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With only three weeks remaining for necessary damage repair prior to
the NATO summit, the German government has perhaps irreparably damaged the
Membership Action Plan (MAP) goals of Ukraine and Georgia. Chancellor Angela
Merkel has turned down those two countries' MAP candidacies, thereby
following the lead of her number two in the government, Minister of Foreign
Affairs Frank-Walter Steinmeier. While that Ministry had resisted the
Ukrainian and, especially, Georgian MAPs quietly and by applying inertia
within NATO councils, Merkel has now gone public and with a tone of finality
ahead of the Summit.

The chancellor was addressing a landmark forum of the German armed
forces' top brass (Kommandeurtagung) on March 10 in Berlin, in the presence
of NATO Secretary-General Jaap de Hoop Scheffer. In her speech, which dealt
primarily with Afghanistan's challenges, Merkel also cautioned against
opening the door to Ukraine and Georgia. “Countries that are involved in
regional or internal conflicts can not become members [of the alliance],'
she stipulated, in a chilling "No' to Georgia.

Moreover, “qualitatively significant' internal public support would be
required for countries' accession to NATO. It is not enough for countries'
membership aspirations to be only supported by the incumbent leaderships,
Merkel noted. Nor could the alliance risk admitting countries on the basis
of their voter preferences, she contended (DPA, March 10).

The unusual demand for "qualitatively' strong public support seems an
oblique dismissal of Georgia's more than 70% support as merely quantitative,
thus insufficient in Berlin's view. This seems also the gist of the allusion
to voter preferences, which in Georgia's case found expression in the
January 5 plebiscite on NATO aspirations. On the other hand, the reference
to support narrowly based in the leadership group clearly seeks to devalue
the MAP application submitted by Ukraine's three top leaders (see EDM,
January 18).

Those remarks utilize two misconceptions. The first misconception
confuses MAP with actual membership in the alliance and mixes up MAP
applications from aspirant countries with accession invitations from the
alliance. Berlin is setting strictures and raising bars to Georgian and
Ukrainian membership, even though membership is not on the upcoming summit's
agenda and will not be for several years yet to come. MAPs are tools to
assist countries preparing for membership over several years' cycles.

Thus, by claiming to oppose Georgian and Ukrainian membership at this
time, Berlin will be seen as opposing actually the paths toward membership
of those countries and blocking their further progress along those paths.
Blocking that possibility early on is Russia's declared goal, not Germany's.
Thus, questions would inevitably arise as to why Germany finds it expedient
to support indirectly a goal that cannot be Germany's own.

The other misconception would hold Georgia liable for the two
conflicts on its territory, and terms those conflicts “internal.' While most
Western governments are loath to publicly acknowledge the actual nature of
those conflicts, few could doubt analytically that they are inter-state



conflicts conducted by Russia on Georgia's territory, with de facto ongoing
annexations. Reluctance to acknowledge Russia's responsibility for that
situation has never led Western governments to hold Georgia liable for the
ramifications. At this moment, however, Berlin seems to exploit a
Russia-created situation as an argument against Georgia, against a NATO MAP
program, and for a Russia-desired political outcome to negate MAP.

Merkel's speech to the top brass did not assess Georgia's and Ukraine'
s respective national performances on meeting NATO Partnership goals and on
contributing to allied field operations. Thus an impression is created that
some MAP programs or membership' aspirations can be blocked on
considerations other than merit and performance. And given Berlin's current
policies toward Moscow, Germany's position on this issue will be attributed
to its relationship with Russia.

The chancellor had visited Russian President Vladimir Putin and
President-Elect Dmitry Medvedev (still double-hatted as Gazprom chairman) in
Moscow on March 8, two days before her Berlin speech. Merkel became the
first Western leader to go to Moscow after the presidential election. Her
meeting with Medvedev focused on “strategic cooperation' on energy. Putin
raised forcefully with Merkel the issue of the Georgian and Ukrainian MAPs
in connection with the upcoming NATO summit (Interfax, March 8, 9).

A policy-setting address by Steinmeier during that week in Berlin to
the Willy Brandt Society sought to position Germany equidistantly between
the United States and Russia on global security affairs; and as a distinct
strategic partner to Russia in European Union-Russia relations (Frankfurter
Allgemeine Zeitung, Die Welt, March 5, 6). Chancellor Merkel now seems to be
joining this new Ostpolitik, even leading it on this issue, at NATO's and
these aspirant countries' expense.




