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BARIA ALAMUDDIN

Two-and-a-half years ago, 
when a narrow majority 
of British voters chose to 

leave the EU, it would have been 
inconceivable that, just days be-
fore the designated leaving date, 
nobody would have any idea 
of how the UK would depart — 
or even whether it would quit 
the EU after all. Yet politicians 
remain deadlocked, while all 
options remain on the table.

Has any other country in his-
tory voted so manifestly against 
its own economic interests and 
position in the world? Bank of 
England scenarios predict a 3.75 
per cent hit to gross domestic 
product by 2023, while a “no-
deal” scenario could leave the 
economy 9.3pc smaller after 15 
years, along with a plunge in 
the value of sterling and house 
prices, and a near-doubling of 
unemployment to 7.5pc. Brexit 
uncertainty has paralysed the 
UK economy, while US and EU 
markets have soared. Brexit 
harms Britain’s future prosper-
ity by impacting research, tech-
nological innovation, higher 
education standards, and access 

to overseas markets.
International observers ex-

press incredulity: How could 
rational citizens back this ob-
viously insane idea? How could 
politicians implement such a 
calculated act of self-harm? 
Pro-Brexit slogans about “tak-
ing back control” amount to a 
struggle for the Titanic’s nav-
igation systems as this fatally 
wounded ship sinks beneath 
the icy waters. 

As a former colonialist power, 
Britain traditionally invested 
heavily in diplomacy. Major 
post-2010 funding cuts ham-
strung its ability to be a driving 
force behind EU foreign policy, 
with Brexit delivering a fatal 
blow. The country is also re-
treating from active involve-
ment in foreign challenges like 
Iraq, Iran and Syria. When Bra-
zil and India demand the UK’s 
permanent UN Security Council 
seat, how can London today 
claim to be more deserving?

Brexit reflects a confused 
desire to withdraw from in-
ternational commitments, and 
an act of violence against the 
foreign policy levers that allow 
Britain to project influence. In 
an increasingly anarchic and 
unstable world, isolationism 
is a pernicious trend among 
Western states with narrow-
ing perceptions of their global 
roles, exemplified by Trumpism 

and the European far right.
Remainers feel that they are 

being marched at gunpoint to-
ward the EU exit door, while 
many young people are angry 
that an older generation skewed 
the outcome of a vote that sab-
otages their future prospects. 
On both sides, people are sick 
to death of never-ending Brexit 
negotiations and just want the 
issue resolved by any means. 

From the outset, pro-Brexit 
elements were louder and bet-
ter organised; partly due to ille-
gal funding, Russian meddling, 
and dishonest campaign claims. 
Remain advocates tended to 
be center ground politicians 
who were reluctant to stand 
against their party leaders or 
challenge the 2016 referendum 
result. Yet Brexit tensions have 
broken Britain’s long-stand-
ing two-party system, with a 
small but significant number 
of center ground MPs last week 
breaking away from both par-
ties to form an independent 
group; which, given the govern-
ment’s narrow majority, could 
play a pivotal role in ongoing 
brinkmanship. 

Months of fruitless efforts 
by Prime Minister Theresa 
May to win support for her 
Brexit plan culminated in a 
crushing parliamentary defeat 
in mid-January. She contin-
ues to hawk approximately 

the same deal while playing a 
somewhat sharper game. This 
includes facing down Brexit 
extremists, who have waived 
an earlier demand for scrap-
ping the so-called “backstop” 
(a provision for ensuring that 
the Irish border remains open) 
to avoid their precious Brexit 
aspirations being scuppered al-
together. After decades of con-
flict, Northern Ireland remains 
politically precarious and even 
minor attempts to tweak the 
border status could provoke re-
newed tensions, with far-reach-
ing consequences. 

Brexit reflects a collective 
failure of leadership. May in 
2016 backed Remain, and since 
then she has been faced with a 
deluge of evidence for Brexit’s 

ruinous consequences. Her pur-
suit of Brexit is like a doctor de-
termined to fulfil her patient’s 
wishes to needlessly amputate 
their limbs. Why doesn’t she 
have the guts to tell the public 
that this is a suicidally painful, 
unnecessary and destructive 
process that will leave Britain 
an impoverished, impotent and 
marginalised former power? 

The departure of MPs from 
both parties  has  dictated 
changes in approach in order 
to stem this blood loss. The PM 
has now promised to hold an-
other meaningful vote on her 
deal on March 12. If that fails 
to pass, MPs will be given a vote 
on leaving with no deal (some-
thing most would be unlikely 
to support), followed by a vote 
on delaying the departure date. 
The risk is that — given habit-
ually irrational voting patterns 
— MPs could vote against both a 
no-deal withdrawal and a time 
extension. This could legally 
compel Britain to plunge out 
of the EU on March 29 with-
out any measures in place — a 
disaster scenario that all sane 
minds should be laboring to 
prevent.

Meanwhile, hard-left La-
bour leader Jeremy Corbyn 
has finally caved in to pressure 
from within his own party and 
agreed to commit to a second 
referendum, which could al-

low voters to reject Brexit. 
Indeed, Labour has indicated 
that it may not vote against 
May’s deal in exchange for 
such a public vote. A second 
referendum, however, would 
trigger a furious backlash from 
the right-wing press, which 
dogmatically denounces such 
moves as a betrayal of the 2016 
vote. The narrow referendum 
result is hailed as a sacred 
mandate for the hardest ver-
sions of Brexit, yet apparent-
ly the British public can’t be 
trusted to vote responsibly a 
second time.

A no-deal Brexit could devas-
tate the economy, while endan-
gering supplies of food, med-
icines and essential services. 
Jingoistic Brexiteers speak glib-
ly about the “Blitz spirit” and 
Britain having won the Second 
World War against the odds. Yet 
Britain only won that war by 
standing shoulder-to-shoulder 
with its continental and inter-
national allies. This hubristic 
desire to “go it alone” in today’s 
fundamentally interconnected 
and interdependent world is a 
self-deluded path that can only 
lead to national ruin.

(Baria Alamuddin is an award-win-
ning journalist and broadcaster in 
the Middle East and the UK. She is 

editor of the Media Services Syndi-
cate and has interviewed numerous 

heads of state.)
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Will Britain press the  
Brexit self-destruct button?
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A no-deal Brexit could 
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Anti-Brexit demonstrators protest outside the British parliament. 

C I V I L I A N ’ S  T R I B U N E

Hon. Chairman Najeb Yacob Alhamer | Editor-in-Chief Mahmood AI Mahmood | Deputy Editor-in-Chief Ahdeya Ahmed | Chairman & Managing Director P Unnikrishnan | Advertisement: Update Media W.L.L | Tel: 38444692, Email: sales@newsofbahrain.com | Newsroom: Tel: 38444680, Email: mail@newsofbahrain.com
Subscription & circulation: Tel: 38444698/17579877 | Email:subscription@newsofbahrain.com | Website: www.newsofbahrain.com | Printed and published by Al Ayam Publishing 

TOP 

4
TWEETS

04

02

03

01

Directed Secy to hold 
an emergency meet-

ing with all Airlines to 
prepare a contingency 
plan to avoid inconven-
ience to passengers. While 
passenger safety is a zero 
tolerance issue, efforts are 
already on to minimise 
the impact on passenger 
movement as their con-
venience is important

@sureshpprabhu

I applaud Governor New-
som for placing a mora-

torium on the death penal-
ty in California. I have long 
opposed the death penalty 
because it is immoral, dis-
criminatory, ineffective & 
a misuse of taxpayer dol-
lars. This is an important 
day for justice.

@SenKamalaHarris

In an effort to avoid voting 
in favor of the House’s 

resolution to terminate 
Trump’s #FakeEmergency, 
GOP senators are proposing 
legislation to allow Trump 
to violate the Constitution 
*just this once.* The House 
will not take up this leg-
islation to give President 
Trump a pass.

@SpeakerPelosi

Forbes magazine has 
ranked The King-

dom of Bahrain second 
on the list of best places 
for women to work. Bah-
rain’s Supreme Council 
for Women protects & 
promotes women’s rights 
& their full participation 
in society, making Bah-
rain a champion of wom-
en’s rights in the region🇧🇧🇧🇧

@LatifaBntEbrahm

 Disclaimer: (Views expressed 
by columnists are personal and 
need not necessarily reflect our 

editorial stances)

1961
USAF Broken Arrow nuclear 
weapon mishap in B-52 crash 
near Yuba City, Ca.

1964
A jury in Dallas finds Jack Ruby 
guilty of killing Lee Harvey 
Oswald, the assumed assassin of 
John F. Kennedy.

1967
The body of U.S. President John 
F. Kennedy is moved to a perma-
nent burial place at Arlington 
National Cemetery.

1978
The Israel Defense Forces invade 
and occupies southern Lebanon 
in Operation Litani.
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BARRY R POSEN 

NATO, a military alliance, 
was formed specifically to 
prevent the Soviet Union 

from dominating Europe, whose 
principal powers — Germany, 
France, Italy and Britain — had 
been so devastated by World War 
II that they were vulnerable to 
Soviet coercion, subversion or 
conquest. NATO also became a 
vehicle for rehabilitating the Axis 
powers — Germany and Italy — 
under the victors’ tutelage.

America had an enduring inter-
est in ensuring that the Continent 
not fall under the domination of 
a single, capable, hostile power: 
That could pose a serious threat 
to America. The Truman admin-
istration was clear on this point: 
The main purpose of stationing 
US military forces in Europe in 
the early 1950s was to stay long 
enough to right the balance of 
power, not to stay forever.

By the 1960s, the balance was 
restored. Western Europe’s econ-
omies were booming; Britain 
and France had become nuclear 
powers; German militarism had 
been tamed, even as a new, large 
modern army emerged in West 
Germany. During the Vietnam 
War, America was so free of wor-
ry about the Soviet threat that it 
essentially milked its convention-
al forces in Europe to support its 
war in Indochina. Its Europe-
an allies contributed nothing to 
America’s effort in Vietnam. By 
1968, with the collapse of Czech-
oslovakia’s government and army, 
the Soviet-controlled Warsaw 
Pact alliance also appeared less 
capable.

In the early 1970s, Sen Mike 
Mansfield, D-Mont, led an ef-
fort to cut the US troop presence 
in Europe. It lost momentum in 
part because the Soviet Union 
conducted an ill-fated military 
buildup, which contributed to its 
economic failures in the 1980s. 
Mansfield’s campaign was also 
opposed by the Europeans, who 
preferred to keep their US securi-
ty blanket, and by President Rich-
ard Nixon and his chief foreign 
affairs adviser, Henry Kissinger, 
who rejected what he consid-
ered congressional meddling in 
foreign policy. Oddly, troop re-
ductions in Europe would have 
been consistent with the “Nixon 
Doctrine,” which called explicitly 

for allies to do much more in their 
own defence.

The collapse of the Soviet Un-
ion in 1991 removed the last ves-
tiges of a major security threat to 
NATO, and with it, the rationale 
for the US military presence in 
Europe. Russia’s annexation of 
Crimea and its violent machina-
tions in Eastern Ukraine haven’t 
improved its ability to threaten 
NATO. Instead they have placed 
Putin in the penalty box. The Eu-
ropean Union, like America, re-
acted appropriately by imposing 
punishing sanctions on Russia.

The whole misadventure has 
diminished Russian power. Eu-
ropeans are able to defend them-
selves. France and Germany to-
gether equal Russia’s population, 
enormously outweigh the coun-
try economically and outspend 
it militarily.

But organisations don’t like go-
ing out of business, and NATO was 
a “good brand,” making it useful 
for other projects. So NATO took 
on a new goal: banishing security 
competition from all of Europe 

and its periphery, and bringing 
liberal democracy to former sub-
jects of the Soviet empire. Instead 
of being re-evaluated, NATO got 
bigger.

NATO’s expansion now requires 
the United States to defend all the 
new member states from both 
conventional and nuclear threats 
— a tall order given their proxim-
ity to Russia and a strategically 
unnecessary project since they 
can contribute nothing to US na-
tional security.

From an organisation that 
could succeed simply by deter-
ring a major military threat, NATO 
turned into an expansive project 
to make all of Western Eurasia 
safe, liberal and democratic — 
goals that are much more com-
plicated.

NATO’s wars in Bosnia, Kosovo 
and Libya all depended on sig-

nificant US military capability; 
none produced functioning lib-
eral democracies. Among three 
of post-Cold War NATO’s new 
members — Hungary, Poland and 
Bulgaria — democracy is now 
suffering erosion or is in actual 
retreat. NATO’s 2008 Bucharest 
summit declaration that Ukraine 
and Georgia “will become mem-
bers of NATO” proved alarming to 
Russia — and helped pave the way 
to wars. In other words, NATO’s 
well-intended political project is 
an expensive failure.

Ironically, NATO also encourag-
es fecklessness among its mem-
bers in ways that can be likened 
to what financiers call the “moral 
hazard” phenomenon, in which 
excessive insurance, offered for 
an ostensibly good purpose, pro-
motes risky behaviour by those 
insured.

America’s wealthy European 
allies have underfunded their 
own militaries, secure in the cred-
ibility of America’s commitment. 
Even the most martial European 
powers, France and Britain, don’t 
spend enough today to pay for 
their much-reduced post-Cold 
War force structures. They barely 
reach the alliance’s obligation 
to spend 2 per cent of GDP on 
defence. France and Germany 
spend roughly half, and Britain 
two-thirds, of what the United 
States does per soldier; unless 
they have achieved remarkable 
levels of efficiency, they must be 
cutting corners.

Germany today spends only 
about 1.25 per cent of GDP on de-
fence, leaving the German armed 
forces a sad remnant of their very 
capable Cold War incarnation. 
Until 1990, that army could put 
a dozen heavily armed divisions 
into the field a few days after 
mobilisation. Today it would be 
lucky to get one fully equipped 
division into the field. Less than 
half of German military equip-
ment is ready for combat.

While European and US poli-
ticians and pundits wring their 
hands about the Russian military 
threat, European governments 
and militaries practice business 
as usual. 

The dysfunctional turn in Eu-
ropean domestic politics seems 
to be enabled by elites who fear 
no foreign threats because the 
United States dutifully promises 
to take care of them.

(Barry R Posen, a professor of political 
science at MIT and director of its Secu-
rity Studies Programme, is the author, 
of “Restraint: A New Foundation for US 

Grand Strategy”.)

What’s the US role in NATO?
President Donald Trump has many bad ideas. Reconsidering  

America’s role in NATO isn’t one of them

The dysfunctional turn in 
European domestic politics 

seems to be enabled by 
elites who fear no foreign 

threats because the United 
States dutifully promises to 

take care of them.

Second Brexit poll not against democracy 

Freezing democracy by preventing 
a further vote is undemocratic. 
Intrinsic to democracy is regular 

consultation of the people.
You might argue that after an over-

whelming majority vote it would be 
unnecessary to have any further votes 

on a topic for some time; however, the 
reverse logic equally applies.

A small majority indicates that the 
electorate is seriously divided and, as 
events and people move on, that majority 
opinion could easily shift. 

Given that the terms of the EU with-

drawal agreement were unknown at the 
time of voting, that the Leave vote was 
not overwhelming, that two countries 
in the UK voted to remain and that the 
UK faces some of the most important 
series of decisions in its recent history, 
exercising further democracy can only 

be just.
It is quite ridiculous to suggest that 

calling for a vote is against democracy. 
Voting is what democracy is all about 
and it should not exclude the option to 
change direction completely.

P Young


