
redirected o involve participants from non-NATO countrics, including
former adversarics,

Tn this book, the terms "NATO™ and ~the Atlantic Allinee™ or the
Alliance” are synonymous, unless otherwise indicated. T add this caveat
because some French politicians, civil servants, military officers, and
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amalysts like to distinguish between the Alliance. referring to the col-
lective defense coalition established by the North Atlantic Treaty in
1949, and NATO. meaning the many institutional mechanisms the
Alliance hus set up over the vears, including the civilinn Tnternational
staft, the Detense Planning Committee, the Nuclear Planning Group,
the integrated military command structure, the Taternational Militry
staft under the Military Commiittee, and various agencies, boards, com-
mittees, organizations. schools. and rescacch centers. France has always
been a full member of the Alliance and has thos pacticipated fully at all
times in the work of the Allianee’s supreme decision-making bocy. the
North Atlantic Council. which was established by Article 9 of the Nogth
Atlantic Treaty, since 1966, however, to a greater extent than other
member states France has pursued an a la carte approach to participa-
tion in other NATO institutions. The distinction between the Alliance
and NATO. carefully preserved by some of the French, is generally
not significant to people in other member states, and no effore has
been made in this stucly to respect it. Sometimes, however, reference is
made to the Allies™ to remind the reader that the Allince is a coali-
tion of independent sovereign states, an intersovernmental enter-
prise, and that it cannot do anything unless the membaer states agree
tor take action.

The United States Tnstitute of Peace gave me a great sense of free-
dom and latitude, not only t© conduct research on a bhroader topic than
originally cnvisaged, but also to place the study in the context of theo-
rics of international political order, such as collective seeurity and the
Palance of power. Richard solomon. the Tnstitute's president, Kindly
took an interest in this project, as in the projects of other tellows, and
offered cncouragement. Tndeed, the Jennings Randolph fellowship ppro-
gram’s administration proved to be sensible and helpful in every way
imaginable. Toseph Klaits, the program director, was alwavs welcom-
ing and positive, and he invariably offered timely advice and support.
John Crist, my program ofticer, was most thoughttul, understanding,
and encouraging whenever gquestions arose—rtor instance. regarding
the project’s change in focus. Sally Blair was most congenial and sup-
portive about the project and other professional activitics and goals,
Colleen Dowd and Kerry O'Donnell, members of the fellowship pro-
cram staff, were always courteous and efficient.
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several other people at the Tnstitute offered help that was sincerely
appreciated, pacticularly Pamela Aall, Cynthin Benjamins, sheryl Brown,
Jim Cornelius, David Little, Timothy Sisk, Dave Smith, David smock,
Dan snodderdy, and Lauren Van Metre, Dinna Duff Rutherford was an
outstanding rescarch assistant—not only paticnt and uncompliining
about my requests, but also exceptionally resourceful and effective in
responding to them. Above all, Peter Pavilionis has been an extraordi-
nary editor, astute in suggesting themes that deserved fuller develop-
ment, diplomatic in raising querics about obscure passages, and tireless
and meticulous in reviewing and improving various drafts,

The Tnstitute also has my thanks for commissioning three helptul
external reviews of the manuscript. While two of the reviewers renxin
anonymous, Richard Rugler revealed his identity, and T would like to
thank him warmly for his extensive and valuable suggestions.

The vear at the Tnstitute would not have been feasible without the
assistance and encouragement of ny liomie institution, the Naval Post-
graduate school. Twould therefore like o express appreciation to the
provost, Professor Richard Elster: the cognizant deans, Professor James
Blandin and Professor Peter Pardue; and the department chairman,
Captain Frank Petho, TSN The first dratt of the book was extensively re-
vised during the 1997-98 academic vear, and the librarians and library
staft at the Naval Postgraduate School—particularly George Gonealves,
Mike Hanson. Michaele Lee Huyvgen, Ethel Jose, Greta Marlatt, Kate
MeCrave, susan Miller, and Jeff Rothal—oftten furnished advice and
assistance, for which T am most srateful.

This ook has also benetited from the advice of expert observers in
Canaclt, Burope, and the United States. Special thanks are owed
those who provided advice and assistince or commented on earlicr
dratts of this work: Donald Abenheim, Rudolt Adam, Gilles Andréani,
Cerard Araud, Rluus Arnhold, Tacques Audibert, Bruce Bach, Don Ban-
dler, Andrew Bardow, Johin Barrett, Klaus Becher, Fred Beauchamp.,
Régis de Belenet, Mark Belluny, Paul Benkheiri. Mare Bentinek, John
Berry, Manfred Bertele, Jean Bétermicer. Rafael Bicrnunn, Hens Henning
Blomever-Bartenstein, Frank Boland, Tacques Bouchard, Ricluwd Bowes,
Yves Bover, Fréddéric Bozo, Ulrich Brandenburg, Michael Brown,
Thomas Bruncau, John Brvson, Jean-Francois Bureau, steve Caine, Didier
Comprd. Heari Conze, Tony Corn. Alain Crémicux, Hans-Toachim
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Daerr, Charles Dale. Jon Day., Olivier Debouzy, Frangois Delattre, Frank
Dellermann, Jean-Francois Delpech, Théeese Delpech, Charles Dick,
Edl Dickens, Christopher Donnelly, Michel Drain, Michel Duclos, Tean
Dutourcy. Marcel Duval, JToset Engelhardt, Roger Epp. Mark Etherton,
Kevin Fareell, Alain Faupin, Brian Field, Pierre Fiorini, Adam Gartinkle,
Patrick Garrity. Jean-Charles Gaudillet, Paul Gebhard. James Gentile,
Frangois GEré, Nicole Gnesotto, Philip Gordon, Williun Green, Andrd
Guilnuin, Jean-Marie Guéhenno. Thonmas Handel, Tohn Hareris, Keith
Hertley, John Harvey, Pierre Hassner, Francois Heisboury, Peter Herrly,
Beatrice Heuser, Randy Hoag, Stanley Hoffmann, Rupert Holderness,
David Honewvwell, Willinm Hopkinson, Ken Huftman, JTames Hurd,
Bruce Tanacone, Robert Trvine, Philippe Tabaad, Clarence Tubl, William
Kahn, Karl-Heinzg Kamp. George Ratsirdakis, Nick Kehoe, Catherine
Kellcher, Crailg Kellv, Tacob Kipp., Rick Kirby, Edward Kolodzic).,
Toachim Krause, Wolt-Dictrich Kricsel, Georges Kuttlein, Roman Lalba,
Yves Le Floch, Jon Lellenberg, Guido Lenzi, Donn Lewis, David Light-
Burn, Jean-Claucde Mallet, Brace Mann, Elic Marcuse, Andrew Marshall,
Laurence Martin, Marie Masdupuy . Andrew Mathewson, Brian Mazerski
Franz-Toset Meiers, Nuncy Mendrala, Winfricd Mertens, Holger Moy,
Echwvin Micewski, Chris Miller, Michel Miraillet, Klaus Naumann, Williun
Ocdom, Stephen Orosz, Francis Orsini. Guillaunme Parmenticr, Holger
Pteitter, Joseph Pilat, Jean-Tierre Rabault, Michael Ranypy, Norman Ray,
Tiarck Roessker, John Roper. Frangois de Rose. Michael Rahle, Diceo Ruiz
Palmer, Peter Ryvan, Paul-Tvan de Saint-Germain, Todd sandler, Tacques
Sapir. Paul savercux, Kurt schichold, Horst Schmalfeld, Gregory Schulte,
Heinz schulte. Martin Scicluna. Paul Selva. Jamice Shea, Hans-Georg
Sichert, Horst Siedschlag, Robert Siluno, Bernard site, Daniel Sloss,
stephen smith, Georses-Henrd Soutou, Paul Stockton, Ton Strik, Carsten
svensson, Terence Tavlor Bruno Terteais, Mikhail Tsypkin, Willem Van
Eckelen, Miguel Walsh, Hans-Heinrich Weise, Thomas Welch, Tirvan
Wells, samuel Wells, Nick Williams, Stephen Willmer, Pilerre Wiroth,
Klaus Witthann, Sehastian Wood, Tan Woodnan, Roger Wyatt, Roberto
Zadra. and salomdé Zourabichvili,

Tn addition, parts of the manuscript were presented in forums that
clicited usetul comments. T any particularly gratetul for the suggestions
provided by the editors and reviewers for Sargivad, the journal of the
International Tastitute for Strategic Studics. Part of the book appeared
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in the sumumer 1998 ssue of Sivival in an article entitled “The New
NATO and Collective Sceurity.”

Those generously providing advice or assistance naturally bear no
responsibility for the book's shortcomings or for the views expressed.
Tndeed, the views expressed are mine alone, and should not be con-
strued as representing those of the Department of the Navy, the Tnited
states Tnstitute of Peace, or any other TLS. government agency.

Finally. T would like to thank my wife, Catherine. for her great
paticnee and encouragement with this project, as well as for her prac-
tical assistance in making it all possible,
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