1. What events of the 1980’s allegedly links operation Gladio (also known as stay-behind) with the Grand-Duchy of Luxembourg?

From 1984 to 1985 a series of 20 bomb attacks were carried out by a group of unknown people on public infrastructure (building and installations). This affair is known as the Bombers Affair and a possible link with the Luxembourgish unit of operation Gladio was revealed for the first time in an article of a Luxembourgish newspaper in 1990. Later in 2007, historian Daniele Ganser reiterates the possible link.

Sources:

Stay behind: kalter Krieg oderkalterKaffee?, Luxemburger Wort, 25 March 2012, https://www.wort.lu/de/lokales/stay-behind-kalter-krieg-oder-kalter-kaffee-4f6f2243e4b01a5276117ae1

Ganser D., Les ArméesSecrètes de l’OTAN; Gladio et Terrorismeen Europe de l’Ouest, Collection Résistances, Editions Demi-Lune, Paris, 2007, ISBN 978-2-917112-00-7

2. The Cold War can be described as a security dilemma. Yet, such an interpretation found several forms of criticism. What is the Security Dilemma and what are the ambiguities of such an interpretation?

The Security Dilemma is characterised by many steps pursued by states to improve their security. This has the effect of making other states less secure. But as each state seeks its own protection, it is likely to gain the ability to threaten others. When confronted by an imminent threat, other states will react by acquiring arms and alliances of their own and this will be seen as a hostile reaction. International politics is ultimately driven by fear. But even if security dilemma can be reduced by conciliation and reassurances, such policies will put the state in danger if the others turn out to be aggressive.

Ambiguities:
· Few states are completely satisfied with their status quo; almost all will try to improve their position if the costs and the risks of doing so are minimal, but this is almost impossible, and some states will menace others only if such behaviour is believed necessary for self-protection.
· A state might be minced by the mere existence of others: “deep security dilemma”both sides are willing to give up the chance of expansionism, but a few other actions such as fear, technology increase, put such a solution out of reach.
· It is not always clear to decision makers which actions are safe and which are dangerous and costly. This limitation complicates the task to understand states’ behaviours.

Source:
R. Jervis, Was the Cold War a Security Dilemma?, Journal of Cold War Studies Vol. 3, No.1, Winter 2001
3. Russia in the mid-2000s increased its presence is South America, led by arms sales and loans. Please describe briefly the influence, that Russia has on Nicaragua and Argentina. In your answer include aspects, such as: economic, military, political and cultural impact in this countries.

Nicaragua:

· Economic Influence: Russia has leveraged economic cooperation to pursue a military presence in Nicaragua. Since Ortega returned to power in 2006, Russia has donated sorghum and wheat to Nicaragua and has pursued infrastructure projects in the country, including an anti-narcotics centre and factory to manufacture vaccines.
· Political Influence: Nicaragua is Russia’s most steadfast political and military partner in the region. The relationship is built on years of Soviet support for President Daniel Ortega’s Sandinista movement in the 1980s. A renewed relationship began with Ortega’s return to power in 2007 and the country’s diplomatic recognition of the breakaway republics of South Ossetia and Abkhazia in the wake of the 2008 Georgian war. Nicaragua allowed Russian naval exercises to take place in its territorial waters later in 2008, and, in 2015, the Nicaraguan parliament voted to allow Russian warships to dock in Nicaraguan ports.Information Space: Nicaragua’s long-standing ties to Russia and the Soviet Union make for a welcome audience for Russian cultural and media outreach. RT programming is available on Nicaraguan television.
· Military Ties: Nicaragua is heavily dependent on Russia for its security needs. Between 2012 and 2017, Russian arms sales made up 100 percent of Nicaragua’s imported arms purchases. Russia has constructed a GLONASS satellite communications facility in Managua, which some U.S. officials suspect has “dual use” capabilities. In 2015, the Nicaraguan parliament voted to allow Russian warships to dock in Nicaraguan ports.

Argentina:

· Economic Influence: Russia and Argentina cooperate in the nuclear energy sphere. In 2018, the two countries signed an agreement to pursue uranium exploration and renewed plans to cooperate on a nuclear power plant project.
· Political Influence: The close relationship between Russia and Argentina that existed from 2007 to 2015 under the presidency of Cristina Fernández de Kirchner seemed in peril in 2016 when Mauricio Macri was elected and broke the country’s tradition of populist leadership. Yet Macri visited Moscow in January 2018 and renewed the Russia-Argentina strategic partnership with Putin.Information Space: In 2014, RT became available on public TV networks throughout Argentina—it was only the second foreign TV program in Argentina to do so.
· Military Ties: Between 2012 and 2017, there were no recorded Russian arms sales to Argentina. In 2010, Argentina purchased two Mi-8/Mi-17 helicopters and ordered another three in 2015. Roscosmos has plans to establish a GLONASS station in Argentina.

Source: https://carnegieendowment.org/2018/05/03/russia-playing-geopolitical-game-in-latin-america-pub-76228


4. Which are  the six main events that worsened contacts between EU-Turkey, since late 2019?

· Challenging the EU’s sovereignty in February 2020 through a paramilitary operation on the land border with Greece, where 1,000 riot police escorted some 6-7,000 non-Syrian migrants bussed in from Istanbul toward the border fence;
· Unilaterally disrupting the established maritime boundaries through research and drilling activities in the eastern Mediterranean and delineating new boundaries between Turkey and Libya, while promoting a “Blue Homeland” doctrine borrowed from retired military officers. These actions directly targeted the interests of Greece and the Republic of Cyprus and involved substantial naval forces, leading to one major incident at sea between a Greek and a Turkish frigate in August 2020;
· Launching a military operation in western Libya (then controlled by the Government of National Accord) under a military cooperation agreement signed alongside the maritime boundaries agreement, providing assistance and training through the deployment of Turkish forces, and delivering equipment. The latter activity was in contradiction with Turkey’s commitments at the January 2020 Berlin Conference on Libya, and broke the prevailing arms embargo, despite Turkish claims to the contrary. Several incidents took place at sea between the Turkish Navy escorting these arms deliveries and French, German, Greek and Italian frigates enforcing the embargo under NATO and EU naval operations;
· Declaring the UN-led process toward a comprehensive settlement on the island of Cyprus obsolete and promoting a “two-state solution” in contradiction with the relevant UN Security Council Resolution;
· Opting for a strategic cooperation with Russia on missile defence with the purchase and deployment of S400 missile systems, as well as facilitating Russia’s military operations in Syria and Libya by granting it overflight rights over Anatolia;
· Verbally attacking the leaders of Germany (“Nazis”) and France (the “mental health” incident) in a rarely seen display of personal hostility at the highest level. This strategy also involved routine interference in the domestic politics of the two countries, most recently with the 12 May 2021 presidential statement.
Source: https://www.iemed.org/publication/the-narrow-path-forward-between-the-european-union-and-turkey
5.What is the "War of the seats of the institutions" from 1952?


The war of the seats of the institutions is the name given to the negotiations led by the European Coal and Steel Community in 1952. These negotiations were held to determine the seat of the latter. However, at the beginning of the negotiations there was no indication of this outcome. Present to the conference were: Robert Schuman (France), Konrad Adenauer (Germany), Alcide De Gasperi (Italy), Paul Van Zeeland (Belgium), Dirk Stikker (Netherlands) and Joseph Bech (Luxembourg).

At first, Robert Schuman expressed the desire of the French government to give the Saarland a European status in order to establish the Community institutions there. Schuman's proposal was not welcomed because the chances of the other candidate cities disappeared.

Nevertheless, the various delegations put forward their positions. On one side, Stikker advocated that all the institutions should be located in The Hague and on the other side, Bech defended Luxembourg's candidacy. 

However, the problem of the Saar seemed to pose an obstacle. Adenauer remained hostile to Schuman's proposal and expressed his favour for The Hague. The reason being that in German political circles, Schuman's proposal was seen as "a manoeuvre to detach the Saar from Germany" or as "a cover for the seat in Strasbourg".

After long discussions, the delegates suggested and agreed on Turin but lately rejected it because of Jean Monnet's opposition and it was decided in favour of Luxembourg and Strasbourg.

The course of the discussions after Monnet's opposition to the Turin solution reveals that Adenauer asked Bech to withdraw the candidature for the definitive seat and that he should then propose to fix the temporary seat in Luxembourg. Which eventually will lead to the definitive seat.

The proposal was accepted. However, Van Zeeland was against the announcement to the public that stated that the provisional headquarters were in Luxembourg. He could however agree that the organs of the Community would "start their work" in Luxembourg.

Sources:

Trausch G., Robert Schuman - les racines et l'oeuvre d'un grand Européen, Luxembourg, 1986, p.71 and 73

Archives national du Luxembourg, Ref. no. AE.9330, La question du siège 1954 et MAEB.5216, n°18; Conférence des Ministres des 23 et 24 juillet 1952; 14.12.1954

6. What were the directives Track I and Track II in the context of the Chilean Coup of 1973? Why was one of them abandoned in 1970?

In 1970, President Nixon set out, together with Kissinger, Richard Helms (Director of Central Intelligence) and General Jon Mitchell (Attorney General), a policy toward Chile and Allende. The goal of this policy was to prevent Allende to become president of Chile since the White House was convinced that Allende’s presidency would ensure the spread of Fidel Castro’s communist revolution to Chile and eventually the rest of Latin America.

Two directives were developed: Track I and later Track II.

Track I

Developed in early 1970, Track I primarily involved the US Ambassy in Chile to hinder Allende’s actions and this by manipulating Chilean congressmen and senators through diplomatic, psychological, and economic measures but also covert operations. In this first operation the CIA was excluded because it claimed that Chile’s centrist party would be defeated was considered as exaggerated by the White House.

Track II

Later in 1970, the secret operation Track II had the goal to stage a coup with direct efforts on the field meaning the actions were less subtle than those of Track I. Track II was carried out only by the CIA to keep it as secret as possible and therefore consisted of covert operations. By sending four undercover agents as officers of the Chilean Army to Santiago, the CIA contacted several genuine officers of the Army in order to stage a coup. The White House made clear that the CIA had to do everything necessary to prevent Allende’s presidency.

However both these directives didn’t prevent Allende’s election in 1970 and were officially abandoned by the White House. Whereas this was effectively the case for Track I, Track II remained secretly in force. Indeed, former CIA director of covert operations Thomas Karamessines testified in 1975 that: “Track II was never really ended. What we were told to do was to continue our efforts. Stay alert, and do what we could to contribute to the eventual achievement and the objectives and purposes of Track II”

Source:

Gustafson K.,CIA Machinations in Chile in 1970 - Re-examining the Record, Studies in Intelligence, Vol. 47, No. 3, 2003, 
https://www.bannedthought.net/Chile/ImperialistIntervention/CIA-MachinationsInChileIn1970-Gustafson-2003.pdf

