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Power and World Order*

by Professor Dr Dr h.c. mult. Hans Köchler

Another year in the global political strug-
gle to redefine power relations is about to 
end. Although philosophically every day 
is a day of contemplation – and not just a 
symbolic date defined by a unit of meas-
ure like year, decade or century – I am 
taking this point in time as an occasion to 
investigate the background and leitmotifs 
of actions guided by the “logic of power.” 
To do so, I am not going to cite the vast 
literature on the subject – in the sense of 
relata refero [I tell what I have been told, 
editor’s note] – but develop my own “phe-
nomenology of power.” I will do so in the 
spirit of Husserl’s method, as a description 
and analysis of what I have learned in my 
experience dealing with nearly 50 years 
of global “realpolitik”.1 I am first of all 
not concerned with prescription but with  
description. To sharpen our vision of how 
the world is supposed to be, we must first 
know how the world is. Wishful think-
ing blocks our view of reality, making  
effective action impossible. A phenome-
nological description of the logic of power  
naturally accords particular importance 
to psychological analysis. It attempts to  
reconstruct the motivations of both indi-
vidual (i. e. a politician’s) and collective 
(i.  e. a state’s) action.

Anthropological constant of power
I call things that persist through all his-
torical eras the anthropological constant 
of power. This refers to the drive for self-
assertion (including the need for person-
al recognition) of the individual and sub-
sequently of the collective – the state – as 
an association of individuals for secur-
ing first the survival and subsequently 
the “good life” of its members. A classic  

example of this is the modern welfare 
state. For the state as a legal entity, power 
is the means of generating the conditions 
for these goals to be realized by each indi-
vidual member of the collective.

To this end, the state needs (1) a mo-
nopoly on the use of force towards the in-
side (to avoid a free-for-all, and thus fend 
off anarchy) and (2) the capability to se-
cure the life and survival interest of its 
represented community towards the out-
side. This gives its meaning not only to the 
military but to foreign policy and diploma-
cy in general. In its concrete incarnation, 
this capability becomes the power (the 
potence, potentia) to express the national  
interest in a global framework so that the 
polity is not taken over by other polities 
and in particular does not become a pawn 
in the power struggle of third parties. It 
is all about power as an expression of  
sovereignty, as the capability of the state 
to self-determination. This is the essence 
of power in the international domain – as 
long as power is defined rationally, tak-
ing into account the fact that the state is 
not alone in its struggle for self-determi-
nation but that other collectivities orga-
nized as states in principle want the same. 
Power can thus rationally only be exerted 
on the basis of a non-absolute understand-
ing of sovereignty.

The “logic of power”  
in everyday global politics

We have to confront the idea of power in 
its rational understanding – as a means to 
self-realization for the state in the context 
of an international community of equals – 
with the reality of politics, to ensure our 
analysis is relevant. Indeed, power is even 
in the present not only exerted in this en-
lightened sense but according to the tradi-
tional mechanisms of power politics – in 
spite of the provisions of the UN Char-

ter and the numerous vows of “friendly 
relations and cooperation among States” 
(in the language of the General Assembly 
of the UN).2 The “logic of power” in eve-
ryday global politics is rather skewed to-
wards securing the national interest in a 
way that President Trump called “Ameri-
ca first” not too long ago. This slogan as-
serts the primacy of one’s own state and – 
before strategic reflections set in – ignores 
the principle of reciprocity.3

Against this background, the state as an 
international player assumes the “working 
hypothesis” that securing the community 
has to be pursued on a basis of strategic 
mistrust. It can’t be taken as given that the 
other players act according to the princi-
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ple of reciprocity. It is not the principle 
of trust, but rather the principle of mis-
trust that applies. This explains the prom-
inent role of the secret services, in partic-
ular for medium and major powers. Part 
of the unspoken self-image of the state – 
basically in the collective subconscious – 
is the constant struggle to survive when 
trying to position itself for global com-
petition. Civil servants swore their oath 
on the well-being of their own communi-
ty, on their own constitution – and not on 
the well-being of the global community or 
even their neighboring states. In this con-
text, lies – as deception of competitors in 
the struggle to assert interests – traditio-
nally form part of the arsenal of politics, 
and not only in times of war. That is what 
the Janus-facedness of intelligence work 
consists of: towards the inside – in terms 
of information collection for its own com-
munity – bound by the truth but signed up 
for deception and camouflage towards the 
outside whenever it is important to give 
one’s own state an advantage over the  
others or avoid a disadvantage. This duali-
ty naturally comes into particular effect in 
the defense politics of major powers.

Perpetual peace  
through perpetual dominance?

In this respect, the logic of power com-
petes with the ideal of equal cooperation, 
based on the principle of trust, which, 
as history shows us, only makes sense if 
every one adheres to it. The fragility of 
trust can be seen in innumerable strategic 
constellations since antiquity. It can be il-
lustrated, for example, by the erratic al-
liance politics in the time of Henry VIII 
or, in more recent history, the circumstan-
ces of the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact dur-
ing World War II. Naivety and good faith 
are no common currency in world politics.

The logic of power – founded on mis-
trust – means that major powers are (and 
must always be in their calculation) con-
cerned with perpetuating their advanta-
geous status quo, as it often (but not al-
ways) results from war. It is therefore 
not about “perpetual peace” in a Kantian 
sense but the absence of war guaranteed 
by the enduring dominance of one’s own 
state. The motto is thus: Perpetual peace 
through perpetual dominance!

Losing touch with reality  
through insatiable power politics

This was expressed particularly concise-
ly in George W. Bush’s “National Secu-
rity Strategy” of 2002, which stated that 
the United States should exert every ef-
fort so that no other state would ever reach 
strategic parity, and be equal in strength. 
Simply put: “We must build and maintain 
our defenses beyond challenge.”4 Part of 

the logic of power is a making-absolute of 
the state’s own position. This means that 
in the case of a unipolar constellation, 
foreign, defense and economic poli cies 
are guided by the sole goal of preventing 
the formation of a new balance of power, 
whether bi- or multipolar, for all time – 
thus expressing in a sense a Faustian 
“Beautiful moment, do not pass away!”5 
The progress of time can however never 
be stopped, not even by the current most 
powerful player. There is no “end of his-
tory.” Denying reality – losing touch with 
reality – in such insatiable power poli-
tics has always led to a sudden, sobering 
wakeup. Only the time scale on which this 
process takes place varies.

The delusion of power
There is a loss of reality in two different 
ways.

1. Individually: State leaders who have 
achieved an unchallenged position in their 
domain (domestic), suffer a change of per-
sonality in the short or long term. Sealed 
off in servile surroundings, they tend 
to feel irreplaceable. (This is an empiric  
finding corroborated over several decades 
of my observation.) The corrective of this 

loss of reality is often not a domestic de-
velopment but comes from the outside; it 
is the dynamics of international relations 
that can’t be controlled by the affected 
politician. Through strategic miscalcu-
lation – because the delusion of power 
hides or falsifies facts – the state repre-
sented by such a person can suddenly and 
for the leader unexpectantly lose in the 
international power struggle, most of the 
time followed by domestic consequences 
– all according to the old popular wisdom 
of pride coming before a fall.

2. Analogous to the individual one is 
the collective delusion of power. A state 
which tries to perpetuate its position of 
predominance in the manner described 
before tends to see its position (wrongly) 
as indispensable – in a way similar to the 
spirit of self-estimation of the USA dis-
played by Madeleine Albright in her fa-
mous appearance in the Today Show of 
NBC (19 February 1998).6 Such a state le-
gitimates its actions through a self-pro-
claimed moral, quasi-eschatological mis-
sion as American politicians’ rhetoric of 
“A New World Order” after the end of the 
Cold War has shown.7 The apologetics of 
a strategy guided by such wishful think-
ing are always fast to react. A typical ex-
ample for this was – three decades ago al-

ready – Francis Fukuyama with his thesis 
of the “end of history.” With his prophecy 
he turned out to be an – albeit feeble – dis-
ciple of Hegel, who had seen the embod-
iment of the “Weltgeist” (world spirit) in 
the Prussian state at his time.

“Imperial overstretch”
In the denial of reality, the struggle for 
power and dominance has proven to be 
the collective delusion of global politics 
that has been the cause of war and con-
flicts through the centuries. Politics guid-
ed by the “logic of power” oriented to-
wards the unattainable goal of perpetual 
dominance is also counterproductive. It 
continually creates a resistance that final-
ly brings down the hegemon, as it – be-
cause of its claim to absoluteness – has to 
defend itself everywhere and on all sides. 
US strategists from the CIA community 
have coined the expression “blowback ef-
fect” for this.8 Paul Kennedy (“The Rise 
and Fall of the Great Powers,”1988) has 
characterized this issue with the expres-
sion “imperial overstretch.” He means 
the conditions, which – because of their 
overreaching aspiration – turn power into 
powerlessness.

History taught us nothing

Because of the logic of power, which – as 
a delusion of power – is always concerned 
with maximizing a state’s strength and re-
presses inevitable failure, states gamble 
away the chance for a new start when a 
power constellation suddenly changes – a 
new start that could in the end break the 
cycle of self-destructive competition for 
power. The examples are beyond count-
ing. We only have to look at the develop-
ments after World War I and II, but also 
after the Cold War. Instead of upholding 
the ceremoniously proclaimed right to self-
determination, the winners in World War I 
helped themselves to the debtor’s assets or 
acted in a classical Machiavellian manner 
according to the motto divide et impera. 
It is enough to refer to the fate of Tyrol or 
Hungary and especially the consequen-
ces for the Arab world (keyword: Sykes- 
Picot Agreement). The two superpowers 
that emerged from World War II tried to 
divide the world between them. The proxy 
wars that were fought to secure the spheres 
of influence (Korea, Vietnam) demanded an 
enormous death toll. Nothing was learned 
from history after the “Cold War” either. 
After the end of the Soviet Union, in-
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stead of aspiring for a balance between the  
Euro-Atlantic and the Eurasian areas based 
on partnership, the superior side bet on an 
expansion of dominance in the sense of a 
permanent hedging of its advantageous 
position by encircling Russia. The logic 
of power meant in this case that after the 
dissolution of bipolarity, with the disinte-
gration of the Soviet state and the disap-
pearance of the Warsaw Pact, its western 
counterpart, NATO, did not dissolve. De-
spite losing its raison d’être as an alliance 
of collective self-defense, NATO reinven-
ted itself as an instrument of global inter-
vention for the self-proclaimed winner of 
the Cold War. To conceal the transition 
from the defensive and regional concept 
of the North Atlantic Treaty (1949) to an 
offensive alliance with a global mandate, 
the euphemism of “non-Article 5 crisis re-
sponse operations” was coined.9

Boundless claim  
to global power – a helpless UN

In constellations of this type, the insatia-
ble striving for power threatens to give rise 
to new conflicts. As previously intimated, 
this is not only proven by the course of his-
tory after both world wars, but also after 
the events of the 1980s. The boundless 
claim to global hegemony of the single su-
perpower emerging from the Cold War did 
not only lead to the destabilization of en-
tire vast regions. It also resulted in a type of 
global anarchy in which the United Nations  
Organization, created for the maintenance 
of peace, is reduced to the role of a help-
less spectator, capable of no more than 
admonish ments, as it was construed not to 
get in the way of the powerful due to the 
will of the dominant players at the time.

Again, this shows how a chance for a ge-
opolitical restart was shortsightedly thrown 
away. Instead of creating an organi zation 
for global peacekeeping based on equal 
partnership between all nations, the vic-
torious powers formula ted a statute to per-
manently protect their reign. In hindsight, 
this lastingly destabilized the global order 
and delegitimized the world organization 
from the start. This is another example that 
clearly shows the futility and irrationali-
ty of such a strategy. The privileged posi-
tion of the founders of the United Nations, 
which they wanted to enshrine in the Char-

ter forever,10 couldn’t stop the course of his-
tory. The special statute for the five perma-
nent members of the Security Council (P5) 
could not prevent the fundamental shift in 
the balance of powers since 1945, nor the 
position of strategic submission that some 
of the former victorious countries now find 
themselves in.

“Logic of power” –  
Logic of “hybrid” warfare

Against the background of historical ex-
perience, it could be said that the “logic 
of power” ultimately means that the state 
(1) extends its domestic (and thus undispu-
ted as being part of the constitutional state) 
monopoly on the use of force to the exter-
nal domain, meaning the projection of its 
claim to power onto other states – and in 
the case of a superpower, the whole world. 
It also means that the state (2) mobilizes 
all forces to defend this claim in the name 
of “national interest” or “national securi-

ty.” This comes down to a “total mobili-
zation”11 exploiting all military-industrial  
potential12 including the power of the 
media. The significance of this under cur-
rent circumstances can be seen clearly in 
the already mentioned “National Securi-
ty Strategy” of 2002. To use a currently 
widespread term, one can compare this ap-
proach to the logic of “hybrid” warfare.13

Dangerous cycle  
of mistrust and exorbitance

All of this shows the excessiveness of 
the use of force under the pretext of na-
tional security. It is fed by the mistrust  
between states as sovereign actors as dis-
cussed above. Thus a dangerous cycle of 
mistrust and exorbitance develops that  
resulted in, among other things, the “mu-
tual assured destruction” between nuclear 
powers in the 20th century. As one actor 
assumes being threatened from the begin-
ning by the other – who is ultimately aim-
ing to eliminate his competitor to avert a 
threat himself – everyone mobilizes all 
their forces which in turn requires new 
steps of mobilization, inevitably further 
increasing structural mistrust ad infini-
tum. The paradigm of this vicious cycle 
of mistrust is the idea developed by Carl 
Schmitt in “The Concept of the Political”: 
In contrast to the personal domain, in the 
political sphere the other is from the out-

set perceived as foe (hostis as opposed to  
inimicus), thus as a threat to one’s exist-
ence as such. The “hostile” in Schmitt’s 
conception is situated beyond all moral 
categories. In the end it is not about a 
struggle between world views or ideolo-
gies. We see what this can mean in the 
so-called arms race of the Cold War, in 
which ideologies were only a pretext. 

… leads to an illusion of power
In the nuclear age the cycle of mistrust and 
exorbitance – of total mobilization – be-
comes completely dysfunctional in a way 
apparently not easily understood by its ac-
tors: the drive for power leads to the illu-
sion of power. The accumulated potential 
for destruction which could annihilate the 
adversary not only once but several times 
(key word: “nuclear overkill”) signifies that 
an attacker is risking his own existence. In a 
constellation of “mutually assured destruc-
tion” the logic of power reaches its lim-
its. If an accumulation of means of power  
ultimately signifies the danger of one’s own 
annihilation, and if the only way to avert it 
is the rational (in the sense of self-preser-
vation) behavior of the competitors, then 
all amounts to nothing. It would simply be 
more reasonable if everyone could agree on 
renouncing nuclear arms simultaneously.

The logic of power prevents this as 
shown by the fate of the Treaty on the 
Non-proliferation of Nuclear Weapons 
(NPT) as well as the continued non-entry 
into force of the Comprehensive Nuclear-
Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT) whose “Prepar-
atory Commission” celebrated 25 years 
of existence last year in Vienna. Concern-
ing the goal of nuclear disarmament in the 
NPT, apparently no one wants to take the 
first step. – That some nuclear powers, 
namely China, India, Israel, North Korea 
and the United States, whose ratification 
would be necessary for the CTBT to enter 
into force, so far decline to consider a gen-
eral ban on nuclear testing, shows that nu-
clear weapons remain a strategic option. 
Structural mistrust between the states  
appears unsurmountable. It seems that no 
state that possesses nuclear arms wants to 
deprive itself of their use as a last resort.

A guarantee of peace instead  
of “mutually assured destruction”

You can see how deeply this nearly  
eschatological drive to self-assertion is an-
chored in current international thinking 
through the example of France reserving 
– by means of an “interpretative declara-
tion” upon ratification of the Rome Stat-
ute – that acts of war involving the use 
of nuclear weapons do not fall under the  
jurisdiction of the International Crimi-
nal Court (ICC). (France deposited this 
effective “nuclear reservation” under the 

”Power and World Order” 
continued from page 2

“The essentially anarchical state resulting from the mutual 
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guise of an “interpretation” despite the  
explicit exclusion of reservations at rati-
fication according to the ICC Statute).14 

This proves the intrinsic inconsistency 
of the politics of power. Everyone agrees 
that crimes that are committed using con-
ventional weapons can be sanctioned as  
“international crimes.” However, con-
sidering the use of weapons of mass de-
struction as such is supposed to be taboo. 
The most extreme (international) means 
of power that a nuclear state thinks of as 
an assurance of its survival when used as 
a deterrent is in some way supposed to 
stand outside of law and be neutral ac-
cording to all legal and moral categories.

Missed (or repressed) by those who do 
not want to reign in the nuclear option – of 
which France is not the only state – is that 
because of “proliferation” that has already 
happened and is still happening, their sta-
tus as a nuclear power does not grant them 
a strategic advantage anymore. Instead of 
the dubious security provided by “mutually  
assured destruction” the major nuclear 
powers could, as already suggested, obtain 

a guarantee of peace much more cheap-
ly: by renouncing their nuclear potential  
simultaneously. This dilemma seems, how-
ever, to be irresolvable at the moment. As 
long as a mutual (nuclear) disarmament can 
only be enforced through coercive meas-
ures whose threat must be futile simply be-
cause of the powers’ available potential for 
destruction, there is no escape from this  
vicious cycle of disarmament. The doctrine 
of collective security is doomed to failure.

What I called the illusion of power  
politics, by reference to the example of nu-
clear arms, shows itself as well in the fact 
that with the capacity for nuclear “overkill” 
there comes no increase in security for the 
state. This is because at any moment there 
is the danger of activating the weapons by 
error or misunderstanding (for example, a 
faulty interpretation of data) as the Cuban 
Missile Crisis of 1962 has shown. For hu-
manity as a whole, it is indeed a regret table 
circumstance to have to live under the sword 
of Damocles, the constant threat of collec-
tive self-destruction because of a will to 
self-assertion exceeding all boundaries of 
a (still) relatively small number of states. 
Here the logic of power becomes the folly 
of power politics.

Reason, cooperation and  
idealism over delusions of power

What was called the “Tragedy of Great 
Power Politics” (2014) by American politi-
cal scientist John Mearsheimer should how-
ever not lure us into defeatism. It cannot 
be the irrevocable fate of the human spe-
cies to sacrifice reason – which is given 
to the individual – on the altar of the col-
lective action for the preservation and  
increase of power of sovereign states that 
see each other as foes (as threats to their  
existence).

The essentially anarchical state result-
ing from the mutual mistrust of nations – 
and often also their peoples – which has 
caused innumerable wars throughout his-
tory must be replaced by a cooperative  
approach that goes beyond exclusive 
power politics oriented solely towards 
the national collective. The realism in the  
expression of national interest – to secure 
the survival of the community – needs the 
corrective of an idealism working towards 
the survival of humanity. Only the inter-
play between idealism and realism secures 
the well-being of all, including the most 
power ful actors.

World order is never possible as a state 
of anarchy between the currently most 
powerful, but only based on a balancing 
of power between sovereign states. In the 
21st century, this is also mutatis mutandis, 
the necessary idealist “counterpoint” to the 
“realist” clinging to the status quo, which is 
ultimately always doomed to failure. •
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NATO expansion to  
the East is up for discussion after all

by Ralph Bosshard

A few days ago, the eagerly awaited talks on 
the security guarantees demanded by Rus-
sia took place. In the heated atmosphere, 
the protagonists dampened expectations be-
fore the talks. For the Western part, the time 
pressure to hold comprehensive consulta-
tions had indeed been high. The climate for 
talks was apparently not as bad as occa-
sionally portrayed, even if one apparent-
ly did not get beyond an exchange of opin-
ions.1 Those who had expected much more 
were probably not quite realistic.

If Russia cannot get the security guar-
antees it is seeking, then it will ask itself 
why it should grant them to Ukraine. The 
latter, in turn, had complained for years 
that Russia had violated those guarantees 
it had given at the OSCE summit in Buda-
pest in 1994.2

In the corresponding draft treaties, 
there is a mixture of cabbage and turnips: 
it almost seems as if in mid-December 
someone in the Russian Foreign Ministry 
or perhaps also in the presidential admin-
istration listed the acute problems and for-
mulated proposals for their solution.3 Al-
though the two draft treaties with NATO 
and the USA address the same problems 
over long stretches, the formulations and 
also the order in which they are mentioned 
differ. This may be interpreted as an in-
dication that different offices in Moscow 
were involved in the drafting and that 
there was not enough time to compare the 
contents. In many areas there is still con-
siderable need for clarification with regard 
to implementation, and the problem areas 
addressed are probably material for vari-
ous discussion formats and platforms. For 
example, efforts to avoid dangerous in-
cidents as well as to ensure transparency 
in large-scale military exercises are typi-
cal topics for the Organisation for Secu-
rity and Co-operation in Europe OSCE, 
which has great experience in these areas.4 
On the other hand, arms control issues are 
probably more the subject of bilateral 
talks, where the OSCE can provide organ-
isational rather than substantive support.5

Danger in delay
It is disturbing that problems of a non-ur-
gent nature are coupled with those that 
need to be solved quickly. The danger of 
air incidents in particular must be elimi-
nated quickly now, before another incident 
like the one in December, in which a Rus-
sian passenger plane was endangered by a 
US reconnaissance plane over the Black 
Sea, occurs again.6 Such incidents could 
recur over the Baltic, where air traffic has 

become denser as a result of the EU sanc-
tions against Belarus, the Black Sea or the 
East Mediterranean – with fatal conse-
quences. In this light, it would be desira-
ble if progress could be made quickly. For 
this to happen, this point must at best be 
decoupled from the others.

Disappointment
For the time being, the Russian govern-
ment expressed disappointment at the re-
sults of the bilateral talks with the USA 
in Geneva, the meeting of the NATO-Rus-
sia Council in Brussels and the meeting 
of the Permanent Council of the OSCE 
in Vienna.7 How far this is a negotiating 
tactic can hardly be assessed at present. 
It is standard practice for negotiating par-
ties to present their maximum demands in 
pithy words at the beginning of a negoti-
ation process and later to make compro-
mises in those areas where concessions 
are possible. It is clear, however, that Rus-
sia expects a written response to its initi-
ative, which, depending on the situation, 
could indeed also contain counter-propos-
als. There would indeed also be room for 
additions and clarifications.

However, Russia will expect a pack-
age solution and will not allow a “choose-
and-pick” in which the West takes up the 
points it likes and ignores others. Such a 
package would have to be put together ac-
cording to the principle of “do-ut-des”* 
and, if necessary, contain proposals with 
which the West accommodates Russia if 
it wants to reject or weaken individual 
points of the Russian draft treaty.

It will also be clear to the Kremlin that 
NATO cannot, for formal reasons alone, 
grant Russia the right of co-determination 
on NATO membership. In this context the 
parties would have to agree on a solution 
that takes Russia’s security interests into 
account and allows NATO to keep up ap-
pearances.8 However, Russia has probably 
already achieved an intermediate goal: the 
young states “in between” must have re-
alised by now that joining NATO would 
not increase their security but could, on 
the contrary, put them on Russia’s tar-
get list. This means that after all a pos-
sible enlargement of NATO to the East is 
de facto up for disposal. And Kiev, too, 
should gradually have realised that no 
immediate military help can be expected 
from the West to reconquer the rebel re-
publics in the Donbass and Crimea. After 
years of torpedoing the Minsk agreements 
brokered by France and Germany, Kiev 
cannot expect these countries to agree to 
NATO membership now or in the future.

Options for action
What options for action remain? The talks 
at expert level will certainly continue. The 
permanent threats of the USA with further 
political and economic sanctions against 
Russia only show that the Americans have 
hardly any military options for action.9 Not 
even arms deliveries to Ukraine are a sensi-
ble option, because it would be easy for Rus-
sia to respond in kind.10 Apart from more 
victims and greater damage, not much can 
be expected from such an approach. Wash-
ington and Brussels must also be aware that 
Russia is no more willing to negotiate “at 
gunpoint” than the West is in the face of a 
Russian military threat against Ukraine. It 
is certainly all the easier for the US gov-
ernment to threaten Russia with economic 
sanctions if it knows that it is primarily Ger-
many that would have to pay for it.

It would be foolish for Russia to direct-
ly increase military pressure on Ukraine, 
because that would only create a pretext 
for Western intervention. NATO troops 
in Ukraine, that is the scenario the Krem-
lin wants to prevent. With the Russian 
troops currently standing between Smo-
lensk and Rostov-on-Don, an invasion of 
Ukraine will hardly be possible, even if 
Western think tanks never tire of claim-
ing just that.11 Russia can, however, refuse 
to revise the Minsk agreements, which the 
Ukrainian government wants so much. 
That would be enough of a signal. In 
the diplomatic sphere, Russia can esca-
late further up to diplomatic recognition 

Ralph Bosshard studied General History, East-
ern European History and Military History, 
completed the Military Command School of 
the ETH Zurich and the General Staff Training 
of the Swiss Army. This was followed by lan-
guage training in Russian at the Moscow State 
University and training at the Military Acade-
my of the General Staff of the Russian Army. 
He is familiar with the situation in Eastern Eu-
rope from his six years at the OSCE, where he 
was, among other things, Special Advisor to 
the Swiss Permanent Representative.
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of the Luhansk and Donetsk People’s Re-
publics. This would close the door to talks 
with Ukraine for decades. This is probably 
only an option in an extreme emergency.

Considering its economic inferiority to 
the West, it would be clumsy of Russia to 
allow itself to be drawn into a new arms 
race. The pattern of the late 1980s is un-
likely to be repeated.

In the military field, Moscow can act 
precisely in those areas that appear in the 
draft treaties for security guarantees, for 
example, with the stationing of short and 
medium range ballistic missiles and cruise 
missiles. Other possibilities include the 
implementation of patrols or patrol flights 
of ships and long-range bombers with 
strategic weapons. This area also includes 
tests with strategic weapons of all kinds. 
Another variant is the conduct of military 
exercises close to the borders of NATO 
allies, with a number of exercise partici-
pants just below the reporting threshold of 
the Vienna Document.12 In principle, Rus-
sia has more freedom of action outside 
Europe, for example in Syria, Iraq or in 
Africa and Latin America in general. Rus-

sia enjoys particularly much freedom vis-
à-vis all non-state allies of the West.

Despite the pithy words currently 
being uttered by Russian officials, Mos-
cow will carefully examine its options, 
avoid unnecessary time pressure and pro-
ceed in a considered manner. In the past, 
the Russians sometimes appeared to be a 
little coarse-minded, but 2014 at the lat-
est showed that they can also proceed in a 
very fine-tuned manner if necessary. •

1 The former OSCE Secretary General and current 
Director of the Geneva Centre for Security-Poli-
cy, Thomas Greminger, contradicted the prevailing 
pessimistic assessments in an interview with Swiss 
Radio SRF: https://www.srf.ch/news/international/
usa- ukraine-russland-mit-der-pistole-auf-der-brust-
laesst-sich-nicht-verhandeln.(https://www.srf.ch/
news/international/usa- ukraine-russia-with-a-gun-
on-its-breast-cannot-be-negotiated.)

2 See on the Budapest summit https://www.osce.org/
event/summit_1994

3 See the draft treaties on the homepage of the Russian 
Foreign Ministry in English at https://mid.ru/ru/for-
eign_policy/rso/nato/1790803/?lang=en&clear_
cache=Y and at https://mid.ru/ru/foreign_policy/rso/
nato/1790818/?lang=en.

4 The Vienna Document for Security and Confidence 
Building Measures is available online at https://www.
osce.org/files/f/documents/b/e/86599.pdf.

5 Thus, the INF Treaty on intermediate-range nuclear 
missiles was a bilateral treaty between the USA and 
the Soviet Union.

6 On the incident before Sochi, see https://twitter.com/
attilaXT/status/1467150527368728580

7 See interview with Russia's Permanent Representative to 
the OSCE; Ambassador Alexander K. Lukashevich, on-
line at https://ria.ru/20220113/obse-1767713301.html.

8 See an article by Samuel Charap of the Rand Cor-
poration proposing a compromise solution regard-
ing Ukraine's NATO membership: https://on.ft.
com/3qpc5Cp

9 In particular, with the refusal to commission the 
Nord Stream 2 gas pipeline, see https://sputniknews.
com/20220117/berlin-warns-of-appropriate-meas-
ures-against-nord-stream-2-in-event-of-escalation-
over-ukraine-1092318122.html

10 It should be recalled that the border between Russia 
and the rebel areas of the LNR and DNR in eastern 
Ukraine is not clearly marked over long distances and 
is not under Ukrainian control. There is an OSCE ob-
server mission at two border crossings: https://www.
osce.org/observer-mission-at-russian-checkpoints-
gukovo-and-donetsk-discontinued.

11 The latest elaborate in this series comes from Seth 
G. Jones and Philip G. Wasielewski of the Center for 
Strategic and International Studies, see https://www.
csis.org/analysis/russias-possible- invasion-ukraine. 
This is not least to lobby for the US arms industry: 
https://www.nytimes.com/2016/08/08/us/politics/
think-tanks-research-and-corporate- lobbying.html.

12 The Vienna Document for Confidence- and Security-
Building Measures determines upper limits for troops 
and weapon systems above which military exercises 
must be announced to OSCE participating States and 
above which they can be inspected.

* “I give, so that you may give”, ancient Roman legal 
formula for mutual contracts or exchanges (Editor’s 
note)

”NATO expansion to the East …” 
continued from page 5

Situation on the Ukrainian state border
Further personal comments and reflections on the current situation (25 January 2022)

rb. Despite reports about rail traffic in Be-
larus being obstructed by a hacker group, 
the deployment of troops for the “Allied 
Resolve” exercise in Belarus continues:
– A Russian convoy was observed driving 

from Minsk towards Gomel;
– In Yel’sk near Mazyr, 20 km from the 

Ukrainian border, reactive artillery with 
multiple rocket launchers of the “Grad” 
type may have arrived.1

– Based on Russian Army operational pro-
cedures, I assume this formation will re-
main in the Yel’sk area.

Yel’sk is the last major railway station in 
the south of Gomel Oblast and seems to 
be a railway station that is important for 
cargo handling.2

The size of the city and the train station 
do not really fit together, the number of 
daily passenger trains is modest.3

This means Yel’sk is most likely to be 
used as a supply station for a battalion 
combat group stationed near the border 
(Russian Batalionno-tacticheskaya Gruppa, 
Батальонно-тактическая Группа BTG).

The Republic of Belarus has long criti-
cised the stationing of a US armoured cav-
alry regiment in Pabradė near Vilnius in 
Lithuania, 8 km from the Belarusian bor-
der. Lithuania is a NATO ally who might 
not have wanted a comparable formation 
on the border. But there is less restraint to-
wards the would-be ally Ukraine. Perhaps 
Russia and Belarus are trying to create 
bargaining chips by putting a BTG on the 
Ukrainian border. In a personal conversa-
tion with me last week, the Belarusian am-
bassador criticised that Ukraine had moved 
volunteer battalions to the border with Be-

larus. The louder the Ukrainians now pro-
test about the BTG, the higher the price for 
their withdrawal will be. Even after the Al-
lied Resolve exercise, the Belarusian army 
can station troops from Babruysk or Minsk 
in Yel’sk on a rotational basis.
– Meanwhile, the secretary of the Ukrain-

ian National Security Council, Oleksii 
Danilov, sees less a military threat to 
Ukraine than a possible destabilisation 
of the government.4

– He is implicitly saying that the Zelenskyi 
government needs help to destabilise 
the country. I would like to doubt that. 
The mood in the country seems to be 
bad and Zelenskyj has lost his glamour 
in the meantime: It is slowly becoming 
obvious that he cannot solve the coun-
try’s problems either.

– In Kiev, places in civil defense facilities 
have already been assigned, and my 
friends have received corresponding 
letters. From Lviv in western Ukraine I 
received an inquiry as to whether they 
should leave the city. One may won-
der what will happen if there will be no 
Russian shelling.

Situation in the Donbas

– In the past few days, the level of activi-
ty on the contact line in eastern Ukraine 
has increased slightly after being rela-
tively low for over a month. While the 
number of ceasefire violations remains 
low and the use of heavy weapons rare, 
the surge in electronic interference sug-
gests rising tensions. Radio interference 
experienced by the Special Monitoring 
Mission drone in the area west of Krama-

torsk suggests that the Ukrainians are 
loading heavy equipment at the Krama-
torsk and Kostiantynivka supply stations. 
This, together with radio interference on 
the north-western edge of Donetsk and 
the area between Donetsk and Krama-
torsk, indicates that troops are being 
moved here.

– Increased levels of activity are also re-
corded east of Mariupol. On the “DNR” 
side, activities to counteract Ukrainian 
reconnaissance are probably under way 
(radio jamming)

– The Popasna area has been restless for 
a long time.

All this indicates that the statements made 
by the spokesman for the armed forces of 
“DNR” Eduard Basurin that the Ukrainian 
army was bringing in troops are not entire-
ly unfounded. However, it remains unclear, 
whether it is a question of reinforcements 
or replacements.

Conclusion: There is still no discern-
ible connection with the tensions on the 
Ukrainian border and the Donbas. But the 
situation is becoming increasingly volatile.

1 https://twitter.com/MotolkoHelp/ 
status/1485582113562894337
2 https://railwayz.info/photolines/ 
station/120
3 https://tochka-na-karte.ru/Railway-
Stations/2290-Elsk.html
4 https://www.wsj.com/articles/russia-wants-to-
destabilize-ukraine-not-invade-it-says-kyiv-se-
curity-chief-11642680656
5 https://dan-news.info/en/defence/basurin-
ukraine-prepares-to-invade-donbass-deploys-
uragan-and-smerch-mlrs-to/
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Respect is different
The coverage of the Russian issue re-
minds me very much of 1999, when every 
evening during prime-time news pro-
grammes showed endless streams of refu-
gees, claiming that they were fleeing Ko-
sovo out of fear of persecution and death. 
This was contrary to completely different 
reports from the OSCE (Organisation for 
Security and Co-operation in Europe). 
Shortly before the start of NATO’s devas-
tating war of aggression against the Peo-
ple’s Republic of Yugoslavia, which vio-
lated international law, the OSCE said: 
“All is calm. No refugee movements on 
the border with Kosovo”. 

Our politicians at the time, Foreign 
Minister Josef (Joschka) Fischer and De-
fence Minister Rudolf Scharping, fright-
ened the Germans with deliberate lies. 
Fischer and Scharping reported massa-
cres and atrocities in Kosovo, mass in-
ternment in stadiums and concentration 
camps. Humanitarian intervention was 
necessary to prevent genocide. This was 
the only way to win the support of the 

German population for the war in Eu-
rope, which they would never have agreed 
to without the manipulative reporting –
who wants to accept violations of human 
rights and atrocities? During the war 
against Serbia, several public relations of-
fices were installed for the sole purpose 
of manipulating the public to create an 
anti-Serbian mood. 

How is it today? In hundreds of re-
ports and commentaries on radio, televi-
sion and in the print media, we are con-
fronted with a very one-sided image of 
a president: aggressive, authoritarian and 
martial. This refers to Russian President 
Vladimir Putin. Today, too, threat sce-
narios are being claimed. Once again, 
the OSCE reports the opposite. Russian 
troops had been “deployed” directly on 
the border, we have been reading, hear-
ing and seeing in the media for days and 
weeks. In reality, the annual Russian ma-
noeuvres are taking place a hundred kil-
ometres away from the Ukrainian bor-
der – neither appropriately camouflaged, 

as is usual in the case of intentions to at-
tack, nor in larger numbers than usual 
– according to the OSCE. Who actual-
ly developed and disseminated the term 
“Putinversteher” (Putin understander)1? It 
is used to classify and label as somehow 
suspect anyone who does not unreserved-
ly endorse the agitation against Russia. 
Respect is different. I would like to see 
comprehensive, neutral reporting without 
polarisation or hasty partisanship. Only 
then is it possible to form an unbiased 
opinion.

Heidrun Vogel, Wiehl (DE)

1 “Putin understander” means “one who understands 
Putin” in a perjorative sense.
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What is this warmongering?
Has the world become a better place be-
cause of war or war rhetoric? Have unkept 
promises or agreements improved cooper-
ation of people or states? No. Gorbachev 
and Bush agreed in 1990 that there would 
be no eastward expansion of NATO, and 
even held out the prospect that NATO 
would be transformed into a consultative 
body involving Russia! Do verbal agree-
ments no longer apply at all?

And what about today?
The expansion of military bases 400-

800 km from Ukraine and military bases 
closer to the Ukrainian border, which 
have always been there because of Kiev 
and Sevastopol, are described as Rus-
sian build-up of troops on the border with 
Ukraine, while NATO and also the USA 
are operational in Ukraine, both with sol-
diers and equipment. Who is trying to 
stop today’s Russia from building sustain-
able trade relations, with sanctions against 

the country and, in some cases, threats 
of sanctions against EU states and com-
panies? Who is sowing the well-trodden 
prejudices against Russia and shouting 
“Stop thief!” the loudest? Who is trying to 
interfere in the internal affairs of Russia 
and its neighbouring states with coloured 
revolutions? And who started the many 
wars of the last 30 years, which only led to 
great destruction, destabilisation and pov-
erty in the target countries and economic 
gains for the aggressors? 1999 Yugoslavia, 
2001 Afghanistan, 2003 Iraq, 2011 Libya, 
2011 Syria.

One does not have to and cannot ap-
prove of everything that happens in these 
countries, but a war is not waged for 
human rights, but only for power and eco-
nomic interests.

Lutz Geisen, Trimmis (Canton of 
Grisons)
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continued on page 9

Might makes right – for how much longer?
Important research results on the topic of NATO East enlargement

by Karl-Jürgen Müller

The following is recorded from the weeks 
before the beginning of the NATO war 
against the Federal Republic of Yugosla-
via, which was contrary to international 
law: At a meeting in Belgrade, a US gen-
eral urged a high-ranking Serbian poli-
tician to stop listing terrorist attacks on 
civilians or even police and military ema-
nating from Kosovo. His reasoning: “For 
Serbian policy, it’s the American percep-
tion of reality that matters, not reality as 
such.” The example expresses very vivid-
ly what it means when might makes right 
in international relations.

That might has long preceded right in 
international relations is an open secret. 
But when might makes right, those who 
prioritise might cannot speak as openly in 
public as the US general in Belgrade did. 
So, they try to choose their public words 
in such a way that it sounds as if they only 
want what is “right”. History is full of 
such official bending of words. So is our 
present.

Contradictory assertions  
on NATO’s East expansion

Here we will pick out just one current 
example that plays an important role in 
the ongoing negotiations between the 
USA and NATO on the one hand and 
Russia on the other: The Russian lead-
ership claims that during the negotia-
tions on German reunification, the So-
viet leadership was promised that there 
would be no eastern expansion of NATO. 
The USA and NATO claim the opposite: 
there was never such a promise, it was 
only about Germany, but above all there 
is no written agreement on such a prom-
ise. … Moreover, the claim is that Russia 
had contractually accepted eastern ex-
pansion of NATO in 1997.

One of the many prominent NATO 
voices arguing this way is the head of the 
Munich Security Conference and former 
German diplomat Wolfgang Ischinger. 
Thus, in an interview with Deutschland-
funk on 10 January 2022, one can read:

“Deutschlandfunk: Mr Ischinger, Mos-
cow argues time and again that the West 
promised that NATO would not expand 
further eastwards – after the fall of the 
Berlin Wall in 89, then in 90 as well. [...] 
Is there nothing to this?

Ischinger: No, there is no truth in it. It 
is true that at the time, in connection with 
the negotiations on the 2+4 Treaty, there 
were talks and a verbal exchange about 
the restrictions that would be accepted by 
the West. It was about the inclusion of 
the former GDR in the Federal Repub-

lic of Germany, about unification. It was 
about the question of NATO membership 
and so on. [...] This whispering about 
broken promises has been completely off 
the table since 1997 at the latest, because 
in 1997 [...] the Russian Federation of-
ficially accepted NATO enlargement as 
a principle and negotiated the modali-
ties of NATO enlargement with the West. 
The NATO-Russia Founding Act1 is the 
document by which Russia accepted in 
writing NATO enlargement now 25 years 
ago.”

What is to be made of this?

In 1997 Russia was still doing  
what the USA and NATO demanded

Russian President Boris Yeltsin had al-
ready called the NATO expansion east-
ward “illegal” in a letter to US President 
Bill Clinton in September 1993 and re-
peated this again at a meeting in Helsin-
ki in March 1997. In vain! In fact, in the 
1990s the Russian political leadership 
had to orient itself largely to the guide-
lines from the USA in almost all policy 
areas. The USA and NATO were obvi-
ously more powerful at that time; Rus-
sia had to come to terms with the tran-
sition from the Soviet system and the 
“shock doctrine” (Naomi Klein) im-
posed on it by the West. 1997 – the year 
in which the NATO-Russia Founding Act 
was signed by Russia – is also the year in 
which Zbigniew Brzezinski’s book “The 
Grand Chessboard: American Primacy 
and its Geostrategic Imperatives” – was 
published. In the spring of 1997, US ne-
oconservatives founded the Project for 
the New American Century (PNAC) in 
Washington, D.C., with the aim of pro-
moting US global leadership.2 In 1997, 
the USA and NATO did not regard Rus-
sia as an equal negotiating partner – even 
the partly “nice” formulations in the  
NATO-Russia Founding Act cannot hide 
this fact. To put it somewhat bluntly: the 
USA and NATO set the guidelines … 
and Russia had to accept them.

Open letter from the USA warned 
against NATO East expansion

And how does it fit with Mr Ischinger’s 
statements that one month after the sign-
ing of the NATO-Russia Founding Act, 
in June 1997, there had been an open 
letter to US President Clinton urgently 
warning against NATO-East expansion3 
signed by 50 former US senators, gov-
ernment officials, ambassadors, disarma-
ment and military experts including Sen-
ate defence expert Sam Nunn, Senators 

Gary Hart, Bennett Johnston, Mark Hat-
field and Gordon J. Humphrey, as well 
as Ambassadors to Moscow Jack Mat-
lock and Arthur Hartman, Reagan’s dis-
armament negotiator Paul Nitze, former 
Defense Secretary Robert McNamara, 
former CIA Director Admiral James D. 
Watkins, Admiral Stansfield Turner, dip-
lomat Philip Merrill, scientists Richard 
Pipes and Marshall D. Shulman, and US 
President Eisenhower’s granddaughter 
Susan Eisenhower. The letter described 
NATO’s membership offers as a “politi-
cal mistake of historic proportions” and 
pointed out, among other things, that in 
Russia NATO’s eastward enlargement is 
opposed “across the political spectrum”. 
Moreover, Russia was not a threat to any 
of its neighbours.

But already in July 1997, two months 
after the signing of the NATO-Russia 
Founding Act and one month after the 
open letter from the USA, the first three 
candidates for membership – Poland, the 
Czech Republic and Hungary – were of-
fered membership negotiations. NATO’s 
East enlargement had been decided long 
before, so it was not the result of negoti-
ations with Russia. And the few conces-
sions made to Russia – as has been evi-
dent for a few years now – were easy to 
undermine.

Study by a US university: NATO East 
enlargement against promises made

In November 2020, Marc Trachtenberg, 
professor of political science at the Uni-
versity of California in Los Angeles, pre-
sented a 50-page study that, 30 years after 
1990, once again examined the question 
of what the Soviet leadership had been 
promised verbally in the negotiations 
on German reunification with regard to 
NATO membership for a united Germa-
ny, but also with regard to a conceivable 
NATO expansion to the East.4 The title 
of the study is: “The United States and 
the NATO Non-extension Assurances of 
1990. New Light on an Old Problem?” 

The well-documented result of the 
study is: Contrary to what is wide-
ly claimed in the West and by Mr Isch-
inger, the assurances given to the Soviet 
leadership very much included that there 
should be no NATO expansion to the East 
– beyond East Germany. The negotiating 
politicians of the USA, Germany and the 
Soviet Union were already aware dur-
ing the negotiations on German reunifi-
cation that the Warsaw Pact might soon 
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dissolve – in fact it did not dissolve until 
1 July 1991 – and that some of the former 
member states might seek membership 
in NATO. It was precisely for this rea-
son that the then German Foreign Min-
ister Hans-Dietrich Genscher – with the 
agreement of his US counterpart James 
Baker – made the promises mentioned 
above. And these, although only given 
verbally, were also binding. 

At this point, the study by Marc Tra-
chtenberg will not be reproduced in detail. 
With the recommendation to read the en-
tire text, only one process (pp. 15ff.) is to 
be referred to here. 

Genscher and Baker 1990: No intention 
to extend the NATO towards the East

In a press conference held together with 
James Baker on 3 February 1990, one 
week before decisive negotiations with 
the Soviet leadership in Moscow, German 
Foreign Minister Genscher said:

“Perhaps I might add, we [Baker 
and Genscher] were in full agree-
ment that there is no intention to ex-
tend the NATO area of defense and 
the security toward the East. This 
holds true not only for GDR, which 
we have no intention of simply incor-
porating, but that holds true for all 
the other Eastern countries. We are at 
present witnessing dramatic develop-
ments in the whole of the Eastern 
area, in COCOM, and the Warsaw 
Pact. I think that it is part (of) that 
partnership in stability which we can 
offer to the East that we can make 
it quite clear that whatever happens 
within the Warsaw Pact, on our side 
there is no intention to extend our 
area — NATO’s area — of defense 
towards the East.” (p. 15)5

At the meeting in Moscow on 9 and 10 
February 1990, this was also reiterated to 
the Soviet negotiators once again. On 10 
February Genscher told the Soviet Foreign 
Minister Shevardnadze:

“For us, it’s a firm principle: NATO 
will not be extended toward the 
East. [...] Furthermore, with regard 
to the non-extension of NATO, that 
applies in general.” (p. 19)

It is also noteworthy that the US Secre-
tary of State had called on 9 February 
1990 for the membership of the united 
Germany to the Soviet President Gor-
bachev with the argument that a Germa-
ny as it was before the Second World War 
could be hindered.

What is “clever”?
Later, Genscher and Baker qualified 
their statements of February 1990. They 

claimed that was not meant in the way 
it was said. They had “wanted to ‘help 
the Soviet leadership over the hordle’ of 
joining a reunited NATO member Ger-
many”.6 Even US president Bush sen-
ior no longer wanted to know anything 
about such promises. At the end of Feb-
ruary 1990, he told German Chancellor 
Kohl: “We are going to win the game, but 
we must be clever while we are doing it.” 
(p. 40)7

The fact that the US government al-
ready in 1990 did not seek a real consen-
sus among negotiating partners is made 
clear by various research papers. In 
2018, Christian Nünlist published a syn-
opsis of this research, “Krieg der Narra-
tive – Das Jahr 1990 und die Nato-Ost-
Erweiterung” (War of Narratives — The 
year 1990 and NATO’s eastward expan-
sion,8 an article that otherwise defends 
official NATO position). Thus, in con-
nection with European proposals for the 
development of a pan-European peace 
order with greater significance of the 
CSCE (from 1995 the OSCE), it says: 
“But the USA ultimately resisted against 
a new peace order based on collective 
security and a pan-European CSCE so-
lution.” Internal files of the US Bush ad-
ministration had shown, “that in 1990, 
instead of a new cooperative security 
structure including the Soviet Union, 
it deliberately opted for a NATO solu-
tion and thus an exclusive security order 
(without Moscow), which was based on 
the continued US military presence in 
Europe and which would thus confirm 
US dominance in Europe even beyond 
the Cold War. [...] Bush’s ‘New World 
Order’ was [...] not based on the idea of 
a partnership with the Soviet Union”. 
Various researchers – Nünlist contin-
ues – have made it clear that the Bush 
administration, “in 1990, had imple-
mented a triumphant US foreign policy 
which, on the one hand, strengthened the 
US military presence in Europe and the 
dominance of NATO in the changing Eu-
ropean security architecture and, on the 
other hand, excluded the Soviet Union 
out of the post-Cold War order in Eu-
rope as far as possible”. (Translation of 
quotes by Current Concerns).

“Foul play”
Joshua R. Itzkowitz Shifrinson had written 
already in 2016 in an article for the jour-
nal International Security9:

“… the United States used guaran-
tees against NATO expansion to ex-
ploit Soviet weaknesses and rein-
force U.S. strengths in post–Cold 
War Europe. [...]…the United States 
floated a cooperative grand design 
for post-war Europe in discussions 
with the Soviets in 1990, while cre-

ating a system dominated by the 
United States. [...] By extension, the 
U.S.-Russian dispute over NATO 
expansion may be less a product of 
Soviet/Russian misrepresentation or 
misinterpretation of what happened 
in 1990, and more the result of the 
divergence between the coopera-
tive approach that the United States 
presented to the Soviet Union and 
the United States’ quieter efforts to 
maximize its power in Europe.” (p. 
11f.)

So, the question remains how well this 
kind of “cleverness”, which is still being 
used today, for international relations, for 
justice and for peace – and how long this 
kind of “cleverness” will continue to be 
accepted. Today, when the governments 
in the NATO countries claim that they are 
concerned about the peace order in Eu-
rope, the sovereignty and integrity of Rus-
sia’s neighbours, while at the same time 
calling on Russian policy-makers not to 
continue to be so aggressively and threat-
en its neighbours, but to seek the path of 
dialogue, this sounds like a mockery and 
turns the history of the last 30 years upside 
down. •

1 https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/official_
texts_25468.htm?selectedLocale=encf 

2 https://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Project_ for_the_
New_American_Century

3 https://www.armscontrol.org/act/1997-06/arms-
control-today/opposition-nato-expansion

4 The text dated 25 November 2020 can be down-
loaded from the internet: http://www.sscnet.ucla.
edu/polisci/faculty/trachtenberg/cv/1990.pdf. 
The shortened version which appeared in the jour-
nal International Security, Winter 2020/21, o. 
162–203, is also available from the internet but at 
a cost.

5 Trachtenberg, Marc “The United States and the 
NATO Non-extension Assurances of 1990 New 
Light on an Old Problem?”, UCLA, Political Sci-
ence Departement, 25 November 2020

6 According to the “Frankfurter Allgemeine Zei-
tung” of 19 April 2014, thus, for example, Hans-
Dietrich Genscher later justified his promises made 
in the first half of February 1990. (“Ost-Erweiter-
ung der NATO. Das grosse Rätsel um Genschers 
angebliches Versprechen”) (NATO’s eastward ex-
pansion. The great mystery surrounding Genscher’s 
alleged promise”) 

7 Marc Trachtenberg quotes the US President on 
page 33 above, referring to an article by Joshua R. 
Itzkowitz Shifrinson published in 2016. “Deal or 
No Deal? The End of the Cold War and the U.S. 
Offer to Limit NATO Expansion”. In: Internation-
al Security, Vol. 40, No. 4, Spring 2016, pp. 7–44 
(https://www.belfercenter.org/sites/default/files/
files/publication/003-ISEC_a_00236-Shifrinson.
pdf), where the quote on p. 40 is given with cita-
tion.

8 https://ethz.ch/content/dam/ethz/special-interest/
gess/cis/center-for-securities-studies/pdfs/siri-
us-2018-4007.pdf

9 Joshua R. Itzkowitz Shifrinson. «Deal or No 
Deal? The End of the Cold War and the U.S. Offer 
to Limit NATO Expansion». In: International 
Security, Vol. 40, No. 4, Spring 2016, pp. 7–44, 
(https://www.belfercenter.org/sites/default/files/
files/publication/003-ISEC_a_00236-Shifrinson.
pdf )

”Might makes right …” 
continued from page 8



No 2   7 February 2022 Current Concerns  Page 10

Constructive steps for negotiated solutions
Switzerland wants to strengthen the OSCE with its Action Plan 2022–2025 

by Eva-Maria Föllmer-Müller

In the same week that the talks between 
Russia and the USA in Geneva, the dia-
logue between Russia and NATO in Brus-
sels and talks with Russia within the 
framework of the Organisation for Secu-
rity and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) 
in Vienna as well as other talks have 
taken place, Switzerland is taking con-
structive steps and offering a hand. This 
shows once again that Switzerland can go 
its own independent way.

Firstly, unlike the governments of other 
Western countries, the Federal Coun-
cil will participate in this year’s Winter 
Olympics in China, depending on the pan-
demic situation.*

Secondly, on 12 January 2022, the Feder-
al Council announced that Switzerland and 
Russia intend to expand their cooperation in 
the agricultural sector. The focus will be on 
three areas: bilateral trade, plant health and 
veterinary matters. A declaration of intent 
is to be signed by both countries by spring. 
Russia is the sixth largest export market 
for agricultural products from Switzerland. 
Exports of agricultural products to Russia 
amount to about CHF 250 million per year. 
Pro Memoria: Switzerland has not joined 
the sanctions against Russia, but has merely 
stated that it will ensure that Switzerland is 
not used to circumvent the sanctions.

Action Plan 2022–2025
Thirdly: On 13 January 2022, the Feder-
al Department of Foreign Affairs, FDFA, 
presented its “Action Plan 2022-2025” to 
strengthen the effectiveness of the OSCE. 
This took place on the occasion of Fed-
eral President Ignazio Cassis’ inaugural 
visit to his counterpart Alexander van der 
Bellen in Vienna, the seat of the OSCE. 
Cassis also met with the current Chair-
man of the OSCE, Polish Foreign Min-
ister Zbigniew Rau, and the Secretary 

General of the OSCE, Helga Schmid, and 
presented the Action Plan to them as part 
of the Foreign Policy Strategy 2020-2023. 
This at a time when the security situation 
in Europe has recently been steadily de-
teriorating. This mood has also been re-
flected in the OSCE since 2014. The Ac-
tion Plan states: “Forums for discussion 
and negotiation, such as the Permanent 
Council or the Forum for Security Co-op-
eration, are today used less for substan-
tive debate and developing appropriate 
solutions than they are for ‘megaphone 
diplomacy’ and sterile exchanges of state-
ments. This runs counter to the spirit of 
dialogue, which is the OSCE trademark.” 
(p. 19) Switzerland now wants to counter-
act this. For, as President Cassis rightly 
writes in the foreword: “It is only possi-
ble to ensure peace and security in Swit-
zerland if peace is also maintained in  
Europe and beyond.”

Loss of trust prevents solutions
With its action plan “Switzerland is com-
mitted to preserving and reviving the 
OSCE’s achievements”. This is intend-
ed to restore and strengthen the OSCE’s 
room for manoeuvre, which has become 
increasingly limited in recent years, main-
ly due to the loss of trust between states. 

Specifically, Switzerland plans “par-
ticipating in building a dialogue process 
ahead of Helsinki 2025, strengthening 
arms control and thus trust between par-
ticipating states, and increasing capacities 
for conflict resolution”.

High credibility

That this is to be done at the level of a 
concrete strengthening of the OSCE is not 
coincidental, for, as the chapter “Security 
and Trust in Europe” of the Action Plan 
states: The OSCE is the only regional se-
curity organisation that brings together 
East and West. It includes Russia and the 
United States on an equal footing [empha-
sis ef], making it the natural forum for di-
alogue and confidence-building”. (p. 12)

For Switzerland, the OSCE has always 
been a cornerstone of the European se-
curity architecture; it is the only coun-
try so far to have held the OSCE Chair-
manship twice, in 1996 and 2014. Within 
the OSCE, Switzerland enjoys a high de-
gree of credibility as a bridge builder. In 
the tradition of its Good Offices, it was al-
ready able to contribute to solutions be-
tween the blocs as a neutral state during 
the Cold War or, as since the conflict in 
eastern Ukraine, to initiate important di-
alogue and negotiation processes. In the 
1970s and 1980s, Switzerland also fre-
quently cooperated with other “neutral 
and non-aligned states”. •

* Unfortunately, on 26 January, the Federal Council 
had to forgo its participation due to the uncertain 
pandemic situation in Switzerland.

Sources: 

OSCE Action Plan 2022–2025 of 13 January 2022, 
Federal Department of Foreign Affairs FDFA, www. 
eda.admin.ch

FDFA media release of 13 January 2022

Federal Council media release of 12.1.2022

CSCE and OSCE

ef. The year 2025 will mark the 50th an-
niversary of the adoption of the Helsin-
ki Final Act. On 1 August 1975, the heads 
of state and government of 35 countries 
of the Western and Eastern blocs signed 
the Final Act on the Conference on Securi-
ty and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE), in-
cluding Switzerland. The CSCE was found-
ed at that time as a multilateral forum for 
dialogue and negotiations between East 
and West. After the end of the Cold War 
in 1994, it was renamed the OSCE (Organi-
sation on Security and Co-operation in Eu-
rope). Today, the OSCE comprises 57 par-
ticipating States around the world.

The Swiss President of the Confederation Ignazio Cassis at the talks 
at the OSCE Headquarters in Vienna (Picture OSCE/Micky Kroell)
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Be quiet – there is killing!
by honorary professor Ivo Rens*

Anyone in our West-
ern societies who 
follows with a con-
cerned eye the con-
f licts that divide 
the peoples of this 
world will easily 
come across indica-
tions of the underly-
ing contrasting views 
of their protagonists. 
This is particularly 

evident in the conflicts between the USA 
and Russia or China, between China and 
Taiwan or between Israel and Palestine. 
Definitely, this has its positive sides, it 
seems to me, because without sufficient 
knowledge of the attitudes of one side and 
the other, peaceful solutions to the exist-
ing tensions are simply impossible.

However, this does not apply to con-
flicts that have already resulted in military 
operations, especially those that have cost 
thousands of lives and created millions of 
refugees. I am thinking first and foremost 
of the war in Yemen, where Saudi Arabia 
and the United Arab Emirates, support-
ed by EU countries and several member 
countries of NATO, are fighting the so-
called Houthi rebels with sophisticated 
modern weapons, and for reasons that are 
anything but plausible.

There is a great lack of knowledge 
about this war and what it is all about. One 
of the rare certainties about this armed 
conflict is that since 2015 it has brought 
some of the richest countries in the world 

in front line against “rebels” fighting in 
one of the poorest countries in the world. 
As regards our media, they keep strict si-
lence on the real reasons.

Regarding the citizens of our West-
ern democracies of whom some of the 
most powerful are involved in the mas-
sacre in Yemen, this situation seems to 
me to be highly worrying. The same can 
be said with regard to the civil war in 
Syria, which has been raging since 2011 
and about which there is also great igno-
rance, the lesser degree of which, how-
ever, is covered by an all the greater de-
gree of manipulation. Our major media 
unanimously disseminate the simplified 
image of a bloodthirsty dictator support-
ed by Russia under Putin – simply anoth-
er way of keeping quiet about what is re-
ally going on.

In light of these two armed conflicts, 
it strikes the eye that the major Western 
great powers and Israel violate complete-
ly undisturbed the fundamental norms of 
international law which are supposed to 
maintain peace in the world. They do this 
while loudly proclaiming their full com-
mitment to the validity of human rights.

There is an urgent need for clarifica-
tion on this issue for the citizens of our 
Western democracies, because many of 
them seem to accept silently the complic-
ity of their decision-makers with certain 
of those responsible for the massacres 
currently taking place every day. This is 
in contrast to the fact that in our “infor-
mation age”, a central demand on all cit-
izens is that, in light of a certain foreign 
policy of their governments, they also ob-
tain information on the positions of the 
opposing parties involved in the con-
flict, and that they also pit the behaviour 
of their governments against it. In par-
ticular, any delivery of arms to the war-
ring parties has to be be strictly punished. 
This also means that the parliaments in-

volved have to be more than registra-
tion offices for the government’s instruc-
tions. Because you always have to keep 
in mind: Wars spread like wildfires. •

Ivo Rens 
(picture ma)

* Prof. em. Ivo Rens has taught History of Political 
Thought, Political Philosophy and Political Theory 
at the University of Geneva Law School and other 
universities, including Christchurch University in 
New Zealand. He is responsible editor and publish-
er of the multilingual scientific platform "La Paix 
mondiale menacée" (www.worldpeacethreatened.
com), where this article was published (6 January 
2022). Reprinted with the kind permission of the 
author.

The hardships of  
survival made visible

In the issue of Current Concerns of 18 
January (1/2022) there is – politics from 
“below”, from the people – again a very 
touching article by Karin Leukefeld about 
the lives of families in Damascus and Leb-
anon: a man who returns to his room, not 
a flat, after a futile search for work in Tur-
key and whose brother now settles into a 
“new building” without glass windows; a 
family whose son says goodbye after New 
Year because, despite qualified training, 
he will not find a job in Syria with which 
to earn a living. A 17-year-old girl, whose 
education is financed by an uncle in the 
USA, says goodbye to her parents on New 
Year’s Day with a heavy heart, because 
she will probably not see them again for 
several years. The accounts of these peo-
ple in the Middle East from countries 
strangled by provoked wars and econom-
ic sanctions reveal a human dignity that 
is unbroken despite the difficult circum-
stances. 

The situation in Afghanistan has also 
been portrayed many times in Current 
Concerns in a comparable compassion-
ate way.

I thank Current Concerns, but also 
Karin Leukefeld, for these articles, which 
make the hardships of the families’ sur-
vival visible and bring them closer to the 
readers. Such voices should be spread 
much more – as an urgent voice against 
war and a call for help.

Renate Dünki, Oberwangen  
(Canton of Thurgovia)

Current Concerns
The international journal for independent thought, ethical standards, moral responsibility, and for the promotion  

and respect of public international law, human rights and humanitarian law
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continued on page 13

On 13 February, voters will vote on four 
proposals at the federal level. One of 
them, the popular initiative “Yes to a ban 
on animal and human experimentation”, 
is extremely problematic for legal as well 
as ethical reasons. Also, on 13 February, 
the canton of Basel-Stadt will vote on the 
cantonal popular initiative “Basic rights 
for primates”. Both initiatives have the 
same ideological background and will 
therefore be discussed together here.

I. Federal popular initiative 
“Yes to the ban on animal and 

human experimentation” 

The popular initiative of 18 March 2019 
“Yes to the ban on animal and human ex-
perimentation” aims at banning all animal 
experiments in Switzerland itself as well 
as the import of products that have been 
developed using animal testing or, in the 
same way, experiments on humans una-
ble to give consent (which is a matter of 
course in a constitutional state). Art. 80 of 
the Federal Constitution is to be amended 
accordingly (voting booklet, p. 22f.).1 

Initiative text (excerpts):
The Federal Constitution is amend-
ed as follows:
Art. 80
3 Animal testing and human subject 
research is prohibited. Animal test-
ing is considered cruelty to animals 
and may be punished as a felony. 
This and all the following apply mu-
tatis mutandis to animal and human 
experiments:
a. Initial applications* are only per-
missible if they are in the compre-
hensive and overriding interest of 
those concerned (animals as well as 
humans); initial applications must 
also be promising and must be car-
ried out in a controlled and circum-
spect manner.
b. After the entry into force of the 
ban on animal experiments, trade, 
import and export of products be-
longing to all sectors and all types 
are prohibited if animal experi-
ments continue to be carried out di-
rectly or indirectly for them; exist-
ing products remain exempt from 

the ban if animal experiments are 
carried out directly or indirectly for 
them no longer. 
d. It must be ensured that non-an-
imal replacement approaches re-
ceive at least the same level of gov-
ernment support as was previously 
provided for animal testing.
(* on this, the Federal Council ex-
plains, “The initiative leaves open 
the question of how initial applica-
tions differ from experiments.” Vot-
ing booklet, p. 15)

A unique feature: all national councillors 
and councillors of states recommend re-
jection of the initiative (0 votes in favour).

Initiators put humans  
and animals on the same level

The initiators claim that because both are 
capable of suffering, animals should not 
be sacrificed for the health of humans and, 
furthermore, animal experiments do not 
usually produce any useful results: “Out 
of 100 active substances, 95 fail in human 

Ideological background of the federal initiative  
banning animal experiments and of the Basel initiative “Basic rights for primates”

mw. Both initiatives follow the question-
able equation of human rights with the 
“rights” of animals, plants and inanimate 
nature according to the theory of Peter 
Singer (“Animal Liberation” of 1975): “The 
Australian Singer argues that there is no 
moral justification for not taking into ac-
count the suffering of any being. Animals, 
especially mammals, birds or fish, are sen-
sitive and have an interest in not being 
caused pain. This interest must be taken 
into account in a utilitarian consideration, 
otherwise one is practising ‘speciesism’ – 
similar to the concepts of racism or sex-
ism."1

As a consequence, Singer demands the 
abolition of industrial livestock farming, 
or rather, he propagates a vegetarian or 
vegan lifestyle. He rejects animal experi-
ments to a large extent, although not cat-
egorically.2

An extract from the position paper of 
“Sentience Politics”, the basis of the Basel 
initiative “Basic Rights for Primates”: “One 
of the most central principles of justice is 
that what is equal should be treated equal-
ly and what is unequal should be treated 
unequally according to its inequality. In 
this position paper, we show that non-hu-
man primates are equal to human primates 

in terms of their interests in not suffering 
and not being killed, and are therefore en-
titled – like humans – to a fundamental 
right to life as well as a fundamental right 
to integrity”3 (emphasis mw).

Subsequently, “Sentience Politics” ex-
tends the prohibition of discrimination, 
which is valid for all humans, to primates: 
“Not so long ago, certain humans were 
classified as inferior and discriminated 
against on the basis of arbitrary criteria 
such as skin colour, ethnicity, origin or gen-
der.” The position paper enumerates the 
forms of discrimination from slavery or the 
earlier lack of political rights for women 
to the failure to respect LGBT rights, and 
then seamlessly moves on to the “objective 
of this position paper”, namely “that the 
interests of non-human primates must be 
protected by fundamental rights”. (Intro-
duction, p. 1)

The "Neue Zürcher Zeitung" of 19 Jan-
uary rightly classifies this view as extreme-
ly dangerous: “Sentience Politics marks a 
fundamental break with our understand-
ing of how to treat animals. This is based 
on the conviction that although protec-
tion is provided for animals, human life is 
fundamentally superior.” The Basel vote 
on special legal status for primates is “a 

test run to get this debate going”, the au-
thor warns.4

On 13 February, we Swiss and the Basel 
voters have the opportunity to counter 
such value upheavals.

Of course, we humans do have a respon-
sibility to treat our earth with care and also 
to ensure that animals do not suffer unnec-
essarily. But according to the principle that 
“what is equal should be treated equally 
and what is unequal should be treated un-
equally”, human rights and the legal status 
of animals cannot be placed on the same 
level. According to Article 11 of the Swiss 
Civil Code (ZGB), every human being has 
legal capacity – while animals do not.
1 Alder, Kathrin. “Grundrechte für Tiere: mehr 
als nur ein Affentheater” (Basic rights for ani-
mals: more than just a farce). In: Neue Zürcher 
Zeitung, 15 October 2020.
2 https://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tierrechte
3 https://sentience.ch/de/initiativen/grundrech-
te-fuer-primaten/
4 Gerny, Daniel. “Der Trend zum totalen Ve-
ganismus ist gefährlich: wie zwei Volksinitia-
tiven die Tierschutzdebatte radikalisieren” (The 
trend towards total veganism is dangerous: 
how two popular initiatives are radicalising the 
animal welfare debate)”. In: Neue Zürcher Zei-
tung of 19 January 2022

Referendums of 13 February 2022

Ban on animal experimentation  
and fundamental rights for primates

Questionable equalisation of humans and animals in the legal sense
by Dr iur. Marianne Wüthrich
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”Ban on animal experimentation …” 
continued from page 12

experiments, despite apparently promis-
ing results in animal experiments. (Vot-
ing booklet, p. 18f.) 

An (outrageous!) example is the state-
ment of a doctor on the initiators’ home-
page (https://tierversuchsverbot.ch): “In 
contrast to the researchers from the phar-
maceutical industry, as a doctor, I am at 
the bedside of seriously ill people every 
day and, together with the patients, I have 
to endure the suffering caused by the fact 
that there are no effective therapies, partly 
due to the continuing use of animal experi-
ments in research.” (Alexander Walz, MD, 
Specialist in Internal Medicine, Diploma of 
Tropical Medicine & Hygiene, Zurich).

It is up to the reader to decide what to 
think of a doctor who tells his seriously ill 
patients that there are “no effective thera-
pies” (as a result of animal experiments!). 

Weighty arguments against  
the initiative (Federal Council)

The Federal Council puts together a whole 
series of significant counter-arguments in 
its voting booklet (pp. 20/21):
- All medicines must first be tested on 

animals as well as humans before they 
are put on the market. 

- If the initiative is accepted, many med-
icines (and vaccines!) could neither be 
produced in Switzerland nor imported 
from abroad. 

- The initiative would lead to a two-tier 
medical system: Only those who can 
afford to travel abroad would have ac-
cess to the latest treatments.

- Often there is no alternative to test-
ing on living organisms in order to de-
velop effective and safe medicines for 
humans and animals (for example in 
cancer and dementia research or in sur-
gery).

- “Switzerland has one of the strictest 
laws on animal testing and on human 
subject research in the world” (Voting 
booklet, p. 21, emphasis mw).

- The Confederation already promotes 
non-animal research.

- In the last 40 years, the use of labo-
ratory animals has decreased sharp-
ly - from just under 2 million in the 
early 1980s to around 560000 in 2020 
(p. 14).

Severe prison  
sentences threatened for scientists! 

The second sentence of the planned Ar-
ticle 80 paragraph 3 BV, “Animal testing 
is considered cruelty to animals and may 
be punished as a felony.” does not appear 
in the Federal Council’s arguments in the 
voting booklet. Did the Federal Council 
overlook it? Article 10 paragraph 2 of the 
Swiss Criminal Code (SCC) defines: “Fel-
onies are criminal acts punishable by im-

prisonment for more than three years.” 
This high penalty applies, for example, to 
kidnapping with the threat of death (Arti-
cle 185(2)) or rape with the use of a dan-
gerous weapon (Article 190(3)). It is just 
not possible that a scientist of medical re-
search may be locked up in prison be-
cause he gives priority to the human right 
to health over the right of animals to in-
tegrity!

Questionable equation  
of human and animal rights

The initiative follows the dubious merging 
of human rights with the “rights” of ani-
mals, plants and inanimate nature accord-
ing to the theory of Peter Singer (“Ani-
mal Liberation”) from the 1970s (see box 
“Ideological background”).

The protection of animals is, in fact, of 
great importance in Switzerland. To this 
end, there is a whole series of laws and 
ordinances with strict regulations in the 
areas of animal protection, keeping farm 
animals and pets, breeding, wild animals 
(for example, protection of large carni-
vores), animal protection during slaughter 
and animal testing.2

But: human rights first! These include 
the right of all people to sufficient health 
care – and thus also to the supply of medi-
cines and vaccines. Especially in times of 
pandemics and supply shortages, research 
and the necessary imports must certainly 
not be made even more difficult. 

II Basel popular initiative 
“Basic rights for primates” 

Also, on 13 February, the people of the 
Canton of Basel-Stadt will vote on the 
popular initiative “Basic rights for pri-
mates”. The initiators aim in the same di-
rection as the animal experiment ban ini-
tiative presented above.

Initiative text
The Constitution of the Canton of 
Basel-Stadt is amended as follows:
§ 11 Basic rights guarantees
2 This Constitution moreover guar-
antees
c. (new) the right of non-human 
primates to life and to physical and 
mental integrity.

Problematic merging  
of humans and animals 

The Basel initiative refers to a posi-
tion paper by Sentience Politics, “Basic 
Rights for Primates” of April 2016, which 
in turn draws on Peter Singer’s question-
able theory, in particular his Great Ape 
Project (GAP) of 1993 (see box “Ideolog-
ical background”). However, GAP quickly 
lost popularity and “has been stagnating 
[according to its proponents] for several 
years without any tangible result”.3 

And is it to be reawakened in Basel, 
of all places? One of the best-known zo-
ological gardens, the Basel “Zolli”, and 
its many visitors would certainly not be 
happy if the housing of great apes were 
no longer to be allowed there. It is true 
that the zoo is privately owned and would 
therefore, according to the initiators, “only 
be indirectly affected by the new laws”. 
But the planned new paragraph in § 11 of 
the cantonal constitution is certainly pack-
ing a punch: just like the rights of humans, 
those of the apes would also have to be 
protected morally and legally, i. e., they 
would be legally enforceable!

So, the initiators are already pushing in 
advance for private organisations such as 
the Zoo or the Basel pharmaceutical com-
panies “… for example to introduce strict-
er rules for the protection of non-human 
primates. To enforce this, an ombudsper-
son created by the canton or an independ-
ent advisory board would be conceivable 
[...]”.4 This does not sound quite entirely 
voluntary – one can vividly imagine the 
pressure the initiators would use.

Question mark  
for the validity of the initiative 

The initiative was declared unconstitu-
tional and therefore invalid by the Basel 
government and its Grand Council (par-
liament) in 2018. With puzzling a justifi-
cation, the Federal Supreme Court ruled 
in 2020 that the initiative did not violate 
the Federal Constitution and was there-
fore valid: “The cantons are expressly 
permitted to enact their own fundamental 
rights that go beyond the minimum stand-
ards enshrined in the Federal Constitution 
and the European Convention on Human 
Rights (ECHR). Special rights for non-hu-
man primates are unusual, but compati-
ble with federal law - especially since the 
fundamental distinction between animal 
rights and human fundamental rights is 
not called into question.”5 

The only justification for this “dizzy-
ing” Federal Court decision is deference 
for direct democracy. In Switzerland, pop-
ular initiatives at all levels (federal, can-
tonal, municipal) are very rarely declared 
invalid on material grounds. Of course, 
seen from a democratic perspective, this 
is basically worthy of support. •
1 https://www.admin.ch/gov/de/start/dokumenta-

tion/abstimmungen/20220213.html (for the Eng-
lish version, click “EN” at the top on the right)

2 https://www.blv.admin.ch/blv/de/home/tiere/ re-
chts--und-vollzugsgrundlagen/gesetzgebung.html 
(not available in English)

3 https://www.greatapeproject.de/was-genau/ 
4 https://www.primaten-initiative.ch/de/
5 Alder, Kathrin. “Grundrechte für Tiere: mehr als 

nur ein Affentheater – Basic rights for animals: 
more than just a farce”. In: Neue Zürcher Zeitung 
of 15 October 2021

All given references refer to texts in the German lan-
guage, since they are not available in English or can 
be translated on the spot.
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“Who Will Guard over the Guardians?”
by Alfred de Zayas*

As we surf on the 
mainstream media, 
listen to the tele-
journal, check out 
the social media, 
we can witness how 
fake news evolves 
into fake history 
and how politicians 
and journalists in-
strumentalise both 
to concoct fake 
law. I think that we 

can say, without fear of contradiction, that 
there is a veritable war on truth. Surely, 
we are on a slippery slope toward fake de-
mocracy – or are we already there?

Quis custodiet ipsos custodes? (Juve-
nalis, Satires) – who will guard over the 
guardians? – when the mainstream media 
no longer performs the function of the 
watchdog, no longer alerts us to endem-
ic – and punctual – governmental abus-
es but act more like echo-chambers of the 
interests of certain “elites” and transna-
tional corporations…  who will blow the 
whistle on governmental and private-sec-
tor scams?  How can we defend our rights 
when our elected officials, those who have 
the obligation to uphold the law, are actu-
ally in the service of other, more powerful 
and lucrative interests?  What can we do 
when the executive, legislative and judici-
ary are progressively corrupted, when in-
stitutions like the ICC discontinue investi-
gations into gross criminality by powerful 
states while prosecuting the little fish, 
when the Organization for the Prohibi-
tion of Chemical Weapons tampers with 
the evidence of inspectors and suppresses 
crucial facts (Douma “report” on Syria), 
when the OAS is complicit in a coup 
d’état against an OAS member state (Bo-
livia), when other supposedly objective or-
ganisations systematically dis-inform the 
public, disseminate evidence-free news, 
suppress dissent?

Only we can be the guardians 
Only we can be the guardians – by re-
claiming democracy and our right to ef-
fective participation in public affairs, as 
stipulated in article 25 of the Internation-
al Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. 
We must condemn the politicisation and 
“weaponization” of human rights, espe-
cially when human entitlements are in-
strumentalised to obliterate others.

We should remember that human rights 
are not in competition with each other, but 

that human rights constitute a holistic sys-
tem based on our common human digni-
ty. We know that the United Nations, the 
Security Council, the General Assembly, 
ECOSOC [Economic and Social Council], 
the Human Rights Council are all politi-
cal. That’s not the problem – it is a factum 
that everything can be seen as “political” 
in some way. What is crucial is that every-
body be required to play by the same rules 
and that there be some kind of monitoring 
to ensure that the rules are being observed 
in good faith.

A problem lies in the fact that many 
diplomats and politicians sitting in public 
institutions do not really feel committed 
to human rights, international law or in-
ternational solidarity – or at least do not 
consider these values as their priorities, al-
though they give the requisite lip service 
to them. Another problem lies in the ab-
sence of ethics in public institutions, in 
the double-standards used by politicians 
and diplomats. Indeed, quod licet Iovi non 
licet bovi – what is permissible for Jupiter 
(the US, UK, EU) is not permissible for an 
ox (the rest of us).

Sure, the world needs a rules-based in-
ternational order – valid for everybody, 
not just for the poorer countries. Re-
markably, the US Secretary of State An-
tony Blinken keeps harping on this “rules 
based” order. But we already have it: The 
United Nations Charter, which is akin to 
a world constitution. Everything is already 
in the Charter. All we have to do it is to 
apply it in good faith.

It is dismaying to see how many coun-
tries ostensibly committed to the Inter-
national Covenant on Civil and Political 
Rights and the International Covenant on 
Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, 
systematically vote in the Human Rights 
Council to defeat certain mandates that 
advance transparency and accountability, 
when they vote against the human right to 
peace, the right to international solidarity, 
the right to development. How can we de-
nounce countries that sabotage efforts to 
adopt a legally binding instrument on cor-

porate social responsibility, flout the pro-
hibition on unilateral coercive measures, 
use mercenaries to defeat the right of self-
determination of peoples, disregard UN 
decisions and resolutions, including Advi-
sory Opinions of the International Court 
of Justice?

Powerful States that violate internation-
al law with impunity are actually sending 
a dangerous signal and giving a cynical 
example to developing countries in Afri-
ca, Asia and Latin America. If we in the 
developed “West” want to be leaders – 
not only in economic matters, but also in 
human rights, we must lead by good ex-
ample. And when we do evil things like 
the barbaric assault on Iraq in 2003 or the 
persecution of “whistle-blowers” like Ju-
lian Assange and Edward Snowden, we 
establish “precedents of permissibility” – 
which others will surely follow. There lies 
the curse of evil deeds – that they contin-
ue generating other evils – Das eben ist 
der Fluch der bösen Tat, dass sie fortzeu-
gend Böses muss gebären” (Friedrich von 
Schiller, Piccolomini)

What the international community 
needs in the twenty-first century is mutual 
respect and pluralism, international soli-
darity and multilateralism.  And yet, from 
all sides we experience the pressures of 
conformism, “groupthink” and “political 
correctness”. We must be very vigilant if 
we do not want to get caught up in a total-
itarian witch hunt against “wrong think”.

We ourselves must be both  
guardians and whistle-blowers

We ourselves must be both guardians and 
whistle-blowers. We cannot trust institu-
tions that are financed by corporations 
and/or have been penetrated by intelli-
gence services. We cannot rely on media 
that only acts as echo chambers of the 
powerful. We must pro-actively build a 
sustainable world – day by day – based on 
the United Nations Charter and multilat-
eral action. We are the guardians. •
Source: https://www.counterpunch.org/2021/12/31/
who-will-guard-the-guardians/ of 31 December 2021 

* Alfred de Zayas is a professor at the Geneva School 
of Diplomacy and served as a UN Independent Ex-
pert on the Promotion of a Democratic and Equita-
ble International Order 2012–2018.

Alfred de Zayas  
(picture ma)

“We ourselves must be both guardians and whistle-blowers. 
We cannot trust institutions that are financed by corpora-
tions and/or have been penetrated by intelligence services. 
We cannot rely on media that only acts as echo chambers 
of the powerful. We must pro-actively build a sustainable 
world – day by day – based on the United Nations Charter 
and multilateral action. We are the guardians.”
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Iraq: Life in Mosul through a child’s eyes
by Muyassar Mansour, Communication Field Officer – ICRC

Four years after the vio-
lence ended, the once bur-
geoning city of Mosul still 
bears the scars of the fight-
ing, with deserted neigh-
bourhoods and ruins as 
far as the eye can see. The 
old city on the west bank 
of the Tigris river, known 
as the jewel of Mosul, still 
lies in ruins. Children play 
in the rubble or look for 
items to resell at the mar-
ket.

Eight-year-old Yasin 
plays in the ruins of what 
used to be a mosque in the 
old city of Mosul. Despite 
the notices warning of un-
exploded ordnance, the 
boy and his friends play 
fearlessly in this desolate 
environment.

The children look for 
the white flags marking 
the buildings that have 
been cleared of mines. 
Then they start digging in 
the piles of rubble, on the 
hunt for anything of value that can be re-
sold. As a main source of income, this ac-
tivity means they also venture into non-
cleared areas.

“There are some dangerous places here 
that we are not allowed to play in because 
of mines,” says Yaqeen, age 11. She lives 
in Mosul’s old city and remembers a time 
before the war. “Before the conflict, we 

had a shop here and I had friends,” she 
says. “We used to go out and play.”

Many of Mosul's former residents have 
not returned because of the hidden unex-
ploded ordnance. Grenades, bombs and 
rockets lie in wait for the innocent. All 
it takes is one false move for lives to be 
changed forever.

The fighting may be over,  
but the war continues.

Thousands of people who fled the fight-
ing are unable or unwilling to come back. 
Without the huge investment needed to re-
build the city, business opportunities are 
rare.

Mosul, the capital of Nineveh prov-
ince, lies close to Turkey and Syria and 
was once one of the most important cities 
on the Middle East trade route.

Despite the fact that some basic infra-
structure, such as sewers and roads, has 
been repaired, much more needs to be 
done, particularly in terms of homes and 
health care.

The situation is bleak and it is a chal-
lenge to survive in this inhospitable envi-
ronment, but some families have returned. 
Others never left and endured the terrible 
consequences of war.

Ghanem is one such resident. He was 
eight years old in 2017 when he was at 
home in West Mosul when a rocket hit 
his house. He lost his leg there and then. 
The scene was so horrific that his moth-

er was too afraid to even pick him up and 
seek help. “He was in pain and screaming, 
there was blood everywhere,” recounts his 
mother Anwar.

The recovery was long and painful for 
a boy who, like most of his age, used to 
enjoy racing around. After two long years 
of being immobile, he was fitted with a 
prosthetic leg at the ICRC's physical reha-
bilitation centre in Mosul.

An artificial leg has meant Ghanem can 
reclaim his childhood. “I can run, play ball 
and go to the store again,” he says. “I went 
once with my friends to the market and 
I was walking so fast that they lost track 
of me. I had to walk home by myself,” he 
says with a smile.

Sarah, Ghanem's sister, was also in 
the house when the rocket hit. She now 
spends her day in a wheelchair or in bed. 
Her mother Anwar says that Sarah's spinal 
injuries are too complicated to be treat-
ed at the local health-care centres. She 
is desperate as she cannot afford to take 
Sarah elsewhere for expensive surgery. 
The longer Sarah spends without the right 
care, the lower her chances of ever being 
able to stand and walk again.

Overcoming the trauma of that terrible 
day will not be easy for anyone in the fam-
ily. Sarah and Ghanem also lost a brother 
and a sister in the blast. •

Source: https://www.icrc.org/en/document/iraq-life-
mosul-through-child-eyes of 13 December 2021

Humanitarian aid  
will not be enough

Residents face chronic water and elec-
tricity shortages. A recent study by 
the ICRC found that fewer than 15 per 
cent of people on Mosul’s left bank – 
the eastern half of the city – current-
ly have enough water to meet their 
daily needs. On the right bank, this 
number was higher but still only 35 
per cent. This is partly because the war 
destroyed vital infrastructure, such as 
water pumping stations.

The conflict may have ended, but 
people’s needs in Mosul – and the 
wider Ninawa governorate – are still 
huge. The extent of the damage means 
that humanitarian aid alone will not 
be enough. Mosul will require contin-
ued national and international invest-
ment to repair its deeply damaged in-
frastructure and to ensure communities 
have access to basic services like shelter, 
water, electricity and health care.

The children look for the white flags marking the buildings that have been  
cleared of mines. Picture © Mike KHALAF/ICRC


