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RO BERT KAGAMN BEGAN HIS zco3 VOLUME OF PARADISE
and Power: American and Europe in the New World Orderwith an

appropriately controversial thesis, His argument centered on the thesis that

[Europe] is tuwrning away from power into a self-contained world of laws and
rules and transnational negotiation and cooperation. It is entering a post-his-
torical paradise of peace and relative prosperity, the realization of Immanuel
Kant’s “perpetual peace” Meanwhile, the United States remains mired in his-
tory, exercising power in an anarchic Hobbesian world where international laws
and rules are unreliable, and where true security and the defense and promo-

tion of a liberal order still depend on the possession and use of military might.

This linked directly to Edward Luttwak’s thesis of “post-heroic warfare,” and
the consequence of all this is that “on major strategic and international ques-
tions today, Americans are from Mars and Buropeans are from Venus: They
agree on little and understand one another less and less. And this state of af-
fairs is not transitory—the product of one American election or catastrophic
event.”?

Donald Rumsfeld, the then US Defense Secretary, echoed a similar view
in a January 2003 Department of Defense press briefing. He saw Burope as
more divided, making reference to an old and a new Burope, with its cen-
ter of gravity moving eastwards as the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) admitted former members of the Warsaw Treaty Organization.” Four
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years later the British Prime Minister, Tony Blair, also echoed this belief of a
divided transatlantic partnership. In his “Our Nation’s Future” speech on de-
fense policy, he stated: “There are two types of nations similar to ours today.
Those who do war fighting and peacekeeping and those who have, effectively,
except in the most exceptional circumstances, retreated to the peacekeeping
alone.™ A few months later, President Barack Obama may well have elicited
some sympathy with this view after his initial call for a troop surge by NATO
to Afghanistan was largely ignored.” Playing on the words of his campaign
catchphrase, the British newspaper The Times led with the headline, “Europe:
No We Can't”

What all were wrestling with were changes to the definitions of security,
matched to questions about the role of the armed forces and the future de-
velopmment of transatlantic relations. Taken together, these elements raise the
guestion of whether we really are at a “turning peint” in the transatlantic
consensus thathas underpinned thinking for over halfa century and whether
the thesis of realist thinkers, such as John Mearsheimer, is finally proving to
be correct (see next chapter).

This volume seeks to address this question. To undertake this taskitis first
worth remembering that, despite the strains that have emerged and appear to
threaten the relationship, the importance of the relationship to all countries
is generally still accepted as a given. llustrative of this is NATO.® NATO has
been one of the most enduring and effective alliances in modern history, and
it has brought together the countries on the two sides of the Atlantic in ways
that go far beyond the collective defense purposes embodied in Article 5 of the
Atlantic Charter”

A decade ago, few would have imagined running military operations in
Afghanistan with a number of countries, notably the Canadians, the Dutch
and the Danes, having sustained casualty levels over a number of years that
were significant in relation to the size of their populations.® The strains that
exist within NATO are symptomatic of the tensions that exist among coun-
tries on both sides of the Atlantic. Since the end of the Cold War, they have
largely worked together to help frame a new type of relationship. Many of
these countries, including former adversaries in NATO and the Warsaw
Treaty Organization (also known as the Warsaw Pact), fought alongside one
another in the first Persian Gulf War in 1991 and worked together through the
“Contact Group™ as negotiators and mediators to try to address ethnic strife

in the former Yugoslavia, These efforts gave the illusion that the relationship
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was being transformed from one that was defined by the tensions of the Cold
War to one more appropriate to meeting the needs of a changing international
order, with the challenges that accompany it.

In that sense, the case of NATO is illustrative. In effect, since the end of
the Cold War, the purposes stated in Article 2 of the Atlantic Treaty have be-
comme even more important, perhaps even eclipsing the goals of Article 5. Ar-
ticle 2 notes that the parties “will contribute toward the further development
of peaceful and friendly internaticnal relations by strengthening their free
institutions” and seek “to eliminate contlict in their international econeomic
policies and . .. encourage economic collaboration between any or all of
them ™ Clearly, Article 2 provides the foundation for post- Cold War collabe-
ration among countries with democratic political institutions and a capitalist
economy that the original members dreamed about but saw as far from reality
in 1949, when the North Atlantic Treaty was drafted. It was in recognition of
the attractions of liberal democracy that the countries of the former Eastern
Bloc clamored to get into NATO; it was an acknowledgment that they had
thrown off their past, and were now part of “the West.” However, much has
changed since the alliance was founded in 1949, and especially since its post-
Cold War enlargement. Whilst acknowledgment of democracy has proven an
important driver for membership, the Article 5 guarantee remains important
and helps explain the desire of both Georgia and Ukraine to join the organi-
zation. Mereover, Russia too has remained central to transatlantic relations,
and much of the discussion has revelved around the triangular relationship of
individual states to both NATO and Russia.

The terrorist attacks on mainland America of September 11, 2001, repre-
sented the first and only case in which the collective security statute (Article
5) has been invoked * However, the United States chose not to work within
the NATO framework for its response butrather to move forward with a “co-
alition of the willing”; this had wotked well in the first Persian Gulf War in
1991 but, as history has shown, proved not nearly so effective in the response
to the attacks of g/11. But, more impeortantly, in choosing to go outside the
NATO framework, the Bush administration set a coutse that led to divisien
and factionalism within an alliance whose fault lines were already not far be-
low the surface. At the same time, the prospect of membership of countries
such as Georgia and Ukraine has put into focus the complexities of further
enlargement. The value that Tbilisi and Kiev place on the Article 5 guarantee
suggests that they have adopted a far more traditional view of NATO than
that currently held by some of its members.
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These differences suggest that any estrangement among the NATO allies
cannot be attributed purely to the United States ot a single individual such as
George W Bush. Rather, as the US was charting its own course, especially un-
der the Bush administration, the Buropean countries were similarly thinking
about what policies were in their own best interest—both individually and
also within the broader context of the Buropean Union, through the processes
of the Comunon Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and the European Secu-
ity and Defence Policy (ESDP)

The election of Angela Merkel in Germany in 2005 introduced a new type
of leader to that country, one who was born in the East and has displayed
sharp political instincts, which not only led her to the chancellership but also
helped her to chart a new and more self-assured course for Germany. Simi-
larly, the election of Nicclas Sarkosy in France promised a new direction for
that country. That promise went far beyond France when Sarkozy, under the
auspices of the rotating presidency of the Buropean Union (EU), called a sum-
mit to set up a Buro-Mediterranean partnership whose membership would,
by virtue of geography; exclude the United States. Even the two countries clos-
est to the United States and to one another in both culture and geography,
Canada and the United Kingdom, have been moving in different divections *?
And these are but a few examples of the divergence in policy interests among
the countries on both sides of the Atlantic.

The divisions that have emerged among these various allies have been the
result of a number of factors: different understandings and definitions of the
threat that emerged after g/u, and concomitant with that, different ideas of
how to respond to that threat; changing domestic politics that have led to
changing priorities; altered relationships among the various countries of the
Atlantic Alliance due, in part, to the strengthening of the EU; different un-
derstandings of the role of the military and of each country’s commitment to
a common security policy; the emergence and strengthening of new or ex-
isting alliances that compete with—or complement—NATO ; and changing
perceptions of the United States, to name but a few.

Cleatly, long-standing and important ties exist between the United States
and its allies in Burope. It was US President Bill Clinton who first talked
about NATO's enlargement as a question of “not if, but when,” as he enwvi-
sioned a world after the Cold War. And the economic and social conserva-
tismn of President George W Bush complemented the approach advocated by
British Prime Minister Tony Blair and eventually German Chancellor Angela
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Merkel. Nonetheless, the unilateral approach to foreign policy that the Bush
administration ultimately pursued undercut many of the features that had
brought the United States and the Buropean allies together. It should not then
be unexpected that the leaders of the other countries under discussion in this
volume have similarly chosen to pursue policies that often diverge from the
priorities of the United States.

Itis important to note here that this volume is not a condemnation of US
foreign policy under the administration of George W Bush. Rather, it seeks to
explain, from multiple national perspectives and points of view, whythere has
been so much divergence in the approaches the various countries have taken.
And it seeks to raise questions about what those divergent paths might mean
for the future of transatlantic relations. A 2007 Adelphi Paper, published by
the International Institute for Strategic Studies (IIS5) and titled “Repairing
the Damage: Possibilities and Limits of Transatlantic Consensus,” hints at the
potential for rebuilding consensus, but also at the fact that doing so will not
necessarily be an easy task, The authors identify two conditions that they feel
are necessary “for the alliance to survive, much less thrive, in this new and
more demanding context.” First among these, “Europe and the United States
will have to develop compatible strategic frameworks within which to operate
and, more importantly, select the issues for which their new ala carte alliance
can be of relevance.” A corcllary to that is that the allies “should learn how
not to agree, and even strongly disagree, on those issues on which they have
chosen not to act jointly.” In other words, the differences that have emerged
are not irreconcilable or so deeply rooted as to rip the alliance apart. In fact,
the authors argue, “properly managed, the differences could be turned into
a beneficial complementarity, once the main points of contention have been
overcome " However, the case of Afghanistan has raised the question of
NATO failure and the implications it would have for the alliance and trans-
atlantic relations.

Itis our contention that transatlantic relations are at a turning point. As
we suggest above, there are deep divisions among the nations in the transat-
lantic alliance, but we, unlike Kagan, believe that as long as these divisions are
recognized and respected, there is actually great potential for the relationship
to strengthen. A number of Burope’s long-standing leaders have left office
(Blair, Chirac, Schroeder) whilst others (Brown, Merkel, Sarkozy) have come
to office apparently intent on redefining policies, relations and priorities. The

United States is undergoing a major shift in policy as it moves from eight
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years of the Bush administration to the Obama presidency. First appearances
indicate that these changes will bode well for the transatlantic partnership,
since they could mitigate the polarization of the war in Iraq and the variable
suppert for the war in Afghanistan. Still, there remain significant differences
in the ways in which the various countries, all nominally allies, perceive the
issues that are most important to them and the ways that those perceptions
then become translated into pelicy decisions. If the countries focus on what
separates them, rather than recogniving the many areas that they have in
common, then the possibility of “repairing the damage” remains uncertain.
However, if the various leaders can face the challenges and are able to recog-
nire their areas of common concern, then the promise of a relationship built

on complementary and supporting policies remains.

The Theoretical Framewaork

Classical realist international relations theory suggests that countries will join
together in pursuit of common goals when it 15 in their perceived national
interest to do so, and will remain in an alliance relationship as long as their
mutual interests converge ¥ The assumption is that countries will maximize
their power by wotking together, and, by so doing, be able to deter, orif neces-
sary defeat, a common threat. For any relationship to endure and grow, there
must be a sense of reciprocity in what each country hopes to derive from the
relationship, and also in what each expects to be the outcome of decisions that
are made. There must be a sense of mutual benefit, and the belief that in any
cost-beneflt analysis, the benefits will outweigh the costs. This suggests that
the countries involved must believe that they are gainming more from continu-
ing in the relationship than they would gain if theyacted alone. What remains
unclearis what shape this relationship will take when an individual country’s
needs and priorities change, and when the relationship is reassessed and pos-
sibly reconfigured in the future.

That theory would also suggest that countries are constantly balancing a
range of variables in order to make effective foreign pelicy. Variables include
not only the perception of the threat but also domestic priorities (for example,
guns vs butter); the role of public opinion; the size, effectiveness and readi-
ness of the military; geographic realities; and traditional ties and relation-
ships, to name but a few. Furthermore, even countries that are close allies

or have a close relationship are constantly reevaluating their relationships in
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light of these critical factors. Thus, understanding foreign peolicy relationships
means understanding the domestic and international context within which
various decisions were made. This process is dynamic, and involves a network
of ever-changing factors. However, in the case of nations on different sides of
the Atlantic, whatever other factors were present, they were superseded by the
presumed priority of the transatlantic relationship. As long as those countries
were facing a commumon enemy and perceived a common threat, they were will-
ing to overlook not only differences but transgressions that in other settings
or contexts would have driven them apart.

Hence, for example, the Suez Crisis of 1956 presented a challenge to the
closest of allies—the UK, France, Israel and the United States—yet one that
could be weathered in light of the larger picture that held this group of coun-
tries together. Similarly, consider the Enhanced Radiation Warhead (neutron
bomb) debacle of 1978, West German Chancellor Helmut Schmidt’s famous
speech in 1977 questioning the resolve of the United States and Ronald Rea-
gan's 1983 Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), commonly referred to as “Star
Wars”

recently the decision of the United States and some Buropean countries in

all resulted in periods of estrangement across the Atlantic.” More

2003 to go to war against Iraq led to a serious rift between nations. The dif-
ference between these eatrlier cases and the more recent one is the absence of
a comumon threat. Buropeans and Americans could work together and work
through the issues that separated them as long as they had a good reason to
want to remain allied, and that reason was the Soviet Union. Once that threat
was removed, each country had to rethink its pricrities, the role of the mili-
tary and, most important, its defense and security posture inlight of a chang-
ing world.

This is not to suggest that today there are no threats facing these coun-
tries; in fact, there are many. However, they are not as focused or directed
as the single and overwhelming threat posed by the Soviet Union during the
Cold War. Nor is there even agreement as to the magnitude of these threats,
or the pricrity that should be given to the possible range of threats, let alone
how countries should counter them. This lack of agreement, too, has served to
divide the countries of the alliance rather than bring them together.

As a result of these factors and others, these countries now face new chal-
lenges that threaten their relationship, What are their common interests and
concerns, and are these enough to overcome the differences that seem to sep-
arate them? As the Buropeans think more about the BU and look elsewhere



3 Andrew M. Dorman and Joyce P. Kaufman

for allies, such as the Mediterranean, what role do they see the United States
playing in their future? And as for the United States, which for eight years
took a perverse pride in charting its own course, what global role does it see
itself now playing?

In order to answer these questions, we need to examine the critical ac-
tors asindividual case studies and from those, draw some general conclusions

about the future of transatlantic relations.

An Overview of the Transatlantic Relationship

NATO celebrated its 6oth birthday in April of 200g. It is easy to overlook the
history of the alliance, which has been somewhat strained at times. It is im-
portant to remember, furthermore, that NATO is only one part of a much
larger relationship that transcends the countries on either side of the Atlantic
and includes other countries in the English-speaking wotld such as Australia
and New Zealand, as well as extending into parts of the former Soviet Union
and Burasia. It is virtually impossible to understand transatlantic relation-
ships without also looking at the relationship between NATO and the EU; the
latter has also been a peoint of contention as it works toward a commmon foreign
and defense peolicy. And one cannot adequately address transatlantic relations
without also locking at the often-strained relationships between the countries
on both sides of the Atlantic and Russia, at a time when Russia seems to be
becoming more assertive.

Looking at the transatlantic relationship another way, we need to con-
sider the breadth of the relationship, which goes far beyond security defined
in terms of defense and the military. Rather, as the economic downturn that
started in 2008 shows clearly, these countries are tied economically through
trade and financial policies and institutions, a peint that has directly affected
their interaction in a less-than-positive way. In addition, each of the countries
involved has domestic pelitical issues that it must consider which affect the
relationships as well.

Given all this, however, the most important point and the one that ult-
mately affects the relationship the most is history and the shared values that
have held this group of countries together and have allowed them to tran-
scend some of the schisms that have threatened their cohesions-and the Alli-

ance—in the past.
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NATQ: A Brief History

This brief overview will help set the stage for what had been thought of as
the “norm” in transatlantic relations. US involvement with the Buropean al-
lies can be traced to the First and Second World Wars, when the US military
became a critical part of the Allied victories. However, it really was not until
the end of the World War II and the start of the Cold War that the critical
role that the United States would play vis-2-vis Burope would become most
apparent. The Truman Doctrine, articulated in 1947, made it clear that the
United States was willing and able to play both an economic and a security
role in Burope, particularly when it came to defending the allies against the
forces of communism. President Harry Truman's speech to the Congress in
March of 1947 affirned U.S. policy: “I believe that it must be the policy of the
United States to support free peoples who are resisting attempted subjugation
by armed minorities or by outside pressures.”*” But this speech also denoted
an important shift in relations between the United States and Burope, and,
more important, in the role of the United States as a world leader.

With the implementation of the Truman Doctrine, the United States su-
perseded Great Britain as the major western military and economic power.
This 1947 speech by Truman concerning the provision of aid to war-torn
Greece confirmed the ascending US role in Burope vis-a-vis Britain: “No
other nation is willing and able to provide the necessary support for a demo-
cratic Greek govermment, The British Government, which has been helping
Greece, can give no further finandal or economic aid after March 1. Great
Britain finds itself under the necessity of reducing or liquidating its commit-
ments in several parts of the world, including Greece.™* Once Congress au-
thorized the funds, the rele of the United States as the defender of countries
fighting communism was established. The Trwman Doctrine was followed
shortly thereafter by the passage of the European Recovery Act, known more
commoenly as the Marshall Plan, which became law in April 1948, This more
firmly linked the United States with the countries of Europe by providing
infusions of money to help them recover from the war, In addition to further
solidifying the role of the United States as a global leader, it also forced the
Buropean countries to work together, thereby helping to create the framework
for what would ultimately grow into the Burcpean Union. In fact, the United
States’ goals in helping Burope recover from the war were not altogether al-

truistic, nor were they tied solely to the need to stop communist aggression.
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Underlying the US’s motives was also the desire to have a strong Burope as a
trading partner, which would be mutually beneficial to all concerned.

Nonetheless, the precedent was set not only for US leadership, but for a
solid relationship between the United States and the countries of Europe that
was tied to security writ large. The undetlying assumption was: only if coun-
tries were stable economically could they resist Soviet aggression and have
the wherewithal to build the strong military necessary to defend themselves,
should that become necessary.

These goals were ultimately embodied in the NATO treaty, which linked
the then-democratic countries of Western Burope, the United States and
Canada in a collective defense agreement (Article 5) as well as stressed politi-
cal and economic collaboration (Article 2). ¥ NATO formalized the relation-
ship and firmly put the US nuclear arsenal at the heart of the NATO military
structure to serve as a deterrent against Soviet aggression against the US or
its allies.

From the time that it was created, NATO was designed to ensure that
all member countries, large and small, powerful and less so, would have an
equal say in decision making. The NATO Handbook states explicitly that
“all .. . member countries of NATO have an equal right to express their views
around the Council table. Decisions are the expression of the collective will
of member governments arrived at by common consent [i.e., consensus].”
The reality differed from the theoretical ideal, however, The United States,
with its nuclear arsenal and superpower status, emerged as the “first among
equals,” and it quickly became the de facto leader of the alliance, enhanced by
its “special relationship” with Britain. In fact, the overwhelming military as
well as economic power of the United States made this role the logical one for
the United States to play. Even after Britain and France developed their own
nuclear weapons, in1gsz and 1960 respectively, it was the muclear arsenal of the
United States that remained the major deterrent against Soviet attack.

As any number of histories of the NATO alliance have noted, relations
among the NATO nations have not always been easy; a number of internal
conflicts and disagreements have shaken the alliance during its history. In
addition to the Suez Crisis of 1956, these conflicts included “the Thor-Tupi-
ter decisions of 19571960 followed by the multilateral force discussion, De
Gaulle’s decision to withdraw France from the NATO unified military com-
mand structure in 1966, the Helmut Schmidt speech of 1977, followed by the
dual-track decision of December 1979."** Alliance unity was put to the test
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at various other points as well: objections over US involvement in Vietnam,
Britain’s decision to use force in the Falklands Conflict of 1982 despite some
allies” objections and the US bombing of Libya in 1986 (supported only by
Britain), are but a few examples of one country’s foreign policy decisions not
being supported by, or being enacted over the objections of, its allies.

The end of the Cold War and the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991
brought with them a sense of jubilation but also raised a number of other
challenges not anticipated by the alliance. As NATO moved toward enlarge-
ment and the inclusion of new members from the former Bastern Bloc, it also
had to confront the conflicts in the former Yugoslavia, which proved to be a
challenge to the cohesion of the Burcpean Union as well as NATO.

NATO Enlargement Issues and
the Former Yugoslavia

Early in President Clinton's first termm in office, his administration identified
BEurope as one foreign policy area in which he could have a significant impact;
specifically, there was a decision to expand NATO eastward to incorporate
the former communist countries of Central and Eastern Burope as real part-
ners.” Both Czech President Vaclav Havel and Poland s President Lech Walesa
tock advantage of a meeting in Washington in March 1993 to press for NATO
expansion eastward, “to include the new democracies of BEastern Burope as an
affirmation of shared values and commeon defense (i.e., Article 2).” According
to the story, before the day was over, President Clinton “is reported to have ac-
cepted the logic of expanding the Alliance eastward into central Burope, and
by the end of that year, the movement toward NATO enlargement was gaining
momentum.”

The decision was not without controversy, however. Some in Burope felt
that the initiative was being pushed by the United States without adequate
consultation with its allies. France and Britain were especially wary of en-
larging the alliance, in part because of their concern that an expanded mem-
bership would disturb its already-delicate decision-making balance. But even
Michael Mandelbaum, one of the most outspoken critics of enlargement,
noted that “the extension of NATO eastward is thus necessary to fill what the
end of Bast-West rivalry has created: a vacuum ™™
One of the factors complicating the discussion for NATO enlargement was

the war then raging in Bosnia without any NATO invelvemnent. In fact, by that
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time, the EU had already sent in peacekeeping troops in what was to become
the first test of BU security policy. The short-lived EU mission was succeeded
by an equally ineffectual UN mission. But it soon became clear that what was
needed was NATO intervention including the United States.

Issues related to WATO enlargement coupled with the conflict in the for-
mer Yugoslavia and if and for how NATO should respond dominated the NATO
agenda for the remainder of the Clinton administration (until 2000). History
has shown that WATO did move forward to enlargement. It now includes 28
member countries that go up to the borders of Russia; s0 countries comprise
the broader Buro-Atlantic Partnership Council, including Russia. The enlarge-
ment issue rermains difficult and controversial to the present, with ongoing dis-
cussions about the possibility—or wisdom—of admitting former Soviet Union
(BSU) countries including Ukraine and Georgia. This possibility has enflamed
Russia, which had always been skeptical of NATO enlargement, and increased
the tension between Russia, those countries, and the NATO nations as a whele,

Similarly, the decisions to take action first in Bosnia and then against Ser-
bia over Kosovo in 1999 were also divisive; they illustrate clearly the differ-
ences on the two sides of the Atlantic regarding the use of force. But, once the
decisions were made, they also show clearly that the alliance would be willing
to take military action beyond the traditional NATO Guidelines Area, that is,
to go “out of area”; this helped set the precedent for the military action under
way in Afghanistan as this volume goes to press.

For all its divisions, NATO was absolutely united in its decision to invoke
Article 5 after g/11 for the first ime in its history. On September 12, accord-
ing to its official web site, the North Atlantic Council “met in response to the
attacks and agreed that if it is determined that this attack was directed from
abroad against the United States, it shall be regarded as an action covered by
Article 5 of the Washington Treaty, which states that an armed attack against
one ot mote of the Allies in Burope or North America shall be considered an
attack against them all "

That unity was short-lived, however, as the United States under George
W. Bush made the decision to move forward with—or without—the aid of
its allies. Any divisions among the alllance members to that point paled in
comparison to the objections raised and the schism that resulted because of
the US decision to invade Iraq in 2003, It is that deep division that remains
and that the United States must now confront if it is to rebuild relations with
its allies on the other side of the Atlantic.
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All the enmity that resulted from that decision, however, must also be
weighed against the initial support given to the NATO mission in Afghani-
stan. However, that unity, too, seems to be waning in light of the ongoing
war. What will be more telling from the perspective of the alliance, however,
is what will happen to that unity and sense of common purpose after the war

in Afghanistan ends.

The Relationship between NATO and the EU

InTanuary 2001, NATO and the BU recognized their shared common strategic
interests through an exchange of letters between the NATO secretary-general
and the EU presidency that defined “the scope of cooperation and the mo-
dalities of consultation between the two organizations ”"**In December 2002,
the two groups signed the WATO-EU Declaration on Buropean Security and
Defence Policy (ESDP), which strengthened the relationship, and included the
basis for practical work in crisis management, combating terrorism, conflict
management, as well as increased consultation and cooperation.™

These goals were codified in the so-called “Berlin-Plus” arrangements, ad-
opted on 17 March 2003, that provide the basis for NATO-EU cooperation in
crisis management by allowing EU access to NATO’s collective assets and ca-
pabilities for EU-led operations. In effect, these arrangements allow the alli-
ance to support EU-led operations in which NATQ as a whole is not engaged.
Subsequently, the ties between the two organizations have been strengthened
through ongoing meetings between the leaders of each organization and
through meetings held regularly between the North Atlantic Council and the
EU Political and Security Comumittee. Since the 2004 round of enlargement of
both organizations, 19 countries are members of both the EU and NATO (see
institutional map on page xiv).

For the purposes of this volume, however, the NATO-EU relationship
not only reinforces the need to understand in broad terms the notion of
“transatlantic,” but also raises in stark relief the precarious role that some
of the countries included here play, further underscoring our dedision to
include them. Paramount among these is Turkey, the only predominantly
Muslim nation in NATO and a country with a critical geostrategic location.
Turkey has been in accession talks with the EU since 2005, and President
Bush actively supported its membership. However, talks remained stalled
officially because of Turkey's relationship to Cyprus, a relatively recent EU
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member, although clearly there are other issues that work against Turkey's
membership.

The leaders of both Ukraine and Georgia have indicated their desire to
see their respective countries included in both NATO and the EU. However,
Moscow has made it clear how much it objected to these possibilities. Rus-
sia’s decision to cut off the flow of cil to Ukraine most recently in January
2009 also served as a stark reminder of the power that Russia has because of
oil. Both Ukraine and Georgia seek further ties with the West, seeing them-
selves more closely allied with the NATO/EU countries at this point than with
their former parent. But the political as well as military costs of admitting
one country or both could be severe, and the discussion alone could further
undermine, rather than strengthen, the relationship among the countries of
the Atlantic region, broadly defined.

As we consider the various countries in the transatlantic region and the
relationships between and among them, it is important to look at the juxta-
position of the priorities of each country as they are balanced against those of
the whole. Ultimately, that balance is what will help determine the future of
the transatlantic relationship.

The Approach of the Volume

In many ways, it would be virtually impossible for any one person to address
the range of critical countries involved given the unique perspective thateach
has, let alone do a significant job of addressing the important issues that at-
fect each country and the overall relationship. Thus, in this volume we bring
together country experts from both sides of the Atlantic to address some of
these issues. Bach of the contributors has produced a chapter built around a
set of themes that we think are most salient in understanding that country’s
perspective, In order to provide a uniform basis for comparisen, all of the
contributors have been asked to address certain commmon issues, and then to
note how and in what ways the country that they are studying brings other
factors to bear that could affect the relationship. For example, in order to get
the most comprehensive understanding of each country’s perspective, all con-
tributors were asked to provide historical background on the domestic con-
text within which security and foreign policy decisions are, and have been,
made. This would include the role of public opinion, as well as domestic poli-

tics. Bach was asked to describe the security dimension within the country
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studied, including the changing nature of the threat and the role of the mili-
tary as a decision maker or “stakeholder” in affecting the policies developed
to meet that threat. All chapters give some background on the various alli-
ances or relationships with which that country is involved, not only NATO
but beyond, and how those relationships have played a role in influencing the
emerging foreign and security policy of the nation.

More specifically, among the overarching themes that each contributor
has been asked to address are the following: differing and changing percep-
tions of “threat” and terrorismn since g/11; the role of domestic politics and
policies in determining or affecting transatlantic relations; the role of the
public and the media within each of these countries; the strategic culture,
including the role of the military and the use of force as well as the evolution
ofthe country’s security policy and posture; evolution of the security dimen-
sion, broadly defined to include military/security, but also to include what
can be broadly termed “hwman security,” such as the environment, economic
well-being and the like; responses to the threat and the changing notion of
security, including the country’s relations to other acters; and finally, some
conclusions about the future of transatlantic relations from the perspective of
that country, given the peoints discussed above.

Given all this, each contributor was asked to speculate on what s/he sees as
the future of transatlantic relations from the perspective of that country. Our
goal is to use the ideas put forward in these chapters and the country experts’
analyses to draw general conclusions about the future of the transatlantic re-
lationship.

Chapter 1 reviews how transatlantic relations have been viewed within in-
ternational relations theory. The book then takes a North American perspec-
tive, with chapters viewing these relations from the point of view of Canada
and the United States. This is then followed by the Buropean view, again sub-
divided into various national perspectives encompassing a range of nations
drawn from the principal European EU/NATO members (France, Germany
and the United Kingdom) to NATO’s sole predominantly Muslim state (Tur-
key) to nations that were formerly part of the Warsaw Treaty Organization
(Poland) or Soviet Union and are seeking greater integration within Burope
(Ukraine and Georgia), and finally Russia. The final chapter then undertakes

a comparative analysis and draws some general conclusions.



