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Since the end of the Cold War, the transatlantic community seems to go through an identity crisis. The threat against common Western interests and values which did produce per se legitimacy for transatlantic unity has ceased to exist. A new paradigm of international relations which declares the growing dominance of the economic rationale as overriding principle for conducting world politics makes Americans and Europeans competitors on the global market place rather than partners. The debate about how to identify and to deal with the so-called ‘pariah-states’� is then part of these global changes, reflecting the underlying transatlantic crisis. Beyond these rather abstract thoughts about the causes of the sometimes polemic transatlantic ‘pariah-state’ debate, the practical observation is that Europeans and Americans differ about what a ‘pariah-state’ is and what action should be taken to change its behaviour.

Along the lines of this ‘problèmatique’ this paper will argue that the transatlantic agenda should be based on a negotiation process between Europeans and Americans which should finally lead to reach consensus about the yard stick by which Europeans and the U.S. would label particular states ”pariah-states”�; or alternatively reach consensus on a formula by which they agree to disagree. Second, they have to identify appropriate instruments how to deal with those states and change their behaviour. As any negotiation process which seeks to build consensus among opponents, the debate of these questions obviously makes only sense if both sides are ready in principle to reassess their own positions in the transatlantic negotiation process and make some concessions to the other side. That implies that both sides are abandoning unilateral approaches and exclude options which would press one side into the line of a policy it would normally not pursue.

The problems how to define a ‘pariah-state’

How do we recognise a ‘pariah-state’? What are the guidelines along which we judge a state to be a ‘pariah-state’? Is it useful at all to work out a definition of what constitutes a ‘pariah-state’, or is it not just an academic exercise which falls short of grasping the real meaning of the ‘pariah-state’ debate, namely the underlying interests of the different actors involved in this debate. Do we then need a common definition at all? At first sight, a ‘pariah-state’ in its broadest sense is a state which does not behave according to internationally accepted so-called regimes or threatens to breach them. According to the standard definition, international regimes are:

” ... sets of implicit or explicit principles, norms, rules, and decision-making procedures around which actors’ expectations converge in a given area of international relations. Principles are beliefs of fact, causation, and rectitude. Norms are standard of behaviour defined in terms of rights and obligations. Rules are specific prescriptions or proscriptions for action. Decision-making procedures are prevailing practices for making and implementing collective action.”�



Such principles and norms are embedded in international regimes like the UN-Charta, and other international agreements. In order to have an impact, the principles and norms of the regimes should be adhered to, so that after all states live and survive in an orderly and thus peaceful way. According to this line of argument, the term ‘pariah-state’ would be appropriate to label those states which repeatedly violate international norms.

In the last years, the list of violators of the UN-Charta has got longer. For the sake of the following arguments about the effectiveness of international sanctions as an instrument to change the behaviour of ”pariah-states”, a brief overview is given about those states which were punished by sanctions which in term were decided upon by the Security Council for alleged norm violation.

All in all, sanctions were used against South Rhodesia 1966, South Africa in 1977, Iraq 1990, Yugoslavia 1991 and Serbia-Montenegro in 1992 respectively, Libya 1992, Somalia 1992, Haiti 1994, and finally Sudan 1996. In the first case sanctions were used to weaken the rebels movement against dependency from Great Britain, in the second case (although weak) sanctions were imposed to fight the apartheid systems. The case of Iraq is well known and the list of Iraqi violations against international norms and conventions is long: Security Council Resolution (SCR) 687 calls for the respect of international boundaries, destruction of chemical, biological, ballistic missiles with greater range than 150 km, respect the obligations of the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), return of all Kuwaiti property seized during the war, pay for the damage caused by the second Gulf War, etc. By using sanctions, the international community tried to extinguish the civil war in ex-Yugoslavia; sanctions were used for the same purpose against Somalia. Libya should expel two persons, suspect of bombing an airliner over Lockerbie in 1988. Sudan was sanctioned for a comparable reason because it did not expel the would-be-assassins of the Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak in June 1995 in Ethiopia. These states could be labelled ‘pariah-states’, because they violated international agreements. Whether economic sanctions, which were used as means to punish the violators, were the appropriate instruments to induce a change of behaviour will be discussed later.

However, there is another list of states which are labelled ”pariah-states”. This list does not completely converge with the one just discussed for two reasons: first, it includes some states which are charged by SCRs, but not to the extend as the U.S. and others would like them to be charged (Sudan, Libya, and others). Second, it includes those states which fall short of being charged SCRs, but are criticised by the West (the U.S.) for roguish behaviour (Cuba, Iran). The case of Iran is an interesting one because it seems to rest in a twilight zone between the two extreme points: the case of a state which obviously violates internationally accepted standards such as those of the UN-Charta and the case of a perfectly peaceful state. Why then is Iran called a pariah-state?

Briefly after the Islamic revolution in 1979, Iran took American citizens in Teheran hostage which marked the start of the tensions in Iran’s relations with the U.S. and the former’s uncomfortable position in the global arena. The U.S. however did not succeed to introduce multilateral UN-sponsored economic sanctions against the Ayatollah-Regime by a SCR, although trying so in January 1980. In reaction, the U.S. opted for an unilateral approach and froze Iranian assets in the US, banned Iranian oil from its domestic market, and expelled some Iranian residents. One year later, the U.S. suspended sanctions. In 1984, the U.S. accused Teheran for sponsoring international terrorism. After a long period of troubled relationship, the Clinton administration finally decided to implement the ‘dual containment’ policy on the basis of which (only) in May 1995 American firms were prohibited to explore the rich Iranian oil fields. All in all, Iran has been accused of pursuing a nuclear weapons program, sponsoring state terrorism, subverting the Middle East peace talks and destabilising the Gulf region. Consequently, it seemed legitimate for the U.S. to label Iran a ‘pariah-state’.

In many ways, the Europeans did identify the same points of criticism against Iran, but were much less explicit in their condemnation and came to much different political conclusions. In a resolution of the European Council in Edinburgh 1992 they expressed their concern about Iranian human rights violations, the death sentence pronounced by a Fatwa of Ayatollah Khomeini against Salman Rushdie, and other acts of terrorism. The Europeans were concerned about Iran’s upgrading of weapons systems and the consequences of this for stability in the Gulf region. This was reason enough for upgrading the so-called critical dialogue which had been pursued only by Germany until then to a European level.

But again: what makes Iran a ‘pariah-state’ and why is its behaviour roguish even if the behaviour of other states feature some of the same characteristics but are not declared a pariah-state? The London based International Institute for Strategic Studies came to the conclusion that ”U.S. accusations of Iran’s unwarranted behaviour are not always supported by hard evidence.”� Is this a fair assessment?

The following exercise might be a delicate one for different reasons, however it clarifies the argument. Take Iran and, for example, Israel, the former being a ‘pariah-state’ the latter not. Take as well a list of conditions Iran is supposed to meet if it wants to get rid of its ‘pariah-state’ status.� Assume as a working hypothesis that this list represents the yard stick for roguish behaviour, or, put differently, for the identification of a pariah-state.

According to this yard stick, Iran should publicly accept the Oslo process and accept Yasser Arafat and the PLO as interlocutors for the Palestinians. On the other hand we can not be yet sure whether the Israeli government under Benjamin Netanyahu does accept the PLO or the PA and Chairman Arafat as real partners in peace negotiations. Turning to international terrorism: the list requests from Iran to end terror and assassination programs against foreigners and Iranian opposition. There is no way arguing against this demand but again it is difficult to understand why then Israel can go relatively unpunished when trying to assassinate an allegedly radical fundamentalist, but nevertheless a citizen of another country as it happened with the assassination attempt in Amman in September 1997.

The question of the possession of weapons of mass destruction is an equally ambiguous affair: Iran should accept open-ended International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) inspections and monitoring, which is generally uncontested. However, this is exactly what Israel refuses to allow. Israel’s possessions of some nuclear facilities for military purpose have never been confirmed but it equally refuses to be controlled by IAEA inspections.� The ratification of the Chemical Weapons Convention falls into the same category. According to the yardstick-list, Iran should ratify the Chemical Weapons Convention which it has done so on November 3rd, 1997 by and large unnoticed by the Western public. At the same time, the signatory Israel has not yet ratified this convention. Iran’s Nodong-missile program which enables it to get in possession of North Korean missiles of approximately 1.000 km range should be stopped. At the same time, Israel is able to produce its own ‘Jericho I+II’ missiles with a range of 650 and 1.500 km respectively. It then becomes difficult to argue in favour of the limitation of Iranian surface-to-surface missiles to 150 km.

Although displaying some of the characteristics normally attributed to a pariah-state, obviously, Israel is none in the Western perception. Israel is a democratic state in the Western sense, in cultural terms much closer to Europe and the U.S. than Iran. It is an ally with high strategic importance for the West. Given this importance and given the fundamental ties between Israel and the West, there is no reason for the West to label Israel a pariah-state, as it does in the other cases, despite its roguish behaviour in objective terms. Inversely, the question becomes valid if a state, closer in political and cultural terms to the West, will be ever labelled a pariah-state. Empirical evidence suggests otherwise.�

The discussion of the different possibilities to draft a list of conditions which in turn enables the transatlantic community to identify a ‘pariah-state’ suggests three options: Either we define a ‘pariah-state’ along universally accepted norms. The UN-Charta and other international agreements are then the yardstick to assess which states are Pariah-states. Second, we can define a ‘pariah-state’ in the sense that they are fundamentally opposed against Western interests. This definition would require an exact elaboration of the political and, most importantly, the economic interests of the West. Finally, we can dismiss a definition altogether and have to decide on an ad hoc basis whether or not the behaviour of a specific state requires a common Western reaction. In consequence, this would suggest that the West abandoned a common long term strategic approach and pursued a policy of ‘muddling through’.

The European perception of the ‘pariah-states’ debate

What is the European perception of the ‘pariah-states’ debate? First of all, there is no such a thing as a common European hammered-in-stone-definition of what a ‘pariah-state’ is. Europeans tend to shy away even to use the word ‘pariah-state’, when talking about countries like Iran, Iraq, or Cuba. The European hesitations might be interpreted by outsiders as a lack of courage. Seen through other lenses, however, the European approach is pragmatic as a definition agreed upon by all Europeans and used accordingly in their international relations might rob them of their flexibility to deal with a whole range of complicated states. The other way round, Europeans see the American usage of the term as reflection of an American political culture which is - perceptions and misperceptions are always valid in international relations - determined by black-and-white simplifications. This in consequence tends to lead to dogmatic American foreign policy views.

Second, the Europeans interpret the pariah-states debate and the American position to a large extend determined by American domestic politics. Under strong interest groups pressure, the administration appears to follow a policy it would not pursue under different circumstances. The strong lobby groups in the cases of Cuba and Libya are good examples. At the same time members of Congress, determined to score some easy points in the foreign policy arena are tempted to sell some American foreign policy moves to their constituencies. Their electorate, otherwise beyond any doubt able to cast their votes due to rational considerations, have no idea - so the argument - about what is going on out there, but are, however, attracted by the brave American fight against some pariah-states fundamentally opposed to American interests, and at the same time by the American ‘whip’ to get the European traitors of Western values in line.� This argument became even more pronounced as some of the leading American foreign policy experts tried to soften the American position vis-à-vis some of the pariah-states, but had no impact.

Third, Europeans have difficulties to accept the American definition of a ‘pariah-state’, because they fear that operative conclusions would then conflict with their own underlying political and economic interests. A look at the Gulf market makes this point clearer. The Second Gulf War was an overwhelming success under American political and military leadership. The demonstration of American strength and the ongoing talk about the Iranian threat to regional stability convinced many of the Gulf countries to turn to the U.S. for military protection. This plausible move was then used by the Americans to open up the huge Gulf market (notably Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and the United Arab Emirates) and leave the Europeans in front of closed doors. For the Europeans to get a slice of the gulf market cake there is only room left if they turn to others, like Iran. If the Europeans accepted the US-notion of pariah-states, even this market would be closed leaving the Europeans only with minor opportunities. Two delicate rumours expressed for some time in the European foreign policy establishment aggravate this point even further: the first was that although the Clinton administration displayed a tough political position against Iran, still a lot of business with Iran has been done by re-exporting American products through Arab countries, notably the UAE, into Iran. Unconfirmed sources speculated about a value of nearly US-$ 2 billion. Second, in the current situation even more delicate, some sources argued that American members of the UNSCOM-team made positive reports to the UN-Security Council dependent upon the Iraqi readiness to purchase American goods once UN-sanctions were lifted. Pentagon officials rejected these allegations� but again, perceptions and misperceptions are not to be underestimated.

Beyond the question of perceptions, there are other political and strategic reasons why Europeans hesitate to label Iran, Iraq, Libya, Cuba, North Korea, Syria, and Sudan as ‘pariah states’ and remain in contact with most them.

The easier cases are North Korea, Syria, Sudan, and Iraq. Concerning these four countries there is less disagreement about a common transatlantic approach. North Korea came under fire because of its nuclear power program and its development of ballistic missiles with considerable range. After being threatened by international sanctions, North Korea agreed to drop its programs, but demanded compensation which the international community was ready to provide. The Europeans were generally in line with others, as South Korea and the US, and in March 1996, the EU decided within the framework of its Common Foreign- and Security Policy (CFSP) to support the Korean Energy Development Organisation (KEDO) set up for the purpose of compensation. Via EURATOM, Europe will annually contribute ECU 15 million to KEDO.� Although a more moderate North Korea would stabilise the Far Asian arena with obvious positive economic consequences, from a purely strategic or military point of view however, it poses no threat to the vital security interests of Europe.

The Sudan is another candidate. Since a military coup in 1989, the country has been governed by an Islamic fundamentalist regime. In 1996, it was underthrown under a weak international sanctions-regime according to SCR for not expelling Sudanese nationals which were suspect of the would-be-assassination of the Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak in Addis Abeba 1995. Despite the Sudanese involvement in international terrorist activities and its co-operative policy with Iran no further action beyond international sanctions has been taken by the Europeans. Situated south of Egypt, it plays some role with respect to the waters of the Nil, and some in the Red Sea arena, but apart from that, the international influence of Sudan is negligible.�

Syria is a country which became increasingly important in the last years. It was one of the Arab allies of the ‘entente’ against Iraq in the second Gulf War and since then able to improve its relations to the West. Formerly a close ally of the Soviet Union, it has tilted in the recent years towards the West and became a key player in the Middle East for two reasons. One is the Arab-Israeli peace process, which is at the centre both of American and European Middle Eastern politics. Because without a consent of Syria a broad and stable regional peace arrangement will be most difficult to achieve, Damascus is not labelled as ‘pariah-regime’ by Europe. Second, it is one of the major cornerstones of the so-called Barcelona process, which had been created by the EU in 1995 with the goal to establish a Mediterranean free trade area until 2010. Without its participation, the European concept would fall short of being comprehensive, which in turn would imply heavy political costs for the EU and in particular for the EU-Commission.

Iraq, as argued above, has bee underthrown under an international sanctions regime by the UN-security council, and there is few disagreement that the regime of Saddam Hussein is a ‘pariah-regime’. Sanctions should therefore remain in place, although some of their results clearly had an adverse effect than the intended one. Perhaps Iraq is the case which receives the most consent among the transatlantic partners, despite the latest quarrels among the U.S. and Great Britain on the one, and France, China, and Russia on the other side.

The case of Cuba then is more ambiguous. This is not because it would rank of high importance in the European foreign policy agenda. Just to the contrary, Cuba in recent year has come to the attention of the European public only because of the Helms-Burton act. With the end of the Cold War it most certainly has lost its strategic significance for the West, and for many Europeans, the U.S. policy against Cuba are just the remainings of the Cold War. A foreign policy-rationale for the current policy against Cuba is hard to detect. But the transatlantic disagreement over Cuba emphasises another point with respect to the psychological aspects of the transatlantic relationship. The way by which the U.S. has tried to bring the Europeans into the line has led to an emotional reaction on their side who do not like to be pushed around. The consequence was that Europeans, and in reaction the US, muddled into positions in their conflict about an appropriate approach, which in turn were difficult to leave without losing face.

Iran and Libya, the two more contested cases will be dealt with in the following chapter. After the d’Amato act, intense discussion between the U.S. and Europe about how to deal with both cases lead to transatlantic disruptions. However, discussions circled less around the question of whether these two states were ‘pariah-states’ or not, but more so around the question if sanctions were the appropriate means to change the behaviour of the leadership of both. Whether or not economic sanctions in general and trade sanctions in particular would work, will be discussed in the following section.

The European potential for sanctions

Given the assumption, the Europeans identify specific pariahs which threaten the interests of Europe or the broader Western interests, what instruments are at hand? The Europeans in the past have argued that unfriendly regimes could be changed through an evolutionary process. Contact and trade should be used to change the mind sets of the regimes, so that gradually a change of behaviour could be induced. The ‘critical dialogue’ of Germany, and since 1992 of the EU with Iran is the continuos point of reference for this policy. Although it fell short to achieve any impressive results, some of them should be noted: The contacts contributed to the release of the American hostages in 1980, the agreement of Iran to extend the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty in May 1995, the release of German hostages taken by Hizbollah in Lebanon 1996�. The dialogue contributed to the cease-fire arrangements after the operation ‘Grapes of Wrath’ in Southern Lebanon, and an Israeli message to Iran via the Europeans was sent to demand that the pre-elections time in Israel should not be disturbed by terrorist attacks.� Cynically, this failed.

Given that the critical dialogue, or put broadly, the evolutionary approach to regime change produced only limited results, what else could the Europeans do? Would economic sanctions make sense?� In the following I will discuss mainly the question of Iran, and partly Libya because these two cases are the most controversial.



Iran

In 1995, Iran had a GNP of US-$ 116.04 billion. Overall exports amounted to US-$ 11.6 billion, imports to US-$ 18.6 billion. Of these figures, exports to the EU amounted to US-$ 6.109 billion, imports from the EU to US-$ 5.08 billion. Trade with both Germany and the EU in general had been shrinking since 1992, although the figures for 1995 were comparable to those of 1989.



�EMBED MSGraph.Chart.8 \s���	Source: International Monetary Fund, Direction of Trade Statistics

	Yearbook, Washington: 1996.



The majority of imported goods from Europe are machines and vehicles, other products are negligible. Among the European states, Germany has been the most important trading partner, selling goods to an overall value of US-$ 1.812 billion (France came second with US-$ 0.618 billion). As could be expected, raw materials form the bulk of Iranian exports, the main customers being Italy (US-$ 1.6 billion), France (US-$ 1.264 billion) and Germany (US-$ 0.741 billion). When calculated against the general figures of Iranian trade, European imports make up 27.3%, exports 52.6%. The Iranian exports make up 5.26% of its GNP.

Libya

In 1995, Libya exported goods to a value of US-$ 8.708 billion, of these, US-$ 7.150 billion went to the EU. The country imported goods for US-$ 4.870 billion, US-$ 3.298 billion came from the EU. Like Iran, Libya is importing mainly machinery and vehicles, and exports almost exclusively raw materials. Italy is the most important trading partner (exports US-$ 3.397 billion, imports US-$ 1.054 billion), Germany is second (exports US-$ 1.380 billion, imports US-$ 0.669 billion). Therefore, Libya’s trade is more focused on the EU than Iran’s: 82.1% of exports went to Europe, 67.7% of imports came from Europe.

These figures suggest that the costs resulting from economic sanctions for both Iran and Libya would be high, at least in the short run. The currently relatively high concentration of exports in particular would lead to a massive decrease in the amount of hard currency earned by either country. By comparison, the costs for the EU would be rather small at first sight, as trade with Iran and Libya only amounts for a fraction of European external trade. Iran in particular has in recent years lost its importance as a market for European products, therefore, the argument that it would be an important destination for European products is clearly flawed. As far as Libya is concerned, the amount of oil imported from that country has gone back to the level of 1989, after a sharp rise in 1990 due to the Gulf War. The temporary dependence from Libyan oil has therefore lessened to some extend.

But despite these developments the high level of imports from Iran and Libya continue to bind the Europeans to the continuation of trade. In 1994, the EU imported 10.9% of its total need of oil from Libya and another 9.7% from Iran, which come third and fourth of the most important oil-importing countries, first being Norway with 21.4%, and second Russia 12.3%. If a European sanctions regime would be imposed on each country - which necessarily would have to include oil to raise the costs of sanctions -, two of the main suppliers of oil to Europe would have been excluded from the European market. This in turn would obviously lead to increasing dependence upon the remaining suppliers. Considering the difficult and instable domestic situation of those countries which would have to serve as alternatives, like Saudi Arabia, Russia, Nigeria and Algeria, and the given massive importance of oil for the satisfaction of Europe’s demand for energy, the imposition of sanctions against either or both countries would incur high strategic costs.

The quoted figures show clearly that a cutting-off of trade with either Iran or Libya could seriously damage the economic system of either country. However, this result needs to be modified taking into account the wider perspective of the increasing economic global integration. Until well into the 1980s, the OECD countries (together with the economies of Eastern Europe) constituted the most powerful economic block, but since the global economy has shifted towards a multipolar system. In consequence, the potential for successful imposition of sanctions in terms of afflicting damage on individual economies are twofold: on the one hand, a really comprehensive international sanctions regime against specific countries can have a massive effect upon national economies, because integration into the global economy has become a precondition for political and economic success. On the other hand the processes of globalization make it a lot more difficult to create an ”airtight” sanctions regime.

The larger the number of international actors which have to contribute to such a regime, the better are the chances of a target state to escape from the costs of sanctions. Although the prices for products of the target country will drop below the market price - which as well means that the country would be ready to pay a better price for the products it wishes to import - the sanctioned country will have always the option to turn to alternative actors, developing preferential economic relationships and thereby decreasing the costs of the multilateral sanctions regime. Countries possessing raw materials (such as Iran and Libya) in particular have always the option of circumventing sanctions by making use of the dynamics of developing regions such as South East Asia, which have a high demand for energy due to their industrialisation process. The processes in these countries will also enable them to deliver finished products for raw materials in turn.

The trend towards a diversification of trade and the possibility for substitution in case of Western sanctions can be illustrated by the following figures. Over the past five years, the external trade of Iran has diversified considerably. Whereas in 1989 70.4% of all Iranian products were exported to industrialised countries, the amount had shrunk to 43.6% in 1996. In the same period the share of exports to non-industrialised countries rose from 18.2% to 42.1%. Where imports are concerned, the trend towards diversification is less drastic, but nevertheless identifiable. The share of industrialised countries fell from 60.8% in 1989 and 73.5% in 1992 to 53.4% in 1996. The share of imports from developing countries rose from 38.4% in 1989 to 26.3% in 1992 and to 46.1% in 1995.
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These figures support the argument that economic isolation, at least of Iran through the U.S. and, in the case discussed here, the European states is rather difficult to achieve. Iran, like other actors in the global economic arena, has pushed forward the trend towards diversification of its economic relationships. The successful use of economic sanctions to achieve political aims has thereby become less likely.

The domestic level

It is not just the critical interpretation of Iranian economic data which gives reason to conclude that sanctions can only ever have a short-term effect on the national economies in question. Other, not less significant developments can be foreseen which lead to scepticism regarding the possibility for sanctions to effect a political reorganisation of a country.

Sanctions do have a re-distributive effect on the domestic power structures and on the material situation of certain parts of the society within a target country. Individual political or economic actors win or lose either in absolute or relative terms. Therefore, the identification and targeting of specific groups within the target country while trying to affect others as little as possible is particularly important when designing a sanctions regime. Two considerations (one humanitarian, the other concerned with power politics) should be taken into account: First of all, further pressure on those parts of the targeted society which are already at the bottom of the social strata should be avoided. Second, the re-distributive consequences of sanctions on the domestic power structures needs to be carefully examined. The American approach in particular has so far assumed that this re-distributive effect would automatically strengthen democratic forces over authoritarian regimes. In the case of South Africa, this assumption has to some extent been confirmed, as Nelson Mandela as a symbolic as well as a political figure did indeed mobilise both the national and the international public opinion, and this increasing political legitimacy together with the pressure of international sanctions did trigger the reform process. Whether it would be possible to effect similar changes in other countries is however rather doubtful. The regimes of both Cuba and Iraq have proven themselves to be surprisingly resistant, which can to some extent be explained by reference to the non-existence of a strong opposition movement and the decidedly authoritarian structure of the regimes. Given this evidence, the hypothesis comes to mind that sanctions possibly strengthen the relative power position of the rulers against any alternative political forces, which means that sanctions have a completely contrary effect than the intended one. Iraq is an even more striking example for verifying this hypothesis: The implicit intention of the West to weaken Saddam Hussein and to build up political alternatives has so far not been realised. Instead, the case shows that comprehensive sanctions can have an effect directly opposed to the one intended by their imposition. Not the ruling political elites are weakened, but those actors, the sanctions regime intend to strengthen:

”[Sanctions have] not reduced or undermined the functions of its main power organs, nor has it altered the fabric of authority. The regime found power in the additional dependency of its people on the ration system, and used their needs to reassert its authority over society as a whole.”�



Beyond any doubt, the Iraqi regime has to change drastically if the country shall be freed of the UN-imposed sanctions regime and return to the international markets. On the contrary, sanctions per se will not change the current power structure for the better, but even change the Iraqi domestic balance of power in favour of its leadership. Before imposing a fully fledged sanctions regime onto Iran and other countries, the Iraqi case should be clearly examined, as to avoid unintended results.

Conclusion

Europeans in most cases do not disagree with Americans about the basic fact that some states’ behaviour is directed against Western interests and violate its values. However, the American approach to simplify things just by labelling specific states without differentiation as ‘pariahs’ according to an inconsistent yard-stick and then implement rather dogmatically a specific foreign policy strategy does not meet the approval of Europe. The American efforts to pressure the Europeans into this line is equally perceived as problematic, as Europeans are not convinced that the American approach is the ‘ultima ratio’, neither in terms of morality, nor in terms of effectiveness.

The final yard-stick for assessing what a pariah-state is and what not should be the UN-Charta and other international norms agreed upon. Beyond this, the transatlantic partners should work out from case to case, which of those states, which appear to violate Western interests, should be dealt with by using specific instruments. It is obvioU.S. that the yard stick then can only be the common Euro-American interest, and that its usage may not finally have a negative impact against the interests of either ally. For the sake of a more flexible common policy, the notion of a ‘pariah-state’ should be abandoned alltogether because when used, it dogamtically seems to suggest that sanctions have to applied in any case. The quick transformation of the international economic system however, will it make less and less possible that economic sanctions will work. A strategy of exclusion and sanctions could then finally lead to the creation of an ‘alliance of pariahs’ which is not in the interest of the West at all.
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