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Interview published on Apr 29, 2010

SOUTH KOREA AND THE CHEONAN
An interview with Scott Snyder, director of the Center for U.S.-Korea 
Policy at the Asia Foundation and an adjunct fellow for Korean Studies 
at the Council on Foreign Relations

Preliminary investigations suggest 
that a North Korean torpedo 
caused the sinking of South 
Korea’s naval ship, the Cheonan, 
late last month, killing 46 sailors.

WPR: What are the possible responses 
we can expect from South Korea?

Scott Snyder: In its response to the 
sinking of the Cheonan thus far, the 
Lee administration has consistently 
attempted to internationalize its response 
by including American, Australian, 
and Swedish technical experts as part 
of the investigating team. The South 
Korean foreign minister has mentioned 
the possibility of taking the issue to the 
U.N. Security Council. South Korea 
may feel that it can use its standing 
in the international community to its 
advantage by bringing international 
pressure to bear against North Korea, 
versus handling the issue solely in an 
inter-Korean context. Such a strategy 
also constrains the likelihood that South 
Korea would pursue unilateral military 
retaliation against the North.

The South Korean government may opt 
to toughen its rules of engagement on the 
DMZ, more actively pursue international 
cooperation under the Proliferation 
Security Initiative (PSI), and renew 
restrictions on North Korean passage 
through waters under South Korean 
jurisdiction that had been relaxed several 
years ago when inter-Korean tensions 
seemed to be easing.

WPR: What impact will the incident 
have on Korea's global security 
ambitions?

Snyder: A longer-term impact of the 
Cheonan will involve a comprehensive 
review of South Korea's defense 
priorities. Initial reports suggest the 
need for strengthened crisis management 
response capacity within the South 
Korean government. The incident will 
lead to calls for defense reform, but 
the current administration still appears 
reluctant to increase defense spending. 
South Korean expenditures for 
expeditionary naval capacity have come 
under attack, given that the incident 
reveals unmet self-defense needs closer 
to home. The army has been on the 
defensive in recent budget battles but 
this incident may tilt priorities back to an 
emphasis on peninsular defense, which 
would benefit the army and selected 
naval procurement capabilities. Longer-
term, it is likely that a non-governmental 
expert panel will be created to review the 
incident and provide recommendations 
regarding South Korean national defense 
reforms.

WPR: Will this have an impact on 
China-North Korea relations?

Snyder: Thus far, the incident has been 
rumored as a contributing factor to 
the delay in a much-anticipated visit 
to China by Kim Jong Il. Definitive 
proof of North Korean involvement in 
the incident would put further pressure 

on China to curtail support for North 
Korea, especially if South Korea takes 
the issue to the U.N. Security Council. 
China neglected to address the issue 
publicly for some weeks, but has 
recently expressed condolences and has 
noted that South Korea has pursued its 
investigation in a professional manner. 
Internationalization of the investigation 
indirectly puts greater pressure on China 
to accept the credibility of its outcome, 
versus possible suspicions that might 
have lingered in the event of a South 
Korean-only investigation. □
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Interview published on May 03, 2010

JAPAN’S MILITARY BASE IN DJIBOUTI
An interview with Ayako Doi, associate fellow of the Asia Society

The commanding of f icer of Japan’s 
counterpiracy mission in the Gulf 
of Aden recently announced that 
Japan would be building a base in 
Djibouti for the forces serving on 
the mission. 

WPR: What does this move respond to?

Ayako Doi: Japan's Self-Defense Forces 
(SDF) began its anti-piracy operation 
off the coast of Somalia last March, 
with a dispatch of two navy destroyers 
equipped with a set of patrol helicopters 
and carrying about 400 sailors. The 
mission was authorized by a special 
legislation, renewable after a year.

Currently the Japanese troops use the 
U.S. facilities for lodging, meals and 
recreation while ashore. As the Japanese 
government began to realize that this 
mission is going to last for some time, 
it decided to build barracks and hangars 
that would better serve the needs of its 
troops and equipment. "Currently [SDF 
members] are working in a less-than-
desirable environment, eating meals at 
an American military installation, and 
their aircraft are parked outdoors," a 
top MSDF (Maritime SDF) official I 
inquired via e-mail wrote to me from 
Tokyo.

Knowing the Japanese dietary habits, I 
can imagine gripes by Japanese soldiers 
about a steady diet of hamburgers and 
other greasy American food, and the lack 
of Japanese amenities. For construction 

in Djibouti, Tokyo has appropriated $43 
million, which seems large, but may not 
be out of proportion to what it spent in 
the past in similar projects. The MSDF 
official said the facility is likely to be 
donated to the government of Djibouti 
after the mission is completed.

WPR: Is it likely to set a precedent for 
a future Japanese global security role?

Doi: I don't see this dispatch, or the 
construction, as a departure from the 
current Japanese security policy. The 
fact that the plan has never been reported 
by major Japanese media outlets, 
which are ultra-sensitive to anything 
that smacks of a return to militarism, 
may be testament to its benign nature. 
Since 1993, Tokyo has participated in 
a number of peacekeeping operations 
around the world, and in fact added 
"international security cooperation" as 
one of the pillars of SDF mission, along 
with defense of Japan and cooperation 
with U.S. for regional security, a few 
years ago. But their mission has always 
been limited to rear support duties that 
involve no combat situation -- and there 
is no sign that it will change any time 
soon, particularly under the government 
run by the Democratic Party of Japan 
(DPJ) that took power last summer in a 
landslide election victory.

The DPJ's dovish tendencies were 
underscored by the fact that one of its 
first decisions after it took power was 
to recall an MSDF fleet engaged in 

refueling of U.S. and allied war ships 
in the Indian Ocean in support of the 
Afghan war.

Under the SDF rules of engagement, use 
of arms is strictly limited to individual 
self-defense, and defense of other 
Japanese troops. Such inflexibility 
makes it hard for Japanese troops to 
be of any practical use in multinational 
peacekeeping operations, especially in 
areas of unrest and violence. Advocates 
of greater roles for Japan have long 
argued that Tokyo needs to change 
pacifist rules that were put in place after 
the war, but the pacifist tendencies in 
Japan makes it hard for such change to 
be implemented. □
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Interview published on May 10, 2010

SYRIA’S WTO STATUS
An interview with Joshua Landis, associate professor at the Middle 
East Center in the University of Oklahoma’s School of International 
and Area Studies

Last week, Syria obtained observer 
status  in the WTO, an initial step 
toward full membership, in part 
because the U. S., EU and Israel 
abstained f rom the vote, but 
also due to vocal support f rom 
Egypt. The U. S. abstention came 
simultaneously with President 
Barack Obama’s decision to renew 
economic sanctions  against Syria. 

WPR: What are the concrete effects of 
the U.S. sanctions on Syria’s economy? 
What are the concrete benefits of WTO 
observer status for Syria?

Joshua Landis: There are several 
concrete effects of the U.S. sanctions 
on Syria’s economy. It is illegal for U.S. 
companies to trade with Syria outside of 
food and medical necessities, but even 
medical necessities can be subject to 
long delays and red tape. Medical clinics 
complain that spare parts for MRIs and 
other sophisticated U.S. machinery can 
take months for approval, causing major 
impairments in delivery of services. 
Syrian Air Lines has been all but 
grounded by the sanctions. Spare parts 
for its aging Boeing jets are sanctioned, 
and the U.S. has refused France 
permission to sell Airbuses to Syria on 
the grpunds that over 10 percent of their 
content is U.S. manufactured.

The most important effect of the 
sanctions, however, is moral and not 
technical. Sanctions create a dark cloud 
over the investment climate in Syria, 

limiting levels of foreign investment. 
Foreign direct investment in Syria 
jumped to $2.1 billion in 2008 from $400 
million in 2004, according to the IMF. 
But even among the non-oil-producing 
countries, Syria still languishes toward 
the bottom of the list, outstripped in 
2008 by Lebanon ($3.6 billion), Tunisia 
($2.8 billion) and Morocco ($2.4 billion).

Syria’s accession to observer status at the 
WTO will not transform investor climate 
in Syria, although it is a promising sign.

WPR: Does this demonstrate 
an incoherence in the Obama 
administration’s engagement policy 
toward Syria? Or is it a balanced 
approach?

Landis: In contrast to President George 
W. Bush, who sought to use only sticks 
in disciplining Syria, President Obama 
has taken a more conciliatory approach. 
He wants to use carrots as well as sticks. 
This explains the permission he has 
given for Syria’s new status at the WTO 
even as he renews economic sanctions. 
(It also explains why Israel did not block 
Syria’s accession.)

Although there are divisions within the 
U.S. administration over how far to go 
in engaging Syria, the sanctions are 
subject as much to the clashing interests 
of Congress and the executive branch. 
Congress, and not the president, holds 
the key to sanctions imposed by the 
Syria Accountability Act. In order to end 

the sanctions regime, Syria will have to 
prove that it does not provide support to 
groups that Washington has designated 
as terrorists, does not interfere in 
Lebanon, does not support resistance in 
Iraq, and is not developing weapons of 
mass destruction. Even if Obama wanted 
to ease sanctions on Syria, Congress 
could easily challenge him.

WPR: What is the significance of 
Egypt’s vocal support for Syria’s WTO 
candidacy?

Landis: Egypt’s support for Syria’s 
accession to observer status costs Cairo 
nothing. It is a way to support U.S. 
policy in the region as well as to offer 
an olive branch to Syria. Egyptian-Syria 
relations became very strained during 
the 2006 Israeli war in Lebanon, and 
even more so during the Gaza Campaign 
in 2008-2009, when Syria attacked 
President Hosni Mubarak for refusing 
to come to Gaza’s aid. Mubarak has 
supported the PLO over Hamas and, 
like the U.S., is hoping that Syria will 
do nothing to hinder the proximity talks 
that Washington is encouraging between 
Israel and the PLO. □
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Interview published on May 11, 2010

CHINA’S HOUSING BUBBLE
An interview with Eurasia Group associate Nicholas Consonery

Over the past few months, China’s 
central bank has taken a number 
of precautionary measures to curb 
the risks of a housing bubble. 

WPR: What geographic and 
demographic sectors are most affected 
by China's rising housing market?

Nicholas Consonery: Though the 
government's official measurements 
have shown rapidly rising housing prices 
across China's 70 largest cities since 
last year, in reality this growth has been 
regionally skewed toward major cities 
like Beijing, Shanghai, and Shenzhen. 
An extreme example: In March, average 
residential sale prices in Beijing city 
increased by 60 percent year-on-year 
-- data that some have argued was the 
main reason the government took a more 
aggressive policy stance on real estate in 
April.

Demographically, the most vulnerable 
groups to China's rapidly rising housing 
prices are the urban-dwelling 25-35 
year olds, many of whom feel culturally 
compelled to purchase a home but 
are unable to do so because they've 
been priced out of the market. If the 
government's recent tightening moves 
lead to significant price falls, then the 
families or investors who have managed 
to purchase homes recently -- especially 
in major cities where price growth has 
been unchecked -- will be particularly 
vulnerable to financial losses.

WPR: How does China's housing 
market and bank lending compare to 
the U.S. housing bubble before 2008?

Consonery: Although there is almost 
certainly overheating in China's property 
market, there are key differences with 
the U.S. housing bubble. On the one 
hand, there are stronger expectations 
of underlying demand for residential 
properties in China. The country's 
urbanization rate is currently around 47 
percent, but Beijing envisions that it will 
be closer to 75 percent by 2050, which 
suggests that more than 350 million 
Chinese citizens -- or more than the 
entire current population of the U.S. -- 
will migrate into cities in the next 40 
years. This trend will mean continuous 
demand for new housing, especially in 
the so-called third- and fourth-tier cities 
in fast-developing central and western 
provinces.

At the same time, Chinese households 
have much less debt than we did in the 
United States before the housing market 
collapsed here. Historically, Chinese 
banks have demanded somewhere in 
the range of 20 percent to 40 percent for 
down payments on home purchases, and 
Chinese families have been much more 
frugal about taking on debt.

WPR: What would a hard landing in 
China's housing market mean for the 
Chinese government? And would it 
impact the global economy?

Consonery: A serious hard landing 
in housing would be a major political 
vulnerability for the Chinese 
government. Financial loses among 
affluent urban Chinese would lead to 
pressure on Beijing to change policy, and 
key officials in the housing ministry or 
banking regulatory commission might 
be scape-goated and forced to resign. If 
the bust threatens to bring China's GDP 
growth below the obligatory 8 percent 
for 2010, Beijing would consider another 
fiscal or monetary stimulus to get growth 
going again.

For the global economy, China's 
economic strength was a major driver of 
growth expectations during the financial 
crisis, and a hard landing there would 
be a blow to growing confidence that a 
global recovery is underway. It would 
also soften price expectations for a range 
of industrial commodities, as real estate 
is a major driver of commodity demand 
from China. □
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Interview published on May 13, 2010

THE POLITICS OF THE ANTARCTIC
An interview with Danila Bochkarev, Energy Security Associate at the 
EastWest Institute

The Antarctic Treaty Conference 
in Uruguay wraps up tomorrow, 
ending two weeks of discussions 
between more than 350 foreign 
of f icials, on pressing issues such 
as conf licting territorial claims 
and environmental threats to the 
region.  

WPR: What is the current territorial 
status of Antarctica under the 
Antarctic Treaty, and how would 
current territorial claims change that?

Danila Bochkarev: The Antarctic Treaty 
of 1959, which relates to all land mass 
and ice shelves south of 60 degrees 
south latitude, bans military and raw-
material exploration activities and sets 
the continent aside as a purely scientific 
territory. Current claims are unlikely 
to change that, unless this document is 
significantly amended. For instance, 
the treaty states, "No acts or activities 
taking place while the present treaty 
is in force shall constitute a basis for 
asserting, supporting or denying a claim 
to territorial sovereignty in Antarctica 
or create any rights of sovereignty 
in Antarctica. No new claim, or 
enlargement of an existing claim to 
territorial sovereignty in Antarctica shall 
be asserted while the present treaty is 
in force" (Article IV). Right now, seven 
countries have already made claims, 
while the U.S. and Russia are reserving 
the right to do so.

However, if some countries -- such as 
Australia -- decide to ask the U.N. to 
extend their continental shelf (or seabed), 
and these requests are accepted, they 
could challenge the Antarctic Treaty 
should the "national" seabed in question 
cross the 60th parallel south.

WPR: What conflict resolution 
mechanisms does the treaty establish?

Bochkarev: Arcticle XI of the treaty 
proposes that conflicting parties consult 
by themselves, with a view toward 
resolving disputes by negotiations. If 
the dispute is not resolved, it should be 
referred to the international court of 
justice.

WPR: What is at stake in this year's 
Antarctic Treaty Conference, and what 
are some expected outcomes?

Bochkarev: It is unlikely that the treaty 
will be abandoned or significantly 
changed, as neither the U.S. nor Russia 
are interested in such an outcome. The 
other countries with territorial claims 
have divergent views and no clear 
vision or political will to challenge the 
status quo. So they would not be able 
to reach the critical mass necessary for 
substantial changes. Despite the Arctic 
and Antarctica being the world's biggest 
untapped reserves of mineral resources, 
the fragility of the world economy 
significantly reduced economic interest 
in both regions' resources.

Political interests around the South Pole 
are too divergent, too, and would not 
allow the Antarctic to follow the example 
of Svabald, which first was declared a 
neutral zone, before becoming a part of 
Norway in 1920.

The only political intrigue now seems 
to be the future of Australia and New 
Zealand's bids to extend their continental 
shelf towards the Antarctic territory 
and their possible interference with the 
Antarctic Treaty. □
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Interview published on May 14, 2010

EU-LATIN AMERICA SUMMIT
An interview with Brookings Institution senior fellow and former Vice 
President of Costa Rica Kevin Casas-Zamora

The EU-Latin America summit 
will convene next week in Madrid, 
but only af ter the Spanish 
government, currently holding 
the EU presidency, rescinded 
an invitation to the president of 
Honduras, af ter some UNASUR 
leaders threatened to boycott the 
meeting. 

WPR: How would you characterize 
broader Spain-Latin America and EU-
Latin America relations?

Kevin Casas-Zamora: Relations between 
Spain and Latin America are very 
strong. Besides the historical closeness, 
there are very powerful economic 
drivers. Over the past two decades, 
Spanish investment in Latin America 
has grown massively, ranking second 
only to that of the U.S. -- in many cases 
taking advantage of the privatization of 
state assets. Other than for Spain and 
Portugal, however, relations with Latin 
America remain a peripheral concern for 
the EU. Political relations between the 
regions are good, while trade flows are 
significant -- $280 billion in bi-regional 
trade in 2008. These flows are, however, 
merely a fraction of those between Latin 
America and the U.S. (Trade between 
Mexico and the U.S. alone reached more 
than $350 billion in 2008).

Commercial links have been hampered 
by simmering disputes, for instance 
with regards to restrictive access to the 
European market for Latin American 

banana-producing countries. Outside 
Mexico and Chile, no country has signed 
a FTA with the EU, although the Central 
American countries are very close 
to finalizing a bi-regional agreement 
-- one which also incorporates a 
component of political dialogue and 
development cooperation. The chances 
that MERCOSUR and Andean countries 
will wrap up bi-regional agreements 
with the EU look remote at the moment, 
despite similar negotiations having been 
launched before those with Central 
America.

WPR: What are some of the priorities 
on the broader agendas?

Casas-Zamora: Trade and investment 
remain the crucial drivers of bi-regional 
links. In that sense, for Latin American 
countries it is vital to secure easy access 
to the European market, particularly 
when it comes to agricultural produce. 
The thorny issue of the EU's agricultural 
subsidies remains a stumbling block 
in any negotiation with MERCOSUR. 
From the European perspective, it is 
essential to secure adequate protection 
for European investments in Latin 
America, often threatened by legal 
uncertainty and, in some cases -- like 
Venezuela and Bolivia -- government 
takeover. Politically speaking, the EU 
has been reluctant to play a significant 
role in Latin America, generally refusing 
to denounce ominous trends against 
democracy in countries like Venezuela 
and Nicaragua, or to play a constructive, 

democracy-enhancing role in Cuba.

WPR: Does this episode reflect a shift 
in the power balance between the 
UNASUR countries and the EU, and 
if so, how will that impact relations 
between the two regional blocs?

Casas-Zamora: I don't think so. This 
is simply symptomatic of an internal 
dispute within the Western Hemisphere, 
which has spilled over in ways that 
affect relations with other regions. The 
assertiveness of the ALBA and other 
South American countries with regards 
to Honduras is a message more directed 
to the U.S. than to the EU. Europe will 
simply steer clear of this dispute. □
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Interview published on May 17, 2010

THE NILE RIVER BASIN
An interview with Aaron Wolf, a professor at Oregon State University 
specializing in water resources policy and conflict resolution

Last month, af ter negotiations to 
establish the World Bank-funded 
Nile Basin Initiative faltered, 
seven of the nine countries that 
share the Nile Basin agreed to 
form a permanent negotiating 
body to resolve questions of 
resource-sharing for the world’s 
longest river. 

WPR: What is the current status quo of 
water use in the Nile River basin?

Aaron Wolf: The last actual treaty signed 
on the basin is one between Egypt and 
Sudan dating to 1959. Allocations are 
based on usage at the time, and, given 
population and economic growth, and 
widespread political independence, 
are quite dated. Water in the basin is 
fully allocated, with mostly rain-fed 
agriculture in the upper states, and 
irrigated agriculture in the lower states. 
Hydropower demand is growing, as 
is an awareness of environmental and 
instream needs.

WPR: Why have negotiations for the 
Nile Basin Initiative broken down?

I think I would use the word "stalled" 
rather than broken down. Considering 
how dramatically the tenor and 
substance of negotiations have changed 
over the last 15 years, I'd actually 
call the current state of affairs quite 
remarkable. Recall that in the early 
1990's, conflict was the order of the 
day, with regular predictions of water 

wars, and even calls for violence from 
politicians in the basin. Most recently, 
the parties have come amazingly close 
to a comprehensive agreement, even to 
where the differences are represented 
by mere paragraphs. What we're seeing 
are, one hopes, the last bit of positioning 
necessary before an agreement is signed.

WPR: What impact will an agreement 
among the seven upstream countries 
have on the ultimate resolution of the 
issue?

I don't think there will be an agreement 
without all nine countries signing on. 
Whether the agreement is to form 
a basin commission first, as Egypt 
proposes, or to get the details of a 
framework agreement first, as the upper 
basin countries would prefer, the final 
strategy will need to be unanimous in 
order to generate the efficiencies and 
development funding promised by a 
unified approach. Currently, water and 
energy are managed unilaterally, country 
by country, and therefore inefficiently. 
By coordinating, the countries could, 
with international support, generate 
enough efficiency to essentially make 
the current impasse seem quite dated 
quite quickly. □
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Interview published on May 18, 2010

ECUADOR’S FOREIGN POLICY
An interview with Michael Shifter, president of the Inter-American 
Dialogue

The U. S. Embassy in Ecuador 
recently announced  that it 
had delivered $1. 2 million of 
donated military equipment to 
the Ecuadoran military, a year 
af ter Ecuadoran President Rafael 
Correa ordered the closing of a 
U. S. air base in the country. 

WPR: How has the closing of the 
Manta air base impacted U.S.-Ecuador 
relations, and in particular military-
to-military cooperation?

Michael Shifter: The closing of the 
Manta base was long expected and 
therefore its effect on U.S.-Ecuadoran 
relations has been minimal. The decade-
long agreement had been unpopular 
in Ecuador. The terms were viewed 
as unfavorable to Ecuadoran national 
interests, especially in light of the 
spillover in drug and insurgent-related 
violence from Colombia's internal 
conflict. The U.S. has compensated 
for the Manta base with a new defense 
cooperation pact with Colombia (that 
generated considerable controversy), yet 
military-to-military ties between the 
U.S. and Ecuador have not significantly 
suffered. The effect of the Manta base 
closing should not be overstated. After 
all, during the Cold War the U.S. never 
had a base in South America.

WPR: More generally, how has 
President Rafael Correa repositioned 
Ecuador's regional foreign policy?

Shifter: President Correa has tried to 
be more assertive and independent 
in his regional foreign policy. He 
has been a key player in such South 
American arrangements as the Brazil-
led UNASUR. After some time, the 
Correa administration eventually 
decided to join the Venezuela-led ALBA 
alliance. There is some commonality 
between Ecuadoran and Venezuelan 
foreign policy, yet Correa has also had a 
number of differences with Venezuelan 
President Hugo Chavez and has sought 
to chart his own course. To be sure, there 
has been a lot of strain with Colombian 
President Alvaro Uribe, particularly after 
Colombia's military incursion attacking 
a FARC camp in 2008. But recently 
Ecuadoran-Colombian relations have 
been more relaxed and have improved.

WPR: What accounts for Correa's 
more balanced approach compared to 
other leaders of the Latin American 
populist left, like Hugo Chavez and 
Evo Morales?

Shifter: Correa's background shares 
little in common with that of Chavez 
and Bolivian President Evo Morales. 
He is an economist by training, with 
a doctorate from the University of 
Illinois. In some respects, he is quite 
pragmatic in his approach to a variety 
of issues, including Ecuador's mining 
law, which drew a lot of criticism from 
the left in that country. The country's 
complicated economic realities also 
force some political moderation and 

accommodation. Ecuador is an oil 
producer, but not in the same way that 
Venezuela is. Correa understands that he 
needs to diversify and broaden economic 
and political relationships. He can't 
afford to be as belligerent as Chavez 
sometimes is. Moreover, despite some 
similarities, it is useful to distinguish 
clearly among Chavez, Morales and 
Correa. They differ in political style and 
policy preference. The countries they 
lead have very different constraints and 
possibilities. □
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Interview published on May 19, 2010

BRITAIN’S NEW SECURITY COUNCIL
An interview with Richard Fontaine, senior fellow at the Center for a 
New American Security

British Prime Minister David 
Cameron’s newly formed coalition 
government has announced that 
it will create a National Security 
Council to manage all aspects of 
the country’s security.

WPR: How will the new NSA/NSC 
impact Britain's national security 
infrastructure and policymaking?

Richard Fontaine: In creating a new 
National Security Council, Prime 
Minster David Cameron is fulfilling a 
campaign pledge to integrate the work of 
Britain's foreign, defense, energy, home 
and development departments at the 
highest levels of government.

How it will impact policy all depends 
on the prime minister. Should he choose 
it as the central vehicle through which 
the government makes foreign policy 
decisions, its deliberations will have 
great weight. But if he grows tired of the 
formal NSC structure, and tends toward 
more informal or restricted methods of 
receiving advice and making national 
security decisions, it will simply wither 
on the vine. The prime minister will 
ultimately get the NSC he wants, no 
matter what its organization looks like 
on paper.

The appointment of Sir Peter Ricketts 
-- a vastly experienced senior diplomat 
-- as the prime minister's first national 
security adviser holds the potential 
for truly significant change in the way 

British foreign policy is developed. Sir 
Peter will not only have responsibility 
for coordinating policy among the 
ministries, but will also be empowered 
to go head-to-head with ministers to 
implement the prime minister's foreign 
policy vision.

WPR: What new demands or past 
shortcomings does this change respond 
to?

Fontaine: The stated reason for the new 
council is to improve coordination. And 
while the NSC holds the potential to 
do just that, it is also true that Gordon 
Brown's cabinet had a similar national 
security committee that coordinated 
policy. More importantly, for the first 
time the prime minister will have an 
explicitly designated representative to 
push his foreign policy agenda within the 
government. By chairing NSC meetings, 
providing a focal point for inter-ministry 
deliberations, and via his proximity 
to the prime miniser, the new national 
security adviser has extraordinary 
potential to shape British foreign policy.

WPR: What does it tell us about David 
Cameron's approach to defense and 
security policy?

Fontaine: It suggests that the new prime 
minister wishes to put his personal stamp 
on British foreign policy and elevate 
its importance. In convening the NSC 
almost immediately after taking office, 
the prime minister sent a strong message 

-- both to his government and the public 
-- that he will personally preside over 
matters of state. He took other steps as 
well, including dispatching new Foreign 
Secretary William Hague to Washington 
in just his third day in office. From the 
perspective of No. 10, these are smart 
moves. The prime minister now has an 
individual, essentially of ministerial 
rank, who is responsible not just for 
coordination but also for implementing 
the prime minister's agenda, free from 
ministerial interests. Two messages 
come through loud and clear: Foreign 
policy is important in the Cameron 
government and, commensurate with its 
importance, the prime minister himself 
will exercise control. In the uncharted 
territory of the Con-Lib coalition, these 
steps may well be defining ones for 
Britain's foreign policy trajectory. □
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Interview published on May 20, 2010

CHINA-JAPAN TERRITORIAL DISPUTES IN EAST CHINA SEA
An interview with Brookings Institution Center for Northeast Asian 
Policy Studies Director Richard C. Bush III

An incident earlier this month  
in which a Chinese survey vessel 
chased of f a Japanese coast 
guard vessel in the East China 
Sea is putting further strain on 
longstanding territorial disputes 
between China and Japan, despite 
diplomatic ef forts to resolve them.

WPR: What are the current territorial 
disputes between Japan and China in 
the East China Sea?

Richard Bush: Japan and China have 
one territorial dispute: That concerns 
islands north and east of Taiwan that 
China calls "Diaoyu" and Japan calls 
"Senkaku." (The Taiwan government 
also claims them). The islands are 
currently under Japanese administration. 
They are at issue because of the long-
held but unproven belief that there are 
rich oil and gas fields below the ocean 
floor. In addition, China and Japan are 
at odds over the rights to exploit oil, 
gas, and minerals below the floor of 
the East China Sea east of Shanghai. 
The sticking point is how far Japan's 
"exclusive economic zone" extends west 
and south of the Home Islands. China 
argues that it has rights to resources 
under the entire continental shelf. Japan 
proposes drawing a line more or less 
down the middle of the shelf.

WPR: What mechanisms are in place 
to resolve them, and what is the status 
of any negotiations?

Bush: There are really no mechanisms 
in place, and that's worrisome. Japan 
and China did come to an agreement 
in principle in June 2008 on shared 
exploitation of some, but not all of 
the East China Sea fields. But the two 
governments have not followed up to 
conclude implementing accords that 
would allow the cooperation to begin. 
The fault here is on the Chinese side. 
When the June 2008 agreement in 
principle was announced, nationalistic 
public opinion in China was quite 
negative, and the regime was accused of 
selling out Chinese interests. (Actually, 
the agreement was pretty favorable from 
an objective Chinese perspective.) So 
China is now taking the stance that until 
Japan creates proper political conditions, 
negotiations on any implementing 
agreements are not appropriate. 
Regarding the Senkaku/Diaoyu, there 
are no mechanisms for resolving or 
managing the dispute. Meanwhile, naval 
and air forces of the two countries patrol 
the area, each side watching the other 
suspiciously.

WPR: How significant are the East 
China Sea disputes in the context of 
broader Japan-China relations?

Bush: The East China Sea is one of 
several issues that will define the future of 
China-Japan relations. On the one hand, 
there are reasons for the two countries 
to cooperate. Neither, particularly Japan, 
can provide for its own energy needs. 
Each places a high priority on ensuring 

energy security. On the other hand, each 
suspects the intentions and motivations 
of the other. Governments on each side 
must take account of nationalistic public 
opinion and the concerns of energy 
companies. (The expanding Chinese 
navy also shapes Beijing's approach). If 
the two countries can "get to yes" on East 
China Sea issues, it will increase mutual 
trust and confidence and mitigate some 
of the ill-will that has accumulated. If on 
the other hand, the two sides "default to 
no," or, God forbid, there is an accidental 
clash of air or naval units, then the 
lessons that each learns about each other 
will be quite negative. □
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Interview published on May 21, 2010

CHINA-INDIA BORDER DISPUTES
An interview with Douglas Paal, vice president for studies at the 
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace

Recent statements  by the Indian 
Army have shown a sof tened 
stance toward the ongoing dispute 
with China along the Line of 
Actual Control -- an area that has 
long been a source of tension for 
the two countries. 

WPR: What are the core unresolved 
issues regarding the India-China 
border?

Douglas Paal: The principal disputes 
are over territory. The Sino-Indian 
territorial dispute is one of China's few 
remaining border disputes after a decade 
of resolving tough disputes with 11 other 
important neighbors. At the western 
end of the Sino-Indian border lies 
Aksai-Chin, which China conquered in 
the 1962 border war with India. This 
high, flat plateau embraces the only 
road connection between Tibet and 
far-western Xinjiang near the border, 
and is viewed by China as a strategic 
requirement. In the east, the dispute is 
over Arunachal Pradesh, controlled by 
India. Observers have long expected that 
a swap of these two territories would end 
their dispute and allow the border to be 
settled. But the political atmosphere has 
not been right at the same time in both 
capitals to do so since the 1962 war.

WPR: What explains the heightened 
Chinese activity there (i.e., provocative 
intrusions and military infrastructure 
development) over the past year, and 
what considerations are guiding the 

Indian response (i.e., restraint on the 
intrusions while hardening its side of 
the border)?

Paal: The question assumes that there 
have been higher incidents of Chinese 
provocation, as alleged commonly in 
India's media. Chinese and foreign 
observers who have visited the Indian 
border area from China, however, have 
not supported these allegations. It would 
be interesting to know the truth.

WPR: What impact has this had on 
bilateral relations, and are there any 
mechanisms in place to prevent it from 
becoming a flashpoint?

Paal: Interestingly, India has shown 
creative diplomacy in recent months, 
seeking to defuse the rising tensions. 
Delhi sent a new ambassador to 
Beijing -- an expert on relations with 
the United States, S. Jaishankar -- to 
find some means of resolving Sino-
Indian disputes. An early fruit of his 
efforts is an agreement for the first joint 
exercise between the two countries' 
militaries since 1962. It remains to be 
seen whether this will develop into a 
pattern of diplomatic cooperation that 
institutionalizes itself. □
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Interview published on May 27, 2010

CHINA-TAIWAN TRADE RELATIONS
An interview with Eurasia Group associate Nicholas Consonery 

Taiwanese Vice Minister of 
Economic Af fairs Lin Sheng-
chung said today  that Taiwan 
might delay the signing of the 
Economic Cooperation Framework 
Agreement (ECFA) with China, 
which was originally slated to be 
ready for a June deadline. 

WPR: What is the status quo in terms 
of the regulation and extent of trade 
between Taiwan and China?

Nicholas Consonery: The total volume 
of trade between Taiwan and China has 
increased precipitously since Taiwan 
lifted a long-standing ban on direct 
trade and transport links between the 
two sides in 2000 -- going from just 
$31 billion in that year to $105 billion 
in 2008, according to Taiwanese official 
statistics. Currently, nearly 40 percent 
of Taiwanese exports are going to the 
mainland. But despite these gains, key 
industries in the Taiwanese economy 
-- like petrochemicals and machinery 
-- still face barriers in accessing the 
Chinese market. And concern is growing 
that these barriers are a big disadvantage 
for the Taiwanese economy, because key 
competitors in ASEAN will benefit from 
a recently signed free trade agreement 
between that economic organization 
and the mainland. For a more expansive 
rundown of the current scope of trade 
and industry restrictions between 
Taiwan and the mainland, see this recent 
testimony to Congress (.pdf) by Rupert 
Hammond-Chambers, president of the 
U.S.-Taiwan Business Council.

WPR: What would the ECFA likely 
change, and what are some likely 
sticking points?

Consonery: The key goal of the ECFA 
deal is to pave the way toward a free 
trade environment between the mainland 
and Taiwan. The two sides are currently 
in the process of agreeing on an "early 
harvest list" of industries where existing 
trade barriers will be reduced, and 
though this list is still under negotiation, 
the government in Taiwan has predicted 
that the major Taiwanese industries 
that would benefit from the ECFA deal 
would be petrochemicals, machinery, 
textiles, and steel. Estimates are all over 
the map, but many observers believe that 
Taiwan's domestic economic growth will 
benefit significantly from the signing 
of the deal -- a consensus seems to be 
in the range of 2 percentage points per 
year. Two big sticking points remain, but 
look unlikely to derail the signing of an 
initial deal: 1) steady domestic political 
opposition to the deal from the minority 
Democratic Progressive Party (DPP) in 
Taiwan (see this thrilling debate between 
President Ma Ying-jeou and Tsai Ying-
wen, chairperson of the DPP); and, 2) 
unresolved discussions with Beijing over 
whether and how to open key industries 
that are extremely sensitive in Taiwan -- 
like the financial sector.

WPR: What could a successful 
agreement mean for broader China-
Taiwan relations?

Consonery: A successful ECFA 
agreement -- and subsequent relaxations 
of trade barriers -- will certainly foster 
closer economic integration between the 
two sides. But with the growing might 
of the Chinese economy, this trend 
already seems unavoidable. The real 
question will be whether the ECFA deal 
opens the door for a more substantive 
political agreement between the two 
sides. On this issue, I am less hopeful. 
The notion of a distinct identity seems 
more entrenched in younger generations 
of Taiwanese. And there is a big political 
question mark surrounding 2012, when 
Taiwanese President Ma Ying-jeou, who 
has pressed hard for closer ties to the 
mainland, will be up for re-election. If 
an opposition DPP candidate is elected, 
we could be facing a much different 
cross-strait political environment beyond 
2012. □
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Interview published on May 28, 2010

BRITISH AND SPANISH CLAIMS TO GIBRALTAR
An interview with Peter Gold, Emeritus Professor of Hispanic Studies at 
the University of the West of England and author of “Gibraltar: British 
or Spanish?”

The Spanish government recently 
published guidelines  for coast 
guard patrol limits around 
Gibraltar that closely resemble 
the borders claimed by Britain 
in an ongoing territorial dispute 
between the two countries over 
the peninsula, drawing criticism 
f rom the Spanish conservative 
opposition.  

WPR: What is the status quo, including 
the Spanish and U.K. positions, 
regarding Gibraltar?

Peter Gold: The British Overseas 
Territory of Gibraltar has officially 
been in British hands since the 
Treaty of Utrecht of 1713. It is listed 
by the U.N. as one of the territories 
awaiting decolonization, but because 
its sovereignty is contested by Spain, 
successive U.N. resolutions have instead 
required Britain and Spain to resolve the 
issue bilaterally. The Brussels Process of 
1984 established a forum for discussion 
of the Gibraltar question, including 
issues of sovereignty, and although it led 
to the reopening of the border with Spain 
and to some improvement in relations, 
the dispute over sovereignty prevented 
progress on a range of practical issues. 
Following an abortive attempt to explore 
the possibility of shared sovereignty 
in 2001-02, it was agreed in 2004 to 
establish a Tripartite Forum of Dialogue, 
with Gibraltar as a member in its own 
right, to work on matters of cross-border 
cooperation, while discussion of the 

issue of sovereignty has been put to one 
side. In 2006, Britain agreed to a new 
constitution for Gibraltar that they both 
consider to be post-colonial, but neither 
Spain nor the U.N. views it as having 
changed Gibraltar's status.

The Gibraltarians have overwhelmingly 
(most notably in referenda in 1967 and in 
2002) opted for a close relationship with 
Britain. They do not seek independence, 
although this is currently not an option 
given the sovereignty dispute. Since the 
days when Gibraltar was principally 
a military and naval base, they have 
skilfully adapted their economy and 
currently prosper through the territory's 
offshore tax status, the development of 
VAT-free trading, tourism, bunkering, 
online gaming and as a hub for cruise 
liners.

WPR:  What is the current status 
of the tripartite dialogue, including 
sticking points and opportunities for 
breakthroughs?

Gold: The Tripartite Forum, notably 
through the 2006 Córdoba Agreement, 
has progressed a number of issues, 
including joint use of the airport, 
frontier traffic flows, pensions for 
former Spanish workers in Gibraltar 
and telecommunications. Some issues, 
such as the construction of a new 
airport terminal and the establishment 
of a Cervantes Institute, have been both 
contentious and behind schedule. On the 
whole, the forum has proved a useful 

vehicle for dealing with practical issues 
while putting to one side the question of 
sovereignty, the transfer of which Spain 
continues to see as its ultimate objective. 
Sovereignty is also a factor in issues 
concerning airspace and territorial 
waters, resulting in ongoing friction 
between Spanish and Gibraltarian 
authorities.

WPR: What impact has this issue had 
on broader Spanish-U.K. relations, 
within Europe and elsewhere?

Gold: The issue was a long-standing 
irritant between the British and 
Spanish governments and delayed the 
implementation of numerous European-
wide agreements. That situation has 
much improved since 2004 and the 
establishment of the Tripartite Forum. □
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Interview published on Jun 1, 2010

RUSSIA’S STAKE IN AFRICA
An interview with Raksha Maharaj, a director at South Africa-based 
Emerging Market Focus

In late May, Russia announced 
that it would invest $1 billion in 
uranium exploration in Namibia.

WPR: What is the extent and nature of 
Russia's current economic involvement 
in Africa?

Raksha Maharaj: In recent years, Russia's 
sphere of influence in Africa has been 
largely diluted by the increasing activities 
of countries like China and India, as well 
as the continued involvement of Western 
countries. Russia's trade with Africa 
has grown an estimated 14.9 percent 
since 1992, and amounted to $8 billion 
in 2008. But that is dwarfed by Chinese 
and Indian trade with Africa, which in 
2008 amounted to $100 billion and $40 
billion respectively.

In order to reinvigorate Russia-Africa 
relations, Russian President Dmitry 
Medvedev undertook an extensive 
tour of the continent in 2009, visiting 
strategic countries like Egypt, Nigeria, 
Namibia and Angola. While Egypt 
is currently Russia's most significant 
trading partner in Africa, Gazprom's 
$2.5 billion joint venture with Nigeria's 
National Petroleum Corporation could 
lead to Nigeria emerging as a significant 
strategic partner on the continent as well.

Major Russian commercial activity in 
Africa includes mining operations in 
Angola, metallurgy interests in South 
Africa, Gabon, Guinea and Nigeria, and 
oil and gas development in Namibia, 

in addition to Gazprom's mega-deal in 
Nigeria. In addition, Russian companies 
are increasingly becoming involved in 
other sectors, such as financial services 
and telecommunications.

WPR: Does the investment in Namibia 
reflect a renewed Russian interest in 
Africa?

Maharaj: Russia's recent investment 
in Namibia is indeed indicative of its 
desire to increase its African presence, 
and is largely the result of Medvedev's 
African tour last year. The deal can also 
be viewed in the context of increasing 
Russia's standing in the international 
uranium market. It has been suggested 
that the Namibian exploration and 
production deal, estimated at $1 billion, 
will give impetus to Russia's drive to 
challenge the current top three uranium 
producers -- Australia, Canada and 
Kazakhstan. Russia currently stands 
at No. 5, and the deal with Namibia, 
which has the world's eighth-largest 
proven resources, could result in Russia 
significantly increasing its production.

WPR: How has China's increasing 
African presence impacted Russian 
ambitions on the continent?

Maharaj: Both Russia and China have 
demonstrated a strategic interest in 
Africa in recent years. While China's 
motives are driven by the need to secure 
resources, Russia is resource-rich. 
Where both countries share a common 

agenda is that they have a variety of 
companies, as well as available capital 
to invest in lucrative sectors in Africa.

Russia has been described as lagging 
behind the other BRIC countries in 
establishing a significant footprint in 
Africa. With regards to China, state 
backing has allowed Chinese companies 
to become more involved in Africa, 
particularly via platforms like the Forum 
on China-Africa Cooperation (FOCAC) 
and the China-Africa Development 
Fund. In addition, China has an Africa 
policy dating back to 1964. This points 
to the fact that the Russian government 
needs to develop a specific Africa 
policy and also craft a more integrated 
approach between the public and private 
sectors in engaging opportunities there. 
Nonetheless, Russian involvement 
in Africa has been welcomed as an 
alternative or balancing force to Western 
and Chinese involvement on the 
continent. □
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Interview published on Jun 02, 2010

CHAD-SUDAN RELATIONS
An interview with Roland Marchal, research fellow at the Center for 
International Studies and Resarch (CERI)

In late May, the leader of a Darfur 
rebel group, Khalil Ibrahim, 
was denied entry into Chad -- a 
country that has long been a host 
for Ibrahim’s rebel forces. 

WPR: What is the current state of 
Chad-Sudan relations?

Roland Marchal: An armed peace. To 
a certain extent, we are back to the pre-
2005 situation when Chadian President 
Idriss Deby and Sudanese President 
Omar al-Bashir were cooperating to 
secure their common borders and 
consolidate their regimes. The added 
value of that situation was then, and is 
now again, warmer relations with France. 
Nevertheless, throughout the last five 
years, Khartoum and N'djamena have 
provided support to insurgent groups, 
though the reasons for this support were 
different.

The improvement in relations between 
the two countries is therefore both real 
and fragile. Both regimes need it, but 
the underlying crises that triggered the 
end of their friendship in 2005 are not 
solved, only frozen. The Darfur conflict, 
with all its transnational dimensions, is 
yet to be resolved, and there remains 
a long way to go before it is. In Chad, 
governance issues and the question of 
how the succession of Idriss Deby will 
be organized are still creating dissension 
among the elites, as well as deep political 
tensions.

WPR: What is the significance of 
Chad's decision to refuse entry to 
Khalil Ibrahim?

Marchal: Without entering into a 
discussion of intra-Zaghawa politics 
(Zaghawa is the common ethnic group 
of both Khalil Ibrahim and Idriss Deby), 
one can say that after Deby came to 
power in December 1990, he was strong 
enough to address all challenges raised 
by his kinsmen in the border area. But 
Khalil Ibrahim, because of his family 
links and political skills, never accepted 
being under Deby. When in 2005 the two 
leaders found a modus vivendi, it was on 
an equal footing. Ibrahim defended Deby 
for reasons having to do with his own 
interests, not because of any sympathy 
for the Chadian ruler. Likewise, Deby 
never liked the ambitious Ibrahim, but 
knew that Ibrahim was a major concern 
in Khartoum.

Now, although Khartoum and N'djamena 
have mended their relations, Ibrahim 
clearly remains a casus belli. Indeed, 
Ibrahim refused to endorse a mediation 
that Deby proposed earlier this year, and 
now he is paying the price. By refusing 
entry to Ibrahim, Deby shows his 
commitment to the deal with Khartoum 
and reasserts his role as the most 
powerful Zaghawa figure. This attitude 
leaves open the question of how Chadian 
Zaghawas view this development. It is 
likely that tensions are high, including in 
the inner circles of N'Djamena.

WPR: What effect is this shift likely to 
have on the broader regional conflicts 
on the Chad-Sudan border?

Marchal: As the Europeans learned 
at their own expenses, the situation 
in eastern Chad reflected more the 
weak governance in Chad and the 
transformation of some insurgents into 
"highway bandits" than a proxy war 
between Khartoum and N'Djamena. 
Without a strong political will on 
both sides, nothing will change, as 
governance on both sides of the border 
has either retreated or taken on a strictly 
military form. This can hardly provide 
a sense of security for large sections of 
the population that remain vulnerable. □
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Interview published on Jun 03, 2010

BRAZIL’S NUCLEAR PROGRAM
An interview with Sean Burges, lecturer with the School of Politics and 
International Relations at Australian National University

Af ter a 25-year hiatus, Brazil is 
resuming work on its third nuclear 
reactor.

WPR: What is the current state of 
Brazil's civil nuclear program, in 
terms of enrichment capability and 
IAEA inspections regimes?

Sean Burges: Brazil has limited 
enrichment capacity and is currently 
pursuing the goal of self-sufficiency to 
meet the needs of the country's small 
nuclear power sector.

Brazil is resistant to any sort of IAEA 
inspection regime on its nuclear 
activities for three reasons. First, 
development of nuclear weaponry is 
specifically forbidden by the Brazilian 
constitution, which in their view 
obviates the need for IAEA inspections. 
Second, Brazil is signatory to both 
the 1994 Treaty of Tlatelolco banning 
nuclear weapons in Latin America 
and the international non-proliferation 
treaty. Third, IAEA inspections are 
rejected as an imperialistic violation of 
national sovereignty by nuclear weapon-
possessing countries seeking to ensure 
their continued hegemony.

WPR: What bilateral relationships are 
driven by Brazil's nuclear program, 
in terms of fuel suppliers, reactor 
construction and technology transfers?

Burges: It is a bit of a stretch to say that 
Brazil has any bilateral relationships 

that are driven by nuclear programs. 
Brazil's position on nuclear issues is 
clear, namely that all countries have the 
right to pursue pacific use of nuclear 
technology. The Lula administration has 
used this logic to support the Indian and 
Iranian nuclear programs. India-Brazil-
South Africa Dialogue Forum events 
periodically discuss trilateral nuclear 
energy cooperation. On a regional 
level, Brazil has included Venezuela 
in its bilateral nuclear agreement with 
Argentina, which was established in 
1980 to step back from the brink of a 
nuclear arms race. Cooperation with 
Argentina on the nuclear front has 
continued, including a February 2008 
joint communiqué declaring an intent to 
work together to develop the full nuclear 
fuel cycle for electricity generation, 
including uranium enrichment.

Ministers in the Lula government have 
alluded to the desirability of exporting 
enriched uranium in the future, but any 
plan to do so would require changes to 
the national constitution, which currently 
bans any export of nuclear materials.

WPR: What are Brazil's near-term 
and medium-term horizons for its civil 
nuclear program?

Burges: The most vibrant parts of 
Brazil's nuclear program largely rest 
within the military, which continues to 
examine nuclear propulsion for aircraft 
carriers and submarines. On the whole, 
there is a shortage of detailed nuclear 

scientific and engineering expertise in 
Brazil.

It looks like the third and final phases of 
the Angra nuclear power plant at Angra 
dos Reis in Rio de Janeiro State is about 
to come online. This complex was built 
with imported technology and has had a 
somewhat stuttering contribution to the 
national power grid, although there are 
suggestions that the Lula government has 
larger future ambitions. Given Brazil's 
enormous hydro-electric potential, over 
the medium-term further elaboration of 
nuclear technology in Brazil is more a 
question of national prestige than energy 
security. □
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Interview published on Jun 04, 2010

PAKISTAN’S CHIEF OF ARMY STAFF
An interview with Hassan Abbas, Bernard Schwartz Fellow at the Asia 
Society and Quaid-i-Azam Professor at Columbia University

Late last month, Pakistan’s 
Defense Minister Chaudhry 
Ahmed Mukhtar denied rumors 
that the government was planning 
to extend Gen. Ashfaq Parvez 
Kayani’s term as chief of army 
staf f.

WPR: As Gen. Ashfaq Pervez Kayani's 
honorable retirement in November 
2010 draws nearer, what are the 
prospects of his term as Pakistan's 
chief of army staff being extended?

Hassan Abbas: There have been credible 
rumors about a possible extension in 
service for Gen. Kayani, and indications 
are that the Obama administration 
is supportive of this possibility. The 
primary reasons for this support are 
to maintain the working relationship 
between the Pentagon and the Pakistani 
army's General Headquarters (GHQ) in 
Rawalpindi, which has improved in the 
last couple of years, and to maintain 
continuity of command in the midst 
of a major military campaign against 
terrorists and insurgents in the Pakistan-
Afghan border region.

The political consequences of Kayani's 
extension cannot be ignored however. 
Kayani was director-general of the 
Inter Services Intelligence (ISI) during 
the Musharraf era, and he played a 
constructive role during Pakistan's 
transition to democracy in early 2008. 
He also played a conciliatory role during 
the judicial crisis in 2009. As a result, 

he is very powerful, and the Pakistani 
political leadership would probably like 
to deal with a new and less-influential 
army chief. More so, there is no 
precedent for such an extension during 
civilian rule.

Recently, there were media reports in 
Pakistan suggesting that senior army 
commanders want an extension for 
Kayani. If so, then political leaders of 
Pakistan are unlikely to oppose such 
a "consensus" between "the army and 
America" -- widely perceived to be the 
two most important players in Pakistan.

WPR: If Kayani does retire as planned, 
who are the possible successors?

Abbas: According to the country's 
constitution, the choice of the new 
army chief will be made by Prime 
Minister Yousaf Raza Gillani. President 
Asif Zardari as the commander-in-
chief and co-chairperson of the ruling 
Pakistan People' Party (PPP) will also 
significantly influence this decision. 
Under ordinary circumstances, one of 
the following generals is likely to be 
designated as the new army chief:

1. Lt. Gen. Khalid Shamim Wayen, until 
recently corps commander in Quetta 
and now holding the very important 
position of chief of general staff at GHQ, 
is considered to be the favorite within 
military circles.

2. Lt. Gen. Muhammad Yusuf, currently 

corps commander in Bahawalpur XXXI 
Corps, may get the position if Wayen is 
appointed chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff Committee (CJCSC), which is 
largely a ceremonial position in Pakistan 
and for which the incumbent will also be 
retiring in October 2010. Some analysts 
believe that Kayani may be appointed 
as CJCSC, with the role of this office 
enhanced and expanded. This is possible, 
but unlikely.

3. Among junior contenders, Lt. Gens. 
Nadeem Taj and Jamil Haider are 
noteworthy.

WPR: What impact will the transition 
have on the U.S.-Pakistani security 
and political relationship?

Abbas: Pakistan's army is undisputedly 
the most powerful institution in the 
country, though its capabilities and 
cohesion are being challenged like never 
before. None of the top-most contenders 
for the position of army chief are known 
for harboring any extremist views, 
and U.S.-Pakistan army relations are 
institutional in nature. The U.S. should 
avoid influencing the choice of a new 
army chief as well as voicing its opinion 
about Kayani's possible extension, as 
that will complicate the situation both 
for Pakistan's political leadership and for 
U.S. interests in South Asia. □
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Interview published on Jun 08, 2010

IRAN-INDIA ENERGY RELATIONS
An interview with East West Institute Vice President of Programs Dr. 
W. Pal Singh Sidhu

India and Iran are discussing a 
new underwater pipeline project 
that would circumvent a stalled 
pipeline project involving the two 
countries and Pakistan.

WPR: What is driving Turkey's 
renewed WPR: What is the current 
energy relationship between Iran and 
India?

Pal Sidhu: India is the world's fifth-
largest consumer of energy resources 
and heavily dependent on imports. Its 
energy consumption is estimated to rise 
to 27.1 quadrillion BTUs by 2025 -- the 
largest expected increase in energy use 
after China. Even with new domestic 
oil and gas finds, India's dependence on 
imports will increase. Iran is OPEC's 
second-largest oil producer and has 
the world's second-largest natural gas 
reserves. Today Iran is the second-
biggest supplier of crude oil to India, 
which accounts for 85 percent of all 
imports from Iran to India.

In addition, there has been an on-again, 
off-again multi-billion-dollar deal to 
construct a gas pipeline from Iran to 
India, through Pakistan. While a deal 
was signed by Iran and Pakistan on Nov. 
11, 2007, India has still not signed on. 
Although India resumed discussions 
with Iranian President Mahmoud 
Ahmadinejad's on the deal in April 
2008, the agreement has still not been 
finalized. The U.S. opposition to this 
pipeline deal does not appear to be a 

factor in New Delhi's reluctance to join 
the project.

Separately, Indian firms have won 
approval to take equity stakes in the 
Azadegan oil field project and South 
Pars gas field Phase 12.

WPR:  How has that relationship been 
affected by U.N. Security Council 
sanctions targeting Iran?

Sidhu: At the moment the relationship is 
unaffected by the U.N. Security Council 
sanctions because the sanctions do not 
cover the export and import of oil and 
natural gas. Even the new round of 
sanctions is unlikely to cover the oil and 
gas sector. However, some private Indian 
companies which are supplying refined 
petroleum products to Iran might find 
themselves in the spotlight if future 
sanctions also target the oil and gas 
industry.

Since India is not a member of the U.N. 
Security Council, and does not have a 
say in the U.N. sanctions, its relations 
are unaffected by sanctions. However, 
the situation is likely to change from 
2011 when India is likely to be elected 
onto the U.N. Security Council and will 
have to vote on future sanctions against 
Iran. India's vote will directly impact on 
Indo-Iranian relations.

WPR: What is India's broader 
relationship with Iran, and what will 
be the key drivers of their relationship 
moving forward?

Sidhu: India describes its relationship 
with Iran as a "civilizational" and 
"historical" one, dating back thousands 
of years. More realistically and in the 
present day, India's relationship with 
Iran is complex. The key driver at 
present and for the future is likely to 
remain energy resources and economic 
relations. India will continue to import 
oil and gas from Iran and will also play 
an important role in developing Iran's 
oil and gas infrastructure, as well as 
other infrastructure, such as the port 
at Chahbahar. There is also likely to 
be convergence of interests and some 
cooperation on and in Afghanistan. 
The biggest area of difference between 
Iran and India is likely to be Tehran's 
nuclear weapons ambitions. India has 
categorically stated that a nuclear-armed 
Iran is not acceptable, although New 
Delhi has not made clear how exactly 
it will prevent Iran from acquiring this 
capability. □
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Interview published on Jun 10, 2010

THE INDIA-PAKISTAN WATER DISPUTE
An interview with Harvard School of Public Health Professor and 
former World Bank Senior Water Advisor John Briscoe

Late last month, Pakistani 
extremists staged protests along 
the India-Pakistan border, 
rallying against what they called 
India’s unfair use of the shared 
waters of the Indus River.

WPR: What is the background of the 
water dispute in Kashmir?

John Briscoe: At partition in 1947, the 
line between India and Pakistan was 
drawn on religious grounds, paying 
no attention to hydrology. As a result, 
more than 85 percent of the irrigated 
area of the Punjab -- the breadbasket 
of the subcontinent -- was included in 
Pakistan, while the headwaters of the 
Punjab rivers were in what subsequently 
became Indian-held Kashmir.

In international law there are two 
conflicting principles pertaining to the 
sharing of international waters. India 
claimed 24 percent of the rivers' flow, 
based on the "principle of equitable 
utilization," while Pakistan argued that 
India should get 12 percent of the flows, 
based on the "principle of no appreciable 
harm."

WPR: What mechanisms are in place 
to mitigate conflict?

Briscoe: In 1960, after 10 years of 
negotiations under the auspices of the 
World Bank, the Indus Waters Treaty 
was signed by Indian Prime Minister 
Jawaharlal Nehru, Pakistani President 
Ayub Khan and, for certain specified 
purposes, the World Bank. The treaty 

assigned water use of the three eastern 
rivers (the Ravi, Beas and Sutlej) -- which 
comprise 19 percent of all water in the 
basin -- to India. Use of the three western 
rivers (Indus, Chenab and Jhelum) was 
assigned to Pakistan, with two provisos: 
a small allocation for consumptive use in 
Kashmir, and permission for India to tap 
the hydropower of the Pakistani rivers 
before they reach Pakistan (with specific 
conditions to ensure that India could not 
manipulate the quantity or timing of 
flows into Pakistan).

Among other components, the treaty 
also included a dispute-resolution 
mechanism that relies primarily on 
bilateral mechanisms, but provides 
clear external mechanisms if bilateral 
agreement is not reached.

The Indus Waters Treaty is widely and 
correctly considered to be the most 
important water treaty in the world, and 
has endured despite 50 years of hostility 
between India and Pakistan.

In recent years, India's growing portfolio 
of hydroelectric plants on the Indus, 
Chenab and Jhelum in Indian-held 
Kashmir, have put the treaty under 
unprecedented stress. In 2005, for the 
first time, the World Bank had to appoint 
a "Neutral Expert" to resolve a difference 
over the Baglihar Dam. While the water-
sharing arrangements of the Treaty are 
sound, it is unlikely that the treaty will 
continue to be effective if the outdated 
dispute-resolution mechanisms are not 
modernized.

WPR: How significant an issue is this 
in broader India-Pakistan relations?

Briscoe: This issue is a core issue 
between India and Pakistan, for two 
reasons. First, the water issue is closely 
related to the unresolved issue of 
Kashmir and thus is difficult to separate 
from concerns of security and terrorism. 
Second, Pakistan is constructed around a 
single river basin, on which its economy, 
agriculture and energy depend. Almost 
all of the water in Pakistan is fully 
allocated and used, and comes from 
neighboring countries (primarily India, 
but also China and Afghanistan).

Within the parameters of the treaty, 
India could develop its hydropower 
without impacting Pakistan's water use. 
This could even be a benefit for Pakistan 
if India took into account Pakistan's 
interests in operating its hydropower 
plants. If relations between India and 
Pakistan were normal there would be 
few problems. But in the context of tense 
relations between the two countries, 
the already complex water issue has 
been both exacerbated by, and used to 
enflame, public opinion.

Both India and Pakistan have good 
reason to modernize the implementation 
of the treaty, with the ball mostly in 
India's court. Modernizing the treaty's 
dispute-resolution mechanism would 
not only take this explosive issue off the 
table, but it would be an important step 
in building more stable and peaceful 
relations between the two countries. □
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Interview published on Jun 11, 2010

IRAQ-KUWAIT RELATIONS
An interview with Ahmed Ali, a research associate at the Washington 
Institute for Near East Policy

In late-May, Iraq sent its f irst 
ambassador to Kuwait since the 
outbreak of the First Gulf War.

WPR: What are some of the unresolved 
issues in Iraq-Kuwait relations?

Ahmed Ali: There are two sets of 
unresolved issues between Iraq and 
Kuwait -- tangible and intangible. They 
are closely related and are sources of 
continuous friction between the two 
countries. Additionally, they have the 
ability to feed off of each other and as 
a result perpetuate a tense atmosphere. 
The tangible issues include the U.N.-
mandated reparations that Iraq has to pay 
Kuwait as a result of the 1990 invasion, 
which total more than $52 billion. 
Currently 5 percent of Iraq's annual oil 
revenue is allocated to these payments.  
The Iraqi government acknowledges 
that Kuwait suffered tremendously from 
the invasion and that the reparations are 
valid, and has expressed its willingness 
to fulfill its obligations. Nonetheless, 
Iraqi officials often plead with Kuwait 
to forgo some of the reparations, citing 
Iraq's need of the revenue for rebuilding 
purposes. For similar reasons, Iraqi 
officials make the case that Kuwait 
should be as generous as some non-Arab 
states in forgiving Iraq's debt to Kuwait. 
These statements are usually met with 
outright rejection by Kuwaiti officials. 
In addition to the financial issues, Iraq 
and Kuwait have yet to delineate their 
maritime and land borders. The lack 
of clear border lines has resulted in 

some Iraqi fishermen being arrested 
by Kuwaiti authorities and reportedly 
mistreated while under arrest, thus 
leaving some Iraqis indignant. Finally, 
Kuwait is still searching for the remains 
of Kuwaitis who were rounded up and 
bussed into Iraq in the immediate 
aftermath of the 1990 invasion and who 
are now presumed dead.

The overriding intangible issue -- and 
the most difficult to overcome -- is the 
profound lack of trust. The August 1990 
invasion is still traumatic for Kuwait 
and has created a psychological barrier 
for dealing with Iraq. Kuwait therefore 
needs assurances about Iraq's future 
intentions. The lack of trust is usually 
deepened whenever any tensions arise 
between Iraq and Kuwait, and has been 
exacerbated by statements made by some 
Iraqi politicians questioning Kuwait's 
status as an independent state.

WPR: How significant is the restoration 
of full diplomatic contacts?

Ali: The appointment of an Iraqi 
ambassador to Kuwait is certainly a 
welcome development, especially for its 
great symbolic value. But the degree to 
which it can help create a new paradigm 
shift in Iraqi-Kuwaiti relations is 
unclear. Kuwait has had an ambassador 
in Iraq since 2008 and officials from 
both countries have exchanged visits. 
That this has not helped in eliminating 
tensions is an indication that such 
gestures alone cannot lead to improved 
relations.

WPR: What are the chances for more 
positive Iraq-Kuwait relations moving 
forward, and what issues and/or shared 
interests could they be based on?

Ali: The impetus for both countries to 
move forward on a positive trajectory is 
the fact that Iraq is no longer ruled by 
Saddam Hussein. This is very important 
psychologically and should act as a major 
confidence-enhancer as Iraq's post-2003 
governments pursue better relations with 
Kuwait. Beyond that, economic ties are a 
mutual interest for both countries. Iraq is 
actively seeking investors to rebuild its 
dilapidated infrastructure, and Kuwait's 
financial and investment prowess should 
kick-start building the necessary people-
to-people relations, while the critical 
political, territorial, and reparations 
issues wait for comprehensive solutions. 
□
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Interview published on Jun 22, 2010

SOUTH KOREA’S CIVIL NUCLEAR INDUSTRY
An interview with Mark Hibbs, senior associate of the Carnegie 
Endowment for International Peace’s Nuclear Policy program

South Korea’s burgeoning civil 
nuclear industry is gaining 
increasing international attention, 
due to a recent $20 billion 
construction deal with the UAE 
(which included an additional 
$20 billion operation and service 
contract), and potential multi-
billion deals with both Turkey and 
India.

WPR: What is South Korea's current 
status in the global civil nuclear 
industry?

Mark Hibbs: South Korea has steadily 
built up its nuclear power sector over 
the last three decades, primarily in 
partnership with the United States. It 
now has 20 reactors in operation -- more 
than Germany -- and possibly plans to 
add 20 more over the next two or three 
decades. South Korea wants to reduce 
its imports of energy fuels and reduce its 
carbon footprint.

Over the last 20 years, U.S. vendor 
companies have transferred to Korean 
firms the know-how to build reactors, 
improve designs, manufacture fuel, 
make key nuclear components, and 
manage projects. South Korea is now 
entering the world nuclear power plant 
market as a competitor to firms in the 
United States, France, Russia, and Japan.

WPR: What explains its recent success 
in winning contracts in the UAE, and 
perhaps in Turkey?

Hibbs: In bidding against firms from 
France, Japan, and the United States, 
the South Korean firms offered a more 
competitive price and more aggressive 
construction schedule. It is also likely 
that the South Korean government 
offered the UAE other bilateral deals 
which sweetened the deal. France's state-
owned nuclear industry claimed that the 
Korean reactor design in the bidding 
was less safe than the design offered 
by the French. This was denied by both 
Korean and UAE firms involved, but 
this interaction demonstrated that, in 
some future markets, established vendor 
companies like Areva will be less 
competitive than the Koreans.

For its part, the UAE was willing to take 
the risk of partnering with a new vendor 
group with no experience in exporting 
reactors, because of the highly successful 
record the Koreans have demonstrated 
in building reactors on schedule and 
operating them safely. But the Korean 
firms have promised much to the UAE, 
and it remains to be seen whether they 
will be able to deliver without any major 
delays or cost overruns.

WPR:. How might this affect South 
Korea's foreign policy posture, in terms 
of new relationships and regional 
priorities?

Hibbs: The success of the Korean firms 
in UAE will likely lead Korean industry 
and the government to press hard to 
duplicate that performance in other 

markets for nuclear power reactors. The 
contract awarded in the UAE has also 
inflated South Korea's expectations 
for renegotiating terms of a bilateral 
nuclear cooperation agreement with the 
United States. Their current agreement 
will expire in 2014 and Korea wants 
the United States to permit Korean 
researchers to develop fast reactors 
and do research and development on 
pyroprocessing of its spent fuel.

In the long run, the United States knows 
that time is on Korea's side, and will 
have to permit the Korean government to 
move forward with its nuclear program 
with less interference from Washington. 
The Korean government and industry are 
already planning on launching a future 
export drive in the nuclear power area, 
and Seoul will be unwilling to make new 
diplomatic commitments with partners 
that would inhibit the country's right to 
exploit nuclear energy peacefully. □
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Interview published on Jun 23, 2010

DIPLOMATIC HOTLINES
An interview with Haraldur Þór Egilsson, Professor at the University 
of Akureyri and author of “The Origins, Use and Development of Hot 
Line Diplomacy”

Last week, Chinese Premier 
Wen Jiabao and Japanese Prime 
Minister Naoto Kan held their f irst 
conversation on a newly installed 
prime-ministerial hotline intended 
to dif fuse tensions between the 
two countries.

WPR: When were diplomatic hotlines 
first introduced, and how has their use 
expanded and evolved?

Haraldur Þór Egilsson: The need for 
reliable and swift communications 
between governments has always been 
essential. Such a need was further 
enhanced with the introduction of the 
atomic bomb. Early in the 1950s, the 
idea was first brought up to establish 
a direct communication link between 
the superpowers. But it was the Cuban 
missile crisis in 1962 that highlighted 
the need for such a communication tool. 
Such a link was established only a few 
weeks after the world came back from 
the brink of annihilation.

A hotline is by definition an emergency 
link between the highest echelons of 
the government and not to be used for 
"normal conduct of business," as Dean 
Rusk put it. From the outset, it was only 
to be used in the gravest situations to 
avoid conflicts. This has not changed. 
There are and have been other kinds of 
direct communications links -- often 
telephone links -- but they are not 
hotlines by definition.

WPR: Have they ever played a 
determinant role in averting conflict?

Egilsson: During the Six-Day War in 
1967, the U.S.-Soviet hotline proved 
to be an effective tool to clear up 
misunderstandings, clarify intentions 
and avoid miscalculations that otherwise 
could have led to escalation of the 
conflict.

WPR: Which countries currently 
employ them, and which would benefit 
from establishing them?

Egilsson: A hotline does not ensure 
peace and goodwill among states. It 
is intended for use in the most critical 
moments in international relations. That 
is why the U.S., Russia and China have 
bilateral hotlines and the Korean states 
have established a direct link. States with 
nuclear capabilities and hostile relations 
should have the means of swift and 
secure communications to ensure that a 
nuclear war or incident doesn't break out 
by accident. That was the lasting lesson 
of the Cuban Missile Crisis. □
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Interview published on Jun 24, 2010

TURKEY’S NUCLEAR AMBITIONS
An interview with Henri Barkey, professor at Lehigh University and 
visiting scholar at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace

Turkey’s civil nuclear program has 
recently gained momentum with a 
signed deal with Russia to build 
the country’s f irst nuclear power 
plant and talks of a possible $20 
billion contract with South Korea 
for the construction of up to four 
nuclear energy reactors.

WPR: What is driving Turkey's renewed 
interest in nuclear energy?

Henri Barkey: There are three reasons. 
First, the Iran debate has highlighted 
how far behind Turkey is on nuclear 
energy, as there are no installations in 
Turkey.  Second, this also underlines the 
absence of a critical set of skills for one 
of the world's largest economies. Turkey 
is missing out on a whole lot of potential 
economic feedback loops that would 
come from a nuclear energy industry. 
Third, there is a real need in Turkey for 
energy, as well as for reducing long-term 
reliance on hydrocarbons and foreign 
sources of energy.

WPR: What regional impact might 
Turkey's civil nuclear ambitions have?

Barkey: Technically, it should not matter 
to the proliferation debates. Turkey is 
unique, in that it does not need nuclear 
weapons because it enjoys the NATO and 
American nuclear umbrella that includes 
some 90 tactical nuclear weapons 
deployed in Turkey proper. A Turkish 
nuclear energy program would, on the 
other hand, help reduce dependence on 

imported gas and oil.  But even here, one 
nuclear plant would not make much of 
a difference, given the growing Turkish 
economy and the corresponding increase 
in its energy needs.

WPR: What are the implications of 
Turkey's increasing energy ties -- 
including nuclear cooperation -- with 
Russia?

Barkey: Russia is no longer an enemy. 
In fact, it has become a close friend and 
Turkey's No. 2 trade partner.  So it is 
natural that ties with Russia will expand. 
Where it matters for the U.S. and Europe 
is whether the Russians are benefiting 
from preferential treatment in this regard. 
Are they getting contracts that they 
would not deserve under competitive 
bidding processes? There is no evidence 
to that effect, but it is a concern for the 
West. Even Turks are somewhat worried 
about their dependence for energy on 
Russia. No country likes to make itself 
vulnerable to anyone, including a friend. 
□
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Interview published on Jun 28, 2010

TURKEY’S TRADE RELATIONS WITH ARAB NEIGHBORS
An interview with Chatham House Associate Fellow Fadi Hakura

Turkish Foreign Minister Ahmet 
Davutoglu recently proposed a 
visa-f ree trade zone with Syria, 
Lebanon and Jordan.

WPR: What is Turkey's current state of 
trade with Syria, Lebanon and Jordan?

Fadi Hakura: Turkey engages in $3 billion 
of annual trade with Syria, Lebanon 
and Jordan collectively, representing 10 
percent of Turkey's trade volume with 
the Arab world, and is slightly above its 
$2.5 billion of annual bilateral trade with 
Israel. Overall, less than one-quarter of 
Turkish exports are destined to Arab 
markets, whereas Europe accounts for 
50 percent of exports and 90 percent of 
foreign investments. Among the three 
Arab countries, Syria constitutes the 
largest market for Turkish products with 
the biggest potential to alleviate poverty 
prevalent in the impoverished eastern 
regions of Turkey.

WPR: How would a visa-free trade 
zone affect broader relations between 
these countries?

Hakura: Visa-free trade is expected to 
enlarge economic, political and cultural 
links between the three countries. 
Turkey has already scrapped visa 
restrictions with them, concluded free 
trade agreements with Jordan and Syria 
and is negotiating a similar agreement 
with Lebanon. Eliminating visas has 
boosted trade and contacts between 
Turkey and its Arab partners. A good 

example is the flourishing growth of 
Turkey-Syria tourism. With the lifting of 
visa requirements, the number of visits 
between the two countries has exceeded 
100,000 monthly. There are estimates 
that Syria, which was visited by 20,000 
Turks in 1990, will receive more than 1 
million Turkish tourists in 2010. Being 
the most advanced of the four economies, 
Turkey is the dominant party, running a 
trade surplus against Syria, Jordan and 
Lebanon.

WPR: What are the obstacles to 
regional political and economic 
integration between Turkey and its 
Arab neighbors?

Hakura: There are many obstacles to 
Turkey's ambitions for regional political 
and economic integration with the Arab 
world. Historically, the Middle East 
is a fractious and politically divided 
region, a theater for power politics and 
rapidly shifting alliances. Turkey, albeit 
a rising regional player, has to share 
a crowded Middle Eastern space with 
such countries as the U.S., Iran, Israel, 
Saudi Arabia, Syria, Egypt, Russia and 
China, to name just a few competitors.

Given this divisive competition for 
influence, Turkey will face serious 
challenges in consolidating regional ties 
at a time when the Arab League has 
patently failed to establish an Arab free 
trade zone and the Gulf Cooperation 
Council has not yet achieved a customs 
union between the capital-rich six 

Gulf Arab states. Israel-Arab disputes 
and Iran's nuclear program are major 
complicating factors to any regional 
perspective.

Apart from dynamics in the Middle 
East, Turkey's customs union with 
the European Union does not permit 
unilateral measures for an integrated 
economic space with Arab neighbors. 
Turkey's free trade agreements with 
Arab countries match very closely the 
terms of European Union free trade 
deals with the same countries. In fact, 
Turkey only reached a declaration of 
intent -- as opposed to a concrete plan 
-- with Jordan, Syria and Lebanon to 
create a free trade and visa-free zone 
between them.

Additionally, Turkey's domestic political 
and economic capacities will constrain 
any drive for regional leadership. 
Arguably, the key factor to expanding 
Turkish "soft-power" is constructing 
balanced relations with Israel, the 
Arab world, Iran and the U.S. while 
deepening democracy and civil liberties, 
accelerating economic and social 
reforms and strengthening secularism in 
Turkey. □
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Interview published on Jun 30, 2010

INTRA-BRIC RELATIONS
An interview with Oliver Stuenkel, a fellow with the Global Public 
Policy Institute

A 2008 visa-f ree travel agreement 
between Russia and Brazil came 
into ef fect earlier this month, 
spurring tourism and closer ties 
between the two BRIC countries.

WPR: What is the current state of 
trade and visa restrictions between 
BRIC countries?

Oliver Stuenkel: Since June 2010, 
Brazilian and Russian tourists do 
not need visas to pass or stay on the 
countries' territories up to 90 days 
within each six-month-period from the 
first entry. This does not apply to those 
who seek to receive education or seek 
employment. This agreement between 
Russia and Brazil is still the exception, 
as both Indians and Chinese citizens 
need to apply for a visa prior traveling to 
Brazil and vice versa. The same is true 
for visa rules between China and India, 
India and Russia, and Russia and China.

While trade between the BRIC countries 
has recently increased sharply, especially 
between China the other three members, 
there remain formidable obstacles 
to better economic cooperation. For 
example, Chinese companies are 
regularly barred from investing in India 
on the grounds that they pose a security 
threat, although there are signs that India 
will ease some restrictions.

WPR: How might the lifting of 
visa requirements between Brazil 
and Russia impact the countries' 

developing commercial and political 
relations?

Stuenkel: Easing visa rules is part of 
a more far-reaching attempt by both 
governments to strengthen ties, which 
includes high-level deals to build up 
cooperation in areas such as energy, 
space and military technologies. It will 
also contribute to increasing not only 
business contacts, but also tourism, which 
should help broaden the BRIC's mutual 
understanding on a societal level -- a 
vital element to reduce the "trust deficit" 
between the BRICs. Yet, both Russia 
and Brazil are raw material exporters, 
and trade between the two is bound to 
remain insignificant in comparison with 
each countries' trade volume with China. 
Politically, Russia remains ambivalent 
about granting Brazil a permanent seat 
on the U.N. Security Council.

WPR: Should we expect to see a similar 
trend among other BRIC nations?

Stuenkel: All BRIC economies except 
Russia can be expected to grow 
strongly over the next years, and they 
are likely to increase trade with each 
other. Furthermore, intra-BRIC tourism 
will increase due to growing middle 
classes. These two factors may cause 
governments to ease visa restrictions, 
but it may take years until changes are 
implemented. Visa restrictions in India, 
for example, have tightened after the 
Mumbai attacks.

Brazil is a geographic outlier, being the 
only BRIC not located on the Asian 
landmass. Its commercial and political 
ties to Russia and India are therefore 
less significant, and there is only limited 
potential for growth. As the world's 
most competitive agricultural producer, 
Brazil is also unlikely to gain access to 
the Indian market, since Delhi is keen to 
protect the 300 million people who work 
in its highly uncompetitive agricultural 
sector.

China has strong and growing ties to all 
other members, hungry for raw materials 
from Brazil and Russia, and eager to 
sell its products to the growing Indian 
market. India and Russia have historic 
ties which they are likely to maintain.

However, the BRIC label cannot hide 
the fact that its members are vastly 
different -- in terms of size and political 
regime, for instance -- and that three 
BRIC countries face the prospect of 
potential geopolitical competition with 
one another. Russia remains highly 
suspicious of Chinese encroachment 
in its demographically declining Far 
East. And an unresolved border conflict 
between China and India, as well as 
growing Chinese presence in the Indian 
Ocean, strain Sino-Indian relations and 
may potentially contribute to further 
deterioration, undoing all attempts to 
build mutual trust. □
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Interview published on Jul 01, 2010

THE U.S.-EU BANK DATA-TRANSFER DEAL
An interview with Kurt Volker, a former U.S. Ambassador to NATO 
and managing director of the Center on Transatlantic Relations at Johns 
Hopkins University

The United States and the 
European Union have signed a 
bank data-transfer agreement that 
will give U. S. authorities access 
to EU bank transfer data, under 
EU supervision, in an ef fort to 
combat terrorism.

WPR: What is the background of the 
current dispute?

Kurt Volker: In the days and years 
after Sept. 11, 2001, the United States 
and Europe worked together to track 
terrorist financing, in order to identify 
terrorists and prevent future attacks. 
One means was to sift through millions 
of transaction records recorded through 
the bank transfer system, SWIFT.

When European publics became 
aware that financial transactions were 
being accessed and reviewed by U.S. 
authorities, there was an immediate 
outcry for privacy protection. This 
outcry occurred in the inflamed political 
climate of European public opposition 
to the Iraq War, and the unpopularity in 
Europe of President George W. Bush.

The U.S. and EU both have strong 
domestic privacy protections, so the 
two sides (with the EU represented 
by the European Commission) were 
quickly able to reach an agreement on 
financial data sharing that addressed 
privacy concerns. However, when the 
Lisbon Treaty took effect, the European 
Parliament -- catering to populist 

sentiments and seeking to assert its own 
role within the EU system -- rejected 
the U.S.-EU deal and insisted on new 
negotiations. This shut off data flows, 
putting millions of lives at greater risk. 
The new agreement -- if approved by the 
European Parliament -- will get this data 
sharing back on track.

WPR: How important is this agreement 
to counterterrorism efforts?

Volker: It is vital. Terrorism is not like 
other crimes. The perpetrators are 
often willing to die in the act, and the 
consequences for society -- mass murder 
and major disruptions -- are severe. This 
means the key to fighting terrorism is 
prevention. We have few tools to prevent 
terrorism: intelligence, border controls, 
positive identity documentation, 
physical security checks, and so forth. 
But terrorists need funding to prepare 
and carry out attacks, so tracking and 
identifying financial flows in advance 
of attacks is another critical tool for 
keeping the public safe.

WPR: What are the implications 
for future U.S.-EU cooperation in 
counterterrorism as well as other 
intelligence- and security-related 
efforts?

Volker: If this agreement is approved by 
the European Parliament -- which now 
appears likely -- it should re-establish 
a firm basis for U.S.-EU cooperation 
in fighting terrorism, in the financial 

area and beyond. If it is not approved, 
however, it will inject a serious 
disruption in cooperation and a renewed 
lack of U.S. trust in European efforts to 
help protect our publics. □
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Interview published on Jul 6, 2010

SCO EXPANSION
An interview with head of the Asia practice group at Eurasia Group  
and adjunct senior fellow for Asia at the Council on Foreign Relations, 
Evan A. Feigenbaum

At a meeting of the Joint Iran-
Bahrain Commission late last 
month, Iran and Bahrain signed 
a memorandum of understanding 
that includes a wide range of 
sectors such as oil, security, and 
f inance.

WPR: What is the significance of the 
SCO's newly articulated membership 
procedure, and what does it reflect 
about the organization's approach to 
future expansion?

Evan Feigenbaum: At their June 11 
summit in Tashkent, the six SCO 
heads of state approved new rules for 
applications and admissions that will 
enable the group to expand. The decision 
wasn't much of a surprise -- the SCO 
was already bringing in other countries 
as "observers" and "dialogue partners." 
But at the end of the day, expansion is 
almost certain to make a fragmented 
organization more incoherent still. 
There are quite a lot of cheerleaders for 
SCO expansion, especially in Russia 
and China. They argue that bigger is 
better, because by bringing in India, 
for instance, the group would boost its 
economic power and global reach.

But especially since the end of the Cold 
War, the most successful multilateral 
groups have been ad hoc and informal, 
mobilizing specific coalitions to address 
specific issues, imminent problems, and 
immediate crises. The original SCO met 
that test. It was a smaller group called 

the "Shanghai Five," with clear criteria 
for membership, a defined purpose, and 
measurable goals. All of its members 
shared a border with China. And all of its 
members sought to resolve outstanding 
border disputes, left over from the Soviet 
collapse. When the group expanded to 
include Uzbekistan, as well as observers 
and dialogue partners, its purposes and 
goals became broader, murkier, and less 
achievable.  

WPR: Who are the most likely 
candidates and what factors will 
determine their membership bids?

Feigenbaum: The SCO has four 
observers and two dialogue partners, 
thus the applicants are almost certain to 
come from this pool of countries. Three 
of the observers -- India, Pakistan, and 
Mongolia -- are likely to be considered in 
the first tranche. The SCO has sought to 
avoid the scrutiny that would accompany 
admission of its fourth observer state 
-- Iran. The group essentially ruled out 
Iranian membership when the leaders 
agreed in Tashkent that countries under 
United Nations sanctions are ineligible 
to join. Actually, that decision came 
within 48 hours of the Chinese and 
Russian votes for U.N. Security Council 
Resolution 1929, imposing a new round 
of sanctions on Tehran. So Beijing and 
Moscow closed the door to Iranian 
membership.

WPR: How might future expansion, 
especially the most likely future 

members, affect the nature and 
functioning of the SCO as a regional 
organization?

Feigenbaum: Frankly, it will make 
cooperation harder. Take the SCO's two 
dialogue partners -- Belarus and Sri 
Lanka. Do these countries have anything 
in common? Do their economic strategies 
or strategic goals overlap? Hardly. The 
entire post-Soviet space is littered with 
an alphabet soup of such organizations: 
SCO, CSTO, EURASEC, ECO, the CIS 
summits, and so on.  And the evidence of 
nearly two decades suggests that while 
Central Asian countries, in particular, 
desperately need to cooperate, their need 
for cooperation too rarely translates 
into complementary policies.  And this 
is true even on some of the backbones 
of economic life: crossing a border, 
clearing a customs checkpoint, sharing 
water and electricity, or irrigating land. 
The SCO will never amount to much 
without concrete achievements. □
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Interview published on Jul 07, 2010

CONFLICT MANAGEMENT IN CÔTE D’IVOIRE
An interview with I. William Zartman, professor emeritus at Johns 
Hopkins University’s School of Advanced International Studies

Last month, 600 soldiers f rom 
the Forces Armées des Forces 
Nouvelles, a coalition of rebel 
movements in Côte d’Ivoire, laid 
down their arms as part of a 
process to disarm rebel groups 
and integrate them into the 
national army. 

WPR: What is the current status of 
post-conflict reconciliation in Côte 
d'Ivoire?

I. William Zartman: Côte d'Ivoire has 
had a conflict management, not a conflict 
resolution, situation for the last three 
years, in that violence has stopped since 
2004, but issues between the northern 
rebels and the government have not been 
resolved. The Ouagadougou Agreement, 
signed in 2007 by President Laurent 
Gbagbo and New Forces (FN) leader 
Guillaume Soro, confirmed the end of 
fighting and opened both halves of the 
country to trade and travel. It provided 
for a power-sharing government and the 
holding of the missed 2005 presidential 
election, initially rescheduled for 
early 2008 but repeatedly postponed. 
It also provided for the disarmament 
and cantonment of the FN militias and 
the integration of 5,000 of them in the 
national army.

In fact, only parts of the agreement have 
been implemented. The "confidence 
zone" across the middle of the country 
has been opened to traffic, and normal 
economic life has been revived. The 

joint government operates, with Soro 
as prime minister under Gbagbo. 
However, government funds have not 
been released for the cantonment and 
integration of the FN troops, and the 
North is governed by seven "com'zones" 
(rebel military commanders) using their 
own local tax money. Rebel leaders are 
also the main controllers of the lucrative 
trade in cocoa, cotton, tropical woods, 
cashew nuts, gold and diamonds.

The main stumbling block is the 
presidential election. The government 
holds that the militias must be disarmed 
and cantoned before elections can 
be held, while the FN holds that the 
agreement stipulates the reverse.

WPR: What does last month's 
disarmament represent in terms of 
that process?

Zartman: Disarming and cantoning 
are not one-day operations, and they 
require significant funds. Not only have 
the $7 million required for the camps 
not been made available, but the $800 
demobilization premium for each solider 
has not even been allocated. The DDRRR 
process -- disarmament, demobilization, 
resettlement and reintegration, with 
repatriation not applicable in this case -- 
has not gotten past its first "D."

WPR: What factors will determine 
future outcomes?

Zartman: The basic question lies in 
Gbagbo's willingness to hold elections. 
He has now reigned for 10 years on 
an initial 5-year mandate and has 
no particular reason not to continue. 
Pressure for elections comes from three 
sides: the international community 
(including other West African states), 
the opposition (including the FN), and 
internal dissidents in the president's 
Ivorian Popular Front (FPI). But the 
international pressure is mild, and the 
FN leaders are comfortable in their 
current status. As for internal dissidents, 
they may want to rearrange the apple 
cart, but they do not want to upset it. 
Most eager for the elections are the main 
opposition candidates, former Prime 
Minister Alassane Ouattara of the 
Democratic Republican Rally (RDR) 
and former President Henri Konan 
Bedié of the Democratic Party-Africa 
Democratic Rally (PDCI-RDA). Polls 
show that Gbagbo would win in a run-
off against either, but no one -- including 
Gbagbo -- believes the polls. □
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Interview published on Jul 09, 2010

CHINA-PAKISTAN MILITARY RELATIONS
An interview with Harsh V. Pant, lecturer in the Department of Defense 
Studies at King’s College of London

Pakistani President Asif Ali 
Zardari is on a week-long trip to 
China where he is strengthening 
military ties between the two 
countries. His trip follows that 
of Pakistani Chief of Staf f Gen. 
Ashfaq Parvez Kayani, who was in 
Beijing a week ago with the mission 
of strengthening counterterrorism 
cooperation.

WPR: Historically, what have been the 
driving priorities in China-Pakistan 
defense ties?

Harsh V. Pant: Based on their 
convergent interests vis-à-vis India, 
China and Pakistan reached a strategic 
understanding in the mid-1950s, a 
bond that has strengthened ever since. 
Sino-Pakistan ties gained particular 
momentum in the aftermath of the 
1962 Sino-Indian war, when the two 
states signed a boundary agreement 
recognizing Chinese control over 
portions of the disputed Kashmir 
territory.

Over the years, China has emerged as 
Pakistan's largest defense supplier, and 
has also provided extensive economic 
and technical assistance. Military 
cooperation includes joint production 
of armaments ranging from fighter 
jets to guided missile frigates, as well 
as Chinese assistance in establishing 
weapons factories. China has also 
played a major role in the development 
of Pakistan's nuclear infrastructure, and 

emerged as Pakistan's benefactor at a 
time when increasingly stringent export 
controls in the West made it difficult 
for Pakistan to acquire materials and 
technology elsewhere. Despite being a 
member of the NPT, China has supplied 
Pakistan with nuclear materials and 
expertise, and has provided critical 
assistance in the construction of 
Pakistan's nuclear facilities. It is perhaps 
the only case where a nuclear weapons 
state has actually passed on weapons-
grade fissile material as well as a bomb 
design to a non-nuclear weapons state.

WPR: How has that changed over the 
past few years?

Pant: The perception that India is now 
an emerging global power has further 
underlined the need for Beijing and 
Islamabad to cultivate their relationship. 
China is also concerned about deepening 
Indo-U.S. relations and India's attempts 
to cultivate ties with states in China's 
periphery. The resulting importance 
placed on the Sino-Pakistani relationship 
has been evident in Chinese polices 
toward South Asia.

As tensions rose between India and 
Pakistan in the aftermath of the 2008 
Mumbai terror attacks, China and 
Pakistan signed a new agreement on 
military cooperation, with Beijing 
agreeing to expedite the delivery of F-22 
frigates to Pakistan's navy. Beijing has 
justified its arms sales to Pakistan on the 
grounds that India was buying similar 

weapons systems from the U.S.

Chinese authorities have recently 
confirmed an agreement with Pakistan for 
two new nuclear reactors at the Chashma 
site -- in clear violation of the Nuclear 
Suppliers Group guidelines that forbid 
nuclear transfers to countries that are 
not signatories to the NPT or otherwise 
subject to comprehensive international 
safeguards. China has justified the 
exports by citing "compelling political 
reasons" concerning the stability of 
South Asia, echoing Pakistan's oft-
repeated complaint that the U.S.-India 
nuclear pact has upset the regional 
balance.

WPR: How do defense concerns impact 
the broader bilateral relationship?

Pant: The two states have used defense 
complementarity to broaden their 
bilateral relationship on various fronts. 
A bilateral free trade agreement 
accounts for around 11 percent of 
Pakistan's imports. Meanwhile, China's 
"no-strings attached" economic aid to 
Pakistan is more appreciated than the 
substantially larger amount received 
from the U.S., which often comes with 
conditions attached. China's economic 
cooperation with Pakistan is growing, 
with substantial Chinese investment 
in Pakistani infrastructural expansion, 
including the Pakistani deep-water port 
in Gwadar. □
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Interview published on Jul 13, 2010

THE IRAN-PAKISTAN GAS PIPELINE
An interview with Harsh V. Pant, lecturer in the Department of Defense 
Studies at King’s College of London

Pakistan recently decided to move 
forward with a gas pipeline project 
with Iran, despite warnings f rom 
the United States that involvement 
could subject Pakistani companies 
to new United States sanctions.

WPR: What are the driving interests 
for both parties in this pipeline project?

Harsh V. Pant: Pakistan's growing energy 
needs and Iran's pool of energy resources 
make the two states natural economic 
partners, and served as the impetus 
behind the proposed gas pipeline, 
initially planned to include India as well. 
Facing an energy crisis that is having 
a damaging impact on the Pakistani 
economy, and with its domestic supplies 
of natural gas declining, Pakistan has 
now finalized the pipeline deal with 
Iran, despite Washington's demands to 
the contrary.

Pakistan's annual royalties from this 
project are expected to be between $500 
million and $600 million. The project, if 
finalized, would also represent a major 
boost to Iran's efforts to prevent its global 
isolation and economic marginalization, 
at a time when the West is imposing 
strong sanctions over Tehran's nuclear 
program.

WPR: What obstacles does the project 
still face?

Pant: The project faces a number of 
problems. Many in Pakistan believe that 

the price that Iran is charging for gas will 
make the project economically unviable. 
The pressure from the United States to 
abandon the project remains as strong 
as ever, and if the confrontation between 
the U.S. and Iran over the nuclear issue 
intensifies, Pakistan will find it difficult 
to move ahead with the project. The 
pipeline will also pass through volatile 
areas in Pakistan that present the threat of 
insurgent sabotage. Finally, without the 
participation of India and/or China, the 
deal doesn't really make sense. Iran and 
Pakistan are hoping that India will join 
the project sooner rather than later, but 
India has reservations over the pricing 
of the gas. New Delhi's concerns over 
ensuring the security of the pipeline in 
Pakistan's restive Balochistan province 
also makes it difficult for India to accept 
the deal in its present version.

WPR: What is the status of broader 
Iran-Pakistan relations, both economic 
and political?

Pant: Tehran and Islamabad sought to 
improve bilateral relations after the fall 
of the Taliban in 2001. But the economic 
relationship between Pakistan and Iran 
has largely been shaped by Pakistan's 
demand for Iranian oil. As a result, ties 
have not significantly matured. The low 
level of economic exchange has hurt 
both states, as in the absence of a broad-
based economic relationship, political 
and security tensions -- particularly 
over the situation in Afghanistan -- have 
tended to dominate this relationship. 

While both Tehran and Islamabad 
nominally support Afghan President 
Hamid Karzai's government, neither 
neighbor has been willing to sacrifice 
its own interests in the country. With 
time, tension has increased. Iran retains 
its special interests in Afghanistan's 
western Herat region, while Pakistan 
considers the Pashto-speaking southern 
sections of Afghanistan to be within its 
sphere of influence. Kabul remains a 
contested area within that sphere. □

W
PR

 S
PE

C
IA

L 
R

EP
O

R
T



31WPR | GLOBAL INSIDERS 2010

Interview published on Jul 15, 2010

IRAN-UAE RELATIONS
An interview with Mehran Kamrava, interim dean of Georgetown 
University’s School of Foreign Service in Qatar and director of the 
Center for International and Regional Studies

The UAE has implemented U. N. 
Security Council sanctions 
against Iran while toughening its 
stance on how the international 
community should deal with 
Tehran.

WPR: What is the current state of 
Iran-UAE diplomatic relations?

Mehran Kamrava: Iran-UAE relations 
have always been characterized by a 
mixture of diplomatic tensions and yet 
increasing commercial ties due to the 
vibrant Iranian community in Dubai. 
The tension has resulted from two 
principal developments. First, there has 
long been a dispute between the two 
countries over three Persian Gulf islands 
-- Abu Musa and the Greater and Lesser 
Tunbs -- which are claimed by both 
countries but are currently under Iranian 
control. Secondly, the UAE, similar to 
other members of the Gulf Cooperation 
Council, has placed itself under the 
protection of the American security 
umbrella, and, due largely to the islands' 
issue, has been more weary of Iranian 
military intentions in the Persian Gulf 
as compared to some of the other GCC 
members.

Importantly, because of its federal 
structure, the UAE has not always 
followed a uniform diplomacy toward 
Iran, with commerce-driven Dubai 
and its significant Iranian merchant 
population often more accommodating 
and less demanding toward the Islamic 

Republic as compared to Abu Dhadi. 
With the onset of Dubai's economic 
woes in 2008, some of the Emirate's 
independent diplomatic streak has 
been curtailed, resulting in the federal 
government in Abu Dabhi assuming 
an increasingly more assertive posture 
toward Iran insofar as the island issue is 
concerned.

WPR: What is the current state of 
Iran-UAE trade relations?

Kamrava: Because of the increasingly 
comprehensive trade sanctions imposed 
on Iran by the U.S. and the European 
Union over the nuclear issue, both 
formal and informal trade between Iran 
and the UAE, and Dubai in particular, 
have increased exponentially over 
the last decade or so. By 2010, this 
trade is estimated to have grown to 
approximately $10 billion to $12 billion a 
year. However, following the latest round 
of U.N.-approved sanctions on Iran, the 
UAE has placed significant curbs on 
its trade and commercial relations with 
Iran, having, among other things, frozen 
some 41 bank accounts belonging to 
Iranian individuals or entities alleged to 
be tied to the Islamic Republic's nuclear 
program. As a result of this move, as 
of July 2010, UAE-Iranian trade and 
diplomatic relations are in state of flux.

WPR: What impact will the UAE's 
recent decision to enforce U.N. 
sanctions have on both?

Kamrava: The UAE's decision to 
enforce U.N.-sponsored sanctions is 
likely to increase tensions and mistrust 
between the UAE and Iran over the long 
run. Despite the considerable volume 
of trade between the two countries in 
recent years, the decision is unlikely to 
significantly impact the UAE's, or more 
significantly Dubai's, economy in the 
long run. However, as Dubai has emerged 
as an important entrepot for goods and 
services into Iran, its impact is likely to 
be both significant and immediate. □
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Interview published on Jul 16, 2010

JAPAN-RUSSIA TERRITORIAL DISPUTES
An interview with Dr. Alexander Bukh, associate professor at Japan’s 
Tsukuba University and author of “Japan’s National Identity and Foreign 
Policy: Russia as Japan’s ‘Other’”

The leaders of Japan and Russia 
met on the sidelines of the G-20 
Summit  in Toronto late last 
month to discuss ways in which 
they could move forward with 
negotiations over a longstanding 
territorial dispute over the islands 
of Etorofu, Kunashiri, Shikotan 
and the Habomais. A week later, 
Russian military forces carried 
out a drill on one of the disputed 
islands, leading Japan to express 
its objections.

WPR: What is the background of the 
current dispute?

Alexander Bukh: While both sides tend 
to present the dispute in historical terms, 
its origins are purely political. None of 
the three bilateral border demarcation 
treaties -- 1855, 1875 and 1905 -- that 
modified and defined Japan's border 
with its northern neighbor, ever placed 
the four disputed islands under Russian 
jurisdiction. The dispute emerged in 
the context of World War II and the 
Cold War. Its most visible roots can 
be traced to the February 1945 Yalta 
Summit, at which it was agreed that 
the Soviet Union would get the rights 
to Southern Sakhalin and the Kurils -- 
without specifying the exact scope of 
the Kuril chain -- in exchange for the 
Red Army's participation in the war 
against Japan. The 1951 San Francisco 
Peace Treaty between the Allies and 
Japan states in Article 2(c) that "Japan 
renounces all right, title and claim to the 

Kuril Islands," again without specifying 
the scope of the Kurils. This ambiguity 
seems to reflect the Cold War interests of 
the United States, which was interested 
in preventing complete normalization 
of bilateral relations between Japan and 
the Soviet Union. There is also some 
evidence that suggests the U.S. traded 
the Kurils for Soviet support in the U.N. 
Security Council for U.S. control of the 
Northern Mariana Islands.

Japan's current official interpretation 
of the San Francisco Treaty argues that 
Kunashiri and Etorofu are Southern 
Chishima -- the Japanese name for 
the Kurils -- while Shikotan and the 
Habomais are part of Hokkaido. Hence, 
not all of the disputed islands are part 
of the Kurils renounced in the treaty. 
This interpretation goes back to the first 
attempt to normalize bilateral relations 
between Japan and the Soviet Union in 
1955-56.

WPR: What obstacles need to be 
overcome to resolve the dispute and 
how likely is such a resolution?

Bukh: The legal grounds of Japan's 
position are quite shaky, since there is 
enough evidence to argue that there had 
been no distinction between the northern 
and southern Kurils (Chishima). If 
submitted to the ICJ or a similar 
international legal body, Japan would 
probably be granted rights to Shikotan 
and the Habomais, which Russia is 
willing to return anyway. Furthermore, 

the potential political and economic 
gains for Russia from a resolution of 
the dispute are minimal. There are 
numerous other reasons that prevent 
Russia from fulfilling Japan's demands 
and returning all of the islands. For that 
reason, the biggest obstacle for resolution 
of the dispute is Japan's unwillingness to 
compromise on the scope of the territory 
to be returned by Russia. The current 
Japanese administration, however, is 
weak and has other more pressing issues, 
such as relations with the U.S. and 
China to deal with. Therefore, a change 
of course in the territorial dispute with 
Russia is unlikely.

WPR: How does the territorial dispute 
affect broader Japan-Russia relations?

Bukh: The affect is minimal. The threat 
perception in Japan has decreased 
significantly in the last decade or so. 
Bilateral relations are mainly economic 
and even during the Cold War years, 
bilateral trade was hardly affected by 
the dispute. □
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Interview published on Jul 19, 2010

INDIA-CANADA RELATIONS
An interview with Ernie Regehr, a Centre for International Governance 
Innovation fellow, co-founder of Project Ploughshares

India and Canada signed a civil 
nuclear cooperation agreement on 
the sidelines of the G-20 Summit 
in Toronto late last month.

WPR: How would you characterize 
India-Canada bilateral relations, 
historically?

Ernie Regehr: India-Canada relations 
are remarkably modest considering the 
rather compelling circumstances that 
surround them. They share membership 
in the British Commonwealth. They are 
both politically resilient democracies. 
There are more than a million people 
of Indian descent in Canada. And both 
countries have impressive peacekeeping 
traditions. Yet, none of these factors 
generated the kind of relationship 
that was justifiably expected in the 
1950s, when the friendship between 
Canadian Prime Minister Louis St. 
Laurent and Indian Prime Minister 
Jawaharlal Nehru, as well as the nuclear 
cooperation agreement they signed in 
1955, symbolized the promise of things 
to come.

The trauma of India's 1974 test explosion 
of a nuclear device -- not only using 
spent fuel from a Canadian-supplied 
reactor but challenging the newly-minted 
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) 
that Canada had championed -- placed a 
pervasive and ongoing pall over India-
Canada relations.

WPR: What is the significance of this 

deal in terms of broader relations?

Regehr: Inasmuch as the fallout 
from a soured nuclear relationship 
was prominent in retarding India-
Canada relations, the resumption of 
nuclear cooperation should spur new 
bilateral dynamics. Notwithstanding 
the proliferation implications of India's 
exemption from Nuclear Supplier Group 
guidelines and Canada's modification 
of its long-held policy against supplying 
states not bound by full-scope safeguards, 
the bilateral implications could be both 
economic and strategic.

The economic benefits are obvious. 
Canada's CANDU-based nuclear 
industry is in deep trouble, and India 
is really the only substantial prospect 
for technical cooperation, even if direct 
reactor sales to India remain a longshot. 
Uranium sales are sure to come, and 
overall economic cooperation is bound 
to advance -- indeed, it could hardly 
decline.

Strategically, Canada will look to 
India for support in Afghanistan, 
though Canada will have to be wary 
of inadvertently contributing to the 
already debilitating effects of India-
Pakistan competition in that context. 
India's access to imported uranium for 
its civilian nuclear facilities creates the 
possibility -- and in Pakistan's view, the 
certainty -- of using more of its domestic 
supplies to accelerate production of 
fissile material for weapons purposes. 

Given the obvious need for Pakistani 
cooperation on Afghanistan, a policy of 
nuclear cooperation with India and non-
cooperation with Pakistan will hardly 
simplify strategic dynamics.

WPR: What other areas of mutual 
interest or conflict could drive the 
relationship moving forward?

Regehr: Ironically, Canada and India 
could make common cause in nuclear 
disarmament diplomacy. India has been 
a rhetorical booster of "zero nuclear 
weapons," while insisting that the 
discriminatory NPT is not the vehicle 
through which to advance that objective. 
A proposed global nuclear weapons 
convention -- which received some 
reasonably prominent acknowledgment, 
if not outright endorsement, at the 2010 
NPT Review Conference -- offers India 
a non-discriminatory vehicle for adding 
substance to its rhetoric. Collaboration 
between India and Canada, who have 
substantial and complementary nuclear 
competences, would benefit the related 
preparatory efforts -- on verification, 
export controls, warhead dismantlement, 
and developing more proliferation-
resistant fuel cycle technologies and 
regulations, among other areas -- for 
such a convention. □
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Interview published on Jul 20, 2010

IRAN-BAHRAIN RELATIONS
An interview with Mehran Kamrava, interim dean of Georgetown 
University’s School of Foreign Service in Qatar and director of the 
Center for International and Regional Studies

At a meeting of the Joint Iran-
Bahrain Commission late last 
month, Iran and Bahrain signed 
a memorandum of understanding 
that includes a wide range of 
sectors such as oil, security, and 
f inance.

WPR: What is the current state of Iran-
Bahrain diplomatic relations?

Mehran Kamrava: After some neglect 
of the importance of the GCC states in 
the first two to three years of his first 
term in office, President Mahmoud 
Ahmadinejad's administration has been 
keen to improve diplomatic and trade 
relations with the various states of the 
GCC, Bahrain included. There have 
been two areas of contention between 
Bahrain and Iran, although both have 
existed under the surface rather than as a 
pronounced feature of relations between 
the two countries. First, like the rest of 
the GCC, Bahrain is firmly under the 
protection of the U.S. security umbrella, 
being home to the U.S. Fifth Fleet and 
an important base for any potential 
U.S. military attack on Iran. Second, 
Bahrain has long had to contend with 
a tumultuous domestic political arena, 
with the country's Sunni monarchy 
lacking in popularity and widespread 
legitimacy among the island's majority 
Shiite population. Although evidence 
suggests that the popularity of Iran's 
Supreme Leader Ayatollah Khamenei 
has been on the decline among Bahraini 
Shiites, the Bahraini government does, 

nonetheless, look with skepticism and 
suspicion toward its theocratic neighbor 
to the north.

WPR: What is the current state of 
Iran-Bahrain trade relations?

Kamrava: Consistent with its increasing 
diplomatic attention to the GCC, the 
Iranian government has also sought to 
improve trade and commercial relations 
with Bahrain, as well as with other 
GCC member states. This has resulted 
in some modest progress, with non-oil 
trade volume between Iran and Bahrain 
rising steadily beginning in 2004, by 
some accounts rising 200 percent to just 
under $100 million in 2008. The two 
countries have also inked a number of 
MoUs and trade agreements that have 
resulted in the sale of Iranian natural 
gas to Bahrain. Nevertheless, the overall 
level trade between the two remains 
rather limited due to Bahrain's small 
domestic market and its close economic 
ties with Saudi Arabia.

WPR: How has the standoff between 
Iran and the P5+1 over Iran's nuclear 
program impacted relations in both 
spheres?

Kamrava: This has not been a deciding 
factor in Iran-Bahrain relations. As a 
small country located near Iran, and 
with challenges in its own domestic 
political arena, Bahrain has not been a 
proactive party in the ongoing dispute 
between the U.S. and EU and Iran. 

Although protected by the U.S. military, 
the Bahraini government is wary of the 
potential fall-out of a military conflict 
between the U.S. and Iran for its own 
domestic stability and would therefore 
prefer an easing of tensions. □

W
PR

 S
PE

C
IA

L 
R

EP
O

R
T



35WPR | GLOBAL INSIDERS 2010

Interview published on Jul 22, 2010

RUSSIA-SOUTH KOREA RELATIONS
An interview with Richard Weitz, senior fellow at the Hudson Institute 
and a World Politics Review senior editor

The Russian and South Korean 
coast guards held joint anti-
piracy and anti-terrorism drills 
in the Sea of Japan earlier this 
month.

WPR: How have bilateral relations 
between Russia and South Korea 
evolved since the end of the Cold War?

Richard Weitz: During most of the 
1990s, the new Russian Federation 
under President Boris Yeltsin shunned 
the Democratic People's Republic of 
Korea (DPRK) while pursuing better 
ties with the Republic of Korea (ROK). 
Russia-ROK ties did improve during 
the 1990s, especially in the economic 
realm, but Moscow's limited leverage in 
Pyongyang and weak national economy 
eventually limited South Korean interest 
in deepening ties with Russia.

Yeltsin's successor, Vladimir Putin, 
sought to re-establish Russia's influence 
in East Asia as part of his broader 
ambitions to re-establish Russia as 
a great power. Whereas Yeltsin's 
government shunned Pyongyang to court 
Seoul, Putin and his successor, President 
Dmitry Medvedev, have successfully 
balanced relations with both Korean 
states.

WPR: What is the current state of 
diplomatic, trade and defense relations 
between the two?

Weitz: Russia-ROK economic relations 

have improved considerably since the 
end of the Cold War. Trade between 
Russia and South Korea amounted 
to $9.3 billion in 2006, up from $2.8 
billion in 2001, and reached $18.4 
billion in 2008, before declining 
because of the global financial crisis. 
Russia-ROK economic ties would surge 
if they realized their ambitious plans 
for massive transportation and energy 
projects, including a trans-peninsular 
gas pipeline and railway that could 
include China.

Realizing these projects awaits a 
resolution of the Korean nuclear dispute. 
Both Moscow and Seoul seek the same 
immediate outcome in the Six-Party 
Talks of constraining North Korea's 
nuclear weapons program, though they 
tend to cooperate more directly with 
other parties, with the ROK trying to 
keep its policies in harmony mostly with 
Washington.

WPR: What are the particular areas of 
shared interests or potential conflict?

Weitz: Like South Koreans, Russians 
favor a "soft landing" for the North 
Korean regime -- a gradual mellowing 
of its domestic and especially foreign 
policies, including the renunciation of 
nuclear weapons. Such a benign outcome 
would avoid the feared consequences 
of precipitous regime change -- 
humanitarian emergencies, economic 
reconstruction, arms races, and military 
conflicts.

Yet, it is unclear whether Russian 
policymakers would really like to see 
Korean unification, which could result in 
the substantial South Korean investment 
flowing into Russia being redirected 
toward North Korea's rehabilitation. 
If reunification were ever to occur, a 
potential source of conflict could be the 
deployment of U.S. military forces in 
the newly unified Korean state. Many 
Koreans would want them to remain to 
balance the country's militarily more 
powerful neighbors -- China, Japan, 
and Russia. Although many of these 
countries' leaders might prefer that 
American forces remain to discourage the 
new Korean government from pursuing 
nuclear weapons -- an otherwise logical 
move in such circumstances -- some 
Russian policymakers might object to 
having U.S. forces deployed in a country 
that borders the Russian Federation. □
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Interview published on Jul 26, 2010

THE TURKEY-GREECE AIRSPACE DISPUTE
An interview with Dr. Petros Vamvakas, assistant professor of Political 
Science at Emmanuel College

Last week, Greek forces 
intercepted Turkish f ighter jets 
while on training f lights over the 
Aegean Sea.

WPR: What is the nature of the airspace 
dispute between the two countries?

Petros Vamvakas: The airspace dispute 
is one component of a more complex 
quarrel between neighbors. The 1982 
United Nations Convention on the Law 
of Seas (UNCLOS) favors Greece, 
an archipelagic state, since extension 
of territorial waters to 12 nautical 
miles would effectively result in 90 
percent of the Aegean being defined 
as Greek territorial waters, along with 
the corresponding airspace. Due to its 
relative strength and lack of islands, 
Turkey favors a political solution, even 
if this position challenges prevailing 
international law. In 1995, the Turkish 
parliament declared that an extension 
by Greece of its territorial waters to 12 
nautical miles from the current six would 
be considered an act of war -- "casus 
belli" -- even though Turkey has extended 
its territorial waters outside the Aegean 
to 12 nautical miles. Furthermore, even 
though Turkey recognizes Greece's 
Flight Information Region (FIR) 
jurisdiction over civilian flights, it 
refuses to acknowledge Greek authority 
over military flights, as is the norm 
in similar situations. Instead, Turkey 
consistently refuses to submit military 
flight plans to Athens in an attempt to 
avoid the de facto implementation of 

international law, a refusal that Greece 
considers a violation of airspace.

WPR: Have there been any meaningful 
attempts to resolve it?

Vamvakas: There have been several 
attempts to solve the Aegean dispute, 
as the issue has become increasingly 
complicated, and Greece and Turkey 
have reached the brink of conflict on 
several occasions. The first two attempts 
at resolution followed episodes that 
brought the two neighbors to the brink 
of an open conflict in 1987 and 1996, 
while the third and more meaningful 
attempt came within the framework of 
Turkey's application for accession to the 
European Union. As part of the 1999 
EU Helsinki summit agreement, Turkey 
agreed to solve all bilateral disputes with 
Greece in order to begin membership 
negotiations with the EU. However, 
changes in administration in Turkey in 
2002 and in Greece in 2004 led to a new 
impasse, as the EU-Turkey relationship 
became increasingly troubled.

WPR: To what extent does it represent 
a real risk for conflict?

Vamvakas: The possibilities for conflict 
are very real for a variety of political, 
military and economic reasons. 
As long as Turkey maintains its de 
facto challenges to Greece's airspace 
jurisdiction -- by proclaiming "grey 
zones" of sovereignty over a number 
of islands -- and to Athens' FIR over 

military flights, while also continuing 
its casus belli posturing, the risk of 
conflict is real. But even though the risk 
of conflict is very real, the possibility of 
conflict remains distant, since interest 
groups within each country are either 
committed to ending this dispute, or 
else would like to limit it to remaining 
a low-intensity conflict in order to 
promote a domestic political agenda. It 
is overwhelmingly understood on both 
sides of the Aegean that a hot conflict 
would be suicidal. □
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Interview published on Jul 27, 2010

INDIA-SRI LANKA RELATIONS
An interview with Eurasia Group’s Asia analyst, Maria Kuusisto

India’s chief of naval staf f called 
for increased bilateral cooperation 
with Sri Lanka during a visit to 
the country late last month.

WPR: What is the historical context of 
India-Sri Lanka relations?

Maria Kuusisto: India-Sri Lanka 
relations have been marked by 
both tension and cooperation. The 
relationship has been historically driven 
by the shared Tamil ethnic community: 
India has a Tamil community of 60 
million and Sri Lanka has a Tamil 
community of three million. When the 
Tamil ethnic insurgency in Sri Lanka 
arose in the 1980s, it spread to southern 
India. Anti-Tamil violence in Colombo 
in 1983 thus prompted New Delhi to 
mediate a peace agreement and send a 
peacekeeping mission to enforce it. The 
accord gradually broke down, but during 
that time, the Indian peacekeeping force 
became part of the conflict, triggering 
calls for India to disengage. The Indian 
intervention -- which culminated in the 
1991 assassination of former Indian 
Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi by 
suspected Tamil militants -- dampened 
New Delhi's interest in the internal 
matters of Sri Lanka and furthermore 
limited the scope of their cooperation.

WPR: What is the current status of 
bilateral relations, including priorities, 
opportunities and challenges?

Kuusisto: Since the 1980s, the India-

Sri Lanka relationship has gradually 
improved, driven by the 1998 Free 
Trade Agreement (FTA) between the 
two countries. The agreement brought 
a rapid expansion in India-Sri Lanka 
trade, which totaled $2.02 billion in 
2009, and particularly benefitted the 
Sri Lankan economy. Prior to the 
agreement, India was a key source of 
Sri Lanka's imports, accounting for 8.5 
percent of total imports in 1999, but 
only fourteenth on the list of export 
destinations. India is now fourth in the 
list of export destinations (behind the 
U.S., U.K. and Italy), accounting for 5 
percent of all Sri Lankan exports. India 
is also now the fourth-largest investor 
in Sri Lanka (after Singapore, the U.K., 
and Australia). India and Sri Lanka are 
in the process of negotiating a new, more 
extensive Comprehensive Economic 
Partnership Agreement (CEPA), which 
will abolish the remaining non-tariff 
barriers.

WPR: How does this relationship fit 
into the larger context of India-China 
rivalry?

Kuusisto: Indian threat perceptions have 
grown as China has become more active 
in South Asia. Sri Lanka is no exception. 
Chinese investment has expanded 
rapidly, including the strategically 
situated commercial deep-sea port 
in Hambantota -- which is President 
Mahinda Rajapakse's home constituency 
-- and the two-phase coal power plant in 
Norochcholai. During the civil war in Sri 

Lanka, Beijing provided unconditional 
diplomatic, economic and military 
support to the Sri Lankan government, 
winning significant goodwill in 
Colombo. And China is now offering to 
provide financing and technical expertise 
to the Sri Lankan government, which is 
pursuing an aggressive, multi-million 
dollar reconstruction program. New 
Delhi sees this Chinese maneuvering 
as an incursion into its historic sphere 
of influence, and is consequently trying 
to outbid the Chinese for strategically 
important infrastructure projects. □
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Interview published on Jul 28, 2010

IRAN-QATAR RELATIONS
An interview with Mehran Kamrava, interim dean of Georgetown 
University’s School of Foreign Service in Qatar and director of the 
Center for International and Regional Studies

As the f inal installment of a three-
part series on Iran’s relations with 
the Gulf states, Global Insider 
explores Iran-Qatar relations.

WPR: What is the current state of 
Iran-Qatar diplomatic relations?

Mehran Kamrava: Unlike the UAE or 
Bahrain, Qatar has maintained very 
cordial and close diplomatic relations 
with Iran over the last few years. This 
is consistent with the overall pattern and 
tenor of Qatari foreign policy, which 
frequently features diplomatic hyper-
activism, hedging, and a keen willingness 
to maintain open lines of communication 
between parties that are at odds with 
one another. This has manifested itself 
in a fair amount of "summit diplomacy" 
between the two countries, featuring 
high-level visits to each other's capitals 
and grand statements about the strength 
of "brotherly relations" between the 
two. Whether there is much depth and 
substance to these high-level visits, 
however, is open to question. Qatar is 
home to one of the largest U.S. airbases 
anywhere in the world, and, similar to 
the UAE and Bahrain, remains firmly 
under the protective umbrella of the U.S. 
military.

WPR: What is the current state of 
Iran-Qatar trade relations?

Kamrava: Similar to Iran's trade 
relations with Bahrain, Iran-Qatar trade 
remains negligible. Both countries 

have significant deposits of LNG, and 
the volume of trade between them is 
extremely small. Significantly, Qatar has 
been somewhat cool to Iran's proposal 
to create an OPEC-style forum of gas-
exporting countries featuring Qatar, 
Iran, and Russia.

WPR: How has the standoff between 
Iran and the P5+1 over Iran's nuclear 
program impacted relations in both 
spheres?

Kamrava: The standoff between Iran 
and the P5+1 over Iran's nuclear program 
has not had any impact on Iran-Qatari 
relations. In fact, the United States 
appears to have had more success in 
selling the idea of an imminent Iranian 
threat to the rest of the Persian Gulf to the 
other GCC members save for Qatar (and 
Oman). This is consistent with Qatar's 
policy of hedging, which has sought 
to strike a proactive balance between 
antagonistic parties. Given this posture, 
Qatar, similar to Turkey and Brazil, has 
effectively positioned itself as a viable 
potential mediator between the U.S. and 
Iran should the two seek some form of 
conciliation in the future. □
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Interview published on Aug 3, 2010

FRANCE-BRITAIN MILITARY COOPERATION
An interview with Nick Witney, senior policy fellow at the European 
Council on Foreign Relations and former chief executive of the European 
Defence Agency in Brussels

Britain and France are launching a 
joint ef fort to examine possibilit ies 
for defense cooperation in the 
face of shrinking defense budgets.

WPR: What are some of the historic 
differences between Britain and 
France's defense postures?

Nick Witney: We've won more times than 
they have! Think Agincourt, Trafalgar . . 
. More seriously, since World War II, the 
main differences have stemmed from 
France's independent, Gaullist defense 
policies, contrasted with Britain's 
emphasis on its "special relationship" 
with the U.S. and its de facto role as 
No. 2 in NATO. Thus, while Britain 
was benefiting, at various times and to 
varying degrees, from an American 
helping hand on nuclear propulsion 
for submarines, its nuclear deterrent 
and satellite intelligence, France has 
chosen to develop all these capabilities 
for itself. That's been a formidable 
technological achievement, but one that 
has often left French conventional forces 
poorly equipped, as the first Gulf War 
demonstrated.

WPR: How have developments over the 
past few years -- the financial crisis, 
France's reintegration of NATO -- 
changed that?

Witney: Alongside the differences 
mentioned above, there have also been 
many similarities between the postures 
of the two countries -- in size, resources, 

the consciousness of a glorious past, and 
a determination to remain important 
actors on the world stage (e.g., as 
permanent members of the U.N. Security 
Council). So they are an excellent "fit" 
for cooperation, and have done joint 
armaments projects together since the 
1960s -- from Jaguar combat aircraft 
and Puma helicopters to Storm Shadow 
cruise missiles. The residue of mutual 
political suspicions has now been largely 
swept away by French President Nicolas 
Sarkozy's decision to bring France fully 
back into NATO, and the defense budget 
crunch in both countries has given each 
an urgent further incentive to find new 
ways to pool efforts and resources.

WPR: What are some concrete points 
of potential cooperation and/or 
disagreement moving forward?

Witney: The two countries will agree 
to differ on European defense. Despite 
the support of the Obama administration 
-- and indeed that of the Bush 
administration -- for this endeavor, parts 
of Britain's new governing coalition 
remain deeply suspicious of "Europe," 
especially in matters of defense. But 
they are ready to make an exception for 
France. By contrast, France will want to 
work with other Europeans -- but will be 
content to do that separately.

On the bilateral front, expect to see 
stepped-up research and technology 
cooperation, and even closer integration 
of missile efforts. The two countries will 

look to share costs in meeting their air 
transport and air-borne refueling needs, 
and maybe also their armored vehicle 
requirements. Unmanned aerial systems 
-- drones -- are another collaborative 
possibility. If financial pressures do not 
force the British to abandon altogether 
their plans for two new aircraft carriers 
flying U.S.-made F-35s, a compromise 
might be to settle for one, and equip it 
with French Rafale aircraft. The two 
countries could then coordinate the 
operating schedules of their single 
carriers, so that one was always available 
to cover for the other during maintenance 
and refit periods. □
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Interview published on Aug 5, 2010

TURKEY-EGYPT RELATIONS
An interview with Paul Salem, director of the Carnegie Middle East 
Center

Turkish President Abdullah Gül 
met with Egyptian President 
Hosni Mubarak late last month to 
discuss bilateral relations and the 
Middle East peace process.

WPR: How would you characterize 
Turkish-Egyptian relations 
historically?

Paul Salem: For most of the 2Oth century, 
Egypt and Turkey were effectively part 
of different "regions." Until recently, 
Turkey was generally orientated toward 
the West -- with its inclusion in the 
NATO alliance -- and had fairly tense 
relations with the countries of the Arab 
East. Turkey was viewed suspiciously 
by the Egyptian-led Arab world, but 
relations improved after Egypt's peace 
treaty with Israel, as Turkey had strong 
relations with Israel in the 1970s, 1980s, 
and 1990s.

WPR: Has that changed recently? If so, 
how?

Salem: The general situation has shifted 
over the past decade for several reasons: 
The rise of the AKP party helped Turkey 
rebuild relations with the Arab world. 
The growth of Turkish exports pushed 
Ankara to seek markets in the Middle 
East. And the collapse of Iraq and rise of 
Iran encouraged Egypt and other Arab 
states to reach out to Turkey to help 
counterbalance Tehran's growing reach.

The Turkish role rose to a new level 

after the Gaza war of December 2008 
to January 2009 and the flotilla incident 
of June 2010. These crises catapulted 
Turkey to a leadership position in the 
eyes of the public over the blockade of 
Gaza and consequently raised tensions 
with Egypt, which considers the Gaza 
issue an area of exclusive Egyptian 
influence.

WPR: What are the potential issues for 
increased cooperation and/or conflict 
between the two?

Salem: Areas of cooperation between 
Egypt and Turkey are numerous. They 
are both strongly in favor of stability, 
Arab-Israeli peace, and a non-nuclear 
Iran. They also share an interest in good 
relations with the West. Furthermore, 
they have complementary economic 
interests. There is significant Turkish 
investment in Egypt, and Egypt is an 
important market for Turkey. Both 
Egypt and Turkey need access to Arab 
Gulf markets and would benefit from 
significant economic development 
in Iraq. Their economic interests are 
compatible because Egypt mainly 
exports labor whereas Turkey exports 
manufactured goods.

There are no major conflicts between 
Turkey and Egypt. Egypt was not happy, 
however, that Turkish Prime Minister 
Recep Tayyip Erdogan claimed a strong 
public role over the Gaza issue after 
the flotilla incident. In terms of the 
peace process, the two countries have 

complementary advantages in the sense 
that Egypt can play a significant role 
with Hamas and Fatah, whereas Turkey 
can play a significant role mediating 
between Syria and Israel.

Egypt initially was not open to a larger 
Turkish diplomatic and political role in 
the Middle East. Cairo has softened its 
position, and Arab League Secretary-
General Amr Moussa has proposed the 
establishment of a committee within the 
Arab League that would include Turkey 
and Iran in order to work together on 
regional issues. □
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Interview published on Aug 9, 2010

CHILE-BOLIVIA OCEAN ACCESS DISPUTE
An interview with Council of the Americas Senior Director of Policy 
Christopher Sabatini 

The foreign ministers of Chile and 
Bolivia met in La Paz last month to 
begin negotiations on an agenda 
that includes Bolivia’s request for 
Pacif ic Ocean access.

WPR: What is the origin of the dispute?

Christopher Sabatini: The Bolivia-
Chile maritime dispute is actually 
over landlocked Bolivia's access to the 
Pacific Ocean.  It goes back to colonial 
times, when viceroys had competing 
claims over the area -- the Atacama 
desert -- that lies today in northern Chile 
and to the southwest of Bolivia. When 
the South American military leader 
Simon Bolívar liberated Bolivia in 1825 
-- and with it much of present-day Peru, 
Colombia, Ecuador, and Venezuela -- he 
declared Bolivia's sovereignty over the 
Atacama corridor to the Pacific Ocean. 
It remained disputed, though nominally 
Bolivian territory until the War of the 
Pacific (1873-1879) which pitted Chile 
against Peru and Bolivia. Chile won the 
war, and part of its spoils was Bolivia's 
access to the sea, the Atacama corridor.

WPR: How has it impacted bilateral 
relations historically and more 
recently?

Sabatini: Chile's sovereignty over 
Bolivia's one-time ocean-front property 
has remained a point of contention 
between the two countries. It's also 
remained a raw topic inside Bolivia. In 
2003, news of a plan to export Bolivian 

natural gas through Chile to the Pacific 
sparked popular protests that brought 
down then-President Gonzalo Sánchez 
de Lozada. The leader of those protests, 
the then-head of the coca-growers union, 
Evo Morales, was later elected president 
in December 2005.

An ally of Venezuelan President Hugo 
Chávez, Morales' election catapulted 
the issue of Bolivia's contested maritime 
access to the regional stage when 
President Chávez famously proclaimed 
that he would one day "bathe in a Bolivian 
beach." Relations between Chile and 
Bolivia at that point deteriorated, and 
they have continued to vary since that 
time.

WPR: What are some of the proposed 
solutions and how likely it is one will 
be agreed upon?

Sabatini: Ironically, the very issue that 
came to symbolize the delicacy of the 
relations between the two countries in 
2003 -- gas -- may help pave the way 
for a resolution. Chile is desperately 
strapped for energy, with Argentina in 
recent years cutting back its gas exports 
to Chile to meet its own demand and 
new hydro and even nuclear alternatives 
remaining a distant prospect. Bolivia is 
rich in natural gas. 

The two countries started open 
negotiations in July this year to discuss 
a 13-point agenda. But resolving the 
impasse won't be easy. The Bolivian 

government, including Foreign Minister 
David Choquehuanca, has stated that 
recovering Bolivia's access to the sea is 
its primary objective. At the same time 
the government of Chilean President 
Sebastian Piñera has stated clearly that 
it will not cede sovereignty.

The question is if there is something in 
between: a solution that grants Bolivia 
unrestricted, even permanent access 
to the sea without Chile relinquishing 
its official sovereignty. Such a solution 
could involve an arrangement that 
allows Bolivian citizens to travel freely 
in the corridor without the need for 
customs or a passport and establishes 
nominal joint control over the security 
and management of the zone. Under 
this arrangement, Bolivia would be free 
to negotiate infrastructure investments 
and establish business and domestic 
residence in the zone under a fixed, 
long-term agreement, thereby granting 
political and legal security necessary for 
investors. 

Is it feasible? Certainly giving Chile 
preferential access to Bolivian gas -- 
piped through the corridor -- would help 
sweeten the deal for Bolivia's neighbor. 
The revenue saved could also help 
support Chilean producers and exporters 
who use the ports in the shared territory. 
For Bolivia it represents an improvement 
over the current status, would help 
attract investors and facilitate the export 
of its commodities and products to new 
markets. □
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IRAN, SYRIA AND TURKEY VS. THE PKK
An interview with Aliza Marcus, a writer based in Washington, and the 
author of “Blood and Belief,” a book on the PKK

Syrian forces detained 400 people  
last month in connection with the 
separatist Kurdistan Workers’ 
Party (PKK). Meanwhile Syria, 
Turkey and Iran have seemingly 
stepped up their coordinated 
response to the militant group.

WPR: Historically, what has been the 
level of cooperation between Turkey, 
Syria and Iran in fighting Iraq-based 
PKK and PJAK militants?

Aliza Marcus: Turkey, Iran and Syria 
historically have been at odds when it 
comes to fighting Kurdish guerrillas. 
Syria harbored PKK leader Abdullah 
Ocalan for almost two decades, from 
about 1979 through 1998, using him 
and his group as a way to pressure 
Turkey on water and other contested 
issues. Iran, meanwhile, struck a sort 
of side deal with the PKK in the late 
1980s, which allowed rebels to cross 
Iranian territory to reach Turkey, in 
exchange for intelligence information 
about Turkish troop movements. The 
political dynamic shifted when Ocalan 
was kicked out of Syria late in 1998 
and subsequently captured by Turkey. 
Syria slowly rounded up the remnants of 
the PKK (although most of the group's 
forces had long since shifted to Iraqi 
Kurdistan) and began building close ties 
to Turkey. Iran also cut ties to the PKK. 
In any case, after Ocalan's capture, the 
PKK suspended its rebel war, making 
it of little use to anybody in the region. 
For Iran, especially, the election in 2002 

of the Islamist-leaning Recep Tayyip 
Erdogan helped cement relations and 
ensure that the PKK remained off-limits.

WPR: What explains the recent 
coordination of those efforts?

Marcus: It would be an exaggeration to 
say the three countries truly coordinate. 
Syria currently has little to do with the 
PKK, whose rebels are based in Iraqi 
Kurdish mountains closer to the Iranian 
border. Iran is less concerned about the 
PKK than it is about the group's Iranian 
Kurdish affiliate, PJAK. Right now, with 
both the PKK and PJAK very active, 
Turkey and Iran are bombing much 
of the same border mountain ranges. 
This does not mean they are truly 
coordinating. Short of a ground assault, 
which is highly improbable given the 
terrain, there is little they really need to 
coordinate. Iran has long since closed its 
border to PKK rebels and a few years 
ago it was fairly common for Iran to 
hand over PKK rebels it captured trying 
to traverse its territory.

WPR: Could this impact broader 
relations between Syria, Turkey, and 
Iran?

Marcus: The changed relationship 
between Iran and Syria and the PKK 
has had a positive impact on relations 
between the two countries and Turkey. 
Certainly, Turkey has a great deal more 
trust in Syria and Iran now that neither 
country is backing the rebels. Partly 

because of this, Turkey and Syria, for 
example, have developed flourishing 
economic ties and excellent political 
relations. But this has been ongoing 
now for a number of years. With Iran, 
the fact that they have a common enemy 
is no doubt of great comfort to both 
-- in the past, the two countries have 
traded accusations that each was helping 
the other's enemies -- and may be one 
additional reason for why relations are 
so much stronger. □
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