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ABSTRACT
Alketa Dumani: The Trans-Atlantic Relations after the Cold War
Past, Present, Future
Under the direction of Prof. Dr. Fatos Tarifa

This doctoral study identifies and further explores NATO’s new role and mission in the new
European and global context, as the only political and military organization, under which the
relations between all member states of the democratic world on both sides of the Atlantic are
maintained, structured, and organized (European states that are members of NATO, on the one
hand, and the United States, on the other hand).
The dissertation gives an explanation to the core tensions, disagreements and issues that the
Alliance has encountered since its inception while giving more attention to the developments of the
last two and a half decades. The aim is to analyze and explain NATO’s endurance in the post-Cold
War era, as well as provide solid arguments why the political and military organization will
continue to exist in the new international environment created after the Cold War. Hence, the
research question of this dissertation is to provide an informed explanation to the apparent anomaly:
What explains NATO’s durability as an Alliance and how has it been capable of overcoming
its recurrent crisis? Can NATO justify itself in the new global security environment?
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This study is built on the argument that, despite their conflict of interests as well as in tactical
movements, the U.S. and EU defend—and are guided by—the same cultural, ideological and
political values, hence both sides remain mutually interested partners and key allies in major
strategic issues relating to security in the Atlantic region, as well as vis-à-vis the most important
developments in the global political scene.
Based on the current relations between the two wings of the trans-Atlantic Alliance and the
political behavior of various political actors within the Alliance, the study compares the two main
theoretical approaches (Realism/Neorealism and Liberalism/Neoliberalism) to establish which of
them has more explanatory power in revealing, explaining and predicting the dynamics of transAtlantic relations and NATO’s new role in the turbulent realities of the twenty-first century.
The dissertation uses the comparative historical method to provide an analytical and
systematic approach for the subject under research. The comparative approach is combined with the
historical chronological account of NATO’s main yardsticks in order to give an answer to the
research question, starting with the inception of the Alliance and ending with the impact of
President Trump administration.
The study aims to bring a modest contribution to the field of international relations,
particularly, in the area of European and Euro-Atlantic studies.
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CHAPTER 1
THE IMPORTANCE OF THE RESEARCH
THEORETICAL APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY
1.1

Description of the Study

The world history has never known an alliance as powerful and large as the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization, but its history has been turbulent and stormy throughout its existence. This
Alliance has undergone crises, strains, reproaches and serious discrepancies. An enormous
pressure has been placed on the Alliance and its partners in times of troubles, like the Suez Crisis
in 1956, the tension within NATO over France’s withdrawal, the U.S. involvement in the war in
Vietnam, divergences over the Middle East War in October 1973, the dispute over the positioning
of U.S. missiles (cruise and Pershing II) in Europe in 1980 during Reagan presidency, the
political divergences over European defense expenditure, the invasion of Afghanistan and
Germany’s Ostpolitik. All these disagreements during the Cold War period revealed that, in a
democratic alliance such as NATO, debates and divergences are normal and its raison d’être was
not hit.
As the Cold War ended, the Soviet threat was gone and the bipolar world system collapsed.
Many predicted NATO’s disintegration following the trend of other past alliances and there were
questions whether the winds of change would sweep away NATO as the only indispensable
alliance. The future of the trans-Atlantic Alliance, in particular the role of NATO and the U.S.,
was widely discussed. But the events showed that the Alliance remained, continued to be still
vital and more dynamic than at any point in its existence and grew to include a number of Central
and Eastern European countries. Still, the period after the Cold War was followed by the same
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pattern. There were a lot of divergences and debates and the core of the Alliance was
continuously shaken. Many prominent scholars, politicians and statesmen vehemently opposed
the expansion of NATO, which was named by George Kennan as the “the most fateful error in
the American policy in the entire post-Cold War era” (Kennan 1997). The Alliance was criticized
for getting involved in 1995 in the Bosnian crisis as well as in 1999 in Kosovo without the
mandate of the United Nations.
Major divisions and disasters in the trans-Atlantic relations were brought about by the
intensely controversial invasion of Iraq, in particular by the “Coalition of the Willing”. It is
evoked as a time of deep bitterness.
Some scholars commented the Iraq war crisis as the worst in NATO’s history, while others
have forecast the end of the trans-Atlantic relationship. Prominent scholars, like Henry Kissinger,
have named the Iraqi disarmament as “the gravest crisis within the Atlantic Alliance since its
creation”. The trans-Atlantic Alliance was put under severe pressure concerning the painful and
prolonged conflict in Afghanistan, urging the American partners to warn an unclear, if not
gloomy, future of NATO, if the Europeans did not meet the requirements of the Alliance in
resources and troops. Hence, in the years after 9/11, NATO got involved in Afghanistan and
afterwards in Libya, where it also encountered opponents that lacked the advanced military
capabilities of a near-peer competitor. In these years the Alliance confronted low-end threats and
took part in stability operations, thus finding a new raison d’être for the Alliance.
In the last decade, the trans-Atlantic relations went through a deep transformation. This
transformation has taken place as a result of new threats and the recurrence of old ones. The
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trans-Atlantic relations are changing because the world itself is changing. The economic,
military and political power shift towards the Pacific created the impression that the U.S. is
abandoning the European continent. NATO, as the embodiment of trans-Atlantic peace and
security, has found it difficult to tackle non-traditional and new threats, like terrorism, cybercrime etc., generated by globalization. Also, the resurgence of the Russian threat, demonstrated
by the annexation of Crimea and the ongoing conflict in Eastern Ukraine, shocked the American
and European leaders who are seriously rethinking and reevaluating their relations with Russia.
The Alliance’s eastern and southern flanks are facing immediate threats and some of the
challenges are uncontrolled by geography.
Today, sixty-eight years after its establishment, the main objectives on which the transAtlantic Alliance is based still remain: (a) the provision of collective security for the allies; (b)
the institutionalization of the trans-Atlantic bond and the maintenance of an outstanding medium
for the deliberations of the allies concerning strategic and security issues; and (c) the offering of
an assurance umbrella where the European partners are able to direct their defense matters on
mutual challenges. However, these three main objectives of the Alliance are still questioned at
present (Binnendijk 2016: xiv).
Since the Crimea invasion NATO is back on the agenda and its mission and tasks have to
be redefined for the challenges of the 21st century. Russia with Putin’s neo-imperialist ambitions
is the reason for the Alliance to go back to its basics (Kamp 2014: 361).
The task of this dissertation is to give an explanation to the core tensions, disagreements
and issues that the Alliance has encountered since its inception while giving more attention to the
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developments of the last two and a half decades. My aim is to analyze and explain NATO’s
durability in the post-Cold War era, as well as provide solid arguments why the political and
military organization will continue to exist in the new international environment created after the
Cold War. This thesis is composed of five chapters.
Chapter one defines the central hypothesis of this study on which the whole research is
organized. The study compares the two main theoretical approaches (Realism/Neorealism and
Liberalism/Neoliberalism) to establish which of them has more explanatory power in revealing,
explaining and predicting the dynamics of trans-Atlantic relations and NATO’s new role in the
turbulent realities of the world we live in today. This chapter also explains the research
methodology, the sources and the literature in which my work is based as well as the expected
contribution of the research.
Chapter two analyzes the origins of NATO and its evolution during the Cold War. It
explores the origins and the main developments, from its establishment to the fall of the Berlin
Wall. Although a strong Alliance, its past shows that many internal debates and crises (the Suez
crisis, the French withdrawal, etc.,) were encountered and its cohesion was threatened. One could
distinguish a number of policy differences among NATO members, but the facts that this
Alliance was built confidently on the U.S. power and that the special mission it has in the world
cannot be ignored. The Alliance has demonstrated time and again that it was strong enough to
resolve the security matters it has encountered throughout this period. This chapter also analyzes
the adoption by the allies of the "Harmel Report", as one of the key documents of the Alliance.
The Alliance was in a crisis of validity and the Harmel report is regarded as a turning point in its
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history. With the adoption of this document, NATO became more than just a military alliance and
its political structure was strengthened while its assets and capabilities were considerably
increased. All these contributed to the survival and the strengthening of the Alliance. In addition,
this chapter places an emphasis on Germany’s accession into the trans-Atlantic bargain, which
was deemed important for the reduction of tensions between its members. NATO played a crucial
role in the reintegration of Europe, as well as in the easing of tensions among former opponents.
Washington’s attitude towards European Integration as well as the U.S. – UK special relationship
and their impact on the Alliance are also analyzed in chapter two.
Chapter three begins by contextualizing the security issues and explains how the transAtlantic relations were reevaluated as the Cold War ended. In the context of the past – 1989
developments, this chapter examines the future of trans-Atlantic relationships in the new security
environment thus analyzing the neo-realist and neo-liberal perspectives and the different
approaches regarding the future of NATO. In this chapter the trans-Atlantic relations and the
divergences among NATO members are examined in the light of the Balkans conflicts, which are
considered as defining moments in the history of this organization. One could ask the following
question: If the Alliance was not engaged in these conflicts, would it have survived any further?
After the wars in Bosnia and Kosovo the Alliance preserved its sense of cohesion and raison
d'être and came through stronger and more determined to face future challenges.
The EU endeavor to become an international security actor independent of NATO, and the
European Security Strategy contrasted to the U.S. Security Strategy are treated in this chapter.
The division existing among the Europeans (the Atlanticist vs. Europeanist vision) on their
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security and defense affairs, as well as the Europe’s possibility to become a superpower, are
further elaborated. This chapter also deals with the issue of NATO enlargement, as one of the
most important geopolitical transformations in the post-Cold War era as well as the trans-Atlantic
Alliance in the unipolar world.
Chapter four examines the far-reaching consequences on the trans-Atlantic relations after
the September 11th attacks. Major divisions between the U.S. and its EU allies over the
controversial invasion of Iraq are dealt with in this chapter. Some analysts have considered the
Iraq crisis as the worst in NATO’s history, while others have predicted the end of the transAtlantic relationship. The “Bush Doctrine” legitimizing the decision to invade Iraq and the great
rift caused by this among NATO’s allies are broadly discussed. Part of the analysis is the transAtlantic relations under the Obama Administration. Under Obama, a lot of international crises
had an impact on world affairs in general and on the trans-Atlantic Alliance, in particular. The
Alliance seemed to be inadequately prepared to face the new risks, hence it was hesitant and slow
to respond. To better illustrate NATO’s reaction towards the new threats, this chapter examines
the case of the attacks on Libya, the Russian annexation of Crimea and the war in Syria. These
events have had a significant impact on various members of the Alliance with regard to the way
they chose to face the emerging situations. These crises directly affect the security of Europe and
the Alliance was the only body that could resolve this. They brought to evidence the differences
and frictions that exist among its member states. This chapter further explores the turbulence of
the Alliance caused by “America First” policy of President Trump as well as the new transAtlantic bargain to be adopted under the new global security circumstances.
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Chapter five is the final one and it gives reasons why NATO is a leading Alliance and the
most successful that history has known so far. It concludes that NATO is not obsolete but it has
been able to adjust to new historical context and offer security to its allies and the whole world.
1.2

The Research Question and Hypothesis

The aim of this dissertation is to provide an informed explanation to the apparent anomaly:
What explains NATO’s durability as an Alliance and how has it been capable of overcoming its
recurrent crisis? Can NATO justify itself in the new global security environment?
The central hypothesis of this study, is this: Despite their conflict of interests as well as in
tactical movements, the U.S. and EU defend—and are guided by—the same cultural, ideological
and political values, hence both sides remain mutually interested partners and key allies in major
strategic issues relating to security in the Atlantic region, as well as vis-a-vis the most important
developments in the global political scene.
1.3

Justification of the Study

For a new and full member state of NATO, like Albania, research on the proposed topic is
of great importance – both academically and politically. Yet, this study presents a personal
challenge for an Albanian doctoral student. Although events regarding the trans-Atlantic relations
are to be found in daily papers and political speeches, and they are redundantly examined in
numerous Master’s thesis by students of International Relations, with the exception of a few
studies by professor Fatos Tarifa, to date there is almost no other scholar, or academic study in
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Albania that has examined the trans-Atlantic relationship in all of its components. Lack of
research in this area has been both a motivation and justification for my doctorial study.
1.4

Theoretical Perspectives: Engaging into Debate

The dissertation approaches its research object from two theoretical perspectives, which
constitute the main schools that study International Relations—Realism or Neorealism, and
Liberalism or Neoliberalism. Based on the current relations between the two wings of the transAtlantic Alliance and the political behavior of various political actors within the Alliance, the
study compares these two theoretical approaches to establish which of them has more explanatory
power in revealing, explaining and predicting the dynamics of trans-Atlantic relations and
NATO’s new role in the turbulent realities of the twenty-first century.
1.4.1 Realism/Neorealism
In order to understand alliances and, in particular, NATO, realism obviously offers some
beneficial methodical tools concerning the reason for their foundation, their endurance and the
changing aspects which could impact their durability.
It is “impossible to speak of international relations without referring to alliances,” George
Liska (1962:3) wrote in more than half a century ago. Alliances, since the times of Thucydides,
are important coalitions of states that cooperate for a common goal and against common threats.
Realist theory, whose origins may be found in the writings of Thucydides, Machiavelli, and
Thomas Hobbes, as well as their scholarly successors, the “neo-realists”, ground their reasons in
the belief that the international theatre is anarchic in its nature. Prominent realists, from
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Morgenthau, with his famous book Politics Among Nations, to Liska, Waltz, and Walt
reconstructed the historically well-known “balance of power” theory explaining the foundation of
alliances. The crucial argument the realists use is that “Alliances are against, and only
derivatively for, someone or something” (Liska 1962:12). Hence, according to realists, the
alliance’s raison d’être is to react against one or more antagonistic powers. Morgenthau and
Thomson argued that there exist three ways in which nations could respond to a threat posed by
an adversary:

They can increase their own power, they can add to their power the power of other nations, or
they can withhold power of other nations from the adversary … When they choose the
second and the third alternatives, they pursue a policy of alliances (Morgenthau and Thomson
1993: 201).

The formation of an alliance is based mainly on the concepts of balancing and
bandwagoning where states respond to a growing threat from one or more states. In his book The
Origins of Alliances, Stephen Walt writes about the creation of alliances using substantial
historical data. According to the balance of power theory, states create alliances with the purpose
of preventing stronger powers from dictating them. In his view, there are two main reasons for
which states choose to balance: first, they ally with the strongest state and place their trust on its
benevolence and second, they join the weaker side because it needs great assistance. Joining the
strongest does not give the weaker state much influence since this latter does not contribute much
to the coalition, while lining up with the weaker states enhances the strongest ally’s influence
within the alliance, as the member(s) of the alliance need support (Walt 1987: 18-19).
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Bandwagoning actions occur when a state lines up with a strong and growing power. The
conviction that states are inclined to bandwagon indicates that most alliances are very fragile.
Hence, Walt argues:

Bandwagoning may be a form of appeasement. By aligning with an ascendant state or
coalition, the bandwagoner may hope to avoid an attack by diverting it elsewhere. Second, a
state may align with the dominant side in wartime in order to share the spoils of victory (Walt
1987: 22).

In fact, triumphing in the world politics, or in a war, or just creating a great threat would
drive the states on the “sidelines” to align with the most successful state (ibid, 19-21). Walt
amends the theories introduced by Hans Morgenthau and George Liska, contending that the
creation of an alliance is a response to a perceived threat rather than a simple move to form
equilibrium in the face of power.
The “balance of threat” theory, (contrary to the predictions of the “balance of power”
theory), argues that coalitions can become far more potent than their opponents. According to
Walt, “the degree to which a state threatens others is the product of its aggregate power, its
geographic proximity, its offensive capability, and the aggressiveness of its intentions” (ibid,
264-265). Unlike the “balance of power” theory that indicates that states will align to the
strongest power, balance of threat consents to the formation of a coalition which is much more
potent than the opposing coalition.
The concepts of balancing and bandwagening as well as the balance of power and the
balance of threat offer helpful theoretical devices for the understanding of the multifaceted area
of international affairs. The question however, remains: what do the realists or neo-realists think
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particularly about the trans-Atlantic Alliance and how do they explain NATO’s durability for so
long?
Right after the dissolution of the Soviet Union to this day, the skepticism in the realist camp
concerning the relevance of NATO has been obvious. Yet, taking into account that NATO has
been vital for more than half a century, realist scholars have had to come to terms with the
veracity that the Alliance has endured and they struggle to provide reasons for its durability.
Renowned realist, such as Kenneth Waltz has argued that the trans-Atlantic alliance is
durable because the United States desires to use it as a means to maintain and lengthen the US’s
“grip on the foreign and military policies of European states” (Waltz 2000: 29). This author
contends that it is difficult to get rid of large organizations with long traditions. Hence, the
institutional inertia helps NATO to endure. According to him:

Once created, and the more so once it has become well established, an organization becomes
hard to get rid of. A big organization is managed by large numbers of bureaucrats who
develop a strong interest in its perpetuation (ibid, 28).

Stephen Walt, another eminent realist author, maintains a similar, yet systematically a more
comprehensive approach to the one held by Waltz. He recognizes that the institutional persistence
is one of the reasons why NATO has proven to be an endurable alliance. He also argues that the
alliance serves as a guard against uncertainties that the future might bring, hence it provides a
better ground for the security of its allies (Walt 1997: 166-167). It is the asymmetry of power
among the members of the Alliance, Walt asserts that made NATO sustainable after the Cold
War (ibid, 170). The asymmetry in the Alliance explains why the U.S. not only wishes to

11

preserve NATO, but also Europe’s commitment to it. U.S. global leadership and its continuing
goal to have an influence in European matters, combined with the hesitancy of the European
allies to relinquish the advantages of the U.S. military strength, indicates that although the Soviet
threat is gone, the Alliance remained as a result of its internal dynamics. Another reason why
NATO has endured is that the new security threats still galvanize the Alliance, which is still
crucial in dealing with them.
Finally, Walt, like other realist scholars, is not enthusiastic about NATO endurance. He
suggests that the national tendencies will prevail among the allies. In his view, national leadership
does not give priority to foreign preferences but to the national ones and “there is little evidence
that loyalty to some larger political community has superseded the idea of a ‘national interest’”
(Walt 1997: 169). Furthermore, Walt argues the U.S. commitment to NATO will wane as it will
be looking towards other regions in the world, like the Middle East or Asia and this shift “will
inevitably affect the proportion of national attention that is devoted to different regions” (ibid,
172).
In an often quoted article, “Alliances in a Unipolar World”, Walt provides comprehensive
view of the Alliance and its expansion as a vital development in the post-Cold War NATO. In his
view, in the unipolar world we live in, “if a balancing coalition begins to emerge, the unipole can
try to thwart it by adopting a divide-and-conquer strategy” where the new states that are keen to
have close relations with the U.S. enter the Alliance, whereas the old members begin to show
apathy towards America as the only superpower (Walt 2009: 96). This was proved in the Iraq
war, where Donald Rumsfeld, then the U.S. Secretary of Defense, not unjustifiably divided
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European countries into “New Europe” and “Old Europe”, where the new NATO members
backed the U.S. policy, while Germany and France contested it. NATO’s new members have
security benefits as part of the Alliance. They feel safer against their old adversary, Russia, or
other regional threats. In this sense, they try to “free ride” on the unipole. Hence, “today’s
medium and lesser powers will align with the United States not because they fear U.S. power but
because they are primarily concerned with regional threats and want to use U.S. power to deal
with them” (ibid, 88).
Furthermore, the only superpower, in order to reach its foreign policy aims, may work
outside the Alliance structures. This is explained by the President Bush decision to go in the early
stages of the war in Afghanistan without the Alliance involvement and by the willingness of new
NATO members to cooperate with the U.S. in the “war on terror”. Therefore, the Alliance
endures and is fully operational only when America deems so.
We may conclude that the main components of the realist theory vis-à-vis NATO are: (1)
the use of the Alliance in furthering the benefits of the stronger members, (2) the asymmetry that
exists among the members of the Alliance and (3) the use of the Alliance’s capabilities and assets
to deal with the new emerging threats in the trans-Atlantic area. Possibly, however, the basic
elements of the realist approach on the trans-Atlantic Alliance may be of substantial value in
giving an answer to the research question of this study. So, what do the realists say about
NATO’s durability? This question will be answered in more details in the following chapters.
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1.4.2 Liberalism/ Neo-Liberalism
Contrary to Realism or Neo-realism, Liberalism gives a contrasting viewpoint vis-à-vis the
alliances, which is as illuminating as the realist approach. To the liberals, domestic politics have
been more important for the understanding of the endurance of alliances. They place emphasis on
the shared values and related domestic characteristics in order to create alliances. Recently, the
neo-liberals have given a substantial contribution to the examination of the characteristics of
alliances and on the way they influence the behavior of the state, focusing more on the global
system as the level of analysis.
From the liberal viewpoint, the type of regime is important in determining the formation of
an alliance. Liberal democracies are likely to join into alliances with each other. Hence, such
democratic organization (alliances), tend to create more peaceful international relations, at least
among liberal democracies (Rathbun 2010:7). Having said this, democratic countries will side
with each other as the non-democratic countries will naturally side with one another. The theory
of Democratic Peace has influenced the neo-liberal view on the lack of conflict among
democratic states due to their similarities and common principles. It has become a postulate that
democracies do not fight with one another, they tend to form alliances when their interests are
threatened by non-democratic states or alliances.
Immanuel Kant, founder of the liberal theory, in his famous essay “Perpetual Peace,”
distinguished a set of rules for establishing peace. One of his most important arguments is the
well-known adaptation of a “republican constitution”.
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The republican constitution, besides the purity of its origin (having sprung from the pure
source of the concept of law), also gives a favorable prospect for the desired consequence,
i.e., perpetual peace. The reason is this: if the consent of the citizens is required in order to
decide that war should be declared (and in this constitution it cannot but be the case), nothing
is more natural than that they would be very cautious in commencing such a poor game,
decreeing for themselves all the calamities of war. Among the latter would be: having to
fight, having to pay the costs of war from their own resources, having painfully to repair the
devastation war leaves behind, and, to fill up the measure of evils, load themselves with a
heavy national debt that would embitter peace itself and that can never be liquidated on
account of constant wars in the future (Kant 1795).

Pursuant to Kant’s theory, in a democratic regime the government is accountable to its own
people and the likelihood of going into war is reduced.
There are a number of reasons why democratic states will continue to cooperate in security
matters. First of all, they are good trade partners therefore they depend on one another and are
likely to form alliances. Even though disagreements over trade may have implications for the
relations among democracies, their economic integration and good commercial relations could be
an indicator to a peaceful resolution of trade conflicts.
In general, liberals believe that not only do democratic nations engage in enhancing peace
and security among their nations, but also in spreading the democratic form of government in
other countries around the world. Scholars divide the liberal view into what is called defensive
liberalism aiming to spreading democracy peacefully and offensive liberalism relating to the
spread of democratic form of government to other nations by force if necessary (Miller 2010: 13,
20, 33). Such a difference among liberal views help to understand why the trans-Atlantic Alliance
was more inclined to peacefully expand the democracy towards Eastern Europe and less willing
for a forceful regime change in Iraq and Libya.
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A liberal scholar, such as Wallace J. Thies, extensively explores the durability of the transAtlantic Alliance in his book Why NATO Endures. In his view, NATO is different from all other
Alliances in the history. It was institutionalized, formalized and remains open-ended. Thies
argues that NATO’s durability precedes the end of the Cold War. Although numerous crises and
turbulences have tormented it and have questioned its very existence, on each occasion, the allies
were able to maintain their collaboration and overcome their differences. One of the reasons
explaining NATO’s durability is the lack of “divisive ideological issues” among its members
previously struggling for power and hegemony. Ideology had a deep impact on the way and
reason why NATO member countries band together. The allies share important values and
interests and a common heritage. They are united under a single umbrella where they have pooled
their armed forces (Thies 2009: 120). After World War II, the East-West ideological divide made
the European allies more integrated. Under the new circumstances, NATO new member states
expressed their disagreements more freely and they were more dependent on each other.
Another explanation provided by Thies is the shared ideology of NATO allies which gives
its members a possibility to self-heal the strong tendencies they might have. This means that
liberal democracies have an internal and external political dynamics that award alliances with this
unique “strong self-healing tendency” (Thies 2009:19). With the intention of sharing defense
burdens and consequently freeing up the incomes for other uses, the democratic states are
predisposed to cooperate. Additionally, in order for their policies to be legitimized in front of
their voters, leaders of NATO member states need the other democracies’ approval. Thies points
out:
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NATO members will change their policies for the sake of preserving the alliance among
them. This affinity felt by democracies for working together is perhaps most apparent in the
staying power exhibited by NATO despite the loss of its principal opponent (ibid, 294).

Then again, while divergences are a normal characteristic of alliances among democratic
states, policymaking in democratic countries corrects itself due to the regular turnover in
headship and political race, which offer chances to check old political decisions and create new
ones. Therefore, liberalism, broadly defined, provides an essentially different theoretical
approach for the understanding the trans-Atlantic Alliance in the post-Cold War era. It contrasts
the Realist approach that sheds light into other issues and areas, but which might be just as
valuable and relevant to this study. I would argue that the main elements of the liberal approach
are: (1) the significance of democracy to NATO (2) its institutional features and the way they
influence the behavior of countries towards one another as well as the way they adapted to new
circumstances, and (3) the belief that alliances are not merely grounded on external threats, but
their role is linked to the management of internal security.
Both theories are relevant in giving an answer to the research question, but I agree with the
realist approach as most convincing in explaining NATO’s durability. In the actual situation, as in
the past, the Alliance’s strategic assets and the common threats are instrumental in justifying
NATO’s endurance.
The realist theory gives solid reasons in maintaining that the fight against terrorism has
directly influenced the endurance of the Alliance. Nowadays, terrorism is a real threat to the
security of the trans-Atlantic area and the whole world and NATO has taken concrete measures,
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during its last summits, to combat terrorism as one of the main dangers for the stability. Hence,
the “balance of threat” concept gives reasons for NATO’s durability.
The events in Ukraine from 2014 onwards, and Putin’s aggressive policy towards its
neighbors are demonstrating that NATO should continue to balance Russia. Russia proved that it
was and still remains an important power which should not be underestimated. So, the old threat
is back and NATO needs to come up with a new strategic concept to face the situation.
NATO’s ability to efficiently contribute in the conflicts would have been drastically
reduced if America had not offered its military capacities. Europe’s desire to preserve NATO is
based on its wish to be part of an Alliance with a country that exerts the strongest power and
influence in the global issues.
1.5

Methodology

This study uses the comparative historical method to provide an analytical and systematic
approach for the subject under research. The comparative method is used to “aim at rich
descriptions of a few instances of a certain phenomenon” (Della Porta 2008: 198). The reason
why the comparative method is employed is related to a number of NATO main developments
and crises. The method is very adequate for conducting the research as it helps towards “an indepth understanding of historical processes” (ibid, 202). The ability to take into account NATO’s
historical context is an advantage to better analyze every single development in the trans-Atlantic
area. In approaching the research question, two theoretical perspectives (realism/neorealism and
liberalism/neoliberalism), which constitute the main schools of thought, have been compared.
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Both theories have important things to say in relation to alliances. They provide contrasting views
in explaining the reasons about the alliance formation, the way they adopt to new circumstances,
respond to threats and why they endure. This dissertation draws on the two theoretical approaches
in order to give a rational response to the research question, and does so for the following
reasons:
First, one cannot find a single theoretical approach able to give an answer to a subject under
research in international relations. A single approach does not enrich our knowledge of the
subject. On the contrary, one could have a limited viewpoint in being able to explain the subject
matter.
Second, by balancing the concepts against evidence there is no doubt that
Realism/Neorealism and Liberalism/Neoliberalism, as two major theories in international
relations, would give the answers for the durability of the trans-Atlantic relations.
The theoretical approach is combined with the historical chronological account of NATO’s
main yardsticks in order to give an answer to the research question, starting with the inception of
the Alliance and ending with the impact of President Trump administration. Hence, the core body
of the dissertation analyses the three main time periods in the Alliance’s history. Starting with its
origin till the end of the Cold War (1949-1989), the main developments (the origins of the
Alliance, Harmel Report and the Special Relationship) and crises (the Suez crisis, France
withdrawal, and the German question) are examined. The second part of the dissertation (19902001) explores the future of the trans-Atlantic Alliance immediately after the Cold War in the
light of the two theoretical approaches as well as the durability of NATO in the light of the
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Balkan conflicts, the enlargement process as well as the EU endeavors to become a superpower
and hence, a global security actor. The third part (2001 to present) uses the Iraq crisis and its farreaching consequences after the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001 as well as it analysis the
crises in trans-Atlantic relations under Obama presidency (the Libyan case, the Russian
annexation of Crimea and the Syrian war). An important part of the thesis is dedicated to the
recent turbulence in the Alliance caused by “America First” policy of President Trump.
The chronological method in relation to NATO’s historical development allows us to have
a better understanding of the changes the Alliance has undergone. In fact, the concept of
durability is grounded on the passage of time. The trans-Atlantic Alliance throughout its history
has made a lot of changes and adjustments in response to several disagreements and crises. There
were obviously many historic decisions and events which have given shape to the Alliance, but to
separate them from a wider historical background could distort our perception. This is why the
chronological method employed in this dissertation will help explain the progress of the transAtlantic relations in the past ten years, as well as providing context for the new challenges.
1.6

Literature Review and Sources

The literature for this study was selected to reflect in a balanced way the official and
academic views of some of the leading figures of political thought on both sides of the Atlantic:
(a) Official views of Washington and Brussels (or main chancelleries of major EU countries; (b)
Think tank institutions in the U.S. and in various European capitals; (c) The views of some of the
most prominent IR experts and geo-politicians that have appeared in major scholarly journals.
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Trans-Atlantic relations are explored here primarily from a historical perspective from the
works of the most prominent scholars of international relations in general, and particularly in the
area of trans-Atlantic relations. Some major works include: Permanent Alliance? NATO and the
Transatlantic Bargain from Truman to Obama, by Stanley R. Sloan, The United States and
Western Europe Since 1945: From "Empire" by Invitation to Transatlantic Drift, by Geir
Lundestad, The Future of Transatlantic Relations: Perceptions, Policy, and Practice, edited by
Andrew M. Dorman and Joyce P. Kaufman, Of Paradise and Power. America and Europe in the
New World Order, by Robert Kagan, Opening NATO's Door: How the Alliance Remade Itself
for a New Era, by Ronald D. Asmus, Beyond Paradise and Power: Europe, America and the
Future of a Troubled Partnership, edited by Tod Lindberg, Allies at War: America, Europe, and
the Split Over Iraq, by Philip Gordon and Jeremy Shapiro.
All the studies concerning NATO have treated the issue of the Alliance’s identity. At the
very beginning of his book Permanent Alliance? NATO and the transatlantic Bargain from
Truman to Obama, Sloan argues that the trans-Atlantic Alliance embodies a “community of
values” which has made possible the durability of NATO. After the end of the Cold war, NATO
was confronted with two issues concerning its identity, the question of the “transatlantic bargain”
between the U.S. and Europe and the dispute concerning the Alliance’s coherence with regard to
its eastward enlargement. Sloan argues that new global tendencies (global security, U.S.
supremacy, emerging powers and the EU integration) are altering the atmosphere for transAtlantic relations. This author renders to explain whether the trans-Atlantic Alliance is actually a
"permanent alliance" or it is approaching the end of its usefulness. The book explores the crisis
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that NATO faced during the George W. Bush presidency and the challenges it faced during the
Obama Administration.
In his prominent book The United States and Western Europe Since 1945: From "Empire"
by Invitation to Transatlantic Drift, Geir Lundestad examines the dynamics of the U.S. and
European relations since 1945. He focuses on the way the trans-Atlantic relations were gradually
strained, and puts forward a relevant sight of the future of this relationship. In fact, Lundestad
presents a history of the “Atlantic Community” as well as of the U.S. attitude towards the
integration of Europe as an incomparable effort. Lundestad does not engage in the political
science models or in theoretical reflections; yet his work goes far beyond the stereotypical
disagreements (and clashes) between the “liberal” and the "realist" attitudes in order to explain
the trans-Atlantic bargain. In his view, the strategies of the powers and the interests of the states
play a significant role, as when he treats the German containment or the cautious rapprochement
of France with the Alliance. A large section of his book examines the controversial trade and
economic issues. The role of trans-Atlantic networks, ideologies and public opinion is underlined
in order to determine the complicated equilibrium between conflict and consensus in transAtlantic relationship. All through the book Lundestad uses the concept “empire by invitation” as
his leitmotif for the entire period, starting with the Soviet threat following the end of Second
World War to the European attempts to keep the U.S. "in" during the Cold War period and
concluding in the unequivocal pro-American attitude of the new-born democracies in the Eastern
and Central Europe after the fall of Berlin Wall. In Lundestand’s view, one of the reasons why
the trans-Atlantic Alliance endured is the capacity that the United States has. The enlargement of
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NATO and the continuity of the Alliance are assessed as an unexpected achievement. Some of
the issues that Lundestad finds as probable indicators of a continuing trans-Atlantic drift are: the
U.S. choice to act unilaterally in particular during George W. Bush Presidency; the efforts of the
EU to emerge as an independent actor on the global stage, in particular, the disagreements
concerning the out-of area operations; and the process of demographic and cultural change which
have characterized the U.S. By the end of his book, Lundestad argues that both sides of the
Atlantic are expected to drift apart, but he asserts that “the emphasis is now definitely on what the
Europeans can and must do for themselves, not what the Americans can do for them” (Lundestad
2003: 286).
At a time when the trans-Atlantic bargain was at its falling tide since the beginning of the
Cold War, Robert Kagan, a prominent neorealist forced both sides of the Atlantic to see
themselves through the eyes of the other. In his bestseller Of Paradise and Power: America and
Europe in the New World Order, Kagan argues that Europe seems to be living in a Kantian world
of perpetual peace where danger and instability are tamed by the rules, laws and negotiation and
the world has gone far beyond the power politics and the use of force is dismissed; in contrast,
the U.S. is living in a “Hobbesian” world and its outstanding position as a superpower has made
it more willing to use force, whenever it deems necessary. Kagan’s book generated a great
discussion concerning the trans-Atlantic relations in the year 2002. He argues that the
disagreements between the U.S. and Europe reveal a deeply rooted split in the U.S.’s strength and
Europe’s weakness.
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Allies at War: America, Europe, and the Split over Iraq is yet another important book by
two American foreign policy experts, Philip Gordon and Jeremy Shapiro. It is all about the major
crisis in the trans-Atlantic relations and it can be described as the first and broadest assessment of
the Iraq war. The survival of the trans-Atlantic Alliance is questioned while considering the deep
strategic differences that appeared after the fall of the Berlin Wall and the disagreements over the
conflicts in the Balkan during the Clinton Presidency. Gordon and Shapiro demonstrate how
simmering tensions were brought to a boiling point during the unilateral actions undertaken by
President Bush and how the events led to the Iraq war in 2003. They further examine the
increasingly complicated relations between the United States and Europe at times of terrorist
attacks (like September 11, 2001). In their view, the rift over the Iraq war was not unavoidable.
Both sides of the Atlantic took unwise decisions and made unnecessary provocations.
Responding to those who predicted the end of the partnership because of the Iraq great division,
Gordon and Shapiro argue that even after such rifts, the European allies and the U.S. can
cooperate and are able to tackle the emerging threats of the new century, like global terrorism and
instability coming from regions like the Middle East.
Other important books, monographs and articles of prominent scholars, along with those
mentioned above, have been crucial in informing my view and guiding my research. Among most
celebrated authors used in my study are: Henry Kissinger, Zgibniew Brzezinski, Stephen G
Brooks, John G. Ikenberry, William C. Wohlforth, Anne Applebaum, Timothy Garton Ash,
David Calleo, Lawrence A Kaplan, Robert Cooper, Ivo Daalder, Francis Fukuyama, Wolfgang
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Ischinger, Joseph Joffe, Charles Kupchan, John J. Mearsheimer, Andrew Moravcsik, Joseph S.
Nye, Kenneth Waltz, Christopher Layne, Wallace J. Thies, etc.
A number of major journals and magazines, such as The National Interest, Foreign
Affairs, Washington Quarterly, The American Interest, International Affairs, World Affairs,
International Security, Journal of Transatlantic Studies, Cold War History, Current history, World
Policy Journal, have been indispensable for my research. In addition, a number of mainstream
American and European media sources like, the Washington Post, New York Times, the
Telegraph, The Guardian, The Economist, Financial Times, The Wall Street Journal, CNN, BBC,
have been very useful in my work. Each of them contains a distinguished perspective on
international politics and foreign affairs, in particular the trans-Atlantic relations.
Last but not least, other reliable and relevant sources of different independent think tanks
like Chatham House Organization (The Royal Institute of International Affairs), Center for
European Reform, Royal Institute for international Relations, Center of Independent Studies,
Center for European Policy Analysis as well as European and American official documents are
incorporated in this study.
1.7

Anticipated Contributions of the Research

This doctoral research aims to provide a modest contribution to the field of the European
Studies and more generally in the field of International Relations. This goal is achieved: (1) by
focusing specifically on the current state and the future of the trans-Atlantic relations, a topic that
remains virtually unexplored by Albanian scholars; (2) by relying on official sources and a
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specialized literature that remains to a great extent uncharted by other IR scholars in Albania; (3)
by deepening the analysis on processes that regulate (or impair) the trans-Atlantic relations in
certain areas, examining particularly U.S.-EU relations in the past ten years.
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CHAPTER 2
NATO AND THE COLD WAR
(1949-1991)
2.1

The Origin of the Trans-Atlantic Alliance

Although the U.S. and Western Europe share the same values and have a long intertwined
history, their relations have undergone periods of conflict, mistrust and insecurity. The United
States was founded as a nation after brutal wars against the British and Spanish colonists. The
struggle for independence led the American leaders, half a century later, to establish the Monroe
Doctrine, which required for the American continents to be free, and not subject to future
colonization by the European powers. This doctrine protected the U.S. from the influence of the
Europeans and enforced the U.S. influence over the American continent. But the U.S. isolationist
policy couldn’t last forever and, at the same time, it wasn’t easy for America to decide on
entering an alliance. The active involvement of the U.S. in the armed conflicts, which developed
in Europe in the 20th century was inevitable. Several political decisions and diplomatic events
occurred before the trans-Atlantic Alliance was formed.
The Atlantic Concept refers to the aspiration of a specific kind of relation concerning
countries on both sides of the Atlantic. The spectrum of the trans-Atlantic Alliance differs from
the concept of a close and integrated Atlantic community, with the U.S. and western European
countries forming a strong partnership, indeed a political and military alliance.
The U.S. participation in world affairs was inevitable and the United States was directly
involved in the First and Second World wars. After the First World War, the U.S. rejected the
membership in the League of Nations, Yet, as the Second World War was coming, U.S.
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President, Franklin D. Roosevelt, was mindful that one of the reasons for Adolf Hitler’s rise to
power in Germany and for the actions leading to yet another global war, was President Wilson’s
failure to engage the U.S. in the League of Nations at the end of the First World War (Sloan
2010: 16). However, while the western democracies aspired to a new era of security and peace,
Roosevelt, bargaining at Yalta, displayed an almost total lack of concern for the problems of
Western Security in the post-war Europe.
Although triumphant in the war against Nazism, the European countries were severely
shattered by the war and their economies were ruined. The Soviet Union, on its part, having won
the war, considered the twentieth century not as an American Century, but as a Communist one.
Stalin was eager to extend his power and the USSR’s sphere of influence throughout Europe.
Following World War Two, Europe found herself with a power vacuum. The German
power was destroyed, Great Britain was exhausted, the French divisions depended on the U.S.
manpower, and the American Army melted rapidly after May 1945 and was anxious to get home
after the war. There was destruction everywhere, from the North Cape of Norway, to the toe of
the Italian boot. After years of German occupation, governments in–exile had come back to their
old capitals: Paris, Brussels, Oslo, The Hague, Copenhagen, Athens, and they were trying hard to
simply show that they could govern again. There was no government in Germany. In Rome,
while the country questioned what to do with the Monarchy, a weak administration was propped
up by the Allied forces. This was the simple realpolitik that both Churchill and Stalin understood
(Cook 1989: 3-4).
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Unlike President Woodrow Wilson, Roosevelt shared a different view concerning the role
of the U.S. in international affairs. Roosevelt aspired to create a new international system under
the auspices of the United Nations. He hoped to build peace among the Great Powers, which had
been precariously sustained throughout the war from one conference to the next, all the way to
Potsdam. The events following the Potsdam conference would determine the fate of the world for
the next half a century, dividing it in two antagonist camps which represented two different
ideologies and political systems. Henry Kissinger, former National Security Advisor to President
Nixon and Secretary of State in the Ford administration (1969-1977), has argued that “the
practical result of Potsdam was the beginning of a process that divided Europe into two spheres
of influence, the very scenario America’s wartime leaders had been most determined to avoid”
(Kissinger 1994: 436).
The peace that Roosevelt sought to achieve was built on an illusion. Although the United
States and Great Britain made an unnatural alliance with the USSR to fight their common enemy,
Hitler’s Germany, it was an illusion that they could share with the Soviet Union the same ideals
and objectives of peace. Don Cook maintains that, “Given such a fundamental ideological schism
in the world, it was an illusion to expect a new United Nations Organization to take over and
succeed in managing peace where the League of Nations had failed” (Cook 1989: 3).
The emergence of the Soviet Union as a strong international actor with clear expansionist
aims, prompted the western European countries to unite in an alliance. For them it was important
to understand the Soviet threat and act accordingly. In February 1946, Stalin delivered his first
major postwar speech, stressing that “no peaceful international order is possible between the
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Communist Camp and the World of Capitalism–imperialism, and the Soviet Union must prepare
to defend itself against encroachment and threat” (quoted in Cook 1989: 49). In his speech, Stalin
clearly presented Moscow’s foreign policy based on the premises of the existence of two
antagonist camps. In his famous “Long Telegram”, the American political scientist and advocate
of containment policy, George Kennan, set out to examine the techniques of Soviet Diplomacy
and the historic objectives. Expressing concern about the coexistence with the Soviet Union,
Kennan wrote:

In foreign countries Communists will, as a rule, work toward destruction of all forms of
personal independence, economic, political or moral....Everything possible will be done to set
major Western Powers against each other. Anti-British talk will be plugged among
Americans, anti-American talk among British....In general, all Soviet efforts on unofficial
international plane will be negative and destructive in character, designed to tear down
sources of strength beyond reach of Soviet control. This is only in line with basic Soviet
instinct that there can be no compromise with rival power and that constructive work can start
only when Communist power is doming (Kagan 1946: 13-14).

Then British Premier, Winston Churchill, who, unlike Roosevelt, was never optimistic
about the cooperation with the Soviet Union, expressed his concern about Moscow’s expansionist
policy of the Soviet Union in Europe. On March 5, 1946, Churchill, out of office at the time,
delivered in Missouri, his famous speech, known as the “Iron Curtain”, in which he stated that:
“From Stettin in the Baltic to Trieste in the Adriatic an iron curtain has descended across the
continent” (quoted in Sloan 2010: 16). Churchill’s speech was an account of the post-World War
II situation, and only 9 months after the conference of Potsdam. Churchill was trying to inform
the publics in the United States, about the situation warning them to be aware of and accept “the
challenge of history that was bearing down on the nation and rally it to its duty to the free world

30

once again” (Cook 1989: 49). In his speech, Churchill called on “the Americans to return to
protect the Western Europe from the rising external and internal threats of Soviet-led communism
and conjured up the concept of Anglo-American partnership to lead the free world” (Wallace and
Christopher 2009: 264).
In March 1947, in response to the rising awareness of a soviet danger, U.S. President Harry
Truman proclaimed the new doctrine, which came to be known as the “Truman Doctrine”. He
urged the United States “to support free people who are resisting attempted subjugation by armed
minorities or by outside pressure” (quoted in Sloan 2010: 16). The language of his doctrine was
distorted by the need to intimidate Congress in order to obtain a modest package for Greece and
Turkey (Foot 1990: 83).
The Truman Doctrine put an end to the traditional isolationist policy of the United States
and established that America would support the democratic nations under threat. The support
would be economic, military and political, thus bringing to an end the common attitude of
withdrawal from conflicts, when America is not directly involved.
The United States became economically linked to the European countries through the
Marshall Plan, an outcome of the “Truman Doctrine”. George Marshall, then the U.S. Secretary
of State, declared that this plan was a longstanding project, in which America would inject money
to promote the economic stability in Europe and support her to recover from the War.
Fundamental to the European Recovery Programme was the assumption that economic prosperity
would translate automatically into political stability. For the Americans, political stability in
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Europe was a sign of integration and unity (Smith 1990: 85) and the Marshall Plan became a
significant factor for it sealed the deal for the U.S. commitment to Europe.
The U.S. had relentlessly tried to restore Europe, starting with the Marshall Plan after the
Second World War and it persisted to support and encourage Europe’s movement towards
integration. “It has been the widely held American view that a united Europe, even though
potentially (and now increasingly so in fact) an economic rival, would have a major contribution
to make to world peace” (Brzezinski 1970: 15). The U.S. and Europe were not ready for an
alliance in 1947, but taking into account the developments on the European ground, the transAtlantic relationship was deepened and encouraged. The Dunkirk Treaty was signed between the
UK and France, in March 1947. A common defense bargain between the two countries was
allowed by this treaty (Cowles and Egan 2012: 3). The Dunkirk Treaty was a “Treaty of Alliance
and Mutual Assistance” between the two countries, aimed at protecting them against “any
renewal of German aggression”. It was the first treaty seeking common defense against
aggression. The leaders of Britain and France were seeking new ways to adequately respond to
the Soviet threat. They recognized that the Marshall Plan and the economic recovery was not
enough. The Soviet threat was regarded as the main threat to the West. A stronger, greater
political alliance was required as the Soviets and the Europeans did not agree over the future of
Germany.
The upheaval in Prague, in February 1948, gave an incentive in constructing a western
alliance. “Although the Czech coup was foreseen in London, Washington and Paris, the end had
come with a swiftness and ruthlessness that stunned the government and political leaders and a
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wave of fear and despair erupted Europe”, just as Stalin intended (Cook 1989: 119). Following
this event, Britain and France were no longer reluctant to conclude multilateral treaties. It was the
right political climate to sign the Brussels Treaty, which brought the Benelux countries into an
alliance, thus creating the initial framework for post-war Western European Cooperation. The
signing of the Brussels Treaty in March 17, 1948, signaled to the U.S. that the European countries
were committed to their internal stability and the protection against external threats. The Brussels
Treaty, unlike the Dunkirk Treaty, implicitly ─if not explicitly─ aimed at the Soviet Union threat,
not the German one. Britain became very influential by signing the Brussels Treaty, which
established the Western Union, but the real question was how to make the Americans more and
more involved in Europe (Lundestad 2003: 51). The fundamental European commitments of the
trans-Atlantic bargain-to-be were defined in the Treaty.
Following the signature of the Brussels Treaty, then U.S. Senator, Arthur Vandenberg, was
asked to draw up a resolution regarding the support that the U.S Congress would give to the
administration to link the United States with the European self-help project (Sloan 2010: 18).
Vandenberg agreed with the State Department that the U.S. has a vital interest in Europe’s
defense, and that a military response to aggression could not be ruled out (Kaplan 2010: 9). He
played a crucial role in the acceptance of the resolution by the Senate and, on June 11, 1948, the
resolution was approved, providing political sustenance for the emerging bargain. Through that
resolution, the U.S. government encouraged “the progressive development of regional and other
collective arrangements for individual and collective self-defense in accordance with the
purposes, principles and provisions of the charter” (U.S. Senate Resolution 239).
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Following the Vandenberg Resolution, the Truman Administration took concrete measures
for conjoint defense treaties with Western European countries. In June 1948, urged by the
blockade in Berlin, the U.S., ten European governments (Belgium, the Netherlands, Luxemburg,
France, Portugal, Italy Norway, Denmark, Iceland and the United Kingdom) and Canada entered
into an agreement to establish the North Atlantic Treaty on April 4, 1949. This treaty has
established the only peacetime alliance between the U.S. and any European country, since the
latter part of the 18th century (Cowles and Egan 2012: 3-4).
NATO had a fundamental purpose and it was set up to face the security challenges in the
trans-Atlantic Area. The Atlantic Alliance was primarily established to instill confidence in
Western Europe, which was actually lacking in the societies still recovering from the Second
World War and were destined to live in the shadow cast by the Soviet military power.
Nevertheless, from its very beginning, the Alliance was aimed to be something more than just a
military arrangement (Thies 2009: 242).
The North Atlantic Treaty Preamble pronounces that the parties have agreed to ‘‘….live in
peace with all peoples and all governments….safeguard the freedom, common heritage and
civilization of their peoples,’’ and ‘‘.…promote stability and well-being in the North Atlantic
area’’ (NATO Treaty). Article Two guarantees that the parties will ‘‘contribute toward the further
development of peaceful and friendly international relations by strengthening their free
institutions….They will seek to eliminate conflict in their international economic policies and
will encourage economic collaboration between any or all of them” (ibid). The Europeans
perceived the assurance foreseen in Article 5, concerning all the members of the Alliance, as a
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way of confirming the U.S. automatic assistance, when required. This was fundamental for the
Europeans, if the Soviets were to be deterred and stay deterred (Thies 2009: 103). The NATO
Treaty made explicit what territory was to be defended. Article 5 had its elliptical elements, but
there was no doubt that an attack against any NATO member would be an attack against them all.
Article 6 defined the area in which an attack would demand a unified response, and conflict
outside this area would not come under the rubric of Article 5 (Kaplan 2010: 132). By signing the
North Atlantic Treaty, The United States, expressed its will to expand the multilateral
cooperation of the Marshall Plan into the security arena. The U.S. joined forces with Western
Europe in this treaty to combine the American substance with the European desire (Jordan and
Bloom 1979: 7).
2.2

The Evolution of the Alliance during the Cold War

2.2.1 The Crisis during the Cold – War Period
The assertion that “NATO is about keeping the Russians out, the Americans in, and the
Germans down” loses relevancy in describing NATO as time goes by. To better understand
NATO’s historical development it is essential to be familiar with its evolution and crises during
Cold War (Collins 2011: 23). The North Atlantic Alliance was kept mission-focused and
restricted for 40 years because of the fear of a Soviet attack. But history revealed that the Soviets
never attacked the West; the communist regimes began to fall in the 1990s, while NATO
remained the most enduring alliance of all times. However strong this Alliance was, many
internal disputes and crises were encountered along the way and its cohesion was put at risk. One
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could acknowledge a number of policy differences among NATO members, but it could not
ignore the fact that this Alliance was built confidently on the U.S. power and the special mission
it had to play in the world.
Since its inception, NATO projected an alliance that was founded on the democratic nature
and rules and the sovereign equality of its member states. Thus, during the Cold War, the
members had to make compromises but the undisputed role of the U.S. could not be overlooked.
This didn’t mean that Washington dictated its partners, but the Alliance operated in accordance
with its code of conduct that required finding a common ground, between the principles and the
democratic values demonstrated in its formal instruments, and the power imbalance between
America and the Western European countries. Before taking action, the U.S. would have to listen
to its partners and consult them regarding the international and multilateral legitimacy, or when
European interests were directly involved (nuclear weapons, nuclear strategy or the relations with
the Soviets). In this way, America’s allies could be allowed access to internal debates of the U.S.
government. American postwar leaders set out not “to rule an empire but to build a voluntary
Atlantic community in which all members felt they had a stake” (Gordon and Shapiro 2004: 24).
On the other hand, the European allies had influenced the U.S. politics in their decision-making
process. Thus, for instance, at the time of the Korean War, the United States recognized that, in
order to make the deployment of the U.S. troops to Europe acceptable to Congress, it had to get
the French government to move away its strong opposition to German rearmament (Sloan 2010:
23).
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The United States, although skeptical of the European Defense Community (EDC), ended
up backing the French alternative for the sake of Germany’s admission to the Alliance, at a time
when the French themselves, in 1954, rejected the EDC. Similarly, in the 1970s, the Europeans
sought the U.S. advice when the Soviet Union positioned nuclear missiles (SS-20 intermediate
range) in Europe, even though this move “had few direct strategic implications for the United
States. European influence brought about the so-called dual-track decision in 1979 to deploy
American Pershing and cruise missiles in Europe and to embark simultaneously on arms control
negotiations with the Soviets on Intermediate Nuclear Forces” (Gordon and Shapiro 2004: 2425).
A major crisis in the trans-Atlantic Alliance during the Cold War was the Suez Crisis. The
Alliance exposed the risk of a deficiency of norms concerning the issue of resolving important
strategic disputes. The UK and France collaborated with Israel to attack Egypt in response to the
decision taken by Gamal Abdel Nasser to nationalize the Suez Canal. This served as a pretext for
the latter intervention of the British and French. Under such circumstances, the U.S. reacted
harshly, condemned the actions against Egypt and sided with Egypt and the Soviet Union while
demanding the removal of the troops from the area. The allies were disappointed and concerned
with France and Britain, given that the Soviets were intentionally involved in Hungary to
suppress a democratic unrest, and that “the alliance’s credibility had now been threatened due to
the open disagreements” between its members (Hendrikson 2007: 101).
The United States aimed taking action against the British and the French and presented a
Resolution in the UN Security Council, requesting member states to abstain from any intrusion in
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the region. France and the UK vetoed the resolution and for the first time voted against the U.S.
After an agreement was reached for withdrawal, the United States began to cause the value of
pound to drop and thus dumping the British currency and effectively threatening the British into
agreeing to a withdrawal. The Suez Crisis was similar to the Iraq Crisis (2003) “in the depth of its
bitterness for the future of the alliance” (Gordon and Shapiro 2004: 26). In this crisis, Britain and
France withdrew in humiliation, although Anthony Eden, the British Prime Minister at the time,
hoped for the support of the U.S. in this issue as a kindred spirit ally. The United States, however,
taught Britain that even with the presence of the Soviet threat, the U.S. support had limits when
the interests diverged. In the words of Lawrence Kaplan (2004:13) “the result was the near
destruction of the alliance as the United States sided with the Soviets to oppose the Suez
Operation”.
The outcome of that crisis for Britain was that the best course of action was to preserve the
“special relationship”, whereas France went the other way, by pursuing an independent foreign
policy, including the development of its own nuclear force and independence from NATO. In the
end, Washington had to pardon its allies for their misconduct and Britain and France could enjoy
the security system, sponsored by the United States. The Suez Crisis was a good lesson as it set
the precedent for the leaders to deal with disputes and to know how to react for their own benefit
and for the overall security.
The Suez Crisis signaled the dropping of France and Great Britain from the “top power
league” of Europe. “Any pretense for equality in the trans-Atlantic bargain was undermined and
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this crisis drove a wedge between France and Britain” (Toje 2008: 27). Henry Kissinger
concluded that:
The heart of the problem was conceptual. America’s leaders put forward three principles
during Suez Crisis, each of which reflected long-standing verities: that America’s obligations
toward its Allies were circumscribed by precise legal documents; that recourse to force by
any nation was inadmissible expect when narrowly defined as self-defense; and, most
important, that Suez Crisis had provided America with an opportunity to pursue its true
vocation, which was leadership of the developing world (Kissinger 1994: 544).

One of the challenges encountered by the trans-Atlantic Alliance during the Cold War was
the rivalry between the U.S. and France. Although damaged by the Second World War, France
had retained global aspirations by openly opposing the U.S. France had always considered itself
as a global power and had hoped that the Alliance would consider it as a valuable asset. From the
beginning, her objectives and interests in the Alliance had been significantly different from those
of the United States. France chose to pursue these objectives “in a way that the leadership of the
nascent Federal Republic of Germany could not, and the British leaders did not, at least after
Suez ─that is, by openly contesting American leadership” (Andrews 2004: 61).
The Washington Treaty stipulated that all the allies were equal but obviously the American
leadership of the Alliance was uncontested. In theory, all members were given equal rights
according to NATO’s structure, but this structure provided a framework “for the American
superpower to exercise a primus inter pares role within the Alliance, subordinating France to a
position, in this sense, no more privileged than that of West Germany” (Sloan 2010: 45).
American supremacy and the acceptance of Germany as a member of the Alliance thus put
France on the same rank with Germany, but in a lower rank to the United States. This status of
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France in the international arena positioned it into a unilateralist foreign policy. France was
demanding to be free to act in international relations. Prior to coming to power, De Gaulle’s
vision towards NATO was made clear. He declared: “If I governed France, I would quit NATO.
NATO is against our independence and our interest” (quoted in Sulzberger 1970: 198).
De Gaulle returned to power in 1958 and for over a decade, as the president of France, he
dominated the French foreign policy. During the Cold War, France aspired to be independent,
powerful and in possession of atomic weapons; it aimed at negotiating with the U.S. as an equal.
De Gaulle hoped to lead his European partners away from the supranational inspiration of the
Rome Treaties and toward a Europe des patries, a European unity based on sovereignty of the
nation—states and led by France (Sloan 2010: 45).
France was certainly not enthusiastic about a U.S. led NATO and believed a Directorate of
France, Britain, and the United States would better manage the global security affairs. In
accordance with his ideology and vision, De Gaulle undertook concrete measures towards
strengthening the role of France and weakening NATO. Thus, in September 1958, he proposed a
fundamental reform of NATO. He wrote to the U.S. President, Dwight D. Eisenhower and the
British Prime Minister, Harold Macmillan, proposing them to establish continuous U.S. - UK French discussions in order to decide on the military and political strategy of the West (Nuenlist
2011: 221). The directorate concept was the French way of showing that they considered
themselves to be the leading European power in the continent as well as, their desire to be clearly
recognized as having more rights and power than the Federal Republic of Germany. The earliest
French proposals for tripartite French, British and U.S. management of the Alliance emanated
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from Fourth Republic governments, even though this approach might be best remembered as the
“Gaullist” line (Sloan 2010: 44).
Germany and smaller NATO member states rejected De Gaulle’s idea. The Berlin crisis
(1958-1961) re-emphasized the French viewpoint that the ‘Big Three’ were responsible for its
solution. Christian Nuenlist, has pointed out that, “France was of the opinion that only the three
Western powers with occupation rights in Germany (the U.S., Britain and France) had to craft a
response to the Soviet challenge in Berlin” (Nuenlist 2011: 223). But, smaller NATO member
states like Canada, Denmark and Norway opposed the French position and asked the “Big Three”
to better discuss with NATO.
In March 1960, the French Mediterranean Fleet was withdrawn from NATO command, and
in June of the same year, France’s participation in the integrated alliance air defense was rejected
along with the U.S. nuclear device storage on the French territory. Under these circumstances,
President Eisenhower in a strong letter to De Gaulle, on 30 August 1960, rejected a three-party
directorate as unacceptable to the smaller NATO allies, and criticized the French withdrawal
from NATO’s integrated defense. Eisenhower wrote: “A tripartite organization would ignore the
important interests of other NATO members and also meet with opposition elsewhere in the
world” (quoted in Nuenlist 2011: 224).
After Eisenhower’s refusal, De Gaulle took the decision to withdraw France from NATO’s
military structure in March 1966, and asked for its headquarters to be removed, together with
26,000 U.S. troops from French soil. In a press conference, on February 21, 1966, De Gaulle
revealed the reasons for his decision. He declared that the circumstances had changed. The Soviet
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Union threat was no longer as significant as in 1949, and he stated that the U.S. was rendered
more vulnerable to the Soviet nuclear attack given the capacity of Soviet nuclear development
and the fact that the U.S. was less likely to guarantee the defense of Western Europe. Finally, de
Gaulle stated that the danger of a world war breaking out in Europe had reduced, but there was a
growing risk of a war bursting out because of the adventures of the U.S. in other parts of the
world. In circumstances like these, France was determined to rely on its nuclear capacity, to
assume global responsibility, and to mind its own interests (De Gaulle 1966: 17-19).
De Gaulle’s main aim was to diminish the influence of the two external "hegemonial"
powers in Europe. He hoped to accomplish this by creating a West European hard core, led by
France—detached from an integrated Atlantic relationship but continuing to enjoy the benefits of
U.S. nuclear protection—which would then proceed to forge a "European Europe to the Urals,"
i.e. translating the East-West detente in Europe into an eventual entente” (Brzezinski 1968: 259).
De Gaulle’s was a major challenge, but the overall purpose of the Alliance was not threatened by
the withdrawal. The allies quickly relocated NATO headquarters to Brussels, Belgium and
carried on with the business of the Alliance almost as if nothing had happened (Sloan 2010: 46).
Harlan Cleveland, then American Ambassador to NATO, pointed out that the withdrawal of
France was “a cheap, anti-American gesture, which changed almost nothing militarily”
(Cleveland 1970: 104).
The American restraint towards France was also relevant. President Johnson’s hard line
advisers publicly asked for revenge against France as a result of its withdrawal. The public
opinion strongly opposed the French decision and people started to boycott French products. The
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Secretary of State, Dean Rusk, on receiving the official demand for the withdrawal of troops from
the French soil, ironically asked if that meant “the dead ones in the cemeteries”. But Johnson
maintained his composure and let the French do as they wished thus accepting the sovereign
French decision (Gordon and Shapiro 2004: 28). In a letter sent to De Gaulle on March 22,
Johnson revealed that the issue of the French withdrawal concerned all NATO members, not only
France and the U.S. He reiterated that he was disappointed with the French actions and that they
would have serious repercussions to the security and welfare of the people of the Alliance.
President Johnson highlighted that the military organization was essential for the Alliance to be
effective. He also maintained that the U.S. would continue cooperating within NATO and fully
participate in it. Johnson also positively addressed France; he recalled the importance of France’s
past contribution to the Western development and security and stated that France’s seat would
still be available, should it wish to return to NATO (Eznack 2012: 77). Although France
withdrew from NATO, it still continued its military cooperation with the U.S. and NATO. In fact,
in the long run, the withdrawal of France from the military structure had little impact on any
possible aggression from the Soviets.
In retrospect, it is difficult to see any unequivocal gains for France. The French “rebellion”
did not enhance the security of France, neither did it damaged it. The “independent French”
poured more financial resources and political energy to defense. This wouldn’t have been the
case, had France remained in the integrated military structure. Furthermore, France did not have
much to offer to Moscow either, whereas the U.S. and Germany did. The French independent
position might have been of tactical value to the Soviets but Moscow sought to deal primarily
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with U.S. and Germany, which had the potential to benefit or harm Soviet interests most. The
Alliance might, however, have benefited in one respect from the French withdrawal; it
established an alternative western nuclear decision making center, which produced additional
complications for the Soviet strategy (Sloan 2010: 48). History revealed that the French move did
not enable the emergence of France as a superpower in the international arena, as De Gaulle had
aspired. The world remained bipolar till the end of the Cold War and France was not capable of
becoming the vanguard of Europe.
By the 1970s, it was hard to maintain the Alliance’s unity. The Soviet threat was reduced
and the more relevant issues did not fall under NATO’s area of responsibility. The divergences
that occurred more frequently were in the Middle East. The principles of negotiation that were
written after the Suez Crisis were not only defied, but occasionally even violated. During the
Vietnam War, it was the Americans who sought the solidarity of the Alliance, whereas in the
mid-1950s, Britain and France had claimed that the values of the Alliance’s cohesion should
guide the allies to back one another when the fundamental interests of one state were at stake.
Henry Kissinger has repeatedly emphasized that Europe was reluctant to follow the U.S.
leadership in the Middle East. He has pointed out that, [Europe’s] legalistic arguments were to
the effect that obligations of the North Atlantic Treaty did not extend to the Middle East. In his
view:

Our case for allied cohesion was based not on a legal claim, but on the imperatives of
common interest. When close allies act toward one another like clever lawyers [and] if they
exclude an area as crucial as the Middle East from their common concern, their association
becomes vulnerable to fluctuating passion (Kissinger 1982: 711).

44

The attempts of the European allies to mediate in the Vietnam War proved unsatisfactory
and the 1960s demonstrated the divergences among the members of the Alliance, they were all
becoming concerned about the American unilateralism and its hegemonic power. Yet,
discordance of the political decision of the European allies made it easy for the U.S. to continue
and even strengthen its leadership of the Atlantic alliance. In the late 1960s and early 1970s the
political environment in Europe changed. De Gaulle left office, the European Political
Cooperation was launched and Britain held a firm position in its engagement in European
matters. Also, Willy Brandt’s Ostpolitik and the beginning of the multilateral detente signaled the
beginning of “an important European component of East West dialogue” (Ludlow 2010: 53).
During that time, America's European allies fully recovered and—protected by containment
based on American power—began to act increasingly neutral in the global Cold War, indeed,
they were ready to negotiate separate ceasefires in Europe. While this approach was not formally
opposed by the United States, it created tensions within the Alliance as well as openings for the
Soviet diplomacy. To many people the slogan “Europe to the Urals” or the term “Ostpolitik”
were code words for a separate European position on the critical East-West issues. The
unpopularity of the Vietnam War contributed to a sense of American isolation, and that in turn
fed into U.S. slogans advocating “Come home, America” (Brzezinski 1992: 39-40).
The answers in the turbulence of the trans-Atlantic relations during Nixon/Kissinger years
can be found not only in the altered stances of the U.S. government, but also in Western Europe’s
entirely different set of conditions. The Nixon Administration was forced to react when the
Europeans’ position and approach altered towards the Cold War. U.S. reaction managed to avoid
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a major crisis in the trans-Atlantic relations, which took place in the course of the Johnson years
(Ludlow 2010: 53).
The divergences continued with the Middle East War in October 1973, when nearly all
Europeans NATO member states contested the U.S. policy of supporting the Israeli actions. A
joint declaration was even agreed between France and UK in which the U.S. policy was
criticized. The European allies complained for not being informed and consulted about the
decision of the U.S. to announce a global military alert. Michel Jobert, then French Foreign
Minister criticized the U.S. for treating Europe as “nobody.” With the exception of Portugal and
the Netherlands, the U.S. transport aircraft was refused access in Europe on their way to resupply
the Israelis. In response to European critics, Kissinger called the Europeans “craven” and
“contemptible” (quoted in Gordon and Shapiro 2004: 30). But in reality the European opposition
had clear limitations and it is worth noting that, even during this serious crisis, extensive
transatlantic efforts were made in order to find common ground. In fact, as Philip Gordon and
Jeremy Shapiro imply in their book Allies at War, the Europeans did not do anything to stop the
resupply operation:

Germans looked the other way as the U.S. military used bases in Germany for refueling, and
the French government went so far as to hold aerial defense exercises to camouflage the
American planes passing overhead from a critical public (Gordon and Shapiro 2004: 30).

In the context of the trans-Atlantic relations it is worth looking at the Reagan presidency In
his first mandate Reagan highlighted the unilateralist character of the U.S. foreign policy and was
attentive towards strengthening the role of the U.S. in the international arena. Reagan played an
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important role in accomplishing what he considered the U.S. had lost in the “decade of neglect”
known as the 1970s, namely “its position of its strength”. He was determined “to move beyond
the defensive policy of containment and confront the Soviet Union in a more serious fashion”
(Cox 2007: 129). During the first Reagan administration there were clashes between the Western
Europeans and the U.S. For a majority of Europeans, the hawkish U.S. President represented a
reckless cowboy culture. Their very existence was put at risk due to his control over an immense
nuclear arsenal. Their worst expectations were materialized by the time he denounced the Soviet
Union as an “Evil Empire”. Reagan threatened to undermine the nuclear balance by calling for
the deployment of a missile shield on German soil. The NATO deployments were opposed by
West Germans. Polls revealed that most of the West Germans were against the NATO
deployments and public protests intensified and culminated in approximately one million people
opposing the U.S. policy. This was the biggest street protest in the history of West Germany.
Despite the reaction, the German government allowed the deployment of missiles and the
Alliance endured.
In the years of the Reagan presidency, Europe and the U.S. had opposing approaches on
various issues. Europeans often contended that the U.S. policy was not efficient, and that
“modifying the behavior of state sponsoring terrorism was unlikely to be achieved by
punishment” (Rees 2003: 50). Their policies were well-known for their constructive engagement
and dialogue, “attempting to influence states by a series of positive inducements” (ibid). On
response, U.S. members of Congress and officials of the U.S. Administration continuously
criticized the European policies to be “driven more by perceptions of selfish commercial interest
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than by principle” (ibid). These divergent approaches were clearly demonstrated by the Reagan
decision to bombard Libya in 1986 despite the Europeans’ disapproval, which was almost
unanimous, except for the UK.
Apart from the major crisis, NATO’s allies have encountered severe political divergences
over Vietnam, European defense expenditure, the invasion of Afghanistan, Germany’s Ostpolitik,
the U.S. military invasion of Panama and Grenada, the positioning in Europe of new U.S.
missiles (cruise and Pershing II), and the Strategic Defense Initiative of the U.S. All these
divisions have highlighted the fact that, in a democratic Alliance, such as NATO, divergences
maybe common. Furthermore, the differences among the alliance member states, namely the U.S.
and most of its Western European allies did not hit its raison d’être. NATO’s history has
encountered heated debates and internal divergences, but the Alliance has been successful at
addressing the trans-Atlantic discords.
On balance, patience and perseverance yielded good results by containing the expansionist
ambitions of the Soviet Union as well as maintaining the Alliance’s essential solidarity and the
readiness of both sides to respect boundaries. As Gordon and Shapiro maintain,
These norms included recognition of and respect for specific allies’ vital interests, a
commitment to consultation to ensure that allies did not surprise each other, and, especially
on out-of-area issues, at least a grudging recognition of and deferral to America’s special
responsibilities and privileges. All of these norms fit within the notion of a democratic
alliance modified to deal with a membership of sovereign states of different capabilities and
the real and evident threat they all faced (Gordon and Shapiro 2004: 31).
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2.2.2 The Harmel Report
A crucial point in the Alliance’s life was the adoption of the Harmel Report by the allies, as
one of the key documents of the Alliance. The Alliance was undergoing a crisis of validity and
the Harmel Report is seen as a turning point in its history. For almost two decades important
developments had taken place in NATO, such as the expansion with new members (Germany,
Turkey and Greece), the withdrawal of France, the decrease of tensions with Moscow through
détente etc. NATO’s 20th anniversary was approaching and Article 13 provided each member
state with the option of leaving the Alliance. There was a concern that the Alliance was
dominated by the great powers. It was a very decisive moment for the Alliance’s very existence,
the time to determine whether NATO, established “in the chilly atmosphere of the Cold War,
could survive in the warming climate of East-West détente” (Sloan 2010: 49). The report was
compiled by Pierre Harmel, the Belgian Foreign Minister, who was familiar with the context in
which the Alliance was running. He found that a review of the Alliance’s performance for its first
twenty years and the need for a thorough revision on its future were crucial.
The balance between NATO’s military and its political function was also articulated in the
Report. It was the first effort to develop a common political strategy for NATO. The report
defined the “ultimate political purpose” of NATO and it was often referred to as the “Magna
Carta” of the Alliance. The Report made it clear that NATO would pursue a policy of détente,
with the explicit aim of de-escalating East-West rivalry (Østerud and Toje 2013: 76). It generated
an atmosphere of collaboration among member states and with regards to the policy towards the
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Soviet Union it encouraged a greater degree of negotiation. It was a study of the Alliance itself
and it involved intense consultations among its members.
The Harmel Report enabled the transition of the Alliance from a military organization to
one with a clear political character. As the report itself stipulated, its main task was “to maintain
adequate military strength and political solidarity to deter aggression and other forms of pressure
and to defend the territory of member countries if aggression should occur”, while at the same
time it had to “search for progress towards a more stable relationship in which the underlying
political issues can be solved”, since military security and a policy of détente are not
contradictory but complementary (Jordan and Bloome 1979: 302).
The Harmel Report thus called for NATO to assume two primary missions: defense and
détente. In short, it encouraged NATO partners in the bargain to carry on “their military
modernization efforts”, but also called on them to “recognize that arms-control efforts and
confidence-building measures should be encouraged with the Soviet Union” (Hendrickson 2006:
27). Some NATO member states felt that the Alliance had moved too far from the diplomatic
solutions to resolve issues emerging from the Cold War. Some were also worried that the United
States would ignore their interests when it pursued its bilateral arms-control policies with the
Soviet Union (ibid, 29). This process encouraged greater dialogue within NATO member states
and provided an assurance for the smaller member states within the Alliance.
The United States had been able to use the debate around the Harmel Report to strengthen
NATO and reduce the opposition from De Gaulle. At a time when France sought to reduce the
significance of the military blocks, NATO was strengthened and the U.S. leadership was
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renewed. France, however, approved the report, albeit reluctantly. There was little else she could
have done. In actual fact, De Gaulle liked to underline his leadership role in the process of
détente (Lundestad 2003: 132). By agreeing to NATO’s Harmel Report of 1967 the French not
only showed some procedural flexibility, but a common political framework of both defense and
détente towards the Soviet Union was put in place (ibid, 136). NATO both deterred and took the
lead on détente, and its policy on Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions (MBFR) should be seen
in the same light. Washington was looking for ways to follow up Harmel and, in June 1968,
NATO affirmed the proposition that “the overall military capability of NATO should not be
reduced except as part of a pattern of mutual force reductions balanced in scope and timing”
(ibid, 170).
The Harmel Report codified the outcomes of the trilateral talks concerning the military
structures of the Alliance and anchored them in a multilateral political dialogue on the German
question and the prospect of the relations between East and West. The Report was a good
comeback to De Gaulle’s policy and signaled the defeat of the Gaullist challenge. It showed
France that leaving the Alliance was a mistake. The report revealed that NATO had not become
an anachronism in Europe, but in a time of détente it survived the French accusations.
The success of the Harmel Report was confirmed by the British government, as one of the
strategic allies in this process. The British obtained their objective of taking a leading role in the
Alliance by defending NATO multilateralism. In this report, the U.S.–European defense
relationship was strengthened (Ellison 2006: 864). The initial raison d'être of NATO as a defense
organization was implicitly reconfirmed. Also, in a broader sense, NATO’s new role in security
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matters was “both enhanced by the Alliance's growing implication in the arrangement of EastWest relations and legitimized by its long-term commitment to overcoming the Cold War” (Bozo
1998: 360).
All in all, the Harmel exercise revitalized the foundations of the Alliance. The goals of the
Alliance were substantially broadened and the Report restated NATO’s commitment to preserve a
strong defense. A more relevant political framework to the challenges posed by the East-West
environment of the 1960s was provided by this amendment to the original trans-Atlantic bargain.
It also responded to the evolving relationship between the United States and its Western
European allies. The Harmel Formula gave the Alliance a new lease of life and a renewed sense
of purpose (Sloan 2010: 52).
2.2.3 The Federal Republic of Germany and NATO
The Federal Republic of Germany, like the concept of Western Europe itself was the
product of the Cold War dynamics. It was not created by a special program and, as such, it was
unusually prone to the influence of its Cold War superpower sponsor. As a result, the Federal
Republic was likely to move to a neutral position, to be part of the emerging pole that created it
(Smith 2000: 100).
German influence in the European security has historically been dominant and sometimes
critical for two important reasons; its political and its economic strengths. A united Germany has
a highly industrialized economy and a large population. It is a powerful state with a wealth of
resources and raw materials. Germany, before World War II was the economic locomotive of
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Europe, and the U.S. wanted to attach this locomotive to the economic rehabilitation of Western
Europe. This was considered far more important than the Soviet’s needs for reparations. To put it
differently, Washington wanted to put West Germany to work, rebuilding Western Europe, rather
than having West Germany go to work reconstructing the Soviet Union. Immediately after World
War Two, Washington’s policy towards Germany began to gather momentum, especially with the
fusion of the British and the U.S. occupation zones in 1946 and introduction of currency reform
in West Germany in 1948. Each step taken, furthered the basic American decision that a divided
Germany was preferable to a reunified one (Layne 2012: 71).
Another reason why Germany has been—and still remain—very important in the world
stage is its geographical position as it has historically lain across geostrategic fault-lines within
the continent (Smith 2000: 98). West Germany was important because it “was the location site of
most of the NATO forces and a major frontier of the free world” (Kaplan 1961: 620). Owing to
its power, size, geographical position and demography Germany is a decisive actor for the
European security. Consequently, the ‘German Question’ was a systemic question; how would the
power of Germany be managed and how would the Germans themselves use this power for the
European stability? In fact, it was necessary to rearrange the mechanisms of international
relations in Europe in a way that German power could be safely and stably incorporated.
The foundation of a separate West German state with an anticommunist orientation was
already deeply-rooted in the concept of the American policy of containment. Moreover the
dilemma still remained of how to “effectively restore the economic and political potential of
Germany, without turning her once again into a danger to her neighbors” (Buchheim 1971: 32).
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Unlike the Americans, the European NATO allies that had suffered the consequences of wars
with Germany could not accept Germany’s new position. In particular France took the lead
against the military build-up of Germany and its acceptance as a politically equal partner in the
Alliance. France was not alone in this. Its opposition had “the tacit support of the other victims of
German aggression” (Kaplan 1961: 621).
In reality, the allies shared different views on the way Germany should be integrated in the
international community. The United States and France had the most opposing views concerning
this issue. Realizing the historical, economic, geopolitical and geographical importance of
Germany, Washington openly supported its integration in the Alliance. Americans generally
considered nationalism a causal factor in both world wars, and the United States was particularly
interested in finding a way to reintegrate a nonthreatening Germany into the European economy
(Collins 2011: 13). On the other hand, France, because of its bloody war with Germany, was
against Germany’s involvement in the Alliance and against its rearmament. While the U.S.
viewed Germany’s integration as a tactic to keep that country under control, France considered it
as a serious threat. While regarding the U.S. as the only power from which the European Security
depended and also feeling uncertain about the continuity of the U.S. presence in Europe, France
considered Germany’s economic growth and rearmament as a potential danger.
It became obvious to the allies that (1) Europe’s defense would have to start with the
Federal Republic and that (2) the industrial strength of West Germany was essential for a
successful rearmament program. Thus, Washington’s evolving security commitment to Europe
depended on the ‘German question’. The economic revival of Europe and the reconstruction of
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West Germany were essential for the U.S. officials, but for the French, in particular, Germany’s
restoration created a potential security threat within Europe. The traditional French anxieties visà-vis Germany became more and more evident (Ireland 1981: 177). Having said this, Washington
was determined to merge the rebuilding and reintegration of West Germany in European security.
At every stage of the trans-Atlantic bargain (the Marshall Plan, the Vandenberg Resolution, the
North Atlantic Treaty, the integrated military command, and the stationing of ground troops
within NATO) “the United States sought to overcome fears of renewed German aggression by
binding its western zones to a wider Europe” (Ikenberry 2000: 165).
By sustaining the wartime alliance intact, France, on its part, intended to keep the Germans
down. Germany itself would no longer be a unified state. The industrial center of Germany, the
Ruhr basin, would be under the control of the allies and the left bank of the Rhine would not be
part of its territory. It was commonly assumed that those aims, were not only taken seriously by
General de Gaulle, who was the leader of the provisional government of France, until January
1946, but also by Georges Bidault, who was the foreign minister from 1944 until mid-1948. The
latter was a central figure in French politics immediately after de Gaulle’s period (Creswell and
Trachtenberg 2003: 5). The Dunkirk Treaty, signed on 4 March 1947, reflected the attitude of
both France and England towards Germany. In this bilateral agreement it was noted that Germany
continued to constitute a threat to European security. In signing the treaty, the only real
disagreement however was the one over the strength of the words to be used to describe the
German threat. The French insisted that the treaty should be directed against “the ‘menace’ of
renewed German aggression”. Britain accepted the designation of Germany “as the major threat
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to peace”, but for various reasons wished to omit the word ‘menace’ from the treaty (Baylis 1982:
244).
A year later, in March 1948, the signing of the Brussels Treaty confirmed, although in a
more moderate language than the one used in the Dunkirk Treaty, that Germany was seen as a
threat and that the members signing the Treaty should take such measures that could be
“necessary in the event of a renewal by Germany of a policy of aggression” (Brussels Treaty). In
fact, the Brussels Treaty’s standing Consultative Council was set up to deal with two specific—
although very different—risks: the steps to be taken and the attitude to be adopted in “case of a
renewal by Germany of an aggressive policy”, or in “any situation constituting a danger to
economic stability”. The Europeans wanted to keep Germany down, and to have economic
stability (Collins 2011: 14).
Most notably, U.S. Senator John Foster Dulles, who called for the inclusion of Germany in
the growing political and economic integration of Europe, developed the answer prevailing in the
United States even before mid-1947. In 1948, the Secretary of State George Marshall explained
to France that “the preoccupation with Germany as a major threat at this time seems to us
outmoded and unrealistic” (Wiggershaus 1990: 114-115). The American officials also saw a
unified Europe as the best mechanism for containing the revival of German militarism. George
Kennan articulated this view in 1949, arguing that “we see no answer to the German problem
within sovereign national framework”. As early as 1947, John Foster Dulles was arguing that the
economic unification of Europe would generate “economic forces operating upon Germans” that
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were “centrifugal and not centripetal”—“natural forces which will turn the inhabitants of
Germany toward their outer neighbors” in a cooperative direction (Ikenberry 2000: 182).
From the time the North Atlantic Treaty was signed, Germany was involved in several
European assistance programs. Since Washington was interested in the integration of the free
states of Europe, any kind of military contribution Germany made would be a significant step
towards this aim. From the military viewpoint, just as the UK and France were doing, “it was not
only reasonable but necessary for West Germany to aid in its own defense” (Kaplan 1961: 619).
As for the Germans themselves, their view vis-à-vis integration in the European system was
similar to the American view concerning the “German question”—Germany and the United
States were both committed to the liberal economic order and federalism. The U.S. and Germany
shared the same political and economic foundation, although Germany had adapted these
traditions to suit its own interests and at times it led to policy conflicts. The independent
Bundesbank, for example, and other aspects of the FRG’s federal system are modeled on the U.S.
system. The post-war policy of German economic liberal market was affected by the American
thinking. Over the course of those years, an important role was played by the U.S. “in building
and sustaining a multilateral framework for liberalized trade” (Asmus 1991: 549-550).
The economic reconstruction program fostered by the United States in the postwar years led
the economy of the West Germany on a path that, although not irrevocable, would have been
expensive and troublesome if redirected profoundly. This meshing of international and domestic
economic principles was sustained by a whole range of German policies toward the West. In this
aspect, “the achievement of economic recovery was skillfully complemented and underpinned by
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Bonn’s policy on political recovery, and by extension, its policy on security and rearmament”
(Hanrieder 1982: 61).
Konrad Adenauer, the first chancellor of the Federal Republic of Germany, saw the benefits
of integration with the West and the adoption of a market-based, democratic system as
outweighing the costs of postponing the dream of a reunited, democratic Germany. Western
integration became the path to achieve the FRG’s full sovereignty. Integration was also seen by
many countries as a way to bind Germany to its neighbors and ipso facto reduce the possibility of
war (Collins 2011: 21). An important part of Adenauer’s policy was to promote the integration of
the Federal Republic of Germany into “the emerging politico-economic block in the West
Europe” (Smith 2000: 125). The alternative of Adenauer to fully integrate Germany into NATO
aimed at guarding the Federal Republic against yet another “nightmare of coalitions”; the abiding
obsession of modern German foreign policy and “Adenauer managed to sell Western integration
as a remarkable synthesis of security, democracy and—eventually—German unity” (Burley
1989: 70, 79).
As a result of Washington’s influence, which had the support of other allies, France slowly
moderated its position with regard to the integration of Germany in the Alliance. In 1950 France
was no longer totally against the German rearmament and integration, but again its approach was
different concerning its completion. France demanded more guarantees from the U.S. and it
wanted to make sure that Germany’s rearmament no longer constituted a threat to its own safety.
There was a conflict of interest at the center of the Franco–U.S. dispute. Lord Ismay argues that
the U.S. was reluctant to contribute to an integrated force without prior Allied agreement that
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Germany would participate, while France could not agree to the German participation until an
integrated force was in place (Lord Ismay 1955: 32). Acheson insisted, at both tripartite and NAC
meetings, that agreeing in theory of the German rearmament did not necessarily mean agreeing in
practice, but for France it made little difference. The nature of the Alliance itself was at the heart
of the French mindset. NATO was an alliance in which membership was on an institutionally
equal basis. In France, it was simply not an option for Germany to join a unified command, even
in principle only (ibid).
After 1950, a major step forward was taken in binding the security ties. The advent of the
Soviet bomb and the War in Korea worsened the Cold War; consequently, the Western military
rearmament arose as a practical necessity, and pressure intensified for the rehabilitation of
Western Germany (Ikenberry 2000: 197). The Korean War in particular altered the peaceful
atmosphere of NATO dramatically. It was that war that put the German issue on the agenda,
which many allies would have preferred to have ignored. But the allies could not overlook the
change. Under the new circumstances it was the U.S. that took the lead and created “a viable
military force in Europe with American troops and an American commander”. According to
Kaplan, “it was only natural to expect United States pressure for utilizing German resources to
the fullest” (Kaplan 1961: 620).
The Korean War urged President Truman to take the historic decision of sending many
troops in the defense of Western Europe. Truman was mindful of the impact that Germany had on
the protection of Western Europe and, therefore, was adamant about its integration in the
Alliance. He argued that:
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Without Germany, the defense of Western Europe was a rearguard action on the shores of the
Atlantic Ocean. With Germany there could be a defense in depth, powerful enough to offer
effective resistance to aggression from the East… Any map will show it, and a little
arithmetic will prove what the addition of German manpower means to the strength of the
joint defense of Europe (quoted in Smith 2000: 105).

Washington was alert to the French reaction. The French acceptance of the need to act did
not mean that Paris was yet prepared to contemplate German rearmament within the NATO
framework. The French still hoped to win acceptance of some European organizations within
which future governments in Paris would manage to control German military efforts (Sloan 2010:
23). In fact, France played a key role in finding an efficient solution regarding the German
question. In response to ever increasing pressure from the United States, France presented an
alternative plan, known as the “Pleven Plan”. This plan provided the establishment of a European
supranational force in which six European countries (Italy, West Germany, France, the
Netherlands, Belgium and Luxembourg) were participating with their military units. In 1951, the
Pleven Plan proposed the establishment of the European Defense Community (EDC). After
lengthy and difficult negotiations, in May 1952, the parties in the treaty signed the creation of
EDC. But, despite the fact that EDC was a French initiative, the French parliament never ratified
the treaty and the French government voted down the proposal in August 1954.
With the EDC rejected, the most important concern for France remained the resurgent
Germany. If France had been optimistic, the nation might have been able to overcome the feeling
of uncertainty towards the Germans and deal with the challenge. But circumstances were
disadvantageous: the economic situation was unfavorable, the French governmental system was
unproductive, and the country lost the war in Indochina. It was France that proposed the plan and
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in the end “tore up the script” and lost confidence in it. In fact, this project intensified the fears of
the French to be “seduced in the defense community with Germany and then be abandoned by the
United States” (Sloan 2010:37). Lawrence Kaplan, has argued that:
France’s Pleven Plan and the consequent European Defense Community (EDC), abortive
though they were, were acts of desperation as the French sought to give the illusion of
submitting to the American demand for a German contribution to NATO in 1950 and 1951
(Kaplan 1982: 114).

The rejection of EDC by France did not mean that the link between the Western Alliance
arrangements and the intention of a rearmed and sovereign Germany was impossible. Washington
had considered possible alternatives to the EDC as a means to an end—the German rearmament
against the Soviet threat. For this reason, the Secretary of State, Dulles, met with the German
Chancellor, Adenauer, in Bon, and Anthony Eden, then British Foreign Secretary, in London and
they agreed on a common strategy to be discussed in a meeting of the four powers: U.S., FRG,
Great Britain, and France to obtain the agreement of France on matters including the admission of
Germany to NATO.
After bilateral and multilateral discussions among the great powers, a four-power
conference meeting (involving the foreign ministers of the U.S., UK, France and West Germany)
and a nine-powers conference (added foreign ministers of Canada, Belgium, Italy, the
Netherlands and Luxembourg) decided to end Germany’s occupation, expand and strengthen the
Brussels Treaty (with the participation of Germany and Italy), and allow West Germany to join
NATO. With the path clear for West Germany to become a NATO member, the Alliance
assumed its basic shape. It guaranteed the U.S. ground troops to continue to remain in Europe and
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a heavy dependence on nuclear weapons. In this way, two fundamental aspirations had not been
fulfilled. Firstly, the EDC plan to materialize the European contribution to the Alliance failed.
This indicated that Germany would not continue to be a “military midget” under the French
control, and, secondly, “the US and the allies were not able to match the quantitative force levels
fielded by the Soviet Union and its allies” (Sloan 2010: 41).
West Germany’s accession into the North Atlantic Alliance had strategic benefits for the
organization. It was fundamental to shield the Western Europe from any potential Soviet attack.
But it also demonstrated that the effectiveness of the Alliance went far beyond the simple defense
provision against an external threat. NATO allowed Germany to be a member, although the
perceived benefits among its members were different. NATO played a crucial role in the
reintegration of Europe as well as in easing tensions among former opponents. Nearly a decade
after the most appalling battles, in World War Two, Germany partook in an Alliance with its
former adversaries. The Alliance was moving beyond defense against outward dangers, into a key
institution, which maintained good relations among its members. This was a fundamental change
for the security of Europe which not only underlines the indispensable function that the Alliance
played in its first ten years of existence, but tells us of the Alliance’s vital role in the post- Cold
War era.
2.3

Washington’s Stance towards European Integration

The so-called Pleven Plan brought the vision of an integrated Europe closer to success. The
first step towards the integration of Western Europe began with the agreement to create the
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European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC). The Treaty was signed in Paris in 1951. At the
same time, the endeavor to speed up the European political integration process did not materialize
as the French National Assembly rejected the plan for a European Defense Community (EDC) on
30 August 1954. The agreement between the United States and Europe, with the non-fulfillment
of the integration plan in bearing the burden in the collective defense, developed into a bargain,
where Europe was dependent on an overwhelming U.S. military presence. The signing of the
Rome Treaty in 1957 was the most significant event in the European integration process, since
six states agreed to establish the EEC (European Economic Community), and EAEC (European
Atomic and Energy Community). These Treaties aimed at removing obstacles between the
signatories and constructing common policies among them.
During the Cold War, the European Community grew through the accession of new
member states. In 1973 United Kingdom, Ireland and Denmark joined the EC; Greece joined in
1981, whereas Spain and Portugal in 1986. Besides the benefits, this expansion triggered
economic problems and, in the mid-1980s, the integration was stalled as the members waited for
improved economic progress to provide the financial margins to guarantee further integration.
The members of European Community moved forward on the political front as the European
unification process was struggling due to the bad economic conditions. The foundations of the
Community remained firmly rooted in the process of economic integration originated in the
Rome Treaties. Nevertheless, “advocates of European unity….always recognized that the
economic heart of the Community would eventually need to be guided by a political soul” (Sloan
2010: 69).
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There were ongoing debates as the EC members searched for greater political unity. The
main bone of contention was over the purposes and methods of cooperation between the
‘Europeanists’ and the ‘Atlanticists’. As a result, the six original members met in the Hague, in
December 1969, to overlook the traditional conflicts and encourage their foreign ministers “to
study the best way of achieving progress in the matter of political unification, within the context
of enlargement” (ibid, 69). As a result, EC members initiated a process of European Political
Cooperation (EPP). This process aimed to guarantee better mutual understanding regarding the
main issues of international politics, by consulting and exchanging information on a regular basis.
The members were also engaged to strengthen their unity by working for “a harmonization of
views, consultation of attitudes and joint action when it appears feasible and desirable” (The
Davignon Report).
From the outset, the EC was inevitably led to the direction of security policy, an area in
which its members proved to be inadequate of what could be regarded as the ‘military policy’,
which, until late 1990s, was covered by NATO. The EC members were cautious and hesitated to
take actions that would clash with NATO’s prerogatives. As a result, by the mid-1980s, the issues
that were included in the EC consultations were on NATO’s agenda as well (Sloan 2010: 70).
The 1987 “Platform on European Security Interests” issued in October, agreed upon by the
countries of Western European Union (WEU) represented the most evident and comprehensive
European statement to date with regard to the common attitudes to European security issues. The
aim of this document was “to develop a more cohesive European defense identity which will
translate more effectively into practice” (Western European Union 1987: 270). The document
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also stated that the “substantial presence of U.S. conventional and nuclear forces plays an
irreplaceable part in the defense of Europe. They embody the American commitment to the
defense of Europe and provide the indispensable linkage with the US strategic deterrent” (ibid,
271).
In the aftermath of World War II and from the start of the movement towards the European
unity, the U.S. has enthusiastically acknowledged that “a united Europe is a stronger Europe and
that a strong Europe is basically in the interests of the United States” (Bereuter and Lis 2004:
149). For this reason the U.S. has actively supported the European integration process, since the
beginning, in 1952, to the present maintaining that closer collaboration among former adversaries
“would bring stability and economic growth to Europe, greatly reducing the possibility that the
nations of Europe would ever again engage in armed conflict against one another” (ibid, 150).
O’Sullivan maintains that the very integration of Europe was “an American project”, one
“the US has supported at every stage” (O’Sullivan 2002: 24). Owning to an exclusive
institutional bond NATO and the Euro-American relationship are perceived as being about
security and strategy, whereas the integration project is largely regarded as a discrete
undertaking, based on economy and identity. Through the Marshall Plan and, throughout the
postwar era the United States has relentlessly strived to restore Europe to its previous grandeur by
consistently supporting and encouraging the European unity movement. Zbigniew Brzezinski, in
an article titled “America and Europe” published in Foreign Affairs, argued that:

The US has generally held the view that a united Europe would have a major contribution to
make to world peace, even though potentially (and now increasingly so in fact) an economic
rival….At the same time, American social mores, educational patterns and corporate
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techniques have had a strikingly powerful impact on Western Europe, modernizing and even
revolutionizing established European modes of behavior (Brzezinski 1970: 16).

One could ask, why a superpower, like the U.S., would consistently support the European
integration, or did America ever fear that an integrated and strengthened United Europe could
rival it in the international arena and even counterbalance its power? Jean Monnet, “the father” of
European integration, maintained that the American perseverance on the integration of Europe
represented the first case in history that “a great power, instead of basing its policy on ruling by
dividing, has consistently and resolutely backed the creation of a large Community uniting
peoples previously apart” (quoted in Lundestad 2003: 37). The U.S. government and the
European governments have never had a conflict of interest, as concerns the reorganization of the
Old Continent politically (Gavin 2010: 40).
The United States have supported the European integration because they have not perceived
it as a rival, but as an opportunity for the European countries to unite and be stronger in tackling
global issues. After Europe’s destruction in the Second World War, Washington was ready to
support Europe and Europe needed it.
The reasons why the American policy supported the European integration emerged from
many sources. These reasons could be listed in an ascending order of significance. The first
steams from the very American model; Americans are inclined to think of many traits of their
model as universal. Political democracy, free and open markets and the American federal system
are seen from them as a model that the rest of the world should follow. And related to the first
one, secondly the U.S. have always supported a more rational and efficient Europe (Lundestad
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2003: 87). America’s postwar European grand strategy revealed a multifaceted set of interlocking
“Open Door” interests. These interests are at the same time strategic, economic and largely
political in their nature (Layne 2003: 20).
A disunited Europe could not resolve its economic problems whereas the political
integration would make it easier for the United States to deal with Europe. In a politically
integrated Europe, the U.S. could deal with a strong and worthy partner, rather than with a
complex system of larger and smaller states. U.S. President Eisenhower believed that “Once
united, the farms and factories of France and Belgium, the foundries of Germany, the rich
farmlands of Holland and Denmark, the skilled labor of Italy, will produce miracles for the
common good” (quoted in Lundestand 2003: 86-87).
The U.S. has had and continues to have a genuine economic interest in Europe. This is due
to the role Europe had in the past as the main source of supply for a range of services and
products in the U.S market (Kennan 1947: 4). The American policymakers recognized that the
interests of the U.S. economy would be put in jeopardy if the postwar Europe degenerated into
“its bad habits of nationalism, great power rivalries and realpolitik” (Layne 2003: 21).
A third reason was a reduced American burden; a strong and united Europe could
potentially ease the burden laid upon the United States after World War II. The U.S. insisted that
it aimed to reduce the U.S. federal spending—primarily defense spending—for the security of
Europe. Eisenhower’s firm support for the EDC was, to some extent, undeniably connected to his
request to decrease the presence of the American troops in Europe.
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A fourth reason is related to the containment of the Soviet Union. Washington strongly
believed that the economic aid for a more united Europe could contribute to containing Moscow.
Finally, it was the containment of Germany itself. The integration of Germany was a
fundamental reason for the American support of European integration. The deepest roots of the
European integration lay probably in the combination of Germany’s need to be equal with other
states and Europe’s need to contain Germany. In the 1940s and 1950s there existed an ultimate
fear that Germany would side with the Soviets. For this reason, the European integration was to
contain both the Soviet Union and Germany. Germany could neither be set free, nor be
discriminated against. Consequently, integration appeared to be the clear answer (Lundestand
2003: 87- 91).
To guarantee stability in Europe, the U.S. was keen to develop an economically integrated
and military denationalized Europe, albeit not a politically unified one. Christopher Layne, in an
article titled “America and European Hegemon”, argues that:

Washington would assume primary responsibility for European security, thereby precluding
the reemergence of the security dilemmas (especially that between France and Germany) that
had sparked the two world wars. In turn Western Europe economic integration and
interdependence under the umbrella of America’s military protectorate would contribute to
building a peaceful and stable Western Europe. In this respect, U.S economic and security
objectives meshed nicely (Layne 2003: 21).

During the Cold War, U.S. officials admitted that the U.S. military presence aimed at “the
preservation of political stability and security of Western Europe”, enabled “a secure and easy
relationship among our friends in Western Europe” (FRUS 1964-68: 728). Dean Rusk (Secretary
of State) in 1967 maintained that: “It would be unthinkable for us to risk the loss of Western
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Europe, or the loss of its independence…. Much progress has been made. But without the visible
assurance of sizeable American contingent, old frictions may revive, and Europe could become
unstable once more” (quoted in FRUS 1967: 561-562). On the other hand, it is noteworthy that
Western Europe appreciated the U.S. assistance and presence for the two main reasons: the
territorial defense against further extension of communism and the prevention of Germany from
rising against the European order. At this point in time, while many local ideals were discredited,
Europeans looked up to the American values. In order to prevent the war-torn Europe from
falling back into inter-state antagonism and conflicts, the states that aspired to have a powerful
leader joined NATO (Toje 2009: 23).
For the generation of the European and U.S. leaders who made the Atlantic and the
European missions possible, both projects were complementary and inherently linked. Now it
may not be well remembered that the European project had an Atlanticist origin since in the
1950s and 1960s Washington was strongly pro-European integration. It would have probably
been unconceivable for the founders of the European Project and their generation to embrace the
current discussion about the EU as a counterbalance to the American power, or accept the
Eurosceptic feelings dominating the American conservative circles today. Certainly there were
anti-Americanism sentiments in Europe in the 1950s. On the other hand, both sides of the
Atlantic worked vigorously to ensure the attainment of the other’s project. But in their effort to
build a better world, Western Europe and America were natural allies. Today, NATO is perceived
as an American project, while the EU is seen as a European project. In contrast, in the 1950s,
NATO’s biggest boasters were the Europeans; whereas Americans were the integrationist hawks.
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Latter, as we have seen there was a debate between the U.S. and France over the relative
importance that the European and the U.S. project would have on the Atlantic and European
agenda. De Gaulle sought to transform the European project into something predominantly
“European and non—Atlanticist”, free from the U.S. influence. This version of Europe would
have been constructed in contradiction to the Atlantic project rather than complimentary to it
(Asmus 2005: 94). Stanley Hoffman, points out that the development of the trans-Atlantic
relations has depended on two myths.

One was the absence of any necessary conflict between European integration and the Atlantic
community—a myth that served both to help contain de Gaulle’s ambitions for a generally
autonomous ‘European Europe’ and to reassure Atlanticists on both sides of the ocean that
European integration could be seen as a subset of the Atlantic community. The second myth
was that Europe remained, for the United States, the most crucial diplomatic and strategic
theatre, one with which the US was linked not only by vital economic and security interests,
but also by a common culture and common values (Hoffmann 2003: 1030).

Despite the support for the European integration, it is evident that the U.S. couldn’t do it at
the expense of NATO. On the contrary, U.S. always favored NATO regarding the security issues
as the only organizations to face the global security challenges. The U.S. prefers NATO to
interact in security matters with the Europeans, while the Europeans prefer to keep the world’s
most powerful state at arm’s length (Toje 2009: 6). The European integration is viewed more as
an economic project in the eyes of the U.S. Practically, from the beginning to the end of the Cold
War, European integration has been an economic organization to prosper under the security
umbrella of NATO. The integration project (if not theoretically, then practically) is often seen as
a distinctive undertaking centered around identity and economy, while as far as security is
concerned NATO is seen as the sole Euro-American partnership. At the beginning of the Cold
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War it was obvious that the most important fault line between U.S. and the Soviets would run
through Europe. The original bargain in the Cold War period was that U.S. would contribute to
the economic recovery and the defense of Europe provided that Europe was united and remained
strong to defend itself from the Soviet threat and use the economic aid efficiently (Toje 2009: 2122).
Promoting the European integration into the Atlantic community dominated by the U.S.
would prevent the Europeans from veering off course. The former U.S. Secretaries of State,
Acheson and Lovett have suggested to President Truman that the Continental European
integration could be secured only within the broader framework of the North Atlantic
Community. According to them, “this is entirely consistent with our own desire to see a power
arrangement on the Continent, which does not threaten us and with which we can work in close
harmony” (FRUS 1951: 850).
The absorption of Europe’s armed forces into the Atlantic Community went in tandem with
the integration of its economy. By persuading the Western Europeans to “pool” their military and
economic sovereignty, “Washington aimed to strip them of the capacity to take unilateral national
action” (Layne 2003: 22). As Kennan has noted, “the security interests of other European powers
if the general terms of European Union are as such would automatically make it impossible or
extremely difficult for any member, not only Germany, to embark on a path of unilateral
aggression” (FRUS 1949: 92). The U.S. aimed to establish “institutional machinery to ensure that
separate national interests are subordinated to the best interests of the community”, and this
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subordination was deemed necessary for United States in order to fulfill its overall strategic
purposes in Europe (ibid, 133).
It is worth noting that it was the shadow of the American power and NATO that enabled the
measures taken towards the European economic and political integration. It was not only the
Soviet threat and the stakes in the American and European economies that made both sides stick
together in a partnership during the Cold War, but also a generation of political leaders that had
worked together towards a common goal. This includes leaders such as Franklin D. Roosevelt,
Harry Truman, Winston Churchill, Dwight Eisenhower, John F. Kennedy, Konrad Adenauer,
Harold Macmillan, Harold Wilson, Lyndon Johnson, Willy Brandt, Ronald Reagan, Helmut Kohl
and Margaret Thatcher (Tarifa 2007: 49).
The concept and the process of European integration was firmly supported by the U.S. from
the beginning. The Marshall Plan, launched in 1947, led to the setting up of the Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development (Dumbrell 2006: 220). From a historical perspective,
the Eisenhower administration provided strong and unreserved support to the European
integration and his administration placed a largely implicit emphasis on this framework.
Washington pursued the European integration with significantly more fervor than the six
countries of the ECSC/EEC put together.
The U.S. was—and remains—interested to having a strong Europe as its partner in order to
meet the challenges of today and tomorrow. A “strong and united Europe”, as John F. Kennedy
proclaimed back in 1962, has been “the basic objective” of America’s foreign policy since the
end of World War II. Successive U.S. administrations have continuously supported almost every
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move towards European integration and EU enlargement ever since, although the U.S. has been
ceaselessly resented by “Euro-nationalistic federalists, who have always been more interested in
being a rival than an ally of the United States” (Black 2005:55). The “twin pillar” concept
envisaged by John F. Kennedy 55 years ago, according to which a strong America and a strong
Europe tied across the Atlantic, is a far better arrangement than an asymmetrical relationship,
remains as momentous now as then. The alternative to two “twin pillars” could only be two
divided camps (Tarifa 2007: 66).
President Lyndon Johnson was not as strong an advocate of integrated Europeanism as his
predecessor had been. During the Johnson administration the United States continued to support
European integration, but it was increasingly concerned that the EEC was not becoming the
outward-looking institution Washington favored (Lundestad 2003: 135). The Johnson
administration looked for an Atlanticized integrated Europe. The narrow economic questions
were the focus of the time. The U.S. succeeded in reducing tariffs on industrial goods in the
Kennedy Round of GATT (General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade) talks. It remained
concerned, however, about the protectionist implications of the EEC Common Agricultural
Policy, and saw the UK entry as a way of easing these worries (Dumbrell 2006: 223-224).
The Nixon-Kissinger years saw a reappraisal of elite American attitudes towards the
European Community. In 1969, before he became Nixon’s National Security Adviser, Kissinger
wrote, “We have sought to combine a supranational Europe with a closely integrated Atlantic
Community under American leadership. These objectives are likely to prove incompatible”
(Kissinger 1969: 30). Nixon’s speeches on Europe began to reflect domestic anxieties about
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burden sharing. In 1974, he announced that the Europeans “cannot have the United States’
participation and cooperation on the security front and then proceed to have confrontation and
even hostility on the economic and political front” (Nixon 1974: 276). Concerned about the
controversy that existed with the western Europeans, President Nixon pointed out that:

We cannot have in Europe, for example, confrontation on the economic and political front
and cooperation on the security front. I do not mean to leave this question with the
impression that the European and American alliance is shattered (ibid).

In the late 1970s, President Jimmy Carter proclaimed himself a strong supporter of greater
integration. A strong, united Europe was a precondition of the ‘trilateralism’ (a new capitalist
world balance between the U.S., Japan and Western Europe) favored in the early of years his
administration (Dumbrell 2006: 228). Nixon and Kissinger were criticized by Carter for their
focus on relations with the Soviet Union and China at the expense of dedicated partners such as
the Europeans and the Japanese (Lundestad 2003: 202). However a much more favorable attitude
was adapted toward the European Community by the Carter administration. In April 1977, Carter
himself asserted that “I strongly favor, perhaps more than my predecessors, a close
interrelationship among the nations of Europe, the European Community, in particular” (quoted
in Lundestad 2003: 202). There were relatively few trade disputes between the United States and
the EC under Carter.
Ronald Reagan based his foreign policy on unilateralism. The key points of Reagan’s
foreign policy (defense and diplomacy) were the combination of U.S. indifference to—and
patience with—West European moves and grievances (Hoffmann 1984: 651). Reagan’s basic
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creed that the U.S. remains undeniably the greatest force for peace all over the world has been
repeatedly reaffirmed:

The American dream lives-not only in the hearts and minds of our countrymen but in the
hearts and minds of millions of the world’s people in both free and oppressed societies who
look to us for leadership. As long as that dream lives, as long as we continue to defend it,
America has a future and all the mankind has reason to hope (U.S. Dep. Of State 1984: 6).

Reagan’s unilateralist policy and in particular the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) scared
the European allies. They were unsettled by the antimissile defense project, fearing they would be
exposed to a high-risk situation, while the United States was safely protected behind the SDI
shield. Under these circumstances, France proposed the reactivation of WEU with the aim of
creating the core of a future autonomous European defense structure. In 1984, WEU members
agreed to its revival but they did not follow by any action (Oswald 2006: 90).
The 1980s saw various attempts at the European strategic thinking. EC Foreign Ministers’
meetings addressed not only political issues, but also economic ones, even though they did not
produce any evident results. The ill feelings of many towards President Reagan’s confrontational
rhetoric, “did not translate into common European policies” (Toje 2009: 31). American historian
Walter Laqueur, maintains that the Europeans cannot make the Europeanization of Europe’s
defense happen and they complain about American predominance. In fact, he states, Europe
needs NATO as much (or more) than America “because of its unfortunate proximity to the one
superpower that also happens to have the greater appetite” (Laqueur 1985: 16).
In 1989, George H. W. Bush and his Secretary of State, James Baker, made strong public
commitments with regard to the acceleration of European integration, in 1989. During his
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administration, Washington seemed to oppose the emergence of a clearly institutionalized
European defense identity for fear of playing into the hands of domestic isolationism (Dumbrell
2006: 233). Since the fall of the Berlin Wall, Washington showed no indication of wanting to
abandon its European role. The main reason was that the trans-Atlantic Alliance framework
offered the U.S. an important seat at the table on European affairs – “a seat that, even if it does
not enable Washington to exert as much influence in the future as in the past, is irreplaceable”
(Williams and Schaub 1995: 182). In February 1991, the Bush administration issued the so-called
“Dobbins demarche” to the European capitals. This was an expression of unease over any
Western European Union or other European defense identity, which was not clearly integrated
into NATO structures under U.S. leadership (Lundestad 1998: 115). Bush declared firmly that “a
more united Europe offers the United States a more effective partner, prepared for larger
responsibilities” (quoted in Dumbrell 2006: 235).
Despite the doubts the U.S. might have had concerning the unification of Western Europe
in a single organization, the U.S. aid for the European integration has been evident and
Washington was positive that Europe’s destiny was to emerge towards the Free Common
Management. Washington has always advocated integration as an objective to the European
partners. There has never been a single occasion where the Americans “had concealed their
support for the European progress” (Guderzo 2004:92). It is true that, at times, the U.S. has seen
the EU not only as a partner, but also as a strong competitor, yet its relationship with Western
Europe has been and remains the most important relationship the U.S. has ever had. Thanks to
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this admirable harmony of once antagonistic states, the U.S., can trust Europe to continue to be a
stability upholder and an authority on democracy in the world.
2.4

The U.S.-UK “Special Relationship” and Its Impact on the Trans-Atlantic
Relations

The relationship between the U.S. and west European countries has not been effortless.
There have continuously been tensions and disagreements among them. Yet, Britain and the U.S.
have for quite long had a special relationship between them. These two countries share much
history, a common language, many traditions and values and a long – standing commitment to
democracy and liberal world order. Although these fundamental factors were crucial in the
development of their special relationship, there have been a lot of disagreements between the two
countries. Despite their differences, however they have cooperated more closely than any other
Great Powers in modern history.
There was no ‘special relationship’ before the Second World War. This term was coined
during and after that war, when Britain and America started to work closely together. The
relationship became special when it was clear that America was superior to Britain on the World
stage. Diplomats and officials from the U.S. and the UK negotiated the structure of postwar
international institutions, aiming to ensure a lasting peace. This partnership was initially given a
strategic direction and legitimacy by the special personal bond that the two national leaders,
Churchill and Roosevelt, had with one another (Wallace & Philips 2009: 264). In his famous
“Iron Curtain” speech, Churchill called on the U.S. to go back to guarding Europe from the
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emerging dangers of the Soviet led Communism. Churchill came up with the concept of AngloAmerican special relationship, a “fraternal association” to lead the free world:

I come to the crux of what I have traveled here to say. Neither the sure prevention of war,
nor the continuous rise of world organization will be gained without what I have called the
fraternal association of the English-speaking peoples. This means a special relationship
between the British Commonwealth and Empire and the United States of
America….Fraternal association requires not only the growing friendship and mutual
understanding between our two vast but kindred systems of society… (Churchill 1946).

That speech was “the pivot on which the whole transformation eventually turned” (Harbutt
1985: 280-81). The discourse influenced the U.S. to move away from its policy of neutrality and
it was very much Churchill’s pressure that led to this move.
The close collaboration between the governments of the United States and the British
government was brought into being in the fight against Hitler’s Germany, “but it would probably
have died in the aftermath of the 1939-45 war had not Stalin’s Russia sustained it” (Ullman 1986:
103). At that point in time, Britain was not capable of safeguarding its interests against the most
likely aggressor, the Soviet Union, and the necessity for a special U.S.-UK relationship arose
from the awareness of its declining strength in the postwar world (Warner 1989: 479).
It is generally acknowledged by many scholars that during the first decades after the Second
World War the relationship between the U.S. and UK was really special. In 1947, the United
States and the United Kingdom (together with Australia, New Zealand and Canada) combined
their intelligence assets through the UK-U.S. Agreements. In 1948-49, British diplomacy acted to
establish the Atlantic Alliance that used the U.S. and UK as external guarantors for the other
states of Western Europe, which were weak. Britain confirmed the “leading position as
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America’s European ally” with a prominent role in the negotiations of 1954-5, which consented
to give formal sovereignty back to Western Germany (Wallace & Philips 2009: 265). Churchill
was the great architect of the “special relationship”, but he did not know that ten years after his
famous speech, the special relationship would deteriorate.
The Suez Crisis revealed the greatest rift in the special relationship since the end of World
War Two. Americans were angry that the British distracted the world’s attention from Russia’s
invasion of Hungary, whereas the British were furious that their most loyal friends stabbed them
in the back at a time when they felt that their vital interests were at stake (Warner 1989: 486).
Even though the Suez Crisis represented a major breakthrough in the development of the “special
relationship”, it actually had very little immediate effect on British strategic thinking (Dockrill
2002: 25). The Suez underlined the fragility of the relationship and confirmed how quickly
Britain could be eclipsed and overruled. The reality demonstrated the need for Britain to
strengthen its hand through America (Porter 2010: 359). Thus, the Suez crises inspired both
annoyance at Washington’s alleged unfaithfulness and an awareness of British weakness
(Dumbrell 2006: 54). Before Suez, Great Britain was well aware of its dependence on the United
States although it still liked to behave as a Great Power. After Suez, however, it understood the
“special relationship” with America as a means of “gaining maximum influence over decisions
which were essentially made in Washington” (Kissinger 1994: 548). It became clear that the only
future for Britain was to play its role as “junior partner, in the hope of mentoring the Americans
and perhaps sharing some of their glory” (Wheatcroft 2010: 38).
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The Suez Crisis had severely strained relations between Britain and the United States. After
Anthony Eden left office, the burden of repairing the relationship fell on his successor, Harold
Macmillan. In order to improve Britain’s relation with Washington, in 1957, Macmillan signed
the “Declaration of Common Purpose”. In this new state of affairs, in which Britain had lost its
position on the global stage, it was Britain that was more interested in maintaining a “special
relationship” with the U.S. as a superpower.
It should be said, however, that the perception that Britain had a “special relationship” with
the United States was supported mostly in London and was also used as an instrument for the UK
to justify its rising inferiority to its trans-Atlantic partner (Wilkinson 2009: 293). Macmillan tried
to extend the notion of the “special relationship” into a more inclusive Atlantic Community. The
years of the presidency of John Kennedy and Prime Minister Harold Macmillan (1961-1963)
marked “a period of Anglo-American closeness” (Dumbrell 2006: 5). The cornerstone of this
relationship was the Polaris deal. Nuclear defense collaboration was the essence of the KennedyMacmillan alliance, which defined the “special relationship” in the Cold War period.
The Berlin Wall crisis and Cuban crisis indicated two subsequent divergences between
Washington and London. The former revealed that London and Washington didn’t share the same
views on the issue of how to react to a peace treaty. Macmillan and British diplomats pressed
Washington to favor political over military responses. Some success was achieved in convincing
Washington that “the central issue must be one of access to West Berlin, rather than the peace
treaty itself” (ibid, 60). It was only in the wake of the Cuban crisis that the tensions over Berlin
diminished. An evident illustration of how the “special relationship” had its limits is the Cuban
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case “where the perceived interests of the partners did not coincide” (Wilkinson 2009: 292). This
crisis also is an indication of “how sanction policies are unsuccessful when partners cannot be
harnessed to back them” (ibid).
The Cuban Missile Crisis once again highlighted the U.S. supremacy. Washington was able
to act alone, without consulting its allies, including Britain. In the days of that crisis, it was
evident that Washington cared very little about London. British journalist and writer, Geoffrey
Wheatcroft, comments that:

Over those dramatic days, when at one point the U.S. Air Force Boeings loaded with nuclear
bombs skirted the Arctic Circle on the second level of alert beneath war itself, and then when
Robert Kennedy reached a secret pact with the Soviets by approving to remove American
missiles from Turkey, the Greeks in Downing Street were not so much as informed, let alone
consulted (Wheatcroft 2010: 36).

Although London was mindful of Washington’s supremacy over the Cuban issue, it always
aimed at pursuing its own policy. Both countries shared the same goal of putting an end to
Communism, but Britain ironically opposed this objective. It is paradoxical however, that Britain,
Washington’s closest ally, never fully agreed to the U.S. embargo.
With regards to the Vietnam war, Britain was limited in its support to the U.S. Britain’s
government, led by Harold Wilson, supported the U.S. government in its fight against
communism, in the Far East, but Wilson was determined to keep Britain out of the conflict in
Vietnam (Dumbrell 2006: 82) and the support it gave was limited for three main reasons. First,
Britain was already involved in a conflict of its own in the region, in which it supported Malaysia
in its confrontation with Indonesia, in turn backed by China. Second, Britain had its own
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economic problems at home. Third, as Britain was the co-chairman of the 1954 Geneva
Conference, it felt it had a strong and continued responsibility to look for possible peaceful
solutions to the conflict in Southeast Asia. But although no troops were forthcoming, the
American pressure mostly refrained Britain from publicly criticizing U.S. policy in Vietnam.
London even openly supported the American role on some critical occasions, although rather
reluctantly (Lundestad 2003: 158). After Britain’s departure from the Far East, Washington was
concerned that “Britain’s global military withdrawal was an indication that the ‘ramparts’ of the
Free World would have to be defended solely by the United States” (Hughes and Robb 2013:
871).
In the late 1960s, the British government, led by Edward Heath, wanted to abandon the
“special relationship” as he always revealed the reorientation of U.S. intentions away from
Europe towards East Asia. For this reason, Heath guided British policy on the way towards the
integration into the Community, which took place in 1973. Britain wanted to help EC to develop
its own European foreign policy, however, the rooted structures of the Anglo-American
collaboration were maintained. “Intelligence cooperation was sustained, as were military
exchanges—though reduced by the more limited overlap in military tasks” (Wallace & Philips
2009: 266). Although, Edward Heath, maintained good formal relations with Washington, he
disapproved of and had reservations about the American foreign policy. He promoted a European
Community foreign policy that would oppose that of the United States (Gilbert 2006: 77).
The paradox of all that was that, when the United States finally took a strong interest in the
“special relationship”, Britain was not really interested. British Prime Minister Heath was more
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committed to UK’s membership in the EC than any of his predecessors and was ready to accept
the EC pretty much as it stood. His strategy included putting some distance between the U.S. and
the UK, and, largely for this reason, the Nixon–Heath relationship remained somewhat distant
(Lundestad 2003: 181). However, Harold Wilson (as prime minister in 1974–6) and his Labour
Party successor, James Callaghan (1976–9) sought to repair the fences of the relationship, which
were damaged by Heath (Dumbrell 2006: 94). Callaghan was, in his own words, “a strong
advocate of Anglo-American cooperation when crises developed” (ibid, 97). In Callaghan’s
conduct, both at the Foreign Office and as Premier, and despite any rifts with Washington, one
could notice high aspirations to the role of Atlantic intermediary: America’s ways to Europe and
of Europe’s ways to America. Wilson desired this role, Heath rejected it, but Callaghan
consciously put himself forward as “a diffuser of potential US-European misunderstandings on
the intertwined issues of disarmament and détente” (Lane 2004: 163).
The role of Atlantic intermediary, as developed by Callaghan, however, raised a number of
questions. One was that his role might be taken for granted by the U.S. With Britain following a
clear “Atlantic intermediary” strategy, Washington might have been eager to concentrate its
attention either on France (NATO’s bad boy), or possibly on West Germany (key to NATO’s
modernization and security, and probably a leader of an integrated Europe). Even more damaging
was the simple issue of Britain’s credibility in Europe (Dumbrell 2006: 98). Prime Minister
Margaret Thatcher exerted a great influence on the U.S. foreign policy. She had a very close
personal relation with Reagan to the point that they were even described as soul mates. Similar to
Churchill with Roosevelt, Margaret Thatcher played skillfully to Reagan’s whims.
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There were times of course, when the relations between Reagan and Thatcher were tense,
(for example Reagan’s overdue support in the Falkland War, the U.S. intervention in the
commonwealth island of Grenada without consultation, the nuclear agreement in Reykjavik
between the U.S. and the Soviets to eliminate all ballistic nuclear weapons, etc.), the British
government was supportive of the U.S. policy, when required. Britain accepted the U.S. cruise
missiles in the teeth of massive protests; it allowed the U.S. aircraft to operate from bases in
Britain to bomb Libya in 1986 (in contrast to France and Spain) and it refrained from criticizing
the initiative of the “Star Wars” (Wallace and Philips 2009: 266). Thatcher believed in the role of
America “as an indispensable guarantor of Europe’s defense”; this was the real driver for
Reagan’s support (Holmes 2010: 259).
Reagan and Thatcher preferred the reconstruction approach. They shared an indisputably
unified strategy of policy-making, which they termed “conviction politics”. They led their own
countries at times of enormous transformations by holding firm to their faith in “individual
responsibility and their national universalist missions” (ibid, 265). Kissinger holds that the
meaning of the special relationship is “the ability within the Atlantic reach to form common
objectives and to shape the future” (Kissinger 2014: 14). Churchill had already recognized that
“Britain could remain of great influence in the world through a moral partnership with the United
States” (ibid).
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2.5

The United States, Great Britain and France during the Cold War

Britain’s refusal to become more closely involved in the postwar continental European
affairs seriously blemished the original trans-Atlantic deal. London had been significantly
involved in shaping the Western alliance (Sloan 2010: 63) and had promised to retain forces in
the Continent, at least as long as the troop’s presence in Europe did not conflict with British
global commitments. However the UK had pursued no role in the European Defense Community
and did not see itself as part of a European Unity movement. Its role in Europe, in the 1950s, was
to expand the special relationship with the U.S. and distract from its political, military and global
engagements. The U.S. appreciated Britain’s involvement in the formative years of the Alliance.
In retrospect, Britain’s distance from the continent handicapped the endeavors to establish it as a
more consistent European pillar for the alliance. If the UK had been willing to join the European
Defense Community, perhaps French concerns about balancing Germany would have been
arrayed. A new generation of British politicians in the 1960s decided that the UK join the
European Economic Community, but the commitment to Europe remained highly qualified.
When the British finally decided to join the EEC they did so reluctantly.
Britain’s first tentative approach to Europe ran into General de Gaulle’s veto in 1963. De
Gaulle perceived Great Britain’s commitment to Europe as still prejudiced by its Commonwealth
ties and, most importantly, by its special relationship with the U.S. (ibid, 64). Regarding Britain
as an “Atlanticist” Trojan horse, De Gaulle explained his actions by saying that with Britain in
the Community, European cohesion would not last for long, thus fearing the American leadership
and dependence on the Atlantic community.
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Much did, in fact, changed when Britain made its second attempt to join the community:
George Popmidou, a more pragmatic leader had replaced De Gaulle, the UK defense policy had
become more Euro-centric with the withdrawal of its forces east of Suez, the British trade with
the Commonwealth had declined in the 1960 and the foreign trade with the continental Europe
had increased. The “special relationship” also had become less like an equal partnership, as
indicated by the British withdrawal from a far-flung global presence. By the early 1970s, it had
become clear that the strategic interest of Britain could be served only as a European power. The
British turn towards Europe represented a fundamental change in the trans-Atlantic bargain. It
“enhanced the potential for Europe to become a true second pillar for the Alliance and this
became a crucial factor as the Europeans—not only including the United Kingdom, but also the
British leadership—began trying to construct a new trans-Atlantic bargain at the end of the
twentieth century” (Sloan 2010: 65).
As stated above, the membership of Britain in the Western European Community has not
been an easy process. It highlighted the differences that existed between the two great allies of
the Second World War, Britain and France. These two countries cooperated in the beginning to
deal with the challenges and problems that needed to be resolved after the war. France and Great
Britain were the advocates of a European alliance capable of dealing with the Soviet threat, on
one hand, and keeping Germany under control, on the other. Both countries took concrete
measures, such as the signing of Dunkirk and the Brussels treaties. The U.S. involvement on the
European security scene and the special U.S.-UK relationship however led to clashes and

86

divergences between France and Great Britain concerning the future of the European security
architecture.
France considered this special relationship as a threat; Jean Monnet had said, as early as
1943 that “Anglo-Saxon domination in Europe was a growing threat and if it continued after the
war France would have to turn to Germany or Russia” (quoted in Jackson 2003: 241). In the
aftermath of the Second World War, the UK and France took separate paths and the divergences
reached their peak during de Gaulle’s presidency. Both countries encountered similar challenges
but they reached completely different conclusions. They both tackled the same national problems,
like, economic reconstruction, national revitalization, security and colonial adjustment in the
upcoming Cold War. By 1948-1950, their resulting foreign policies were embodied by the
sponsorship of Winston Churchill’s “fraternal association of the English-speaking peoples” and
the description of Europe by De Gaulle as “the chance for France to become what she [had]
ceased to be since Waterloo: the first in the world” (Ellison 2006: 855). Unlike Britain, France
saw Europe as a means to fulfill its global ambitions. The European economic integration was
chosen and fashioned by the French government as an instrument for reviving their own nation.
Parallel to the revival of the French economy would be “its political ascendancy to the leadership
of Western Europe and, in particular, predominance over the Federal Republic of Germany”
(Ellison 2006: 856).
The first disagreement between UK and France came over economic integration. The
British government recognized that it had to adjust to the development of establishing the EEC in
1955, but it was not enthusiastic about it. Rather, it was afraid of being isolated from this
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American sponsored enterprise when the Commonwealth gradually declined to provide distinct
sources of power. Under these circumstances, it proposed the European Free Trade Area (FTA) in
1956-57, to counterbalance EEC. The French did not wish to share the opportunities presented by
the European Economic Cooperation with Britain for several reasons. As a result, De Gaulle
intervened against FTA, blocked the proposal and stalled the negotiations (Ellison 2006: 856). He
saw FTA as an endeavor by the British to take leadership from France thus making the EEC
weaker and diluting it within the Atlantic Commonwealth arrangement. This was not consistent
with De Gaulle’s intentions for France’s hegemony in Europe.
The second disagreement had to do with the future of the trans-Atlantic Alliance in 1958,
when De Gaulle wanted to break the Anglo-American hegemony in the Alliance. As stated
above, De Gaulle suggested to Britain and the U.S. the creation of a “Tripartite Directorate for
the defense of the world”. In a letter that De Gaulle sent to the U.S.’ President Eisenhower and
Britain’s Prime Minister Macmillan, he contended that:

France could, therefore, no longer consider that NATO in its present form meets the
conditions of security of the free world and notably its own. It appears necessary to it that on
the level of world policy and strategy there be set up an organization composed of: the United
States, Great Britain and France. It would be up to this organization, on the one hand, to take
joint decisions on political questions affecting world security (FRUS 1958: 82).

This letter clearly expressed De Gaulle’s intentions to create a tripartite organization
composed of France, Britain and the U.S., which would deal with matters of diplomacy and
defense. But, his proposal was directed against the U.S. leadership of NATO. Also, it was
contrary to nuclear arrangements (agreed in 1957), which were exclusive to the Anglo-

88

Americans. As the proposal was politely declined, the French began to withdraw slowly from
NATO.
De Gaulle’s early policy disagreements serve to distinguish the link between Europe and
the United States and the conflicting objectives regarding the Europe’s future. The refusal of the
tripartite proposal reinforced De Gaulle’s perceptions about the exceptional UK-U.S. relationship
and the European Integration smoothed the path for the independence of France. De Gaulle began
to activate his policy of independence by declaring a double ‘non’ to the Grand design of
Kennedy concerning the Atlantic Community and the UK’s first EEC application in 1963. After
the French vetoes, the atmosphere in London was tense and eleven days after that, President J. F.
Kennedy expressed his anger in the Executive Committee of NCS (National Security Council),
saying that de Gaulle was upholding none of the U.S. policies. Kennedy concluded that “we
should look now at the possibility that De Gaulle had concluded that he would make a deal with
the Russians, break up NATO and push the U.S. out of Europe” (FRUS 1963: 490).
But why was Britain looking for European Integration? In fact, Britain’s integration into the
EU was a necessity and not an end in itself. The EC integration was fundamental to Britain’s
special relationship with the U.S., where America took the lead. The year 1963 brought the UK
and the U.S. closer and in talks on how to best deal with De Gaulle and how to prevent him from
causing any further damage. Britain’s Prime Ministers and U.S. Presidents continued to back the
goals of the European Integration and the Atlantic partnership, but the cooperation between them
to move forward did not emerge immediately. De Gaulle dampened Britain’s attempt to enter
EEC in January 1963 and his resistance towards Britain’s EEC entry continued in the following
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years. At the same time, little progress was made towards the U.S.’ proposal for a Multilateral
Force (MLF), which comprised a focal point within the Atlantic Alliance. The main purpose of
MLF was to offer West Germany a lawful but limited role in the multilateral nuclear defense of
the West. This was a very controversial proposal, where the nuclear forces of Britain and France
would be submitted to NATO. None of them wished to surrender their national deterrents to
NATO. For this reason, British Prime Minister, Harold Wilson, came up with the proposal of the
Atlantic Nuclear Force (ANF), which allowed the British to retain their nuclear independence, as
an alternative to MLF. The situation did not improve despite the British attempt to portray AMF
as a positive contribution to the trans-Atlantic Alliance (Ellison 2006: 859).
France openly criticized the whole concept of MLF, whereas Britain remained
uncompromising on its independent deterrent and Germany demanded its participation in
NATO’s nuclear hardware control. In spite of the disagreements on the nuclear sharing, the U.S.
and the UK found common grounds to cooperate in the defense of the Atlantic Alliance. As De
Gaulle continued to work against the British and U.S. interests, they went on to cooperate
alongside the European allies to prevent the blocking maneuvers of the Alliance.
In 1965, Britain’s economic situation was problematic and it was further complicated by its
commitments in the east of Suez. As a result its role within the Atlantic Alliance and Europe had
to be reassessed. But the relations between the European Economic Community (EEC) and
European Free Trade Association (EFTA) continued to improve under the Prime Minister Harold
Wilson. Wilson did neither support a more influential policy with regard to the EEC, nor did he
impede an active diplomacy in the Foreign Office concerning the Atlantic Alliance, particularly
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pro U.S., when de Gaulle’s challenge escalated in the second half of 1965. The withdrawal of
France from NATO gave Britain the chance to take leadership in the Atlantic Alliance and it also
improved Britain’s position in the Western European capitals and in Washington.
The value of collaboration with Britain was appreciated by the Johnson administration in
Washington and in order to make NATO allies remain united against the French assault, both
countries combined their diplomatic efforts. Washington was convinced that Britain would
champion NATO and mobilize the fourteen partners of France in a manner that the U.S. could
not. The Americans were aware that if the British led the other NATO members they would not
be part of the Franco-American bilateral struggle and there would be no such struggle.
Furthermore, by taking a leading role in NATO, France’s allies in the EEC would be assisted by
Britain, in particular the concerned West Germans. In this manner, the British would act as an
“Atlantic-European minded” and a potential member state of the European Economic
Community (FRUS 1966: 438). Thus, in the long run, Britain’s membership was in the interest of
the U.S. and this is the reason why Britain was encouraged by the Johnson administration. In the
short run, Britain’s willingness to join the EEC “would significantly strengthen the Five in
dealing with the Gaullist France and indirectly help the fourteen hold NATO together, whatever
the French do” (ibid). In fact, De Gaulle’s actions helped the Anglo-American cooperation; when
he sought to destabilize the Atlantic Alliance, the policies he pursued created the right
environment for a shared interest against the common enemy.
France had an important role in the EEC, but not in NATO; NATO could exist without
France but not the EEC. Furthermore, the Anglo-American diplomacy did not have much effect
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on the EEC, but they could work and cooperate efficiently in NATO by solving problems and
reforming the Alliance to ensure its future. They could work together to turn the crisis around,
renew the Alliance and come up with a strategy to counteract De Gaulle. Britain and the U.S.
were mindful that De Gaulle should not be retaliated against but should be considered as an ally
and the best way forward would be to isolate him and keep his allies together in opposition.
Britain joined the EEC and did take a leading role among the European states in NATO.
This occurred because De Gaulle failed to acquire a role as Europe’s arbitrator regarding the
East-West relations. The French leader sought to secure a position in pursuit of détente, but he
did not exert the influence he had wished for. As a result, France’s status declined in the EEC as
well as in NATO.
Another important reason why Britain succeeded was that it was not on its own. De
Gaulle’s unilateralism was overcome by the multilateralism of the western countries, which was
most significantly expressed in the moves towards the future of NATO. It is undeniable that
Britain was a leading country in Europe, but this could have never happened without the support
of Lyndon Johnson’s diplomacy. Likewise, the resolution of some of NATO problems could not
have been reached without the flexibility of the German Federal Republic. As a response to the
Gaullist challenge, the five EEC members sought further enlargement in order to protect and
strengthen its institutions. Under these circumstances, Britain’s entry was supported to dilute the
influence of France.
During De Gaulle’s presidency there was a certain irony concerning the disputes of Britain
and France over NATO and Europe. Paradoxically, they have been closer since the end of the
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World War II. They agreed on the opposition to the MLF, the equal nuclear status of West
Germany and the reform in the Alliance. Regarding the EEC Britain agreed to the principles of de
Gaulle concerning opposition to the supra-nationalism and Germany’s increasing power.
Nevertheless, what parted Britain and France in the late 1940s was what divided them in the
years of De Gaulle’s presidency. Both countries shared different views concerning the role that
they would have in world affairs and the relationship between the U.S. and Europe. The separate
paths they took in the 1940s laid at the heart of De Gaulle’s dissatisfaction and his attempt to
reform the Atlantic relations in 1958. The British and the French agreed that the United States
should not dominate the Atlantic Alliance, but where they disagreed was on how to respond to
the American power. While the British thought that the best alternative was to work with the
U.S., the French thought otherwise. They had irreconcilable positions, rooted in their attitudes
and national histories (Ellison 2006: 866)
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CHAPTER 3
THE TRANS-ATLANTIC ALLIANCE IN THE NEW WORLD ORDER
(1991-2001)
3.1

The end of the Cold War and the Re-evaluation of trans-Atlantic Relations

During the Cold War, trans-Atlantic relations were strong as long as they identified a
specific common threat, the Soviet one. This does not mean that there were no inconsistencies or
disputes among the allies. Events such as the Korean War, the Suez crisis, the objections of the
Gaullist France and the debates concerning nuclear weapons have, at various times, revealed
different views and disagreements between the members of the Alliance. However, these disputes
did not threaten the very existence of the Alliance; on the contrary, they helped the strengthening
of the cooperation among them.
But with the end of Cold War, many scholars wondered whether NATO, as the only
indispensable organization during the Cold War, would be swept away by the winds of change.
The authoritarian regimes that held the Warsaw Pact together were collapsing, and the
Communist Block itself was crumbling. The authorities of the West Germany and the postcommunist East Germany were negotiating reunification. These events were happening under the
watchful eyes of the USA, the Soviet Union, UK and France. A new Europe was on the horizon.
In the new political climate, officials and thoughtful analysts from both sides of the Atlantic
questioned the role that the trans-Atlantic Alliance could play after the withdrawal of the Soviet
Union from the Central and Eastern Europe and the disbandment of the Warsaw Pact.
It is interesting to note that in the early 1990s many observers were eager to talk about the
opening of NATO towards new member states that were formally members of the Warsaw Pact.
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In fact, there were numerous discussions regarding the future organization of the European
Security. Some speculated that the Warsaw Pact should be kept in business in order to help the
European Security in the future. Others argued that since there was no more any real threat to
Europe and because NATO had outlived its main purpose, it was no longer necessary. Yet, others
believed that CSCE (Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe) could maintain peace
and security and take over the responsibility in the old continent (Sloan 2010: 93).
In this changing world following the end of the Cold War, the leaders of NATO member
countries had to address the question of whether NATO was still vital. NATO Secretary General
of the time, Manfred Woerner, and all leaders of NATO member states decided that NATO
should be preserved, although they did not fully agree on the reasons why. They believed that the
Alliance was more than a military organization; it was “a community of values” that rose above
any specific threats. Others reasoned that the Soviet Union was an “alien society” that could
generate new dangers to its neighbors in the future. In their view, NATO would play the role of
an “insurance policy” against any possible turbulence in the European household. Yet, others
maintained that the emerging threats and insecurities in Europe could “be dealt with through
NATO‘s approach, in which like-minded countries work together to handle security problems”
(ibid, 94).
The fall of the Berlin Wall marked the end of a bipolar world that existed for 45 years, in
which most of the Western states fell under the American influence, whereas most Communist
states fell under the Soviet influence. The extinction of the common danger brought about
discussions concerning the future of trans-Atlantic relationship and the role that NATO would
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have, in general, whereas the United States in particular. There were debates whether NATO and
the presence of U.S. troops was necessary in the new Europe. The end of bipolarity brought to
evidence that the United States emerged as the sole superpower with unrivaled power to exert
influence on a global scale. For this reason, a number of scholars of international relations
increasingly began to speak of a unipolar world and of the U.S. (Krauthammer 1991: 23).
The fall of the Berlin Wall created a Europe which was relaxed by the disappearance of the
Soviet threat and which began to develop its ambitions to strengthen as a union that could have a
decisive voice on the global stage. The European Union undertook important steps like, its
eastward expansion, the creation of a common currency, efforts to formulate a common foreign
and security policy, the foundation of the ESDP / CSDP and the adoption of the Lisbon Treaty.
Scholars began to talk about a “European Old Order”, “European time” and even Europe as a
superpower.
In this context, international relations’ scholars have widely debated with regard to the
future of the trans-Atlantic relationship. Most thought-provoking have been the neo-realist and
neo-liberal perspectives and their different approaches towards this issue.
3.1.1 The Neo-Realist Perspective
Neo-realists have maintained that the end of the bipolar system, which led world politics
and European politics for forty-five years, could result in the reemergence of a multipolar world
and a state of anarchy. Pursuant to their theory, there are reasons to believe that a multipolar
world is intrinsically more warlike than a bipolar world. First of all, there is an engagement of a
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greater number of states in play which may cause a greater chance for war in comparison to a
world divided by two political, military and ideological camps. Furthermore, in a multipolar
world, the distribution of power happens to be more asymmetrical compared to a bipolar world in
which the equality of military capabilities is indispensible. Lastly, when there are more players in
the arena, it is hard to estimate the relative power of an adversary and its possible coalitions at a
time.
In the early 1990s, neo-realist scholars such as John Mearsheimer and others, observed that
the only great power, which could dangerously threaten Europe, was the Soviet Union. If that
aggressive threat was ruled out and the U.S. abandoned the old continent, NATO, which had been
headed by America for four decades could disintegrate. Hence, the bipolar order that prevailed
for almost half a century, would come to an end (Mearsheimer 1990: 52). The stability of
bipolarity that characterized the Cold War period, would be replaced by the instability of a multipolar structure (ibid, 18).
In light of these developments the prospect of NATO appeared equally austere. Given that
the Soviet Union was no longer concerned and even able to maintain the Warsaw Pact, NATO
too, in the absence of a counterpart, would soon be disbanded.
With the disintegration of the USSR, NATO’s mission and purpose to secure “collective
defense and preserve peace and security,” were, in principle, been achieved, hence its disbanding
seemed to many as only a matter of time. Moreover, NATO was not able to operate as a nuclear
deterrent given that two EU countries possessed nuclear weapons. Consequently, it seemed that
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the preservation of NATO was not a necessity. American political scientist, Kenneth Waltz,
summarizes the perspective of the neo-realists by saying that:
Europe and Russia may for a time look on NATO, and on America’s presence in Western
Europe, as a stabilizing force in a time of rapid change….The Soviet Union created NATO,
and the demise of the Soviet threat “freed” Europe, West as well as East. But freedom entails
self-reliance….In the not-very-long run, [Europe] will have to learn to take care of
themselves or suffer the consequences. American withdrawal from Europe will be slower
than the Soviet Union’s. America…can still be useful to other NATO countries, and NATO is
made up of willing members. NATO’s days are not numbered, but its years are (Waltz 1993:
75).

Stephen Walt, a Harvard professor of international affairs, predicted that the future of
NATO would be obscure. In the post-Cold War era, the trans-Atlantic organization that fought
and won was displaying “unmistakable signs of strain”. The ties that had held the Western
Europe and America united in an alliance were the presence of Soviet threat, close economic
relationship and the presence of political elite both in the U.S. and in Europe, which due to their
life experiences and personal backgrounds were deeply dedicated to the concept of an transAtlantic society (Walt 1998: 3). With the changing of the circumstances, the future of the
Alliance was put at risk. Walt argued that these overriding common interests were removed with
the disbanding of the USSR and although the U.S. and Europe still shared some mutual aims,
they were now of a dissimilar “order of urgency and seriousness” (ibid, 4).
It was the fear of the Soviet Union the one that held America and Europe together in an
alliance, and this was reinforced by their mutual economic interests and cooperation. As the Cold
War ended, the prevailing mutual security interests were to be rather disregarded, and ipso facto
the economic relations between the two sides of the Atlantic started to be less tight. With the EU
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further integration and expansion, Euro, as a rival of Dollar, would produce further tension in the
trans-Atlantic relations. Walt maintained that United States could soon shift its economic
interests from Europe to Asia. In his view, even though the economic ties do not establish
security obligations, “the shift in economic activity from Europe to Asia will inevitably lead U.S.
policymakers to devote more energy and attention to the latter” (ibid, 6).
It is widely believed that, because generations and leaders have changed, Americans are no
longer willing to sacrifice for Europe. The founders of NATO, men like Dwight D. Eisenhower,
Paul Nitze, John Foster Dulles and Dean Acheson were people with strong personalities, who had
close ties with Europe; hence, the trans-Atlantic Alliance was their most durable professional
heritage. Their attitude was that it paid to combat for the future of Europe. “Europe’s fate was
worth fighting ─and perhaps dying─ for, and they were willing to risk considerable blood and
treasure to protect these allies” (ibid, 8).
As American political analyst, Owen Harries argues, the notion of “political West” exists as
a consequence of imminent dangers and conflicts and not as a result of the existence of the
countries natural like-mindedness. The conflicts and dangers have forced the countries of Europe
to be united among them and to stick with the U.S. under “the banner of the West”. “Desperation
and fear have been its parents, not natural affinities” (Harries 1993: 47). This is why, even in the
absence or the presence of such threats, both sides of the Atlantic are inclined not to give
emphasis to unity, but to Europe’s and America’s dissimilarity and incompatibility (ibid, 48).
More recently, Stephen Walt and other authors have emphasized the idea that America is
declining as a “superpower” and that China is rising. In their view, “the unipolar moment” is
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coming to an end. The overall leading position of the U.S. has shrunk and it is likely to continue
to shrink in the future; Yet, America will remain as the strongest rival on the global stage.
Consequently, what seems to come next will be “either a bipolar Sino-American rivalry or a
multipolar system containing several unequal great powers” (Walt 2011: 10). Walt also supports
the idea that American foreign policy should be focused around “offshore –balancing”, a policy
aiming to maintain a “benevolent hegemony” in the West and a “balance of power” among the
powerful countries of Eurasia and the oil-rich Persian Gulf states. According to Walt, the U.S.
troops should be removed from the old continent, as it is formally committed to the trans-Atlantic
Alliance. There are no security problems that the EU is not able to manage on its own as long as
Europe is at peace, democratic, secure and prosperous. In his words “the United States should
eschew its present fascination with nation building and counterinsurgency a return to a grand
strategy that some (myself included) have labeled offshore balancing” (ibid, 13-14).
In 2012, U.S. Professor of International Affairs, Christopher Layne, discussed the U.S. in
decline and an “emerging new world order”. In an article “The Global Power Shift from West to
East”, Layne argues about the rise of China and the ambitions of Brazil, India, Russia (BRIC)
and other countries to become great powers. He argued that the U.S. should craft a new “offshore
balancing” foreign policy approach, where its power and influence should be directed to preserve
the “balance of power” in the key strategic regions of the world. As long as no other power is
expected to displace the U.S. as a true global hegemon he maintained, a serious fragmentation of
power could be seen in the world. In his view, America should reduce its presence in less
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important countries such as the EU states, the Middle East and increase its presence in the
countries of East Asia (Layne 2012: 22, 30).
3.1.2 The Neo-Liberal Perspective
The neo-liberals anticipated a somewhat better alternative for the future of the transAtlantic relations in comparison to their neo-realist counterparts. As Communism was invalidated
as a political ideology and system, and the Soviet Union collapsed, the nations of the Warsaw
Treaty and the countries under its influence were open to make reforms. Hence, a broader area of
peace and a greater number of liberal democracies was anticipated. Liberals were suggesting to
foster democracy in Central and Eastern Europe. Pursuant to the neo-liberals, NATO’s future was
slightly more certain. Although there is no direct common threat, neo-liberals predict that
alliances, which are based on common values, are expected to continue and function stably.
Furthermore, NATO partners had become closer and trusted each other more because of their
shared values and stable collaboration. However, there is no real reason for NATO to collapse.
Owing to their common values, work and trade, NATO member states are in every meaning of
the word a “security community” and therefore it is likely that their cooperation will continue.
Hence, NATO will continue to provide the best framework and consultation body between the
U.S. and its European allies. NATO ought to be preserved as “an essential safety net until the
future course of Soviet reform becomes clearer” (Sloan 1990: 511).
NATO could also function as a tool for the support and spread of democracy in the world,
as it is foreseen in the Article 10 of “The North Atlantic Treaty”, according to which newly
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emerging democratic states could become members of the Alliance. Basically, the liberalists
predict that NATO allies would continue to cooperate, although there is no real threat, the foreign
armaments would be decreased in Europe and that the drive for the democratic peace would be
increased and the number of democratic states would increase.
Neo-liberals almost agree with one another when they argue that the U.S. and Europe will
continue to cooperate even when a common threat is not present because the trans-Atlantic allies
“share security and economic interests, norms, values, political identities and membership in
public institutions” (Simoni 2011: 24). Also, neo-liberals assess that the trans-Atlantic bargain is
based on a three-fold understanding of the shared features that constitute this partnership, namely:
“common security, common economic interest, and common values and political identity” (ibid).
They consider the trans-Atlantic bargain as a natural one since Europe is the U.S.’s natural
partner (Elles 1993: 36).
Representatives of neo-liberalism claim that factors such as economic interest, common
civic identity, and public institutions span states. In order to lead the governance of the West, the
tradition of industrial liberalism must, they say, be regained and renewed. “The future of the West
does not depend upon threats from without so much as drawing from within” (Deudney &
Ikenberry 1994: 18-20). The economic interests will guarantee cooperation in the Atlantic
community. Globalization and the opening of markets in Europe as well as in America have a
major role in determining the continuation of trans-Atlantic relationship. John Ikenberry and
Daniel Deudney (1994: 18) observe that “the business of the West is business” and that the
societies in America and Europe are “permeated by market relations, mentalities, and
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institutions” adding that, “as the importance of the market grow in these societies, their character
converge”.
Joseph Nye, the co-author of the international relations theory of neoliberalism, warns us
not to listen to those who predict the disaster in the trans-Atlantic relations. The trade relations
between the U.S. and Europe are more balanced than trade among any other trading partners in
the World. In relation to foreign investment, the U.S. investment in Europe continues to exceed
that in Asia (Nye 2000: 54-55).
In addition, neo-liberals continue to view NATO as the main security organization for the
countries that are part of the Alliance. NATO could carry on performing important security tasks,
despite the quick waning in the Soviet threat. Even if the partners may highlight distinctive goals,
there is a general accord among them concerning the maintenance of NATO and its main
organizational structures (Duffield 1994: 764).
The trans-Atlantic relations will not and have not been jeopardized by the collapse of Soviet
Union and neo-liberals tend to see the trans-Atlantic axis as a concern of security, independent of
other challenges that the extant Alliance may face (Simoni 2011: 25). On the other hand, they see
the U.S. engagement in Europe not only as a security issue, but also as a common political and
democratic vision. The commitment of the U.S. in Europe and the broad security collaboration
promoted by NATO has been about more than just “collective defense”. NATO is not only an
instrument to use its military muscle, but also a “zone of peace that rests on a shared political
identity and anchors the international system” (Ikenberry and Kupchan 2004: 45).
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The economic and trade relations are very important for the trans-Atlantic relations. In the
present days, power is determined by “economic strength and interdependence as it is by military
might”. A major responsibility for the maintenance of the current liberal economy of the globe is
borne by the U.S. and Europe together as it is grounded on “multilateralism and disputesettlement mechanisms” (Ischinger 2005: 83, 84).
Neo-liberals emphasize that shared norms, values, political identities and membership in
common public institutions will continue to foster cooperation between the U.S. and Europe. The
west possesses a unique political logic. It does not have to do with a number of states that are in
anarchy, but a whole system that is integrated and functionally differentiated (Ikenberry and
Deudney 1994: 18-20).
In this worldview, international institutions, such as NATO, embody common Western
values and political identities, and since those institutions are also integral parts of U.S. and
European domestic and international politics, an institution like NATO cannot be considered as
merely instrumental, but rather as the cornerstones of Western cooperation (Simoni 2011: 26).
During the 1990s the good news for the U.S. and Europe was the maintenance of the
cohesion within the Alliance. The West proved to be not “a fraying alliance born of convenience,
but a deeper community based on a common political logic and a shared sense of purpose”
(Kupchan 2012:64). The Alliance had a natural flexibility that needed coherence in order to be
guided for the coming redistribution of global power.
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3.2 NATO and the Balkans
As it turned out, the weakening of the Western order without a clear and existing threat
proved to be quite untrue. Europe, as fervent neo-realist scholars maintained, did not return to its
past, the united Germany didn’t grow to become a threatening power, and the trans-Atlantic bond
turned into a stronger relation where the Atlantic powers drew closer together. They did not
return to the past; on the contrary, they looked for new ways of cooperating with greater
confidence.
Undoubtedly, this, to a large extent, happened thanks to an active American diplomacy.
Immediately after the Cold War, the trans-Atlantic relation was aided by the fact that the U.S.
policy towards Europe did not change. After the fall of the Berlin Wall there was no significant
change in the U.S. assessment of Western Europe. Both the American leaders and the American
public continued to have a strong sympathy for the European countries (Lundestad 2003: 64).
Furthermore, America’s hegemony was safer in the late 1990s than it was just after the fall
of the Berlin Wall. America’s hegemony did not face much resistance. In fact, those in Europe
who were the strongest critics of the U.S. during the Cold War became the most fervent
American supporters. If there were any objections against the U.S. at this time, it perhaps had to
do with the U.S. non-engagement in Europe.
The backing that President Clinton gave for the humanitarian issues and for the integration
of the European states made him an exceptionally attractive U.S. leader among the Europeans.
Therefore, when Clinton left the White House, there existed a sense that he had not just been “a
good friend” of Europe, but an important politician who succeeded in maintaining decent

105

relations between “an America that was perhaps no longer so much in touch with Europe, and a
Europe that was beginning to lose its ideological affinity with the United States” (Cox 2004: 10).
Despite the good relationship between the NATO allies across the ocean, major differences
arose over time. The first clash came with the Bosnian crisis. Initially the U.S left handling of the
crisis in the hands of the Europeans, but later it felt obliged to get actively and robustly involved.
The U.S. administration considered the crisis to be a European problem. The Europeans, on their
past thought they had and could solve that conflict. Jacques Poos, Luxembourg’s former Minister
of Foreign Affairs, addressing the representatives of the Community member states, in June 1991,
courageously stated that the Balkan’s conflicts gave a chance to the European countries to take
responsibility for their own security matters, arguing that it was “the hour of Europe”. According
to Poos, “If one problem can be solved by the Europeans, it’s the Yugoslav problem. This is a
European country and it’s not up to the Americans and not up to anybody else” (quoted in Sloan
2010: 152). The conflicts in Balkan proved Poos wrong and the Europeans were forced to ask for
the intervention of Washington when they understood that the bloodshed could not be stopped by
good intentions only.
The trans-Atlantic relations were shaken by the fact that whereas the United States saw the
Bosnian war as one involving an aggressor (the Bosnian Serbs backed by Serbia), the Europeans
maintained that the conflict should be regarded as a civilian war, where all parties were
responsible. These two different approaches to the crisis generated different policy preferences.
While Britain and France were skeptical as regards the military intervention, the U.S. were in
favor of training and equipping the Bosnian forces alongside NATO airstrikes. This tactic was
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based on the belief that the Serbs were the aggressors and that the U.S. should not provide ground
forces but only air strikes to end the conflict. The European NATO allies strongly objected to any
such “lift-airstrike” approach, particularly because the forces they had installed in UNPROFOR
were considered as “neutral” in the war and were there simply to assist in the mitigation of the
humanitarian catastrophe. They argue that it was the Europeans who had put their troops in
harm’s way, not the United States. This led to the growing perception, in the 1990s, that the U.S.
would involve itself in overseas conflicts only if risks to American forces could be minimized
(Sloan 2010: 153).
The original European plan to manage the crisis through the United Nations, and the U.S.
decision to avoid putting troops on the ground postponed the ending of the brutal conflict in
Bosnia. Originally, the United States did not want to get involved in the conflict, but it did get
deeply involved when it became clear that the international relief efforts and UNPROFOR were
concerned with the after-effects of the conflict but not with its causes.
The Clinton administration was reluctant to place U.S. troops on the ground in Bosnia,
unless they were sent to put a negotiated accord into effect. By the summer of 1993, Bosnian
Serb forces were encircling almost all the secure areas established by UNPROFOR for the
protection of civilians, including the main center in Sarajevo. Under these circumstances, NATO
member states felt compelled to agree in drawing up plans for air strikes against those who
threatened the UNIPROFOR mission. Most countries wanted the international involvement in the
crisis under the mandate of the UN Security Council resolutions; the UN-NATO cooperation was
necessitated by this fact. But in reality the arrangements between the allies were difficult as the
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U.S. provided most of the capability which was needed for the airstrikes, whereas the European
allies, led by the French and British with their troops on the ground, were exposed to retaliation
by the Bosnian Serb forces. The Bosnian Serbs fully recognized the advantages to their cause of
the split between United States and its allies. They responded to NATO air strike by backing off
when necessary, taking UNPROFOR soldiers hostage when advantageous, and playing for time
to complete their military victory (ibid, 153-154).
During 1995, it became very clear that the UNPROFOR tactics, even as it was backed up
by NATO air strikes, could not produce the desired results. The European members of the
Alliance proposed the withdrawal of UNPROFOR. They required from the U.S. to fulfill its
pledge to defend the allied forces, as they were being polling out. Trying to escape from its policy
dilemma, the Clinton administration was impelled forward by the Bosnian Serb assault on the
United Nation’s safe area of Srebrenica early in July 1995. The shocking story emerging in the
aftermath of Srebrenica was simply the beginning of the end to the conflict (ibid, 154). As Ivo
Daalder has pointed out “This challenge confronted the United Nations, NATO and especially the
leading member states with the fundamental choice. They could act to oppose what was
unfolding before them by force of arms or they could declare defeat” (Daalder 2000: 68).
Following the events in Sebrenica, NATO under the U.S. and British leadership undertook
an intense campaign by hitting Serbian targets throughout Bosnia. Also, in parallel with the
bombing campaign, the U.S. produced a plan for negotiations. Richard Holbrooke, led the peace
talks which completed an accord in Dayton, Ohio which was signed in Paris on December 14,
1995. The Bosnian war did not threaten the security of most NATO member countries, in
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particular the United States, that’s why the U.S. was reluctant to respond when the conflict broke
out, but it did when the goals for preserving a Europe free, whole and at peace were threatened
directly. What would happen if NATO did not resolve the conflict in the backyard of Europe?
Would it still continue to be an insurance policy, or would it cease to be an imperative instrument
for the forthcoming management of the trans-Atlantic relations?
The intervention in Kosovo, in the end of the 1990s caused another rift among the allies. At
first, NATO members were more unified than divided. Nevertheless, as the NATO campaign
intensified it turned out that some European partners, who maintained close ties with Serbia, had
a tendency to limit the war, whereas America was determined to give an end to the conflict as
soon as possible. While Germany and France were skeptical on the use of force, the U.S. and the
UK strongly supported it.
The U.S. took a much firmer approach after the Serbs expulsed thousands of ethnic
Albanian Kosovars and the crisis needed a proper response. Backed decisively by the British
Premier, Tony Blair, the U.S. provided a more significant leadership than in the beginning of the
Bosnia disaster (Gordon and Shapiro 2004: 35). President Clinton spent much effort to persuade
Germany, Italy and Greece, the reluctant NATO members, in order to support the consensus of
the Alliance. Although reluctantly, these members agreed not because they wished to make war
against the Serbs, but because they wanted to remain committed to NATO. The central goal of
the Clinton administration in relation to the European policy was to bring peace and stability to
the Balkans. At the same time, it was a test for the American leadership and its credibility.
Washington believed that having used NATO in a previous conflict in Bosnia, it could not be
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possible to use it again in another fight if the allies were not willing or prepared to contribute to
it. The allies had limited technical means and their leaders should convince their unsupportive
public opinion on a fight that had not been sanctioned by the United Nations (Clark 2002: 431432).
In retrospect, Kosovo was a defining moment for the future relations between the United
States and Europe. Most importantly, the Kosovo conflict, demonstrated the increasing U.S.
dissatisfaction with NATO. The conduct of the air campaign notably brought about
disagreements between the U.S and the UK on the one side, and their European allies on the other
side. “The NATO operations, in American eyes, also revealed the weaknesses of the European
forces involved, thus exposing a growing U.S. impatience with the military shortcomings of
European allies” (Bozo 2008: 98).
As most Americans understood, the engagement of the United States in Bosnia and
Kosovo, wasn’t grounded on calculations of a narrow U.S. “national interest”. The Americans
had a convincing moral concern to stop the ethnic cleansing and the genocide, particularly in this
part of Europe. American realist theorists contended that America had no “national interest” at
risk in the Balkan region. The decision of the Clinton administration and the allies who supported
the military intervention on the basis of the “national interest” was seen by them as “means of
preserving the alliance and repairing the frayed bonds of the transatlantic relationship” (Kagan
2004: 50). The U.S. engaged in the wars in Balkans with the aim to safeguarding “the West” and
its values. In the words of General Wesley Clark:
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No single target or set of targets was more important than NATO cohesion. This was the
most crucial decision of the campaign, and one of its most important lessons, for it preserved
Allied unity" (Clark 2002: 430).

Furthermore, a number of voices in the U.S. considered the Kosovo crisis as a European
problem, which they had to resolve themselves. Henry Kissinger, former U.S. Secretary of State,
prior to the bombing campaign argued that:

The proposed deployment [of US troops] in Kosovo does not deal with any threat to
American security as traditionally conceived....If Kosovo presents a security problem, it is to
Europe" (Kissinger 1999).

The U.S. intervention in the Balkans was part of the U.S. strategy and vision for a Europe
free and democratic just as announced by President Clinton. It was not only a humanitarian
intervention. Former U.S. national security adviser (from 1993 to 1997), Anthony Lake, had
asserted that their engagement in both Bosnia and Kosovo “were essential to the pursuit of our
vision of an undivided Europe. Our vision includes not only integration to the east, but also the
embrace of southeastern Europe, including the Balkans” (Lake 2000).
The Peace Accord for the Bosnia crisis (1995), which was only reached under the American
leadership, and the response to the Kosovo crisis (1998-9), which was resolved by NATO under
the American guidance, demonstrated the feebleness and disunion among the allies. The failure to
reach a compromise in the Kosovo conflict proved to be “the catalyst that finally encouraged the
EU to take action on building a military capability” (Mccormik 2005: 11).
Both Balkan crises provided NATO with a new mission after the 1990s. NATO’s task was
to bring peace and stability to that part of Europe, which was still unsettled and threatened by
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ethnic conflicts, and which, did not differ much from the greater conflicts at the beginning of the
century. Yet, in the Bosnian conflict, one could clearly notice how incapable and politically in
disarray Europe was, and the conflict over Kosovo, clearly showed the “transatlantic gap in
military technology and the ability to wage modern warfare that would only widen in subsequent
years” (Kagan 2004: 22).
The military action against Serbia to liberate Kosovo was successful and NATO fought a
real war for the first time in its history. The conflict also demonstrated fissures among the allies
that survived the Kosovo crisis, but which could not be able to endure future pressures of a
probable war under different global circumstances. The way the war was led exposed a serious
military imbalance within NATO. The U.S flew the majority of missions. They were precisely
guided munitions that dropped in Serbia and Kosovo. This revealed the unrivaled dominance of
the U.S. technical intelligence-gathering capabilities. It indicated that “99 percent of the proposed
targets came from American intelligence sources” (ibid, 46).
The U.S. military contribution could not be compared to that of the European countries,
including the United Kingdom. Tim Garden and John Roper, two British analysts, assess that
Britain “could contribute only 4 per cent of the aircraft and 4 per cent of the bombs dropped. The
Kosovo campaign was essentially fought with American equipment and American doctrine"
(Garden and Roper 1999). The war was run successfully by the U.S. which kept the disobedient
allies in coherence and paid the “lion's share of military assets to the bombing campaign”
(Kupchan 2000: 135.) The Europeans were concerned by their dependence on the U.S. military
might which was dominant not only in relation to the way the war was started, but also
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concerning the diplomatic tools, which were used throughout that period. They preferred to stop
the bombing to offer Milosevic an opportunity to give a solution to the crisis, but America and
the NATO U.S. commander at that time, General Wesley K. Clark, did not accept it. The
European allies, particularly the French, then favored a gradual intensification of the bombing
campaign, so that Serbia would be damaged and Milosevic motivated to give an end to the
conflict before everything was ruined by NATO. But, General Clark opposed it. “In U.S. military
thinking” he clarifies, "we seek to be as decisive as possible once we begin to use force” (Clark
2002: 449).
Whereas, most European partners sought to concentrate their bombing campaign on Serbian
forces involved in Kosovo’s “ethnic cleansing” for General Clark “most Americans believed that
the best and most rapid way to change Milosevic's views was to strike at him and his regime as
hard as possible” (ibid). Throughout the bombing campaign, U.S. military strategists were
frustrated in finding a compromise between the military doctrine of the U.S. and what General
Clark called a “European approach” (ibid). The result of the war was such that none of the transAtlantic allies, except for Britain, liked it. In Clark’s view the United States paid the cost “by
having to constrain the nature of the operation to fit within the political and legal concerns of
NATO member nations” (ibid, 426).
The Balkan conflicts displayed the size of the crack menacing to be discovered between the
Europeans and Americans concerning the responsibilities, capabilities, and in particular the
strategic priorities. Thus, the structural flaws, which could eventually lead to a virtual separation
of the two sides of the Atlantic were highlighted (Bozo 2003: 61). The Europeans perceived the
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military campaign in Kosovo as disproportionately controlled by the Americans and the U.S.
generals, whereas most Americans (especially within the armed forces) believed just the opposite,
“excessive European meddling, with French politicians and European lawyers interfering with
efficient targeting and bombing runs, and compromising operational security” (Gordon 2001: 4).
Simon Serfaty, then director of the European Program at the Center for Strategic and
International Studies, in Washington D.C., explained that the NATO operations in Bosnia in 1995
demonstrated that the American power was indispensable because the European power was
continuously unavailable and “the persistent centrality of US leadership made NATO central as
well, because NATO was the only multilateral conduit to Europe for both US power and U.S.
leadership” (Serfaty 1999: 131).
The problems in the early and late 1990s were in the backyard of Europe and the U.S. could
have been absolutely contended if the Europeans handled them themselves. But the crisis was
only resolved when the U.S. intervened and made use of their military power determinedly
proving as in various other occasions in the past, that America is an indispensable power. “The
United States brokered the Dayton Accords that brought the Bosnian conflict to a close and led
the military coalition that stopped Serbian aggression in Kosovo, ultimately paving the way for
regime change in Belgrade” (Fukuyama 2006: 1998).
In spite of the facade concerning NATO’s unity, the U.S. was ambivalent about the wars
and Europe noticed it very well. It is no coincidence, that after the Kosovo crisis, the EU
intensified its efforts to establish a security and defense policy as well as its own armed forces
which would operate self-reliantly in order to resolve the upcoming crisis that may emerge on its
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backyard and further. Former British Prime Minister, Tony Blair, supported the project by
affirming that, “we Europeans should not expect the United States to have to play a part in every
disorder in our own back yard” (quoted in Kupchan 2000: 138). Although NATO was challenged
significantly by internal divergences and lack of experience in battles, it’s obvious that it was this
Alliance that brought these conflicts to an end. Despite the role of institutions like the United
Nations, the European Union, OSCE etc., NATO proved to be the most operationally and
strategically important body. With these operations, the importance of the Alliance was
reconfirmed in the larger Atlantic security architecture. The security issues and challenges in
Europe still continued to be resolved by NATO where the U.S. was the key player.
U.S. leadership has been a constant refrain in the history of the Alliance. The Europeans
may not feel comfortable with it, but as of today they have accepted it. The crisis in Bosnia and
Kosovo underlined the fact that the EU could be an economic and political actor, but as far as the
settlement of military conflicts is concerned, the EU relies on the United States. The crises of
Bosnia and Kosovo crises also revealed that NATO was able to be reformed and adjusted to a
security environment which was dissimilar from that of the Cold War period. The two conflicts
were both practically essential precedents for the future role of the trans-Atlantic Alliance.
From a theoretical viewpoint, NATO’s involvement in the Balkan conflicts is an indication
of the political dynamics that distinguish the Alliance from being a simple military one. NATO’s
involvement was also justified as a humanitarian mission as well as a mission of spreading
democracy and all the members of the alliance shared the same view. The “external threat”
concept was also central in urging the allies to act since the security of the allies could have been
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seriously compromised by the instability in the Balkan region. The convergence of liberal and
strategic reasons for the role of the Alliance was fundamental for its durability. The remarks of
Richard Holbrooke concerning the contradiction between realists and idealists in relation to the
conflicts in former Yugoslavia conflicts give pause for thought:
The choice between ‘realists’ and ‘idealists’ was a false one: in the long run, our strategic
interests and human rights supported and reinforced each other, and could be advanced at the
same time. These thoughts were never far from my mind as we searched for a way to end the
war (Holbrooke 1998: 370).

To conclude, Bosnia and Kosovo operations could be considered as defining moments in
the history of the trans-Atlantic Alliance. Had NATO not been engaged in these conflicts, one
could ask what should this Alliance look like today. The events of the time tested its very
existence. If NATO had not acted, it would certainly have been irrelevant today and the logic of
enlargement would have been undermined. But its members had invested substantially in the
Alliance and it’d have been impossible not to act in the conflicts in the Western Balkans. After
the wars in Bosnia and Kosovo the Alliance preserved its sense of cohesion and raison d'être
becoming stronger and more determined to face future challenges.
3.3 European Security Strategy and American Response
From the beginning NATO has been the cornerstone of the trans-Atlantic security, but after
the fall of the Berlin War, the international security environment changed. The EU had made
several attempts to become a strong international security actor that seemed to be finalized with
the establishment of ESDP / CSDP (Common Security and Defense Policy). The European
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Community did not develop a security and defense policy during the Cold War period. The
debate on security issues one might say began in 1991, at the time when the Maastricht Treaty
established the European Union and its second pillar, the Common Foreign and Security Policy
(CFSP). During the 1990s, the U.S.—and its NATO allies—couldn’t possibly resolve every
security issue that the old continent would be confronted with.
The events in the former Yugoslavia were initially seen by Washington as conflicts to be
resolved by the Europeans. The Kosovo crisis revealed the European shortcomings in existing
capabilities. This served as an incentive for the foundation of the CFSP and, in 1999, the ESDP,
which substituted the “near-defunct Western European Union as the EU’s own military arm”
(Biscop 2006: 2). In 1999, as a result of the wars in Balkans, NATO member states agreed on a
new Strategic Concept. The Washington Summit held in 1999 guaranteed the efficiency of
upcoming international actions, with the aim of countering new dangers where they appear,
throughout the full range of NATO’s tasks in the existing and foreseeable security circumstances.
It’s special focus was on progressing interoperability amongst the NATO forces (NATO 1999).
It’s worth emphasizing that the Berlin Plus arrangements assured NATO’s supremacy and urged
the EU member states to take more responsibility upon themselves in the area of security and
defense. This was welcomed by Washington, as it did not wish to remain the only security actor
in Europe after the Cold War.
The emergence of ESDP/CSDP as a security actor was viewed with some suspicion vis-àvis the role of European Union in the global Security Architecture. The burning question was
whether ESDP/ CSDP was aimed at replacing the role of NATO since many scholars have
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questioned the future of NATO. The issue has always been what the mission of the Alliance
would be after the disappearance of the threat from the Warsaw Pact and how it could be adapted
to the new global context. The emergence of the European Union’s ESDP gave rise to a heated
debate in the security architecture. There was a debate among those who considered the creation
of the ESDP as a movement of the EU to balance the U.S. in the military field on the one side,
and those who considered it as a move to strengthen the military capabilities of Europe taking
into account that the U.S. was shifting its focus from Europe, on the other side. Tony Blair, the
former British Prime Minister, wrote in the New York Times, in 1998 that:
Europe needs to get organized….This will not happen until European foreign policy and
European defense are better integrated.…To speak with authority, the European Union needs
to be able to act militarily on its own when the United States is not engaged (Blair 1998).

EU officials often justified these attempts by highlighting that they would “lay the
foundation for a larger EU role in regional and global security, implicitly reducing U.S.
influence” (Brooks & Wohlforth 2008: 80). In contrast, other analysts contended that this was a
clear behavior of balancing the U.S. Barry Posen claimed that although “European states are not
motivated by a perception of an imminent threat from the United States, they are balancing U.S.
power” (Posen 2006: 149). In his view, the world power is concentrated in the U.S. and even its
friends may no longer feel comfortable with the American hegemony. Moreover, the fear that the
U.S. could one day abandon them was not quite without merit.
With the ESDP, Europe sought to increase its autonomy and to diminish the preponderance
of the U.S. In fact, EU is not opposing the United States; it is improving its relative power vis-à-
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vis the U.S. As Joseph Joffe puts it, “Whatever the European rhetoric, the ESDP is a balancing
mechanism in nuce” (Joffe 2002: 177).
It was not only the balancing of the U.S. power that led to the establishment of the ESDP.
Numerous analysts consider that the main motivation was the necessity to manage the prospect of
the American reduced presence in Europe. Moreover, they felt that the U.S. had a decreased
readiness to resolve Balkan-style crises on the behalf its European allies. Washington considered
the crisis in the periphery of Europe as not vital for its security and for this reason the U.S.
involvement could not always be guaranteed. Nicole Gnesotto, director of the EU’s Institute for
Security Studies, in describing the roots of the ESDP observed that, “the Europeans had to
organize themselves to assume their share of responsibility in crisis management and, in doing so,
maintain or even enhance the United States’ interest within the Alliance” (Gnesotto 2004: 25).
The European NATO allies were afraid that the U.S. would not turn up if a Balkan-like conflict
could again be erupted in the periphery of Europe, and they are “aware that they can either
prepare now for that eventuality— or be left in the lurch” (Kupchan 2002: 152).
For many key government members, especially British government, it was the military
relative weakness on the trans-Atlantic Alliance that served as an impetus for the enhancement of
their capabilities. But the EU cooperation in the military field could not be considered in isolation
from the trans-Atlantic Alliance and especially the U.S. Thus, the European Union needed the
backing of the United States for the ESDP to make progress. Certainly, the military force that the
European Union is developing does not compete with the U.S., but it deals with small
emergencies and peacekeeping missions. ESDP is thus, not balancing NATO and the U.S. forces,
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but it is dealing with the management of humanitarian crises, in which NATO and the U.S. are
not directly involved. As Jolyon Howorth, a British expert of EU politics and military strategy
maintains:

One objective of ESDP is to relieve the US army from regional crisis management
responsibilities in Europe (and possibly elsewhere) in order to allow Washington to make
better use of its military in more strategically significant parts of the world (Howorth 2006:
7).

EU member states have always been and continue to be hesitant to bear financial costs to
strengthen their military capacities, which can constrain the U.S. The EU battle groups and rapid
reaction forces are pools of the national units and not standing forces. The EU can use this
military force only if the European Council so agrees with one voice. Hence, none of the EU
member states see ESDP as a priority for its security and defense policy. In the words of the
British diplomat, Robert Cooper, “There is no member state for which EDSP is central to its
security policy” (Cooper 2004: 189). Furthermore, the EU member states are not delegating their
territorial security to the ESDP. In fact, ESDP was not forged to deal with territorial defense of
EU members (which is guaranteed through NATO) but, as the Petersberg Tasks foresee, it was
obviously geared to the combat forces in crisis management.
Many American analysts uphold that the EU members don’t have the muscle to constrain
the U.S. Jolyon Howorth, for instance, maintains that:
Even in the most ‘muscular’ of the various theoretical scenarios for the future of the ESDP
there is no suggestion of the EU developing military capacity which could remotely aspire to
rival or compete with the US military (Howorth 2006: 8).
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ESDP was not projected as and should not turn into a competitor or rival to trans-Atlantic
Alliance. Instead of creating capabilities that would constrain the U.S., ESDP “should—and
will—work in harmony with NATO” (Howorth 2003: 132). The main reason why the EU could
not afford to become a truly international security actor, independent from NATO, is that the
defense budget in every European state have constantly been declining. Debates over burdensharing were constant and President Donald Trump only emphasized the issue with a most robust
and provocative tone recently. With the exception of Britain and France, the EU countries are
generally not equipped—either physically or psychologically—to play a robust leadership role in
defense policy beyond basic territorial defense (see Smith 2011: 18). To this point, the EU uses
limited funds that could be useful for counterbalancing the American power. In fact, most experts
believe that the right way for the Europeans is to generate capabilities that mostly complement
the capabilities of NATO, mainly of the U.S.
There is an increasing skills gap between EU and America concerning investment,
technology and procurement. The U.S. is superior in many military areas. The professor of
Security Affairs, David S. Yost, explains that the U.S. superiority consists of:

Strategic mobility assets (such as aerial refueling and air transport), surface ships and
submarines, precision-strike munitions, electronic warfare, power projection (in the sense of
long-range air and missile strikes), and what the U.S. military calls C4ISR (command,
control, communications, computers, intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance). The
United States is currently superior to any combination of its European allies in its ability to
plan, conduct and sustain theater-wide expeditionary operations. Of all the NATO allies, only
the United States can project power in the form of large-scale long-range non-nuclear air and
missile strikes at great distances from its homeland. Only the United States can deploy
hundreds of military aircraft far beyond its homeland and even transport the logistics to
upgrade airfields with limited facilities (Yost 2003: 83).
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Most military analysts believe that EU should be willing to increase its defense expenditure
and to develop systems that are able to compete with or—displace—those fielded by the
American forces. “The most likely trajectory—even if all goes well for the EU’s current plans—
is actually a widening of the gap in high-intensity military capabilities in favor of the United
States” (Brooks and Wohlforth 2008: 83). Be as it may, in recent years there has been no sign of
an increased European preparedness to bear the expenses of creating military capacities, which
can narrow the increasing gap with the U.S.
3.3.1 ESDP- An Atlanticist or Europeanist Vision
Some of NATO European allies are divided on their security and defense affairs in two
groups: those who may be called the Atlanticists and the others, the Europeanists. The European
“big three” the UK, Germany and France have long been in disagreement on ESDP questions due
to their different approaches to European Union’s security matters as well as their dissimilar
strategic cultures. Before Brexit, the role of France, Great Britain and Germany was crucial in
NATO-CSDP relations, as Zbigniew Brzezinski has stated:

Even if the EU does not speak unanimously in the foreign policy, this does mean that
Washington listens to the voices of individual states. If a large block of nations such as Great
Britain, France and Germany take a certain position within the EU, the United States usually
regards this as a position of Europe as a whole (Brzezinski 2008).

The policy of France was pressed to revitalize its European policy as a result of the
changing circumstances after the fall of the Berlin Wall. The global geopolitics changed and
America was emerging as the only superpower. In the new situation created with the end of the
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Cold War, France took a leading role in the process of EU integration. Paris believed that it was
the right time to unite the old continent under French leadership, fulfilling thus the Gaullist vision
of a “European” Europe. Moreover, it intended to create the opportunity to counterbalance the
U.S. global hegemony. France’s intentions and efforts became noticeable, in the form of an
independent EU defense and security policy. France wanted to counterbalance the U.S.
supremacy with a unified and strong Europe.
The different viewpoints of the two main actors, Britain and France, on EU security have
had their consequences in NATO-ESDP relations. Britain and France, in terms of security
architecture have historically represented two different strands of thought. The relationship
between these two counties has been tense because of UK’s ties with America, making France
suspicious of the UK being resolute in asserting the U.S. hegemony in the European continent.
The reluctance of Paris to admit the U.S. dominance is rooted in its natural leading position in the
European Union as well as its national interest. Britain has stood and does stand on the opposite
side of France with its Atlanticist attitude. It has dominated the world for the past centuries with
its troops positioned in nearly every corner of the globe and does not accept Europe to be
dominated by a single power. As David Chuter, contends, “a united Europe…always carries the
risk of being a Europe united against Britain” (Chuter 1997: 106).
With reference to the position of the European Union in security issues, UK has been
reluctant to accept a greater role for the EU. Britain preferred to concentrate on the trans-Atlantic
Alliance as the main security body for the European Union. Tony Blair’s saying that “where the
Alliance as a whole is not engaged” explained the British position that the establishment of the
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ESDP was not meant to compete with NATO, but supplement and strengthen the trans-Atlantic
Alliance. For that reason Britain has always been rather too suspicious of everything mentioning
“European” or “common”. Britain is committed to the partnership with the U.S. because of its
special relationship and its close ties with NATO, which materializes the basis of Britain’s
strategic culture and affects its security and defense policy. Also, there exists a high level of
interoperability between the British and the U.S. armed forces. They are also strongly connected
in the intelligence field. Therefore, Britain has constantly sought to limit, as much as possible,
any European or common policy, particularly in the security matters and has been aiming to adapt
it to the necessities of its Atlantic partner.
The Germans have been and remain positioned in between the Atlanticists British and
Europeanists French, trying to balance the British and the French. This strategic culture of the
Germans may be considered as a product of their past experiences, firstly the Wilhelmian
militarism and secondly with the National Socialism. Subsequently, the Germans have always
made every effort to avoid uncertainty. Since the end of World War Two they have not been keen
on performing any role in the world affairs like Britain, or France. Germany managed to defend
itself against any aspirations to project power capabilities, for example nuclear weapons or
aircraft carriers. Therefore, Germany’s main mission was the defense of its territory. According
to Adrian Hyde-Price, a political scientist at the center for European Research, “This shaped a
strategic culture deeply colored by its foreign policy role conception as a civilian power” (HydePrice 2000: 197).
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Germany was from the beginning aware of the significance of being transparent in the
ESDP developments. In line with other European nations, Germany believes that the ESDP
success, to some extent, depends on how the U.S. perceives it and that only a thorough
transparency with the trans-Atlantic Alliance and America will assure an optimistic reception of
ESDP in the United States (Gunning 2001: 10).
3.3.2 U.S.’s reaction towards ESDP
Ever since the end of World War Two, the United States has been and remains the main
actor in issues of global security. U.S. supremacy is reflected in the creation ─and the
indispensible leadership─ of NATO. The inception of a European Security and Defense Policy
logically drew the attention of Washington. It was sometimes viewed with skepticism, sometimes
with goodwill and rarely with a critical eye by Washington and its experts on security matters
were hesitant for the EU undertaking to form its Security and Defense Policy (ESDP)/CSDP.
From the start the Washington expressed its support for ESDP and required that NATO’s
member states had an equal burden-sharing.
After the Cold War ended, the United States has been engaged in many crises. These
engagements have had an impact on the American people, and there have been voices requesting
a more isolationists and less engaged U.S. policy in world affairs.
As was mentioned before, the U.S. leaders were concerned about the new ESDP and its
effect on the trans-Atlantic Alliance. Their fear was that an autonomous European Security and
Defense Policy might have an unfavorable impact and reduces the influence of the trans-Atlantic
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Alliance. Hence, as Europe progressed in establishing a real ‘common’ foreign security and
defense policy, they encountered the American disquiets.
Although the U.S. has always greeted the possible creation of a powerful “European pillar”
within NATO, it has been observant of the approaches that would split NATO in political terms,
take assets from the Alliance and not produce other military means to create more reasonable
burden-sharing. “The U.S. approach could be termed a ‘yes, but’ policy, supporting the European
effort but warning of its potential negative consequences” (Sloan 2000: vii). Other concerns relate
to the possible influence of ESDP on the “integrity of the trans-Atlantic Alliance”. The issue is
how to deal with the European Union rather than with the NATO’s “Europeanization”. Various
observers and lawmakers in the U.S. Congress have expressed concerns about ESDP because
they are suspicious of the European Union itself (Dunn 2001: 150-151).
More generally, the foundation of ESDP was seen by US policymakers as a tool through
which the Europeans would be able to keep control of U.S. power and its impact in Europe.The
former U.S. senators Jesse Helms and Lamar S. Smith have earlier maintained that “European
leaders should reflect carefully on the true motivation behind ESDP, which may see as a means
for Europe to check American power and influence in Europe” (Helms and Smith 2000). There
was thus room for suspicion in Washington on the true purpose of the ESDP. Europe is
sometimes perceived as an economic rival to the U.S. and as an inflexible negotiator. Hence, the
expectation of the EU institutions to be involved as a ‘partner’ within NATO has not been
generally speaking, a welcome prospect by Conservative politicians in Washington. John Bolton,
for instance, then Undersecretary of State, stated before the U.S. Senate that “I fear that same

126

insularity that we see in so many economic policies emanating from Europe would emanate from
a common European security and defense identity as well” (quoted in Dunn 2001: 151).
This contradiction was manifested in the position of the Clinton and Bush Administrations
towards ESDP. Both of their governments have backed the foundation of an EU security and
defense policy, but the support relied on the maintenance of NATO’s leading role and supremacy.
The American stance regarding this issue was articulated most clearly by the then U.S. Secretary
of State Madeleine Albright in her “Three D’s” address to the EU leaders: “no duplication, no
discrimination and no decoupling”. At the semiannual NATO foreign ministers’ meeting in
Brussels, on December 8, 1998, Albright pointed out that:

The key to a successful initiative is to focus on practical military capabilities. Any initiative
must avoid preempting Alliance decision making by de-linking ESDI from NATO, avoid
duplicating existing efforts, and avoid discriminating against non-EU members (Albright
1998).

Albright’s statement was an immediate reaction to the Declaration of Saint Malo and was
recurrently recapped in the years that followed (Toje 2008: 105). As stated by Albright, NATO
partners should not duplicate what has previously been done by the Alliance. This would result in
a waste of resources, at a time when many countries in Europe had declined their defense costs.
Basically, the EU project shouldn’t, by any means, “decouple” or “delink” the U.S. from the old
continent, or the EU defense endeavors from those coordinated through the Alliance. Albright
insisted that those NATO members, who were not members of the European Union should not be
discriminated. This argument was particularly emphasized bearing in mind Turkey and other
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European NATO partners, such as Iceland, Norway, Hungary, the Chez Republic and Poland,
along with Canada and the U.S. (Sloan 2010: 222).
The Clinton administration made use of these fears to outline and conduct its backing for a
EU foreign and defense policy that is more consistent and quicker to respond, and primarily,
more efficient (Hamilton 2002: 144). George Robertson, then NATO Secretary General, in his
address at the 45th annual session of the Alliance Parliamentary Assembly, declared that:
For my part, I will ensure that ESDI is based on three key principles, the three I’s:
improvement in European Defense capabilities; inclusiveness and transparency for all Allies,
and the indivisibility of the transatlantic security, based on shared values (quoted in Sloan
2010:223).

Sloan maintains that Robertson’s move from “Ds” to “Is”, attempted to set “a positive spin”
on the U.S. concerns which would give the Europeans the same message, but in a less aggressive
way (ibid).
The U.S. administration approached the move from the three D’s to three I’s constructively.
In March 2000, William Cohen and Madeleine Albright, both former Secretaries of State in the
first and second Clinton administrations respectively, coauthored an article in the Wall Street
Journal in which they explicitly stressed: “Europe needs more military capability. This will
require spending more on defense, and spending smarter”. Concerning inclusiveness they
maintained, “Our NATO allies who are not members of the EU should have a voice in shaping
the EU’s security and defense deliberations.” Concerning the final “I”—the indivisibility of
security structures—Albright and Cohen argued that, “The closest possible links are necessary for
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NATO to be able to support an EU-led action where the Alliance is not engaged” (Albright and
Cohen 2000).
The Bush administration, on its part, was attentive to any signals that ESDP could
undermine the trans-Atlantic Alliance. In his meetings with Tony Blair, the British Prime
Minister in February 2001, George W. Bush accepted on good faith that ESDP would not damage
NATO. Following that meeting in Camp David, the President Bush stated that:

The Prime Minister and I spent a lot of time on this subject, as well, and I support his point of
view. He assured me that NATO is going to be the primary way to keep the peace in Europe
and that the United States—and I assured him the United States will be actively engaged in
NATO, remain engaged in Europe with our Allies. But he also assured me that the European
defense would no way undermine NATO. He also assured me that there would be a joint
command, that planning would take place within NATO, and that should all NATO not wish
to go on a mission that would then serve as a catalyst for the defense forces moving on their
own (Bush 2001).

A month later, in March 2001 President George W. Bush and German Chancellor Gerhard
Schroeder recognized ESDP as an organization that contributes to the burden sharing of peace
and security and which helps to strengthen NATO. They welcomed the EU efforts to take on
more responsibility for managing crisis by consolidating capacities and increasing the ability to
act wherever the Alliance decides not to be engaged (Hunter 2002: 123).
In his first visit to Europe, in June 2001, President Bush reiterated the importance of an
emerging relationship between the U.S. and the European Union. In the first ever summit held
with the EU heads of state and President Bush, in Göteborg, on June 14, 2001, it was left to the
United States to mark the central issues without the authorization of the EU.
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The U.S. welcomes the efforts of the EU to strengthen its capabilities and to develop the
ability to manage crises, including through military operations where NATO as a whole is not
engaged, and in a manner that is fully coordinated, where NATO interests are involved, and
transparent with NATO, and that provides for the fullest possible participation of non-EU
European allies (quoted in Hunter 2002: 124).

Donald Rumsfeld, then U.S. Secretary of Defense was much more doubtful and regarded
ESDP as a threat to the Alliance. In an interview for Telegraph, on March, 18, 2001, Rumsfeld
clearly stated that:

I personally will be watching carefully to see how things evolve, because we have so much at
stake with that [NATO] alliance. We need to be vigilant to see that we don’t do anything that
would inject instability into the alliance (quoted in Murphy 2001).

Overall, President Bush and his administration made their position clear in relation to
ESDP. They noted that NATO’s primacy should be preserved and not be questioned. Bush also
stressed that the European partners should be transparent towards the NATO non-EU members.
3.4 Europe ─a Superpower?
During the Cold War, in a climate where the Soviet threat was imminent and Western
Europe needed to be economically reconstructed and politically reconciled, the European leaders
agreed to the American leadership (McCormic 2005: 6). Europe and America were friends
“because they had no choice” (Kupchan 2002: 119). Having said this, an analysis of the U.S.–EU
relations has to do with their approach towards vulnerability. European countries have been
inclined to admit “vulnerability as a fact of life” as they have experienced occupations or
subjugations and their political freedoms and well-being are by no means internally secured. On
the other hand, U.S. has suffered neither dictatorial suppression nor foreign invasions, and from
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the U.S. perspective “European allies are willing to tolerate vulnerability while for Europeans, the
American search for invulnerability is incomprehensible” (Sloan 2010:81).
In past events, like the Vietnam War, the Middle East or the nuclear crisis, European
governments often disapproved of the U.S. policy and they seldom took the stance of either
changing that policy or influencing global opinion (McCormic 2005:6). By the 1990s, with the
Soviet threat disappeared, U.S. planners, freed from their European commitments, were rather
free to pursue radical changes in force structure and weaponry. As Calleo (2009:74) pointed out,
without an immediate real enemy, planners had “free rein imagining new threats”.
In 1991, George H. W. Bush famously coined the term "New World Order", a new global
reality in which "the nations of the world, East and West, North and South, can prosper and live
in harmony," and "the rule of law supplants the rule of the jungle". The world states, the President
was speaking about, would "recognize the shared responsibility for freedom and justice." He was
talking about "a world quite different from the one we've known" (quoted in Kagan 2008: 6).
With the disintegration of the Soviet Union, the U.S. and Western Europe began to forge a
new relationship with the countries that were formerly members of the Warsaw Pact. Donald
Rumsfeld not entirely unjustifiably called these emerging democracies the “New Europe”. With
the process of European integration, the entire playground had changed (Tarifa 2007: 50-51).
While both German states were unified to create one Germany, EU foreign policy was dominated
by its growth in the economic and political domain. This policy aimed at including the newly
democratic states of Central and Eastern Europe to the wealthy western European system. Its
leaders regarded the EU enlargement as a historical moment, meaning that, for the first time in
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history, the continent was being unified by peaceful means. Through its enlargement process, the
European Union wanted to become not only an important economic actor on the global stage, but
also a major political actor. Many American scholars believed—and many in Europe hoped—
that the EU aimed at challenging the U.S. for the global leadership. Even Tony Blair, the most
loyal European leader to the U.S., maintained that the European Union must become “a
superpower” (see Dale 2003:40).
Be that as it may, the only most influential policy tool Europe possessed was EU
enlargement. This was also the most efficient mechanism for extending security and peace that
the West has applied since the fall of Berlin Wall. Ever since, this “power of attraction” that
Europe possesses has helped the stabilization of the economy and politics of many neighboring
central and eastern European countries. The process of enlargement was best described by the
euro-enthusiast Wolfgang Ischinger, a renowned German euro enthusiastic diplomat, calling it as
the “the biggest and most ambitious regional security and stability program in history” (Ischinger
2005: 90).
The EU integration into a single economic and political entity, and latter into a military
power, as foreseen in the Maastricht Treaty, have made the European enthusiasts believe that the
Old Great Europe would soon become the next superpower. It would be able to manage the crises
in its periphery, like the Balkans, and return as a first rank world player. Under the new
circumstances, after the 1990s, Europe would ultimately, reestablish the international
"multipolarity" which was destroyed by the Cold War and its consequences (Kagan 2004: 20).
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Samuel Huntington, anticipated that the merging of the EU was going to be the “single
most important move toward anti-hegemonic coalition” in the global response against the U.S.
supremacy, creating a real multipolar international system for the twenty-first century
(Huntington 1999: 45). David Pryce Jones, a British commentator, backed what Huntington
predicted, claiming that the EU was emerging as a political block and was seeking to be a
challenge to the U.S. (Pryce-Jones 1999).
A powerful voice of within the European Union, France, was more straightforward in its
foreign policy ambitions; it sought the restoration of a multipolar world. Hubert Védrine, the
former French minister of Foreign Affairs, argued that the purpose of French Foreign Policy had
to be the restitution of multipolarity (Védrine 1999). French President Jacques Chirac,
announced, in the fall of 1999, his image for a “multipolar world” where the European Union
would be the chief pole of “international equilibrium”, serving to balance America (Chirac 1999).
Many Europeans began to think that all the countries in the world would join the principles
of illuminist liberalism. This would allow the creation of a more flawless international system,
based on international institutions and laws. This liberal vision of the international order seemed
triumphant and the post-Cold War world was believed to be the place where markets and
democracy would flourish around the world, “globalization was enshrined as a progressive
historical force, and ideology, nationalism and war were at a low ebb" (Ikenberry 2006: 3-4).
Most Europeanists thought that the era of wars was over, and there would be no confrontation
among the great powers, and that they had “stepped out of the Hobbesian world of anarchy into
the Kantian world of perpetual peace” (Kagan 2004: 57). It was the time when many scholars
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believed that United Europe could serve as a model to follow on how to organize the world in the
21st century (Mandelbaum 2002: 374).
Many scholars on both sides of the Atlantic believed that the new world order might be
modeled after Europe’s image. Europe was led into a “post-modern” system where power politics
and national interests were diminished giving allegedly way to the supranational institutions and
international law. The European Union was regarded as the best model of a postmodern age since
it embodies “a voluntary association of states rather than the subordination of states to a central
power”. All the previous divisions that existed would disappear because of the common values,
shared trade and economic benefits. In this “post-modern age”, all European countries allegedly
look forward to entering the European Union where a “voluntary movement of self-imposition is
taking place” (Cooper 2002). In other words, Europe, the previous main ground for the
competition of great powers, was now building its post-modern institutions while denying the
power politics (Kagan 2008: 11).
It is widely believed that the EU has become the “world’s pre-eminent civilian power” and
it has taken up a unique position, in a progressively more pacific and collaborative international
system. Many believe that America and Europe will remain two global superpowers and for the
foreseeable future the world will be bipolar. According to Moravcsik (2009: 418-419), only the
two key global players, can constantly envisage a full range of “hard” to “soft” power globally.
Furthermore, several EU leaders believe that the diplomatic tools, assistance for underdeveloped
countries and trade policies should be “the weapons of first resort in dealing with Third World
instability” (Sloan 2010: 83). Therefore, Europe has attempted to diminish its dependency from
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America in the security and foreign policy realms as well as in the economic one. Europe aspires
to have a strong and single voice in the economic matters and this was the main motivation
behind the creation of a European common currency—the Euro.
I argue that a truly and effectively united Europe does not lack the ingredients needed to
become a world power in its own right. Europe might already qualify as a superpower in
economic and financial terms. It aims to further deepen the European integration and to keep
Germany more tied to Europe. The creation of the European Monetary Union drew the EU
members closer in a common space known as “Eurozone”, which consists of an important
economic power.
Fred Bergsten also believes that Euroland will be on the same level as America or surpass it
on every aspect of the economy and it will address the economic issues progressively more with a
single voice. In his view, the financial supremacy of the Dollar will be challenged by the Euro
and the economic relations between the U.S. and the EU will “...rest increasingly on a foundation
of virtual equality” (Bergsten 1999: 20).
As a matter of fact, the EU has performed “miracles” as far as economic and political
realms are concerned. The European Union arose as “an economic power of the first rank”,
capable of holding its economy with the American and Asian one, and able to bargain affairs of
global finance and trade on equal footings (Kagan 2004: 21). It has become is the largest world
trader and a powerful actor in global trade negotiations. It has formed a single market, it has
established the common external tariff, most of its member states have adopted the Euro and the
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Commission has the competence to act for governments of the member states in the global trade
(Mccormick 2002: 204-205).
Although Europe comprises only seven per cent of the global population, the EU produces
28 per cent of the global Gross Domestic Product (GDP) (nearly the same as the U.S.). It also
gives a satisfactory record in relation to the world merchandise trade (about three times the share
of America). Political scientist John Mccormick has argued that the EU has become so powerful a
global actor that nothing could be agreed in the world trade negotiations if the EU and the U.S. do
not strike a deal between them (Mccormick 2005: 8-9). The EU member states, taken together,
spend more money on defense than any other country, except for the United States – half a billion
dollars per day compared to the U.S. daily billion plus. In fact the European Union countries
spend about $160 billion on defense, as much as Russia, Japan and China combined. In the total
defense spending Britain, France and Germany rank respectively fifth, sixth, and seventh
(Ischinger 2005: 89). Although it has no intention of keeping up with the U.S., Europe “has
established itself as the world’s ‘second’ military power” since the Cold War ended (Moravcsik
2009: 407). As has been argued in this dissertation, the European Union has strengthened its
defense and security through the foundation of ESDP, jointly creating a security force in Europe
in addition to the defense and security that NATO provides.
Considering the political, economic and military power of the EU, some scholars maintain
that for “better or worse, Europe could be America’s equal in power” (Nye 2002: 31). “Make no
mistake: at the dawn of the third millennium, Europe is reinventing itself as a global actor”
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(Nicolaidis 2005: 94). There was confidence in the European leader’s predictions that “the
twenty-first century would be Europe’s” (Laqueur 2013: 80).
The commitment of the European Union to multilateral effectiveness has turned out to be a
driving maxim for its foreign policy. The European Union collaborates with a wide-ranging
multilateral organizations, like the OSCE, UN, NATO, the World Trade Organization (WTO) and
others (Whitman 2010: 27). The EU, whose vision is to form a federation of democratic countries
and to consolidate the rule of law through effective multilateral institutions, is considered a
“civilian power”. According to Ischinger, Europe is second to none in the world concerning peace
building, conflict prevention, promotion of human rights and in the protection of the environment
(Ischinger 2005: 88).
Contrary to the European enthusiasts who believe in a “Kantian Europe” as well as to what
Jacques Delors, then President of European Commission said in 1991, that the Bosnian crisis
signaled “the hour of Europe” and that the U.S. was no longer essential in Europe, the 1990s and
the decade following September 11, 2001, showed that Europe was and remains weak in
comparison to the United States and is far from evolving as a superpower. In fact, Europe’s
economic and financial power and its military do not translate into a global strategic power. In its
aspiration to become a world superpower, Europe has proved to be extremely reluctant to
strengthen its joint military capability (Jones 2004:604).
Evidently, the Balkan wars revealed Europe’s political confusion and its appalling disunity,
military incapacity and its overall flaws. On the contrary, American military and diplomatic
engagement in the Balkan crisis of the 1990s clearly demonstrated two things: First, that Europe,
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to its liability and humiliation had neither the political will, nor the military capacity to bring
peace and stability in its southeastern peninsula. Second, in contrast with this kind of Europe
─passive, paralyzed, appeasing, and fundamentally in disaccord with American idealism─ the
United Stated was in the 1990s and still remains, as events in Bosnia and Kosovo have clearly
shown, the key player in the resolution of crises and the reinstatement of stability in this region of
Europe (see Tarifa 2010: 131-133). As Robert Kagan has suggested:

The American dominance of the war effort troubled Europeans in two ways. On the one hand,
it was a rather shocking blow to European honor….To Europe’s most respected thinkers in
France, Germany and Britain, the Kosovo war had only ‘highlighted the impotence of
Europe’s armed forces’. It was embarrassing that even in a region as close as Balkans,
Europe’s ability to deploy force’ was but ‘a meager friction’ of America’s. More troubling
still was that European dependence on American military power gave the United States
dominant influence not only over the way the war was fought but also over international
diplomacy before, during and after the war (Kagan 2004: 46-47).

The 1990s revealed that the U.S. continued to be in the old continent and in other parts of
the globe as “the indispensable power,” in the Albright’s declaration. In the European key areas,
the U.S. supremacy and impact was essential. America promulgated the fundamental vision
directing the EU and American policy concerning Europe in the post-Cold War period — to form
a continent which is “whole and free” (as George H.W. Bush named it), and “peaceful,
undivided, and democratic” (as Bill Clinton paraphrased it). America established an approach to
materialize that vision, by emphasizing the necessity for the promotion of a stronger Europe, the
transformation of the trans-Atlantic Alliance, engagement of Russia, and for bringing
reconciliation and stability in the Balkan region. This strategy proved to be effective during the
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1990s. These are the motives, which make America an “indispensable power” in the European
continent (Daalder 2001: 70-71).
The EU encounters problems and faces limits vis-à-vis the degree of its unity. The common
EU identity is weak as its member states feel their national identity is stronger and national
interests still matter. The difficulties in decision making run counter to any European aspiration
to be a greater protagonist on global affairs or take an international leadership role since global
leadership entails consistent, effective, and immediate decision-making in response to global or
regional crises and challenges (Tarifa 2007:60). In order for the EU to create a “balance of
power” globally, all of its nation states would have to relinquish their national sovereignty, which
is unlikely to happen.
The engine of Franco-German cooperation has so far been the engine behind the European
integration. Germany has considered Europe as a goal and an alternative for a more self-assured
foreign policy. For France, there have been a number of disagreements with the Union and an
assertive foreign policy so long as it had Germany, prior to 1990, “in its pocket”. As Germany
grew bigger and stronger with its reunion, it established “a more ‘normal’ foreign policy”, and
gained more influence in European matters (Nye 2002: 31-32). Concerning the power share in the
EU, former French Prime Minister Lionel Jospin maintained that he was loyal to the French
conventional view that the influence of France in Europe could be preserved only by supporting
the highly leveraged position of member governments. In his words, “I want Europe, but I remain
attached to my nation” (quoted in Vinocur 2001).
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One can understand why, in the case of various international crises, everyone in Europe
looks at Paris and Berlin and not Brussels, the place where the head offices of the EU are located.
Furthermore, the EU eastward expansion to include all Central European countries and several
countries further to the south and the east of the continent, shows that the EU bodies are expected
to stay sui generis, but they veer towards the confederal system rather than a federal one
(Moravcsik 2001: 121). Although the European Union may not lack all the necessary components
that could make it a world power equal ─or a global equivalent─ to the U.S., it lacks the
coherence and the vital ability of acting as a single military power, not least of all because,
having been under the U.S. umbrella for so long, it did not ─and still does not─ need to take full
responsibility for its own defense (Tarifa 2010: 172). As Tarifa points out:

Perhaps the EU will never be able to emulate the unity of decision executed by the United
States or by any traditional power, especially when it comes to building up a common
European defense and foreign policy that will best serve Europe’s common interests. The
reason is clear: there simply is no common ‘European national interest’ (Tarifa 2007: 59-60)

Asle Toje, a foreign policy scholar and commentator, describes Europe as a “small power”.
In his view, the EU patterns of behavior on the global stage are characterized by dependence. He
argues that:

Having been forged through the tensions between Member State sovereignty and
participation in and commitment to the transatlantic alliance, the strategic behavior of the EU
is dependent upon American leadership….As a power, the EU is economically strong,
militarily weak and politically fragmented (Toje 2011: 53-54).
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3.5 NATO Enlargement
NATO’s enlargement in the post-Cold War era in Europe demonstrated its most important
geopolitical transformation. In order to be prepared for its future challenges, NATO underwent a
process of change in its mission, objectives and capabilities. All this was associated with a
significant resistance and rhetoric by Russia, which has seen NATO’s expansion eastward not
only as a competitor in its areas of influence, but also as a direct threat to its security. The
enlargement of NATO is a process that has characterized the whole history of the trans-Aatlantic
Alliance. The principle that establishes which states would join NATO is outlined in Article 10 of
the Treaty, as follows:

The Parties may, by unanimous agreement, invite 'any other European State in a position to
further principles of this Treaty and to contribute to the security of the North Atlantic Area to
accede to this Treaty. Any state so invited may become part to the Treaty by depositing its
instrument of accession with the Government of United States (North Atlantic Treaty).

During the Cold War, the enlargement of NATO intended to strengthen the Alliance and
broaden its influence in order to counterbalance the Warsaw Pact. Back then NATO expanded to
countries such as Germany, Greece, Turkey and Spain. Its expansion was not always greeted with
enthusiasm. While negotiating the North Atlantic Treaty, George Kennan reasoned, with
consistency but with little success, that a North Atlantic Treaty should be strictly geographical in
membership and thus composed only of states “whose shores were washed by the waters of the
North Atlantic”. Kennan intended the North Atlantic Alliance to be a defensive one and not
subject to grey areas (it would not, for example, include Italy, Greece or Turkey) (Smith 2000:
23). This didn’t prove successful and the North Atlantic Treaty was not devised in mere
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geographical terms. This was evidenced by Italy’s inclusion in NATO and later the membership
of Greece and Turkey.
With the end of the Cold War, bipolarity also come to an end, hence NATO’s expansion to
include some of the member states of the former Warsaw Pact reached a defining moment. An
open-door policy for NATO was agreed in the NATO summit of Washington in 1996 with the
vision that all newly emerging democracies in Central and Eastern Europe, from the Baltics to the
Black Sea would become part of the tans-Atlantic Alliance.
Since the fall of the Berlin Wall NATO has undergone four eastward expansions. After the
reunification of Germany, in 1990, the former GDR found itself part of Alliance. In 1999 three
new members were added: Hungary, Poland and the Chez Republic. In 2004, Slovenia, Slovakia,
Romania, Bulgaria, Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia joined the alliance. In 2009, membership was
offered to Albania and Croatia. The latest country to join NATO was Montenegro, in June 2017.
It was the U.S. that championed the reunification of Germany after the Cold War, as it did
for its reconstruction and rehabilitation after the Second World War. The U.S. was also the
strongest supporter of the idea that NATO should be transformed, not diminished. Although after
the Cold War many scholars thought that NATO had lost its raison d’être, the reality was that the
allies still preferred the presence of the U.S. troops in Europe. They needed a hedge against
Russia, and were scared of the free-floating Germany. Moreover, the governments of almost all
the former communist countries in Central and Eastern Europe were seeking NATO’s support
and their membership in the Alliance. In fact, NATO’s enlargement would have ended at the
border of Germany if it was up to NATO’s European member states. This did not involve any
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secret agreement with Moscow, it was solely because the eastward enlargement was not their
priority. They increasingly came to see their membership in NATO as “the natural culmination of
their desire to be fully integrated and secure in the West” (Asmus 2002: 7).
The history of NATO enlargement proved that it was more of a goal of the states which
aspired to become NATO members than that of the allies. Russia was well aware of this fact.
Moscow recognized that the ambition of NATO to further enlarge its ranks came from neither the
U.S. nor Europe, but rather it originated from the former Warsaw Pact member states themselves.
They were interested in both the prosperousness of the EU and the security that was guaranteed
by the Article 5 of the Washington Treaty. With such aims “Poland, the Chez Republic and
Hungary, the first new entrants, were keen to anchor themselves in the West” (Joseph 2014).
Although much of the effort to expend NATO was owned to the U.S., one cannot ignore the
circumstances. Post-Soviet Russia was weak and the western countries could reach a compromise
to enlarge a Europe that would be “whole, free and at peace”. Even though there were initially
fierce debates and controversies, this achievement was due to the common strategy of the United
States and the European Union. The aim was to revive NATO, and to help the addressing of the
global challenges jointly by the U.S. and Europe. Although NATO enlargement has been
effective, the circumstances have changed and the world has been transformed in a dramatic way
since the time it was established. In this new reality the U.S. and Europe “face new risks and
opportunities on Europe’s periphery and need to recast their strategic thinking accordingly for a
new era” (Asmus 2008: 95).
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Although NATO has strong proponents, after the end of the Cold War its expansion has at
times also faced skepticism and even opposition from some of the members of the Alliance, but
mostly from Russia. Russia viewed NATO expansion with her former allies of the Warsaw pact,
particularly with countries that were formerly part of the USSR, as a real threat. As Sloan points
out:

The NATO enlargement process directly threatened these perceptions of Russian security
interests, even if, from the point of view of its former allies and neighboring republics, it was
fully within their right and even in their vital interests to join NATO and the European Union
(Sloan 2010: 128).

The EU and NATO enlargements after 1990s had a positive effect on the development of
the newly emerging democracies, but the inherent problem that the enlargement had from its very
beginning was the way Western Europe would deal with Russia and its neighboring countries.
It’s worth mentioning that as of today the West had succeeded in the management of the
consequences of this flaw.
The decision for the unification of Germany set a precedent for other Central and Eastern
European countries to join NATO as well as the European Union. But the West had to bear in
mind the Russian question. The fundamental issue in the enlargement process had been that
Russia couldn’t be fully integrated in NATO or the EU. Furthermore, “Russia would never accept
integration on nonnegotiable Western terms” (Charap and Shapiro 2014: 267). In the first decade
after the Cold War, Russia was unprepared and weak to prevent or oppose the process of
enlargement and expressed no wish to do so. Hence, the West achieved a significant goal while
stabilizing Eastern and Central Europe by offering the countries of this region membership first in
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NATO and later in the EU. Since it was their objective to become members of both these
organizations, the aspiring states had to adapt to their rules in order to join them. Russia has felt
humiliated by the “broken promises” of the West, since Moscow claims that it was promised that
NATO would not be enlarged “beyond the borders of a reunified Germany”. As Aleksander
Lukin, Russian Policy thinker stated,

Forgetting the promises made by Western leaders to Mikhail Gorbachev after the unification
of Germany—most notably that they would not expand NATO eastward—the United States
and its allies set out to achieve what Soviet resistance had prevented during the Cold War
(Lukin 2014: 86).

Contrary to Moscow’s claims, analysts and U.S. and NATO policymakers insist that such a
promise was never made. Mark Kramer, for instance, argues that Russian claims are false:

Whether Russian and Western observers and officials are justified in arguing that the U.S.
government, and perhaps some of the other NATO governments, made a ‘‘pledge’’ to
Gorbachev in 1990 that if the USSR consented to Germany’s full membership in NATO after
unification, the alliance would not expand to include any other East European countries.
Declassified materials show unmistakably that no such pledge was made. Valid arguments
can be made against NATO enlargement, but this particular argument is spurious (Kramer
2009: 55).

The same conclusion is drawn by Mary Elise Sarote, who argues that “contrary to Russian
allegations, Gorbachev never got the West to promise that it would freeze NATO’s borders”
(Sarote 2014: 96). Ruhle also maintains that the West has never made any “political or legally
binding commitments...to extend NATO beyond the borders of a reunified Germany” (Ruhle
2014: 2). Even though Russia has continuously objected to NATO’s expansion, it must be noted
that its reaction was not aggressive. Sometimes it was hesitant towards the process of
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enlargement and sometimes opposing. Zbigniew Brzezinski, in his often quoted article “An
agenda for NATO” has argued that,
Initially, Russia’s new leadership acceded reluctantly to it (notably, in the course of Russian
President Boris Yeltsin’s negotiations with Polish President Lech Walesa in August 1993);
only on second thought, shortly thereafter, did Russia begin to object (Brzezinski 2009: 8).

Russian President Boris Yeltsin at a meeting with his Polish counterpart Lech Walesa said
bluntly that Russia was not against to the accession of Poland into NATO. On August 25, 1993
Yeltsin and Walesa signed a communiqué affirming that Russia did not oppose Poland joining the
Alliance. Yeltsin stated that the decision of Poland was not against the interest of other countries
that looked for their future European integration, neither was it against the interests of Russia. In
Yeltsin’s words “the ice of distrust between the two countries had melted and that the days were
over when Moscow would dictate to Warsaw what it should do” (quoted in Asmus 2002: 37).
Even in the meeting with Vaclav Havel, then Yeltsin stated that joining NATO “It’s your free
choice....” (ibid, 39).
Yeltsin’s attitude altered in September 1993, after the forceful confrontation with the
opposition. Yeltsin allegedly felt under Russian military pressure, whose backing was crucial for
his success over his opponents. In mid-September 1993, Yeltsin wrote a letter to President
Clinton and to several European leaders reaffirming that Moscow did not consider NATO an
enemy and recognizing the rights of Central and East Europeans to choose their own alliances.
But Yeltsin also insisted that relations between Russia and NATO should always be “a few
degrees warmer” than those between the Alliance and Eastern and Central Europe. Instead of

146

NATO enlarging, he proposed that the Alliance and Russia offer mutual security guarantees to
Central and Eastern Europe and that the two sides work together to create a new pan-European
security system. Russia, Yeltsin wrote, did not exclude wanting to join NATO herself but that
“for the time being” this was only a theoretical possibility (ibid, 47-48).
This letter stirred up debates within the administration of President Clinton, and in the end
Washington decided to put off the membership offer to particular countries. As an alternative, the
Clinton administration offered the “Partnership for Peace” (PfP) Program for the former
communist states of Central and Eastern Europe. “Partnership for Peace” was intended to soothe
Russia and aimed at encouraging it to join NATO in the future.
Washington’s move was not received enthusiastically by the governments of the new
democracies. They continued to advocate their quick and full accession to NATO. Nevertheless,
the ‘Partnership for Peace’ was ratified in January 1994, at NATO’s Brussels Summit. NATO
clarified that it intended the new membership of the bordering countries in the East and Central
Europe.
In the years 2000 Putin’s attitude towards NATO changed and his rhetoric would have been
irrelevant today. Shortly after Putin took office, in an interview for BBC he declared:

I cannot imagine my own country in isolation from Europe and what we often call the
civilized world. So it is hard for me to visualize NATO as an enemy. I think even posing the
question this way will not do any good to Russia or the world” (BBC 2000).
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Sloan observes that in the first years of his presidency Putin “led Russia toward pragmatic
and even constructive relationship with NATO, while trying to restore a degree of internal order
following the tumultuous presidency of Boris Yeltsin” (Sloan 2010: 131).
It should be said that the process of enlargement was opposed not only in Russia, but also in
the West and in particular in the U.S. Many influential political experts, think tanks and
politicians from both sides were against the Alliance’s expansion. On June 1997, an open letter
was written to the U.S. president, supporting the idea that the process of enlargement was a
historic mistake. It was signed by 40 outstanding political experts, together with former
ambassadors, Senators and congressmen, former cabinet officials and different academics like,
Ambassador George Bunn, Professor David Calleo, former Senator Gary Hart, Professor Michael
Mandelbaum, Former Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara, former Senator Sam Nunn,
Professor Richard Pipes, and many others (Bunn et al. 1997). These public figures opposed the
expansion of NATO on some important grounds. According to them the process will decrease the
security of the allies and the security of Europe will be unsettled. They believed that the
expansion of the Alliance was “neither necessary, nor desirable and that this ill-conceived
policy….should be put on hold” (Bunn et al. 1997). Opponents of enlargement each argued that
Europe should be consolidated economically and politically and not in its security matters. As
such, it was the EU’s responsibility and not that of the trans-Atlantic Alliance.
Prominent politicians called for the strategy to be reconsidered. In an article in the New
York Times, Howard Baker Jr., former Republican Senator, Sam Nunn, former U.S. Senator,
Alton Frye, a Senior Fellow of the Council on Foreign Relations, Brent Scowcroft former

148

National Security Adviser recommended that the European Union had to be expanded before
NATO completed the acceptance of other members (Baker et al., 1998).
As the Cold War ended, Russia was no longer a military power in Europe. So, it wouldn’t
be beneficial to invest in security matters as long as Russia was not considered a real threat. But
if the alliance was expanded the tensions between Russia and the U.S. would intensify. They
argued that NATO enlargement “will strengthen the non-democratic opposition, undercut those
who favor reform and cooperation with the West, bring the Russian to question the entire postCold War settlement, and galvanize resistance in the DUMA to the Start II and III treaties” (Bunn
et al. 1997).
An outstanding critical voice concerning the strategy, Thomas Friedman, a New York
Times journalist, in an article titled “The Grand Bargain”, expressed the view that the
enlargement of the alliance would jeopardize advancement on arms reduction discussions, which
was a matter of urgency of that time and not the entrance of other former communist countries
into the alliance (Friedman 1999). Friedman also argued that NATO expansion would aggravate
an insecure country and strengthen the communist and nationalist groups who wanted Russia to
deviate from the democratic course. The democratic reforms would be weakened and the hard
line nationalists would be strengthened and this might prompt Russia “to back away from the
arms control agreements and certainly encourage Russia to view Central Europe as a new threat”
(ibid). From this point of view, NATO enlargement had clear implications concerning arms
reductions and the nuclear balance in the old continent.
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George Kennan, a political scientist and renowned advocate of the containment policy
during the Cold War opposed the expansion of the alliance considering it as the most “fateful
error” in the American post-Cold War policy. In line with the other opponents, Kennan argued
that the enlargement would cause an adverse effect on Russian democracy, the east-west tensions
would return again and Russia could make a decision in its foreign policy that the West would
not appreciate (Kennan 1997).
The opponents maintained that the enlargement would “draw a new line of division”
between the new entries and those who would be left out. The continent would be instable and the
security of the “outs” would be diminished. Furthermore, the ability of NATO to perform its
main mission would be degraded and the U.S. would be involved as a security guarantor in
countries with border problems and national minority ones. Thus, the addition of the new
members into the alliance appeared very problematic (Bunn et al. 1997).
Charles A. Kupchan, maintained that NATO expansion would constitute a “grave strategic
error”. According to him the expansion of NATO did not guarantee the extinction of European
boundaries, but promised to “revive Europe’s dividing lines”. Europe might become larger but
the divisions would be sharper and hostile as Russia would seek to reassert control over its former
satellites. Furthermore the cohesion of the alliance would also be eroded (Kupchan 1994). Later
in the year 2000, Kupchan maintained that NATO’s expansion made it difficult to coordinate
efficient military action and to reach a consensus within the Alliance (Bosnia made it clear). In
the words of Kupchan “As new members enter NATO, the alliance will grow only looser and
more unwieldy (Kupchan 2000: 132). The opponents of NATO’s expansion were also concerned
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that this process was going to be costly and they were not sure who would bear the brunt. Would
the U.S. still be committed to the trans-Atlantic Alliance, and therefore Europe? (Rosner 1996:
11). Michael Mandelbaum, Professor at the John Hopkins University, considering the high costs
of the expansion argued that this was a bad investment. In his words:

If NATO expansion were e new company, its prospectus would say: if you invest in this firm,
the best you will do is break even. You’ll almost certainly lose a modest amount of money,
and you might lose a great deal. You won’t make any. That is the definition of a bad
investment (Mandelbaum 1996).

Despite numerous objections to NATO’s enlargement most significant strategist and
political analysts believed—and still do—that the expansion of the Alliance in the post-Cold War
era was a geopolitical necessity. Henry Kissinger, a supporter of this argument, feared that if
NATO did not expand to the East, a security power vacuum would be created between Germany
and Russia, hence, both countries would seek ways to fill the vacuum. Thus, the cohesion of
NATO would be threatened and its very existence would be questioned (Kissinger 1994).
Kissinger believed that if NATO failed to expand, the results would be irrevocable. In his view,
the circumstances in Russia could change, its economy could strengthen and the Central and East
European countries might “drift out of their association with Europe” (ibid). Kissinger further
argued that, “When NATO recoils from defining the only limits that make strategic sense, it is
opting for progressive irrelevance” (ibid).
Earlier, in an article published in The Washington Post, Kissinger had criticized the Clinton
administration with regard to “Partnership for Peace” program. He voiced his concerns that this
program was going to create a power vacuum in the Eastern borders of the Alliance and it’d
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worsen relations with Russia, leading to the emergence of a “no-man's-land between Germany
and Russia”. Kissinger foresaw that “Poland would once again be defined as a potential victim”
(Kissinger 1993). Kissinger called to bring Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic in as
‘qualified members’.
Zgibniew Brzezinski, shared the same power vacuum concern for the Eastern Europe and
saw it as dangerous. In his view, Germany had to be consolidated in a wider Europe and the
relationship with Russia should be facilitated. This was the challenge of the time. In this way, any
potential geopolitical vacuum between East and West would be eliminated (Brzezinski 1995: 28).
Brzezinski urged the NATO member states to lay out a more explicit path to full NATO
membership for the leading Central European candidates.
William Safire, on his part argued for an acceleration of NATO’s expansion. Given that
Russia was not able to intervene at that time, therefore the momentum was right. He feared that, a
resurgent Russia, regaining “both strength and appetite”, could again someday “seek to dominate
or re-absorb the nations of Eastern Europe”. On balance, the advocates of the geopolitical
argument believed that if the borders of the trans-Atlantic Alliance were not pushed further east,
then the security of the West could not be guaranteed.
Another group of scholars supportive to the expansion of the Alliance were those who
advocated the concept of democratic development. The enlargement of the Alliance was a great
opportunity to spread democracy in the former communist countries. Building democracy meant
generating peace and security. The proponents of NATO’s expansion in the West as well as in
Eastern and Central Europe reasoned that NATO was a community of countries and its frame was
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founded on common values and democratic norms of the member states. As such, every
candidate for membership was considered as a member of the European family of democratic
nations. Hence, the basis for NATO expansion was to promote and protect the democracy and the
liberal norms of international conduct (Schimmelfennig 2003: 242).
President Clinton and his administration were fervent supporters of democracy. In his State
of the Union Address, on January 25, 1994 President Clinton declared that,

The best strategy to ensure our security and to build a durable peace is to support the advance
of democracy elsewhere. Democracies don't attack each other, they make better trading
partners and partners in diplomacy. That is why we have supported, you and I, the democratic
reformers in Russia and in the other states of the former Soviet bloc (Clinton 1994).

For the advocates of the NATO’s expansion, the United States wanted to maintain the same
approach they had at the end of the Cold War. In January 1994, Al Gore, then Vice-President
argued, that the security of America depended on the “security of the states that lie between
Western Europe and Russia”, and that the countries of Eastern and Central Europe should no
more be “pieces of a buffer zone to be argued over by others” (quoted in Dumbrell 2010: 273). In
order for NATO to survive it had to be renewed and expanded. Anthony Lake, President
Clinton’s National Security Advisor (1993-1997), and one of the most prominent supporters of
enlargement, maintained that NATO was as important for Europe, as it had been during the Cold
War. He argued that the containment doctrine had to be replaced by the enlargement doctrine,
“enlargement of the world’s free community of market democracies” (Lake 1993).
Strobe Talbott’s, in his article “Why NATO should grow”, published in August 1995,
argued that the enlargement process was grounded on topics like promotion of democracy and
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stability, liberal norms and common values. As the Cold War ended, the Alliance should be
enlarged to the new democratic states that “regained their independence, that share common
values, and that can advance the military and political goals of the Alliance”. He maintained that
the course of enlargement could aid the countries “to promote regional stability and peace”
(Talbott 1995). By presenting the NATO enlargement process as a policy that was grounded on
the essential principles of the Alliance and on its membership rules, the supporters of
enlargement “made it difficult for the ‘brakemen’ to openly oppose this policy without harming
their credibility as community members” (Schimmelfenning 2003: 244).
Numerous influential voices in diplomacy and political sciences outlined that the transAtlantic Alliance should be enlarged. Concerning the Visegrad countries they held the view that
it was in the interest of the United States to include them in NATO. The vision of these countries
on security matters corresponded with those of the United States and other Atlanticists (the
Netherland, Portugal and Britain). In this way, the Alliance’s Atlanticist position would be
strengthened and the U.S. would be greatly supported on crucial security issues. Public figures
like Ronald Asmus, U.S. diplomat and political analyst, Richard Kugler, American thinker and
writer and Stephen Larrabee, political scientist at RAND Cooperation, in an article written in
Foreign Affairs, in 1993 indicated that the most significant step was the transformation of NATO
from a collective defense alliance into one that is devoted to “projecting democracy, stability and
crisis management in a broader strategic sense”(Asmus et. al. 1993: 32, 35). As we understand,
the expansion of the trans-Atlantic Alliance had a wide range of opposition from many
outstanding scholars, public and political figures who had an influential role in the Clinton’s
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presidential foreign policy making. However, finally, the criticisms did not change the ultimate
goal to continue with the enlargement process and its ratification by the American Congress.
NATO expansion was a tool to proceed with the new bargain in the trans-Atlantic matters.
A more economically, politically and strategically coherent Europe would be a very reliable new
partner to meet America’s needs in achieving the new trans-Atlantic bargain. Enlargement was a
crucial process in keeping the U.S. seriously involved in the defense matters of the old Continent
and “for facilitating a more stable and outward-looking Europe”. Both the U.S. and its partners
would benefit from the process of enlargement. From this process, Washington believed that
European stability would be promoted and the leadership of America would be maintained on
Eurasia. The U.S. would gain partnership with reliable allies in assisting it in security
emergencies beyond Europe. In this sense the renewed Alliance would be evidently designed to
ensure the U.S.’s vital interests and consequently more likely to have continuing public and elite
support in America (see Asmus et al. 1996: 93).
3.6 The trans-Atlantic Alliance in a Unipolar World
The U.S. was projected as a global hegemon since the time of Benjamin Franklin, one of
the founding fathers of the United States, but it emerged as such only in the Second World War.
Its infrastructure, demography or house stock was not damaged and more importantly the U.S.
possessed the bomb. Hence, in every sense of the word, America was a hegemon. It was the
country with the greatest navy that the history had ever known. After the Second World War, it
became the home for the WB (World Bank), UN (United Nations) and IMF (International

155

Monetary Fund). Without doubt, the U.S stood as the world’s sole hegemon. In a system of rival
states, the hegemon is the leader, the same as Athens in the 5th century BC (Babones 2015: 54).
In 1989, the Soviet Union ceased to compete with the U.S. on a geopolitical scale. The
world was no longer bipolar. Consequently the U.S. turned out to be the only great power left
standing. This was the first time in modern-day history when the global balance of military power
became unipolar without a peer-competitor. Most of IR scholars were taken by surprise by such a
significant change of international politics. In the last 28 years, countless books and articles have
been written about the role of America in the world. International Relations scholars in particular
have dedicated a lot of effort to comprehend how, if at all, the U.S. may be constrained in a world
where a real competitor does not exist.
With the creation of the “New World Order”, an expression coined by George H.W. Bush,
the U.S. remains the sole global hegemon. Its main principle in defending free markets, the
human rights and democracy, combined with the greatest military power that the history has ever
known, led America to intervene in situations and places where nobody achieve to put an end to
the dictatorial regimes or aid the oppressed peoples.
The discussion on unipolarity in the first decade following the end of the Cold War was
manifested by arguments for and against a scaled-down worldwide role for the U.S. This period
was marked by a “peace dividend” that the West was experiencing after the Soviet Union wasn’t
its rival any more. For some, the U.S. had the chance not to get too much involved in the security
arrangements around the world. The expression “America go home” was very typical of the time.
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The idea was that the absence of a peer-competitor the American forces were no longer necessary
to be located everywhere in the world.
This position was strongly opposed by those who perceived the absence of a peercompetitor as a chance to do just the contrary: to strengthen the influence of the American power,
either by hard, soft or military instruments. Eventually, the administrations of George H. W. Bush
and Bill Clinton worked in favor of this proactive strategy, preserving and often expanding the
influence of America in at least one strategic region, Europe.
Referring to the new circumstances immediately after the end of the Cold War, Charles
Krauthammer was the first to express the view on the new global system which would be
unipolar and the United States were at the fin de siècle and that it would remain for a long time in
the 21st century the sole superpower. Outlined by Krauthammer for the first time on 18
September 1990, in a lecture in Washington, D.C., the thesis on the unipolar global system was
further elaborated by him in an article titled "Unipolar Moment”, published in December 1990 in
Foreign Affairs, and continues to be one of the most cited articles in the IR literature in these two
and a half decades. In it Krauthammer wrote: “The immediate post-Cold War world is not
multipolar; it is unipolar. The center of world power is the unchallenged superpower, the United
States, attended by its Western allies” (Krauthammer 1990/91: 23). A year later, he confirmed in
another article “The lonely Superpower”, published in the New Republic, that the unipolarity is
uncontested. He argued that:

We live in a unipolar world. The old bipolar world of the cold war has not given birth to the
multipolar world that many had predicted and some insist exists today. It has given birth to a
highly unusual world structure with a single power, the United States, at the apex of the
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international system. Multipolarity will come in time. But it is decades away. Germany and
Japan were to be the pillars of the new multipolar world. Their paralysis in the face of the
Gulf crisis was dramatic demonstration that economic power does not inevitably translate
into geopolitical power. As for the other potential pillar, "Europe," its disarray in response to
the Gulf crisis made clear that as an international player it does not yet exists (Krauthammer
1991: 23).

An editorial of the Economist, titled “America’s World” (October 23, 1999) made a
remarkable description of America as the most dominant country in the globe. “The United States
bestrides the globe like a colossus. It dominates business, commerce and communications; its
economy is the world's most successful, its military might second to none”. In this unipolar
world, rivalry among hegemonic powers has come to an end. The U.S. as the only hegemon
possesses the means and the motives to preserve the central security bodies with the aim of
decreasing regional conflicts and reducing expensive rivalry among the states. In the words of
Wohlforth, “unipolarity minimizes security competition among the other great powers”
(Wohlforth 1999: 7-8).
Since the Soviet demise, the U.S. has decided on the implementation of a defensive or
offensive military strategy, preserving a substantial security presence in the most crucial areas
around the globe. The U.S. has also been highly involved in a number of military conflicts. As
well as leading a number of small-scale operations, the United States militaries were engaged in
main operations in Kuwait (1991), Kosovo (1999), Afghanistan (2001), and Iraq (2003). Hence,
the last 25 years in the United States’ history prove why America is the only superpower in a
unipolar world.
The view on the structure of today's unipolar global system has had and continues to have
countless supporters and opponents. Among its enthusiastic supporters are the renowned authors
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Charles Krauthammer, Robert Kagan, William Wohlforth, Walter Laqueur, Stephen Walt,
Stephen Brooks etc. Among the most fervent opponents, it’s worth mentioning prominent IR
scholars Pierre Hasner, Charles Kupchan, David Hendrikson, Samuel Huntington, Martin
Walker, Kenneth Waltz etc. The opponents of the unipolar global system maintain that the U.S. is
not able to resolve the international conflicts on its own, and consequently the system is not
unipolar. We live in a bizarre, hybrid “uni-multipolar” system where there is one superpower (the
United States) and numerous major powers. One of the most controversial articles on the unipolar
world concerned an article written in 1999 in Foreign Affairs by Samuel Huntington who deemed
the U.S as the only superpower but the system is not unipolar. According to him “A unipolar
system would have one superpower, no significant major powers, and many minor powers”.
Huntington maintains that the superpower can efficiently resolve vital international problems on
its own, and no groupings of other states could manage to stop it from doing so (Huntington
1999: 35).
Contrary to Huntington, some scholars of international relations maintain the view that
although America is not an omnipotent power with unlimited force and, as such is unable to solve
on its own the crises or international conflicts, at the same time, America is the only superpower
without which, current issues or conflicts cannot be resolved without its involvement. According
to many scholars, supporters of unipolarity, we live in an unambiguously unipolar world and this
state of affairs will continue for decades to come. By polarity we mean the way usable
capabilities are distributed among powerful states. In a unipolar world the only superpower
distributes and exercises most of its military, economic and cultural influence.
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Today, only the U.S is superior to all the other great powers to use many capabilities. That
does not mean that America is all-powerful and can do and get what it wants or that it is a global
empire. It does not mean the U.S. is more powerful than any other country combined. It does not
indicate that it can effortlessly go and overthrow regimes in the world and install democracy
without spending a lot. But, it really means that there is simply one power in the world with a
global reach capacity capable of assembling global coalitions, one power whose capabilities put it
in a class of its own. To sum it up, the U.S. emerged as the only global power with most potential
that can make things happen. Two great supporters and analysts of unipolarity, William
Wohlforth and Stephen Brooks, in opposing the Huntington analysis, emphasize that “If today’s
American primacy does not constitute unipolarity then nothing ever will” (Brooks and
Whohlforth 2002: 21).
We may still argue that we live in unipolar world, but how durable is it? The influential
article "The Stability of a Unipolar World", written in 1999 by William Wohlforth, reversed the
consensus of some analysts who maintained that unipolarity was soon going to come to an end.
Persuasively contradicting the interpretation that United States decline was predetermined,
Wohlforth contended that unipolarity is durable. The dominance of the U.S. in every area is so
noticeable, he wrote that “for many decades, no state is likely to be in a position to take on the
United States in any of the underlying elements of power" (Wohlforth 1999: 8). Unipolarity is
durable because of the size of the American margin of power and its geographical location as an
off-shore power (ibid, 28).
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Two oceans separate the U.S. from the rest of the world and as such it cannot risk a
counterbalance from all other major powers such as Russia, EU, Japan, China etc. This is not an
advantage that the other major powers have. While Russia faces problems with its neighbors (the
former Soviet Republics), the EU and China, the latter has disagreements with its neighbors
(South Korea, Vietnam, Japan, etc.,), the U.S., taking advantage of its geographical position, is
not disturbed at all. All the U.S. should do in this unipolar world is to perform its role efficiently.
If it does so, the system should last long. In the words of Wohlforth (1999:39): “the more
efficiently the United States performs this role, the more durable the system” and “doing too little
is a greater danger than doing too much”. This "unipolar world" came with a predictable result
where America was able and willing to use force in conflict around the world. In the first decade
after the Cold War, the U.S intervened basically each and every time it deemed reasonable to do
so. This policy began in the Bush era (Panama invasion - 1989, the Gulf War – 1991; the
humanitarian involvement in Somalia – 1992) and continued in the years of the Clinton
administration (involvements in Bosnia, Haiti, and Kosovo).
After the end of the Cold War, many expected the U.S. to concentrate on its own affairs or
“go home”, however, the reality has shown that America was getting more involved abroad by
using its force thanks to the new advances in technology. As Robert Kagan puts it:

The United States was also freer to use force around the world in more limited ways through
air and missile strikes, which it did with increasing frequency. The end of the Cold War thus
expanded an already wide gulf between European and American power (Kagan 2004: 27).
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America could be compared neither with the EU nor with the other major powers. Thus, a
strong America with its unilateralist policies constitutes a concern for its European allies. In fact,
the hegemony has been an important issue in the American-European relationship since America
appeared in the world stage as a “great power” at the end of the nineteenth century (Layne 2003:
18). Europe has made anti-hegemonic moves since the fall of Berlin Wall. It formed the
European Union, created its own Common and Foreign Security Policy as well as it established
its own currency, the Euro to counterbalance the U.S. According to the Europeans, their new
currency could impose a crucial challenge to the domination of the Dollar in the international
financial system. Europe must create a counterbalance “to stop the United States from dominating
a multipolar world”, as the French Foreign Minister, Hubert Vedrine, argued (Huntington 1999:
45).
Not only France, but also other countries were against the unilateralist policies of the
United States. The Europeans wanted the U.S. to be more committed to the international
institutions. Even the most pro-American state, like the UK, was expressing its concerns about
the new trend of the American foreign policy (Everts 2002: 9). The European partners are
privately talking about the American inconsideration, or what the French name “hyperpuissance”
and what Europeans understand as an increasing trend to “go it alone” by the United States. A
number of European political leaders express the progress of a more unified European stand in
the global affairs as a balance to the fears of the unilateralist American policy. The strongest
voice in this opposition is France. It spends as much effort to oppose American supremacy as it
does to collaborate with it. Most of all, Europe is demanding more influence in shaping up the
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new objectives and missions for the trans-Atlantic Alliance. On the other hand, America is
concerned about the French attempts to make European defense less reliant on the U.S. headship.
One of the stronger voices concerning the fear of American unilateral policy in Europe, was
Hubert Védrine, the former French Foreign Minister, who remarked: “We cannot accept either a
politically unipolar world, nor a culturally uniform world, nor the unilateralism of a single
hyperpower” (quoted in Gunning 2002: 27).
In line with the French approach the former German Chancellor, Gerhard Schroder, voiced
similar concerns towards the U.S. policy after Cold War. At a conference on Security Policy held
in Munich in 1999, Chancellor Schroder said that it is undeniable ''that there is a danger of
unilateralism, not by just anybody but by the United States”. Germany demanded a more robust
role of Europe into NATO and for that reason Mr. Schroder expressed his concern that ''we want
a new Europe for a new NATO'' and “we want a new NATO for a new Europe'' (Whitney 1999).
Europe prefers the use of international bodies and multilateral organizations to address the global
issues from security dangers to economic uncertainty and environmental problems. Europeans do
not believe that the unilateral action is productive. Taking into account the complexity of the
global environment, one country is unable to resolve the difficult issues on its own.
Contrary to what the Europeans request, the U.S. is less and less committed to multilateral
organizations and international institutions. This attitude is demonstrated in the non-signature of a
number of treaties like, The Land Mine Treaty in 1997, The Kyoto Protocol on global warming
(Senate refused to ratify the Protocol), The Treaty establishing the International Criminal Court,
in December 2000, President Clinton at last signed the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty in

163

October 1999 (Everts 2001: 10). While the Europeans were eager for a more all-inclusive
international legal system with the aim to restrict the unilateral actions of the U.S., the American
approach towards the rest of the globe was becoming a more unilateral. Balkan wars clearly
demonstrated this approach of the U.S. The American supremacy in the Balkan conflicts shook
the Europeans to the core. Firstly it was a shocking blow to their honor and secondly they
underlined the ineffectiveness of their armed forces (Kagan 2002: 46).
The late 1990s displayed a disproportion of power between America and its European
partners and the rift in the trans-Atlantic relations. The Europeans didn’t do much about the
conflicts and their only concern was the “legal issues” which in fact prevented the efficient
prosecution of the war. The Americans were upset and impatient about the limits imposed by
their partners in Europe. American dominance was obvious and the Europeans were unhappy
about their dependency on the U.S. capabilities.
Europe felt threatened by the exercise of the U.S. unilateral power and it sought to discover
the sense of its mission. But the incredible evolution of European integration in the late 1990s
was not associated with the appearance of Europe as a superpower. In fact, the European
capabilities were declining and unfortunately, contrary to what was expected, it could not balance
the United States. Although one of the most significant by-products of EU integration was the
creation of an independent security and defense policy, isn't the ambition for European "power",
as Kagan puts it, something of an anachronism? (Kagan 2004: 65). Many European leaders,
committed to an increasingly watery internationalism or a competing version of multilateralism,
find the idea of American exceptionalism uncomfortable– an idea, as old as the founding of this
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country itself, that America is a special nation because it was, in Leo Strauss’s words, the only
country in the world which “was found in explicit opposition to Machiavellian principles”
(Strauss 1978: 13). Francis Fukuyama (2006) points out that its “benevolent hegemony” makes
the United States in fact different from other great powers and empires, even though most nonAmericans simply find it not credible.
Europe may indeed be on the verge of losing its future. It cannot afford to lose the
championship of the United States. At this historical juncture the Europeans will decide whether
they want to remain America’s allies or not. And since not being allied to the greatest democracy
and the most powerful country in the world is not a wise option, they will have to be good allies.
This is not a call for submission; this is a lesson that history has taught us time and again during
the past hundred years. Despite efforts by some European governments to take a more
independent stance on issues of European security and global affairs, Europe’s strategic
dependence on America cannot be overstated. This explains why most Europeans would still
prefer a strong transatlantic relationship rather than an “independent”, “post-modern” Europe
sallying forth in search of its place as a paragon of the international virtues in tomorrow’s world.
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CHAPTER 4
THE TRANS-ATLANTIC RELATIONS
FROM SEPTEMBER 11, 2001 TO THE PRESENT
4.1

Iraq – the Great Division
With the election of George W. Bush as President, the U.S. foreign policy was oriented

toward unilateralism. President Bush, deferent from his predecessor, Bill Clinton, did not
encourage the multilateral approach toward the international affairs. The vision of the new
president’s administration was that the aims of the U.S. foreign policy could be achieved only
through the unilateral actions of the U.S. and its leadership. The U.S. leadership demanded a
strong position, great capacity and a strong will to undertake actions, despite the opposition these
policies might generate. The Bush administration was confident that the American partners and
the allies would sooner or later follow the U.S. leadership while at the same time agreeing to the
American freedom of action.
Robert Kagan expressed this theory, in an article in the Foreign Policy magazine, titled
“The Benevolent Empire” in which he wrote that in order for the multilateralism to be efficient, it
“must be preceded by unilateralism. In the toughest situations, the most effective multilateral
response comes when the strongest power decides to act, with or without the others, and then asks
its partners whether they will join” (Kagan 1998: 33).
This kind of leadership rests on the U.S. diplomatic and military capacity to undertake
unilateral actions. If the partners are not satisfied with this type of U.S. leadership and power, it’s
not the U.S.’s problem; it’s theirs. The editor of the Weekly Standard, William Kristol, has
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described American unilateralism in these words, “We need to err on the side of being strong ...
And if people want to say we’re an imperial power, fine” (quoted in Dowd 2003).
The former U.S. Secretary of State Colin Powell, who was known for his pro multilateral
character, in his quest to find consensus and compromise, also explained this. Powell has given
the following explanation:
But where we can’t join consensus, because of our own beliefs, or because we believe a
particular issue and the direction it’s going with others does not serve the purpose intended
by that action, the United States will stick to its principled position....The President is that
kind of leader. He speaks clearly, he speaks directly, and he makes sure people know what he
believes in. And then he tries to persuade others that is the correct position. When it does not
work, then we will take the position we believe is correct, and I hope the Europeans are left
with a better understanding of the way in which we want to do business (quoted in Gordon
AND Shapiro 2004: 51).

International institutions, such as NATO or the UN, act on the basis of multilateral
agreement, where no state could decide without reaching a consensus with the other members.
These international organizations, in particular the UN, seek peaceful solutions through
discussions in order to achieve a compromise. However, the Bush administration maintained that
the multilateral discussions undertaken by these organizations make the decision-making process
inefficient, lengthy and frustrating. The nature of the threats has changed and the U.S. feels
unduly constrained by the current rules of multilateralism. In order to face the new threats, the
U.S. foreign policy should react efficiently and in due course by using unilateral action. The
former U.S. vice President, Dick Cheney, believed that the United Nations “had proven incapable
of meeting the challenge we face in the twenty first century of rogue states armed with deadly
weapons, possibly sharing them with terrorists”. The new challenges the U.S. needed to face
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made it impossible to wait for the consensus of the allies. To wait for them might trigger a more
dangerous situation. According to Cheney, if America subordinated its interests to the
international accord, it would create a “prescription for perpetual disunity and obstructionism”
(Cheney 2003).
The President Bush administration had expressed open distrust and disengagement in a
number of international agreements signed by his predecessors. For instance, it abandoned the
efforts made by his predecessors to ensure the ratification by the Senate of the Comprehensive
Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), refused to take into account signing on to a UN agreement to limit
traffic in small arms, or the verification of protocols to the Biological Weapons Convention.
Furthermore, the Bush administration revoked the signature of President Clinton from the treaty
that established the International Criminal Court and through campaigns the U.S. signed bilateral
agreements, which guaranteed the immunity of the U.S. citizens from the jurisdiction of this
court. When the former president had hardly worked to reach a compromise on issues like the
national missile defense, President Bush was clear in his intention to adjust, and if necessary,
abrogate unilaterally the 1972 ABMT (Antiballistic Missile Treaty), so the U.S. could deploy a
national missile defense system (Gordon and Shapiro 2004: 53).
Another demonstration of a more unilateralist policy of the U.S. under President Bush was
its withdrawal from the Kyoto Protocol on global warming. This move of the United States was
seen with great concern from the European allies who had spent much time and energy in
reaching an agreement against global warming. However, that does not mean that the President
Bush administration has not worked bilaterally as well as multilaterally on different issues. It
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took a multilateral approach in putting an end to the proliferation of nuclear weapons by North
Korea, by seeking the backing of like-minded partners. President Bush strongly supported
NATO’s enlargement process with seven new members as well as expressing his readiness for
working in close cooperation with the Europeans for a new “Road Map” for the Middle East. At
the same time, President Bush did not neglect the development of special relationships with the
state leaders of Great Britain, Poland, Italy, etc., as he felt they would be sensitive to American
goals and policies (ibid, 55).
The foreign policy of President Bush, which contributed to the trans-Atlantic rift, was the
product of extensive structural changes that affected both the EU and U.S. The U.S. rose steadily
as a power, especially as the strongest military power, in comparison to Europe and all the other
states. Its rise began in the 1980s, when the Soviet Union began to decline and it accelerated in
the 1990s, when the U.S. was at the height of its economic and technological advancement. When
Bush was elected President, it was not designed, but it was by chance, that the U.S. was the most
powerful state the history had ever known. Its capability to have an impact on events globally,
without assistance, was unprecedented.
U.S. power influenced the inevitable change in the American philosophy, concerning its
foreign policy, which was predictable due to its enormous growth, and it caused the emergence of
dissimilarities with the EU way of thinking. It’s natural to expect from a country like the U.S.
with all the recourses (military, technological, economic and diplomatic), to strive in resolving
crisis globally, be it threats from the rogue states, missile dangers, or wars in the Balkans, while
European allies, with less resources attempt to “manage” them. The “lonely superpower” with the
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biggest and best-equipped military in the world has influenced the world with its “can do”
attitude, whilst the Europeans as a result of their problematic past offer a relative pessimism. It
was during the Iraq crisis that these past political and cultural differences emerged and they
explain why the Europeans and Americans were divided over Iraq (ibid, 56).
Another difference that lies between the European and the U.S. way of thinking concerns
their views on the use of force; they have diverse cultural approaches. Since the Gulf war and the
ensuing crisis in the Balkans, the U.S. has been successfully involved by using military power,
and it has demonstrated to the world and convinced the public and the civilian policymakers that
the military dominance has given the U.S. an unprecedented and unique tool to use. These
experiences convinced the American policymakers that the use of force was a more feasible tool
to use in resolving foreign policy issues.
The U.S. and Europe have developed different views concerning world order and global
power for many decades. These differences became more apparent after the fall of the Berlin
Wall when these contrasting worldviews emerged. Americans and Europeans have evaluated
their historical experiences differently since the end of World War II and this has been reflected
even in the post-Cold War era. Both sides of the Atlantic considered their experiences as very
effective. For the Europeans, the greatest achievement of the last half-century has been the
European Union. For the Americans, their country’s emergence as the only global hegemon has
been the defining event of the postwar period. Indirectly, “each model of the past generates a
competing model for the future” (Calleo 2007: 73).
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During the Cold War, and especially after, Europeans transformed their economies and
societies and strengthened their relations. They set aside their differences and joined in a single
body such as the European Union. EU enthusiasts are inclined to believe that it symbolizes a
contemporary political machinery of immense capacity, not only for the Europeans but also for
other countries in the world. In fact, some consider the EU as the most suitable model for
governing the world. They also foresee a world ruled by many powers, one of which is the
European Union. Hence, the act of constructing a powerful EU is aimed at rivaling the United
States and it points at a multilateral global system. In the year 2000, the multilateral vision of the
Europeans did not converge with that of the U.S.
The U.S. political elite has been fascinated by a “unipolar” world order - an international
system of interconnected countries led by a sole “superpower”. Therefore, the U.S. is seen
superior to any state or group of states combined; America is destined to stay so for the
predictable future (ibid, 74). In addition to the above, the systematic splits between the Europeans
and Americans concerning the international affairs arose long before the terrorist attacks of
September 11, 2001, and even earlier than Bush becoming the U.S. president. But, the terrorist
attacks caused them to drift rapidly and extended the gap between the European and American
attitudes. The trans-Atlantic relations were in real trouble on the eve of September 11th attacks.
Many even predicted that the two sides of the Atlantic were “heading for the long-predicted
divorce” (Daalder 2001: 531).
The consequences of the terrorist attacks in New York and Washington were far reaching
for the trans-Atlantic relations. For the first time in its history, the trans-Atlantic Alliance invoked
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Article 5, whereby an attack on the U.S. was considered an attack on all the NATO members. In
the immediate aftermath, the invocation of Article 5 indicated that there was a great sense of
unity among NATO allies. One need only recall the unforgettable headline in the French
newspaper Le Monde, “Nous Sommes Tous Américains” (we are all Americans) to comprehend
how the members felt at this particular time in the Alliance’s history. It did not take long to
realize that NATO was not fundamental in the U.S’ response to the terrorist attacks. The U.S.
administration removed the Taliban from power with limited support from the Alliance. NATO
took over the UN mandated ISAF (International Security and Assistance Force) in Afghanistan
only in April 2003. Hence, the first months of 2003 saw the greatest rift in the trans-Atlantic
Alliance since the 1982-83 debates, over the deployment of the Perishing intermediate-range
nuclear missiles, the argument of 1967 over the withdrawal of France from the Alliance and the
disagreement of 1956 over the Suez Canal when the U.S. sided with Egypt.
The hugely controversial invasion of Iraq brought about major divisions, which proved to
be disastrous in the relations between America and its EU allies, in particular by the “Coalition of
the Willing”. It is remembered as a time of deep bitterness. How could one describe the eagerness
of the U.S. Secretary of State to have the support of the UN Security Council for the invasion of
Iraq and the lobbying of the French Minister of Foreign Relations to go against it? What about
the caricatures of the U.S. president, George W. Bush all over Europe?
Some analysts have commented the Iraq crisis as the worst in NATO’s history, while others
predicted the end of the trans-Atlantic bargain. Henry Kissinger, in an article for the Washington
Post, titled “Role Reversal and Alliance Realities”, concluded that “the road to Iraqi disarmament
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has produced the gravest crisis within the Atlantic Alliance since its creation five decades ago”
(Kissinger 2003). Initially, the transatlantic allies came together and there was full solidarity in
confronting a new common threat, the terrorists. The Europeans believed that the U.S. would
consider multilateralism and would not become so unilateral.
After the solidarity the paradox came; the relations on both sides of the Atlantic had drifted
intermittently even before September 11, but the hope for multilateral cooperation vanished and
the unilateralist move began to gain momentum. The nature of the American foreign policy was
transformed by the terrorist attacks and was designed towards a “more defensive realist with
mixed elements of idealism” (Gordon and Shapiro 2004: 84). Some believed that the terrorist
attacks, changed the world for the Americans, while for the Europeans these attacks changed
America.
From the European standpoint, the start of the clashes was the State Union Address of
President Bush, in January 2002 and the position of Paul Wolfowitz, the Deputy Secretary of
Defense at the time, in autumn of 2001. Wolfowitz, at a high level meeting of NATO defense
ministers, organized by Washington, clarified that America was not that interested in using the
Alliance’s structures or relying on the European forces. The signal was that the use of the allies in
confronting terrorism was optional for the U.S. This blasé attitude did not help the Europeans
who not only felt insulted, but doubted that the buoyancy of the U.S. mirrored an inherent
annoyance towards the European continent generally and the idea of limiting alliances
particularly (Cox 2003: 215).
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The Europeans felt concerned by the policy announced by Rumsfeld that the “mission
determines the coalition” and not vice-versa. Rumsfeld described bluntly the international
coalition against terrorism as “opportunistic” and “temporary”. He labeled it as a “shifting
Alliance” where the U.S. was prepared to abandon its allies “out of sheer pragmatism”, just as the
allies were prepared to abandon the U.S. (Peterson and Pollack 2003: 9).
This new policy constituted a major conceptual breakdown, which would probably
undermine the foundations of a reputable alliance, like, the trans-Atlantic Alliance. Threats have
brought the allies together; the old threat of communism managed to bring the allies together,
while the new terrorist threat appeared to drive them apart. The first and most important victims
of the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001 seemed to be the trans-Atlantic Alliance
(Haftendorn 2002: 29).
The situation deteriorated unexpectedly in early 2002. Chris Patten, the European Union
Commissioner for Foreign Affairs publicly condemned the United States for considering the
European allies as “sycophants” and not true friends (Patten 2002). Americans replied by putting
the Europeans down. They talked of European “hysteria” saying that the Europeans were not
keen for the U.S. to take the lead, but they expressed their lack of ability to come to grips with the
fact that their continent was quickly losing its “special position as a privileged partner” of
America (Cox 2005: 216).
Some in the American administration ignored the EU cooperation because it was easy for
Europe to criticize America, but they did not offer any solution. Europe was for an anti-Sadam
alliance, but the question then arises, would the Europeans alter their actions if the Americans
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ignored them? Their response was likely to be: not much. Hence, many in the American
administration believed that these were the “reasons for ignoring, not for co-operating with,
Europe” (Economist 2002). Charles Krauthammer, author, political commentator and
American Pulitzer Prize-winning syndicated columnist, in an article written in the Washington
Post, titled “The Axis of Petulance” stated that America is in a war of self-defense and a war for
western civilization. “If the Europeans refuse to see themselves as part of this struggle, fine. If
they wish to abdicate, fine. We will let them hold our coats” (Krauthammer 2002).
4.1.1 The Bush Doctrine
Bush conveyed the vision of the U.S. President concerning the new American Defense
Strategy on January 29, 2002, in the State of Union Address. The President said that America’s
aim is to reach the great objectives,

First we will shut down terrorist camps, disrupt terrorist plans, and bring terrorists to justice.
And, second, we must prevent the terrorists and the regimes who seek chemical, biological,
or nuclear weapons from threatening United States and the World (Bush 2002).

In the later months a number of states (Iran, Iraq, and North Korea) were regarded as “axes
of evil” which posed a threat to the American freedom and security. The European partners felt
disheartened, by not being mentioned, in the President’s State of the Union Address. The speech
predicted possible U.S. strikes not only on Iraq, but also on Iran. Europeans have made efforts to
help the young reformers, liberalizers and modernizers in Iran, whereas American attitude to treat
Iran as a pariah – the Europeans feared – would only make the hardline ayatollahs stronger (Pond
2005: 34).
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The Europeans reacted swiftly and scathingly. Hubert Védrine, the French Foreign Minister
of the time described the “axis of evil” phrase used by President Bush as “simplistic” and
“absurd” (quoted in Lloyd 2002). Chris Patten, the EU Commissioner for External Affairs, in an
interview for The Guardian, said that Europe should raise its voice and that keeping quiet would
not make them good partners. It was not easy, even for a superpower to act on its own, and he
hoped that “America will demonstrate that it has not gone on to unilateralist overdrive” (quoted
in Freedland 2002). Joschka Fischer, the German Foreign Minister complained about being put
aside by the U.S. In an interview for the German newspaper Die Welt, Fisher said that “The
international coalition against terror is not the basis to take action against someone...unilaterally.”
Fischer further added that “an alliance partnership among free democrats can’t be reduced to
submission. Alliance partners are not satellites”. French Prime Minister Lionel Jospin,
commented that “the problems of the world cannot be reduced simply to the struggle against
terrorism, however vital that struggle may be” (quoted in Gordon and Shapiro 2004: 68).
Despite the European rhetoric, on June 1, 2002, speaking at West Point the U.S. President
George W. Bush made his strategic vision clearer by explaining what became known as the
“Bush Doctrine”. In his speech, the President specified that:
For much of the last century, America’s defense relied on the Cold War doctrines to
deterrence and containment. In some cases, those strategies still apply. But new threats also
require new thinking. Deterrence---the promise massive retaliation against nations-means
nothing against shadowy terrorist networks with no nation or citizens to defend. Containment
is not possible when unbalanced dictators with weapons of mass destruction can deliver those
weapons on missiles or secretly provide them to terrorist allies. We cannot defend America
and our friends by hoping for the best. We cannot put our faith in the word of tyrants, who
solemnly sign non-proliferation treaties, and then systemically break them. If we wait for
threats to fully materialize, we will have waited too long. … War on terror will not be won on
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the defensive. We must take the battle to the enemy, disrupt his plans, and confront the worst
threats before they emerge. In the world we have entered, the only path to safety is the path of
action. And this nation will act (Bush 2002).

This speech inferred a tactical policy of preventive war. This strategy would materialize
later in the year. The U.S., as mentioned in the speech, could take preemptive and preventive
action and it had the right and the duty to do so. The U.S. National Security Strategy, approved
on September 2002, gave this doctrine an official status.
One could distinguish four key elements of the Bush Doctrine. Firstly, the U.S. identifies
that the domestic regimes of some states pose a threat to America. Hence, the only way out is to
alter the regime in these countries. Secondly, the notion of preemptive and preventive action
gives America the right to use military force against any country that presents a threat to the U.S.
national security. The Doctrine of pre-emptive attacks against alleged dangers allows the U.S.,
intervention in any place, any time its interest and security are threatened. The principle of
imminent danger justifies the use of force. America cannot “afford to prove or demonstrate a
threat in an era of weapons of mass destruction” (Molloy 2006: 61). The “Coalition of the
Willing” have replaced the alliances and international law, which are not the principles that guide
the international diplomacy. These coalitions give the U.S. a more tactical and strategic
flexibility. The U.S. consults the international organizations only if they back the agendas and
policies of America. Thirdly, the American primacy is indispensable. Stability and peace cannot
be achieved without the U.S. power. The global affairs are likely be dominated by the United
States for decades to come. Fourthly, this strategy seeks to extend the free markets and promote
democracy all over the world.
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The U.S. National Security Strategy alarmed the Europeans because it was not only seeking
to validate preemptive action (i.e. interrupting an imminent assault), but also preventive war (i.e.
interfering to prevent a danger, which can take months or years. When the National Security
Strategy is combined with the “axis of evil” speech, one is led “to conclude that Iraq was simply
the first in a series of planned military actions” (Fukuyama 2005: 143).
According to the Bush doctrine, the world was considered as a place where America had no
rivals, no institutional restrictions concerning its freedom of action. Europe was forced to accept
this “second class status” in the international affairs, although it was certainly not satisfied with
it. But, the insistence to reject this status was weakened by the need, felt from the so- called new
Europe to preserve the trans-Atlantic relations on practically any terms (Mead 2005: 165).
4.1.2 The Iraq War
Contrary to the war in Afghanistan, the decision to invade Iraq by the coalition forces did
not secure the mandate of the United Nations. The U.S. jointly with the British allies did not
clearly prove that there was a threat of Weapons of Mass Destruction or a real connection
between the terrorist attacks and the Iraqi government. Consequently, Germany and France
found reasons to strongly oppose the U.S. attacks and its ally, Britain, and to refuse participation
in this operation. France objected to the unilateral policy of the U.S. for setting the global agenda.
France favored the UN involvement before the decision of a possible military intervention
(Haftendorn and Kolkmann 2004: 472-473).
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The German and French governments were against the military intervention in Iraq. The
German Chancellor of the time, Gerhard Schroeder, made it clear that Germany opposed German
involvement under any circumstances, even if, the military operations were mandated by the UN
(Schroder 2002). The trans-Atlantic rift deteriorated with the diplomatic confrontations that
accompanied the intervention. These confrontations were concentrated in the UN Security
Council, where France and Germany followed by Russia, successfully blocked the coalition in
the United Nations Security Council to mandate the invasion. Although, the mandate of the UN
was not sanctioned, United States together with Britain and other states supporting the coalition
made a decision to attack Iraq on March 2003. Going to war without the United Nations’
blessing, eroded the public support globally and questioned the legitimacy of the intervention.
Consequently, it was difficult for America to convince other countries to support the coalition
and send troops to Iraq. Hence, the coalition forces were left riskily unprotected and Iraq became
instable and was plagued by violence (Kupchan 2005: 113).
The actions of the United States and the United Kingdom were described by France and
Germany as incompatible with the NATO norms. They maintained that the current arrangements
for going to war did not take into account their disapproval and therefore the norms of the transAtlantic Alliance were violated. The German Minister of Foreign Affairs, Joschka Fischer,
deliberately stated, “Alliance partners are not satellites” (Erlanger 2002).
The French government was also very concerned about not being consulted and had
reservations regarding the tendency of the U.S. towards unilateral solutions. Jacque Chirac, in an
interview with the New York Times, states “[…] I’m telling you that France considers itself one of
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the friends of the Americans, not necessarily one of its sycophants” (Sciolino 2002). In reality,
France and Germany were criticizing the U.S. for its preemptive policy that was applied in Iraq.
Taking military action in absence of a second resolution of the UN clearly was in contradiction
with the principles that governed NATO partners and with the international norms. The French
Foreign Minister, Dominique de Villepin, who strongly opposed the war in Iraq, said in a press
conference held in New York, in January 2003 that the attack was against the international
morality and the primacy of law. He added that “Unilateral military intervention must be
perceived as a victory for the maxim ‘might is right” (de Villepin 2003a).
The French and German governments argued that the coalition against the terrorism would
remain together only if the international law was respected. They constantly argued that the war
was unjustifiable given the partial compliance of Iraq with UNMOVIC and the lack of the full
backing in the Security Council of the United Nations.
The United States and its ‘special’ ally the United Kingdom were obliged to respect the
international order and law. Dialogue and respect are obligatory for a peaceful international order.
“Nothing lasting in international relations can be built therefore without dialogue and without
respect for the other, without exigency and abiding by principles, especially for the democracies
that must set the example” (de Villepin 2003b). The European Union was not able to react as a
block because of its deficiencies. EU member states were divided between the American policy
supporters and opponents of the U.S position. The opponents advocated a more wide-ranging and
internationally legitimized attitude of what the Europeans prefered to name as “fight against
terrorism” contrary to the “war on terror” (Burghardt 2006: 17).
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The trans-Atlantic relations were shaken by the decision taken for the invasion of Iraq. The
effects of this decision were devastating. A great rift was caused in NATO. Germany and France
followed by Luxembourg and Belgium opposed the invasion as well as the American policy
decisions concerning this issue. However, Britain remained the strongest U.S. ally. Contrary to
what happened in the Persian Gulf in 1991, where the coalition of the willing was formed by
Bush Sr., the younger President couldn’t secure full solidarity and support of other countries
willing to cooperate with the Unites States. NATO allies were deeply divided. Lines can be
especially drawn “between a Franco-German alliance versus the traditional Anglo-American one”
(Kaufman 2011: 62).
Europe was indeed beginning to divide slowly, into two distinct camps. One camp led by
France and Germany (“Old Europe” according to Rumsfeld) which remained committed to the
idea of a ‘different Europe’ form of social organization and a European foreign policy and
retained the traditional skepticism of American power. Germany and France desired to have an
EU foreign policy particularly different from that of the United States. Jacques Chirac, the French
president at the time, in one of the strongest debates over the resolutions of the UN Security
Council, had said, “This is not about Iraq,” “This is about the United States” (quoted in
Applebaum 2005: 27-28). The other camp was led by Britain, Italy, and Poland. It welcomed the
growth of American power and was interested in following a more American economic and
foreign-policy model.
Immediately after the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001 Bush, in a Joint Session of
Congress and the American People, announced his policy, “either you are with us, or you are
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with the terrorists” (Bush 2001). According to this announcement, the U.S. valued other states,
including its allies, by whether they supported the U.S. policy or not. Ronald Rumsfeld, the U.S.
Secretary of Defense of that time, when mentioning the countries of “New” and ‘Old” Europe,
implied that the states of “New” Europe supported the U.S., whereas those of the “Old” Europe
did not (Rumsfeld 2003). Rumsfeld may have been more straightforward than that, but he
reflected on the President’s view that being loyal to the U.S cause was the main requirement for
its partners. As reported on January 24, 2003, in the New York Times, Bush “has redrawn his
mental map of America’s alliances and that Paris and Berlin have been placed in the deep freeze
for failing his loyalty tests” (Sanger 2003).
Unlike the countries of the “Old Europe” (France and Germany, etc.,), Great Britain,
Portugal, Italy, Spain, Denmark, Poland, Portugal, Chez Republic and Hungary, backed the U.S.
foreign policy towards Iraq. This group of states, in January 2003, announced on The Wall Street
Journal, the position of their governments. They called on the international community to keep
the cohesion and to be determined to protect the freedom of other nations. They openly supported
the U.S. attitude towards Iraq and reproached the French and German leadership which were
against the war. They wrote “We must remain united in insisting that his regime is disarmed. The
solidarity, cohesion and determination of the international community are our best hope of
achieving this peacefully. Our strength lies in unity” (Aznar et al., 2003).
Not long after, ten other eastern European countries wrote a letter where they declared their
full support to America. France and Germany were shocked by these stands. They thought that
they ought to be consulted. The EU leaders in Brussels were even more upset. Lacking a
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consensus of the European governments was really painful for Brussels. The French president
Jacque Chirac was scornful against these countries (Czech Republic, Poland and Hungary) which
aspired to be members of the EU for writing this letter. He called this letter “infantile” and
“dangerous”. These countries, according to him “missed a great opportunity to keep quiet”. He
threatened by saying that the future of these countries in the European Union is at risk. He
blamed them while declaring that “It is not really a responsible behavior. It is not well-brought-up
behavior. They missed a good opportunity to keep quiet. […] If they wanted to diminish their
chances of joining Europe, they could not have found a better way” (quoted in Applebaum 2005:
30-31).
The debate on the attacks in Iraq caused discontent over U.S. policy not only in European
governments, but a sense of anti-Americanism was increasing among the European people. Never
before were the streets of European capitals filled with protesters who were against U.S. policy in
Iraq. Flags of the United States and posters of the President Bush were demonstrably burned.
The stance of “Old Europe” has been the subject of study and criticism for many
international relations scholars. They have expressed their viewpoint from the American, as well
as, European perspective. A great impetus was given to the debates by the publication of the
article titled “Power and weakness” by Robert Kagan, in fall 2002, in the journal Policy Review.
This article created a wealth of global intellectual sensibility. It became the subject of study and
debate by many scholars and commentators of international relations in America and Europe. In
2003, Robert Kagan published an extended version of Power and Weakness , titled Of Paradise
and Power: America and Europe in the New World Order. This book became a New York Times
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best seller. It reflected the ongoing debate concerning the trans-Atlantic relations. It instantly
“cleared away vast underbrush of misunderstanding” and prompted a thoughtful endeavor to
reconsider the central character of the trans-Atlantic relationship (Lindberg 2005: 6).
Kagan, the best representative of the Neoconservatives, was very critical towards the
European attitudes. He stated that the ways of Europe and America are dissimilar, when it comes
to defining threats and challenges, setting national priorities and implementing foreign and
defense policies. Kagan maintains that it is time to end believing that Americans and Europeans
share a common vision of the world and they don’t even occupy the same place in it. In relation
to power, he states that “Europe is turning away from power—or rather moving beyond power
into a self-contained world of laws and rules and transnational negotiation and cooperation”
(Kagan 2004: 4). Kagan believed that “Europeans have pursued their new order, freed from the
laws and even the mentality of power politics. Europeans have stepped out of the Hobbesian
world of anarchy, into the Kantian world of perpetual peace” (ibid, 57).
Kagan states that Europe is entering a “post-historical paradise of peace and relative
prosperity—which reflects the realization of Kant’s notion of ‘perpetual peace’”. The U.S. is
different from Europe. According to Kagan it is “mired in history, exercising power in an
anarchic Hobbesian world where international laws and rules are unreliable, and where true
security and the promotion of a liberal order still depend on the possession and use of military
might”. For Kagan, at that moment, the challenging assumption is that a universal split is defining
the trans-Atlantic relations, whereas “Americans are from Mars, Europeans are from Venus”
(ibid, 4).
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The general outlook of Kagan, concerning the trans-Atlantic relations, is pessimistic.
“Americans and Europeans agree on little and understand one another less and less”. Kagan
contends that this is not a transitory situation, “the product of one American election or one
catastrophic event”, but rather an eternal rift. In Kagan’s view:

The reasons for the transatlantic divide are deep, long in development, and likely to endure.
When it comes to settling national priorities, determining threats, defining challenges, and
fashioning and implementing foreign and defense policies, the United States and Europe have
parted ways (Kagan 2004: 4).

In this sense, Kagan’s idea, thought-provoking as it is, paints a picture of a more
complicated debate that continues on the trans-Atlantic relations. Hence, it was established that
the deteriorating of the trans-Atlantic relations came as a result of the rise of the new approach of
the American foreign policy and the neo-conservatives due to the terrorist attacks of September
11, 2001. The divergences in both sides of the Atlantic were reflected in the approach of some
European states that strongly opposed the war in Iraq. Europe and America maintained a different
approach towards the new threats and the world was perceived differently. France was the front
runner of the anti-war movement. This reflected the contrasting viewpoints on the structure of the
post-Cold War world order and on how to achieve peace and security. Thus, France became “the
bête noire of the neo-conservative movement” (ibid, 37).
Two strong voices which opposed Kagan's thesis were Jean-Marc Ferry and Pierre Hassner,
both French philosophers. Jean-Marc Ferry identified weaknesses in the work of Kagan. Ferry
maintained that Kagan misinterpreted the philosophical ideas and did not have a good
understanding of the EU institutions. In the same way, Pierre Hasner, a well-known political
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scientist and expert on trans-Atlantic relations, demonstrated the conceptual errors and the oversimplification inherent in the work of Kagan. Although both authors were fervent supporter of the
political union of Europe, they perceived the trans-Atlantic relations from different viewpoints.
Whereas Hassner concentrated on the common ground between the U.S. and European societies,
Ferry paid attention to the dissimilarities between the two sides of the Atlantic.
In relation to the European weakness, Ferry wrote that the explanation given by Kagan is
weak. This explanation “does not allow us to understand how Europe manages to implement, by
political means, a particularly advanced concept of the world order and of the setting up of laws
that go beyond classic international law” (quoted in Ruiz 2006: 38). Ferry maintained it would
have been better for Kagan to highlight the relations between morality, law and religion in
comparing the U.S.’s concept of the world (represented by the Bush administration) and the
vision of “Old Europe” (represented by Germany, France and Belgium), rather than look to the
weakness of Europe. The Iraq war was contrary to international law for as long as it did not get
the authorization of the Security Council of the United Nations. According to Ferry, human rights
are considered to be rights similar to all others and a war cannot be justified in defense of human
rights, if this war is illegal. (Ruiz 2006: 39).
The vision of the EU is different from the U.S. with regards to power. European vision is
not dictated by its weakness, but by its historical context and the concepts of the political
philosophy pursuant to which it is established. Power, according to the Europeans, is not
measured by the physical force and the use of violence as an alternative. Europe does not relate
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power with recourse to violence. On the contrary, Europe uses diplomacy in its efforts to
maintain the balance of power and to give an end to disputes.
The weakness of the European Union consists in the fact that it is dealing with a union of
independent states which in any case will protect their national interest and not the common EU
interest. Hence, their weakness originates from their continuing power of sovereign states and
their jealousies among them. A European consensus is difficult to achieve because each state (not
only Germany and France, but also Italy, Greece, Belgium and even Luxembourg) has its own
politics, amour proper, navy and their “own scale of victories and defeats” (Erlanger 2005: 16).
Why should America take Europe seriously? If we compare the population of Europe it is
larger than that of the U.S. The economy of Europe is as large as the American one. What’s
different is that Europe spends its money on more social goals than on its military purposes.
Europe is actually self-satisfied with its quality of life. In fact each nation-state in Europe has its
military force and its expenditure, which overall make Europe a great military power. But the
problem with Europe does not lie on its arm forces, but the hesitancy to tear down “the trappings
and prerogatives of the nation-state enough to agree on a common policy on any issue that might
make Europeans targets, let alone to rationalize its military spending” (ibid, 16-17).
Yet, the social and cultural organization of Europe is different from the U.S. Both sides of
the Atlantic have headed in a distinct direction and the European politics has gradually adopted a
different style from that of United States. Above all, the European politicians being they left
wing, right wing or centrists, have agreed that the capitalism in Europe has diverged from the
capitalism in America and would continue to do so (Applebaum 2005: 26).
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The Euro-enthusiast, Ischinger opposes Kagan saying that Europeans are not from Venus.
Europe has been the arena of two world wars and has partaken in the wars in Bosnia, Kosovo and
Afghanistan. And in this way Europeans are children of Mars, as German Foreign Minister
Joschka Fischer has put it, “It is true that we may live in a unipolar world when it comes to
military power, but today, power is determined at least much by economic strength and
interdependence, as it is by military might” (Ischinger 2005: 83). Ischinger, contradicts Kagan by
pointing out that Europe and United States share common values, challenges and they have
common perception of threats, but “European Kantians are not pacifists”, but “they do support
the use of military force as a last resort”. But it is a widely shared view in Europe that military
power has to be embedded in a clear political and diplomatic strategy and that military power
alone will not resolve political conflicts (ibid, 88).
Other pro-European scholars contend that Europe’s Kantian approach is not idealistic or
second choice, but a thoughtful alternative. Considering its hard experiences, Europe has found
the most effective strategy. To sum it up, “Europe is no longer Kantian because it is weak
(militarily that is); it is now weak because it is Kantian” (Nicolaidis 2005: 98).
From the military point of view, Europe may be weak when compared with the United
States, but it is the second military power (as a group of states) after America. Also, from the
economic standpoint the European Union competes with the United States. So, Europe is not
weak. The expansion of the European Union with other countries in Central and Eastern Europe
also reveals that Europe is getting stronger. In this sense the crisis among the trans-Atlantic allies
over Iraq was not a result of a weaker Europe and a stronger U.S. but as a result of different
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approaches to solving the crisis. Americans have so much trust in their power that they think that
it’s lawful to use the guns and soldiers. Whereas Europeans believe that their model is so
powerful that its promotion does not require guns or soldiers. In this view, Europeans see use of
force “as a means of last resort” (ibid, 103, 112).
Pierre Hassner, maintains that “Theoretical discussions about power are not only as old as
the theory of international relations; they are as old as the history and philosophy of politics
itself” (Hassner 2003:788). It is not difficult to find in the history of American politics decisions
which were termed by Kagan as being European. Consider as an example the foreign policy of
President Carter and Wilson who favored the international law. The ideas that dominated the U.S.
foreign policy after the terrorist attacks were not generally popular with the American people.
Americans want to act in collaboration with other partners (ibid, 788).
People in Europe and the U.S. support the multilateral approach. The surveys held across
the Atlantic were in contrast to what Kagan asserted about Americans being Hobbesian following
September 11, 2001. It appeared that only a small number of people in the U.S. are Hobbesian.
Ischinger argued that “both Americans and Europeans are still Kantians (or Wilsonians) at heart”
(Ischinger 2005: 85).
Europeans and Americans have different viewpoints concerning the political decision that
have to be made in the trans-Atlantic relations. There is not one single America, nor one single
Europe. They both have internal divergences and consequently different approaches to
international affairs. The European public opinion and elite was not impressed by the U.S.’s
deliberate negligence of the international structures of collaboration and institutions. The trans-

189

Atlantic relations deteriorated in the year 2003 as a result of President’s Bush unilateralist policy.
What’s more, the president’s personal style of leadership made the matters worse.
The arrogant, belligerent words and deep religiosity of his focal message seemed extremely
foreign to the European leaders. Many of them feared the U.S. more than what constituted the
major threat to their security and they saw no longer mutual ground for action (Daalder 2005:
40). On responding to Kagan’s view of the new world order Daalder, a renowned expert in
European security, maintains that “we live in an age of global politics”—an era distinguished by
two extraordinary phenomena:—first, the U.S.’s sheer predominance and second, the
globalization. While America and particularly the Bush administration are certain that America’s
primacy is the defining feature of the contemporary world, the European supporters tend to see
globalization as the defining feature of the current era (Daalder 2005: 44).
The different viewpoints for the new world order had a great impact on the U.S.’s and EU’s
foreign policy perspective. The hegemonic foreign policy of the U.S. is grounded on the
conviction that the power superiority allows America to realize its aims without depending on
others. As Krauthammer in an article published in Washington Post, in June 2001, has stated:
An unprecedentedly dominant United States … is in the unique position of being able to
fashion its own foreign policy. After a decade of Prometheus playing pygmy, the first task of
the [Bush] administration is precisely to reassert American freedom of action (Krauthammer
2001).

The terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, revealed the importance of preserving the right
of Washington to act alone if it deemed necessary. Given this experience, Washington was
skeptic about using international institutions in solving global crisis. The international
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arrangements constrained the ability of America to “make the most of its primacy”. While the
U.S. is looking at ways of solving the international problems unilaterally, the European globalist
foreign policy is based on global collaboration as an instrument to handle the many challenges
and chances that globalization generates (Daalder 2005: 45-46). Europeans believe a single
country cannot face the dangers of the 21st century. International cooperation is necessary to
combat terrorism, stop weapons proliferation, promote democracy, protect biodiversity, prevent
the spread of infective viruses, guarantee free trade, and deal with a number of other concerns on
the agenda of the foreign policy of every nation. Additionally, even though the U.S is definitely
the strongest state in the world, globalization diffuses the power away from states and this is an
important consequence in the international relations. Non-state actors are rising and even the
strongest state is not able to safeguard what is going on in the world. Chris Paten, the EU’s
external affairs commissioner reasoned that “In an era of globalization that has dark aspects as
well as bright, I would strongly argue that America’s national interest is better served by
multilateral engagement. It’s the only way to deal with the dark side of globalization” (quoted in
Daadler 2005: 46).
America and Europe experienced 11 September 2001 differently and consequently their
reaction was not the same. Europe’s foreign policy did not change much after the terrorist attacks,
whereas on the other side of the Atlantic, these attacks changed America. For the American
people their physical security was seriously threatened which is something that had not happened
before. Americans felt that they were unprotected and at risk in their home country. As for the
Bush administration, the attacks strongly reshaped America’s foreign and security policy. The
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fight against terrorism became the subject of the Bush administration, which undertook concrete
measures to take preventive and preemptive action against terrorism and to fight terrorists
wherever they were. President Bush’s main goal was to fight tyrants or dictators who supported
these regimes until they did not pose a danger to the security of the United States, while Europe’s
tools against this fight were peacekeeping missions, diplomacy, democracy promotion, economic
support, and nation building efforts. I believe, Europe would have, undoubtedly, questioned its
strategy in the fight against terrorism, if a similar attack, like the one of September 11, had
happened in the heart of Paris or Berlin; they would have reacted the same as the U.S. after that
atrocious attack. In response, Robert Cooper hinted at Kagan’s argument by stating that “Europe
may have chosen to neglect power politics because it is militarily weak; but it is also true that it is
militarily weak because it has chosen to abandon power politics” (Cooper 2003: 159).
American renowned political scientist, Walter Russell Mead, maintains that for the U.S. “to
go ahead with military action in the face of strong European opposition is unilateralism, and it is
radically unacceptable to many European states” (Mead 2005: 165). Francis Fukuyama, a
prominent American political scientist observes that the most serious problem for Europeans was
American unilateralism, its willingness to go ahead with the war despite the evident failure of the
UN Security Council to support a second resolution sanctioning the use of force (Fukuyama
2005: 139). Europe was not only concerned about the Iraq invasion, but also for the possibility of
U.S. to use force against other states named as ‘axis of evil’, like Iran, North Korea etc. As
Fukuyama concludes, the Bush doctrine alarmed Europeans because Iraq was simply the first in a
series of planned military actions (ibid, 143). Fukuyama suggests that:
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Europeans are theoretically right but are wrong in practice. They assert that they and not the
Americans are the true believers in liberal universal values. It is in fact impossible to assert as
a theoretical matter that proper liberal democratic procedure by itself inevitably results in
outcomes that are necessarily legitimate and just (Fukuyama 2005: 145).

I think that the European approach to the war in Iraq was the result not of major differences
that exist between the United States and Europe. The superiority of the United States compared to
Europe is unquestionable in relation to its military power. As concerns France, its attitude relates
to its Gaullists policy which it has pursued over the years. As mentioned earlier, France has been
one of the main protagonists in many crises the trans-Atlantic relations have undergone. France's
efforts to strengthen its role in the international arena have always been associated with the clash
of views or attitudes with the United States of America. Over the Iraq crisis, France had a major
influence in the trans-Atlantic rift. France viewed itself as a potential global player and it had its
vision as concerns the world order. Even though France is smaller than the U.S. it has had global
possessions and world capabilities and responsibilities. In terms of diplomacy, France views itself
as a country which is culturally and historically superior. It is able to see the problems and to find
the right solution. France also regards itself as an international player with considerable
commercial and political ties to Iraq that in some instances date back a century. This position also
influenced the attitudes of France during the debate over Iraq (Kashmeri 2007: 12).
A mixture of factors have shaped Germany’s attitude towards Iraq. Firstly, German views
regarding the war are influenced by its history of two world wars in the 20th century. Historical
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experience of these wars crystalized Germany's position not to engage in warfare. But Germans
give the impression of living in a post-conflict and postwar, “geopolitical fantasyland”, where the
biggest danger to their existence, it appears to be the “mixing of green glass with brown”
(Erlanger 2005: 18).
Secondly, the internal political situation (the election campaign) had an indispensable role
in the attitude of Germany. The Chancellor of the time Gerhard Schroder, being aware that the
German people disapproved the involvement in a war, took a stand of opposing the war in Iraq.
He took the unprecedented action of campaigning on a blatant platform against the U.S. foreign
policy which led to his reelection as German Chancellor in September 2002 (Fukuyama 2005:
138).
In explaining the French and German attitudes towards the war in Iraq, Timothy Garton
Ash, a British historian, author and commentator, maintained that the American elite felt that the
French have returned to their old anti-American stances, and that Gerhard Schröder, the German
chancellor won his reelection by “cynically exploiting anti-Americanism” (Ash 2005: 131).
Germany’s attitude to transnational terrorism was grounded on a specific world order according
to the “German perspective” which is based on “multilateralism and international law, with the
United Nations playing a central role, and of a continuing reluctance to use military instruments
to achieve political goals” (Müller 2006: 267). According to the German approach to the war the
use of force is the last resort and it should be in compliance with the international law. On the
subject of German and French opposition before the war in Iraq, Joseph Joffe has posed the
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question, “What was their purpose? To save Saddam Hussein? No, of course not. It was to
constrain American power, now liberated from the ropes of bipolarity” (Joffe 2003).
The U.S. unilateralist policy after the terrorist attacks of September 11 was not only a
response to these atrocious attacks, but it was also influenced by the neoconservative movement,
which announced that America should consider itself as the world’s empire or hegemonic power
and had to assume a leading role in the international affairs. The neoconservative theorists
ideologically prepared the Bush doctrine, which was based on the unilateralist and hawkish
character of the Republican leaders (Snyder et al., 2009: 177).
Encouraged by neoconservative philosophy, the President Bush administration found a
reason for the spread of democracy, and universal values of freedom. Although the Bush doctrine
had its failings, its neo-cons defenders managed to design the vision of the U.S.’s position in the
international arena which resonated convincingly among its people. What the neoconservative
philosophy meant was that the institutions or even alliances that did not support America in its
war against terror would be sidelined and substituted by “Coalitions of the Willing”. Neo-cons
philosophy consists on the formation of the ad hoc coalitions. The international institutions would
serve as a fishpond from which America, as the only superpower would choose its partners.
Stanley Hoffman, the eminent Harvard University professor explains that it was up to United
States “to pick and choose its clients, just as it was up to the United States to pick, in the mass of
international norms and agreements, those which it deemed necessary to maintain international
order” (Hoffmann 2003: 1033).
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There remain significant policy differences between Europe and America, besides Iraq, and
they will most likely continue in the foreseeable future. There is also a significant number of
issues – including the promotion of peace, democracy and human rights in regions such as
southeastern Europe, Middle East and Central Asia, world trade, environmental policies, and
other international initiatives, in which both sides could find common ground in a joint effort to
shape an increasingly effective and peaceful global community. The U.S. and Europe ought to
engage in much more deliberate dialogue and cooperate with one another at all levels of
government and society and despite allegations and criticism, they might find that there is much
more that unites Europe and America than divides them.

After all, for neither Europe nor America is there another partner equally committed to the
same values and political traditions. If these two agree on what the basic rules and institutions
of international order should be, there is real chance of establishing a fair and stable
international order (Tarifa 2007: 55).

The U.S. and Europe despite their different views and positions in the world’s affairs, have
always managed to resolve their disputes. The Elder President Bush in an interview with Sarwar
Kashmeri, a specialist and commentator on U.S.-European relations, maintained that, “However
those issues are resolved, America and Europe are always going to have differences, but among
real friends....such as the United States and the European Union and its members, things have a
habit of sorting themselves out.”(quoted in Kashmeri 2007: 21).
It’s undisputable that America is the sole superpower and there isn’t any major global crisis
which could be settled without U.S., and America cannot resolve any major international
problems on its own, and to address them and other issues, the U.S. needs partners. “Europe is
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America’s ally, and hence the European Union’s unity as well as its expansion is in America’s
interest” (Brzezinski 2005: 42-43).
4.2

The trans-Atlantic relations under the Obama Presidency
As previously mentioned in this dissertation, the leadership of the NATO member states in

general, and of America in particular is of great importance in the progress of transatlantic
relationship. Nowadays, the leaders of the member states belong to a generation which is not
sensitive to these relationships due to its formation and age. The arrival of President Obama in
the White House had its implications in this relationship. President Obama was determined to
reverse what he perceived as mistakes of the Bush administration. Obama’s vision, as the
National Security Strategy has put it, was to “rebalance our long-term priorities so that we
successfully move beyond today’s wars, and focus our attention and resources on a broader set of
countries and challenges” (quoted in Rose 2015: 6).
The unilateralist policy of the President Bush, best demonstrated in the case of Iraq
invasion, has severely damaged the trans-Atlantic relations. Therefore, the election of Barack
Obama as the new American President in 2008 was received with great interest by the allies who
hoped that he would put an end to the disagreements that accompanied the Alliance during the
Bush Presidency. After the bitter transatlantic rifts under Bush administration, Europeans were
more enthusiastic for a great improvement in the trans-Atlantic relations under the Obama
administration. They were hoping for a new phase of cooperation and understanding among the
allies. Since his electoral campaign, Obama, in a speech held in Berlin, said what the Europeans
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in general and the Germans in particular wanted to hear. Obama confirmed that the U.S. would
continue to be strongly committed to Europe and admired the qualities of the European allies who
“will listen to each other, learn from each other”. He cited a list of global issues to be tackled and
confirmed the importance of the European partners when he affirmed that “no one nation, no
matter how large or how powerful, can defeat such challenges alone” (quoted in Applebaum
2015: 37).
President Barack Obama before attending NATO's 60th anniversary summit declared in
Strasbourg in April 3, 2009 that European countries shouldn’t look to America as a patron, but
should try to be strong allies by contributing more to their defense capability. “We want strong
allies. We are not looking to be patrons of Europe. We are looking to be partners of Europe”
(Obama 2009). President Obama and his administration supported CSDP as well as European
further integration. The Obama Administration asserted the significance of the EU’s Lisbon
Treaty which considerably enhanced the Common Security and Defense Policy. President Barack
Obama welcomed the treaty’s ratification, stating, “I believe that a strengthened and renewed EU
will be an even better transatlantic partner with the United States” (Obama 2009). On the other
hand, the U.S. has to accept a more balanced position in the area of European security. Many
European allies and some policy circles in America regarded Obama’s multilateralist character,
his personal appeal to the Europeans and his political program (Centre-left), as a possibility to
revamp the trans-Atlantic relations (Lightfoot 2010: 290).
Barack Obama has constantly aimed at convincing the European partners and the rising
powers to take more responsibility for the international issues in particular world security. The
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Obama administration has recurrently emphasized that America would concentrate more on its
internal affairs and less on intervening abroad. The Afghanistan and Iraq war and the economic
crises in the U.S. influenced the attitude of Obama Presidency, who not long after taking office
declared that “the nation that I am most interested in building is our own” (Obama 2009). Also,
Joe Biden, the U.S. vice President tacitly remarked that this new U.S. policy which is most
interested in its internal issues, urges the European partners to manage the maintenance of their
regional security. “America will ask for more from its partners”, Biden maintained in February
2009, in a speech held in a conference in Munich.
In fact, President Obama had a far more pragmatic approach towards the trans-Atlantic
Alliance. Contrary to what the European partners expected, his focus was less Eurocentric.
Obama after taking office believed the European continent was not the main challenge of the U.S.
foreign policy. He trusted the trans-Atlantic Alliance, regarding the will and ability of European
partners, to take leadership and assume more responsibility to manage its problems at home and
to tackle, with America’s support, a number of emerging conflicts outside the European
continent. Europeans, having been accustomed to the U.S. presence in most of their problems,
were disappointed with this attitude. This was a challenge for all the European partners, in
particular for the countries in Eastern and Central Europe, which after the fall of the Berlin wall
were integrated into democratic societies and under the leadership of Clinton and Bush
administrations became part of NATO and European Union.
Hence, Eastern and western Europeans were then further concerned about the Obama
administration’s statements of “a pivot to the Pacific” and Asia. Whereas President Obama
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declared the shift of American security attention from the Middle East (and not from Europe) to
Asia, Europeans interpreted this shift and the reduction of the U.S. military presence in the old
continent, as a proof of the U.S. abandonment of their region. European leaders were afraid that
America was going to pay less and less attention to their problems as it would demand from them
more support for the challenges far beyond the European shores, at a time when many states in
Europe were suffering from the economic recession (Hamilton 2014: 27).
President Obama and his administration, abandoned the U.S. unilateralist policy of settling
international disputes, and embraced the multilateralist approach. Influenced by liberal views, the
Obama administration saw the resolution of crises through engagement of international
institutions and collaboration with the allies as a more efficient tool. Two main beliefs have
influenced the foreign policy of President Obama: Firstly, the reserved use of military forces and
the improvement of the allies in their burden-sharing responsibility; secondly, the agreement to
dialogue with Cuba and Iran. At the outset of Obama Presidency, America has shifted its focus to
the Pacific region, but the ongoing crisis like the “Arab Winter” and Crimea invasion in Ukraine,
hampered the fulfillment of U.S. “Grand Strategy”. Obama was concerned to maintain the
American Global leadership with a low cost as well as through a greater burden sharing of its
allies and partners.
Obama aimed at restoring the American international confidence, which was badly
tarnished during Bush presidency. Obama wanted not only to reestablish the broken relations
with trans-Atlantic allies, but also with America’s adversaries. Because of Obama’s personal
background, he was the first American president who was able to manage the connection with the
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non - Western countries. During Bush presidency, America overreached itself both militarily and
strategically, and now it was the time for the United States to exert less expensively and more
efficiently its international leadership position. Long-lasting armed strategies were avoided,
military operations were more tactfully employed, and partners and allies were to make more
substantial contributions (Nuenlist 2016: 1).
Obama’s strategy was seen by many scholars of international relations as an abandonment
of the U.S. strategy followed by America since the end of World War II and as a sign of a decline
in American power. Robert Kagan in an article published in the "World Affairs" journal, while
analyzing the President’s foreign policy argues that America was parting from the initial
strategies it pursued after World War II. The grounds of those strategies were economic and
military supremacy, political and military alliances and open monetary structures. Kagan
elaborates that the American president is rejecting “two of the main pillars of the post-world war
II strategy”. Instead of endeavoring to preserve American supremacy, Obama’s foreign policy is
looking for managing what it regards as the U.S.’s inevitable decline compared with other great
powers, such as Russia and China. In this way, America is distancing itself from alliances such as
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) (Kagan 2011: 14).
During Obama Presidency a lot of international crises had an impact on the world affairs in
general and on the trans-Atlantic Alliance, in particular. The Alliance was unprepared to face the
new risks and therefore it was hesitant and slow to respond. To better illustrate NATO’s reaction
towards the new threats it’s worth analyzing the case of the attacks on Libya, the annexation of
Crimea by Russia and the Syrian war. All these events had a significant impact on the Alliance

201

member states concerning the way they chose to face the situations. These crises directly affect
the security of Europe and the Alliance was the only body that could resolve them. They have
identified the differences and frictions that exist between member states. The divergences were
evident between America on one hand and the European states on the other, but this difference
was even greater within European countries themselves.
4.2.1 The Libyan case
As a no-fly zone was enforced over Libya, most of the elements of the U.S.’s Alliance
policy seemed to still be present in the new U.S. foreign policy. The strong and extensive threats
hostile to the Libyan citizens brought allies to a breaking point where just the conviction of
Gaddafi regime was not sufficient. European partners and in particular Great Britain and France
constantly urged to take military action and to keep this question as a priority in the trans-Atlantic
agenda. Those two countries tried hard to authorize the use of force through the UN mandate thus
seeking the international cooperation. Further steps were considered after the Libyan opposition
and the international community was brought to Paris by Sarkozy, the French President. Finally,
the U.S. agreed and voted in support of the United Nations Resolution 1973, imposing a no-fly
zone over Libya. From the early start, Obama administration was in support of a multilateral
intervention in Libya. This multilateral background was designed differently from the earlier
coalition attitudes which were undertaken by Bush administration in years 2001 and 2002 while
preparing for the Iraqi war.
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Contrary to the Iraq war, the Libyan intervention proved the Americans will and confidence
in the need for multilateral action under the UN mandate and through NATO. When the uprising
in Libya began, President Obama hesitated to intervene again in another country. Robert Gates,
the U.S. Secretary of State said that, “any future defense secretary who advises the president to
again send a big American land army into Asia or into the Middle East or Africa should have his
head examined” (quoted in Shanker 2011).
But the war in Libya showed that America left the Europeans to assume responsibility for a
conflict which occurred in their own backyard. This new American foreign policy approach
termed as “leading from behind” caused nervousness among the European allies, which were
concerned about the American attitude towards its military commitments. This war revealed that
America was not keen on leading “wars of choice” in or around European territory, but it would
not show reluctance in leading “wars of necessity” in defense of its European partners (Valasek
2011: 2). The United States chose for the first time to have a secondary or “leading from behind”
role “in a war prosecuted by the NATO alliance and driven by Britain and France, the two
strongest military powers in Europe” (Enlarger 2011).
The leadership of Britain and France in this war was a good step for America, which
succeeded in making the European allies bear more of a burden in the international conflicts,
especially in Europe’s neighborhood. In the case of Libya, Washington was encouraged to work
hard in order to win its allies support “instead of resenting or rebelling against the self-appointed
“indispensable nation” (Walt 2011: 14). Although air strikes in Libya initially were undertaken
by two EU member states, which inspired the foundation of the ESDP/ CSDP—France and the

203

United Kingdom—surprisingly did not act institutionally under the EU’s CSDP. Thus, military
intervention by the UK and France in Libya demonstrated the lack of common actions “to anchor
multilateralism in European security and defense matters through either the institutions or
procedures of the European Union” (Mazzucelli 2013: 117).
The actions in Libya, evidenced the disharmony amongst the “big three” countries of the
European Union. France strongly advocated military intervention in Libya, but opposed the
command of the trans-Atlantic Alliance; the United Kingdom also advocated the military action
but insisted on NATO command; and Germany abstained from the vote on the UN Security
Council Resolution 1973, which authorized the use of force (United Nations Security Council
2011). This discordance among the most powerful EU partners presented an important challenge
to the trans-Atlantic Alliance. Yet, the challenges were handled in an ad hoc manner, with leaders
and diplomats struggling to satisfy extensively differing perceptions and interests among the
allies (Becker: 2011).
Germany gradually engaged in a self-confident foreign policy isolated from the requests
and the desires of its former American benefactor. Subsequent to its rejection to partake in the
Iraq War, Germany turned away from the West’s involvement in Libya and pursued independent
relations with China and Russia, thus “raising eyebrows in Washington, DC” (Heilbrunn 2012:
41). German attitude proved very upsetting, but it did not deny the fact that the war in Libya was
unquestionably European. The absence of Germany meant that Europe’s military intervention and
diplomacy lacked the drive it would have had with Germany, the biggest country in Europe, on
board. Although Europe evidenced true military impotence, it has all in all proved that Europe
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can be engaged in relatively great battles with limited American support. Critics indicate that it
was difficult for NATO to dislodge Gaddafi and they maintain that the European allies could not
prevail without the U.S. weapons.
It’s worth mentioning that the U.S. role as ‘leading from behind’ is misinterpreted and not
entirely fair. The U.S. in fact was the front-runner, but it did so in a way that made the European
NATO allies assume more responsibility and play a part in the war. The U.S. deliberately frontloaded its main airstrike contributions (initially throwing over 100 Tomahawk cruise missiles
against Gaddafi objectives), before relinquishing control and arranging leads to the trans-Atlantic
Alliance. The U.S administration was explicit in what was to be prepared “reportedly even
withholding operational assets such as A10 ‘tankbuster’ aircraft that might have made important
contributions to the campaign” (Weber et al. 2014: 779).
However, the non-existence of a mutual European approach towards the war in Libya
frustrated American and European allies and the sharing of the obligation among the European
partners remained unresolved. The most remarkable experience in the Libyan War was something
that did not occur. EU Foreign policy and defense structures were completely non-existent.
France and UK intentionally overlooked Brussels’ institutions (Brown 2012: 80). While the
United Kingdom and France took the lead in the Libyan war, the EU “was not and could not be a
channel for successful action in dealing with this problem; NATO was the only available tool and
worked reasonably well” (Brown 2012: 85).
Fervent supporters of a European autonomous power were frustrated and in despair seeing
that it was impossible for the EU to act as a single unit and to demonstrate the European
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“puissance”. There are many explanations why the EU was not present as a single body in Libya.
Firstly, the UK declared that it would not be part of the operation if the European Union
structures got involved. EU bodies were criticized as “paralytic” and the EU foreign policy
lacked coherence. Britain and France coordinated together to partake in the operations based on
the agreement reached in December 2010, in Lancaster House. They agreed to coordinate outside
the European Union defense structures. Secondly, as a result of German opposition the EU
couldn’t intervene as a block in Libya. As concerns the military operations, Britain declared that
it could not count on Germany. This was clearly stated by Britain’s defense minister, Liam Fox.
On the other hand, Sweden, Italy etc., claimed that the operation be directed by NATO and not
the EU structures. Under the present circumstances one could raise the question: is there a
truthful relationship between NATO and the EU? (NCAFP 2012: 195-196).
If Libya, thus, proved that Europe is inadequate either militarily or politically in European
security, it also indicated that America would be less present in Europe because its focus has
actually shifted in other regions such as Asia and the Pacific. Therefore, the U.S. has recurrently
made it clear that Europe has to take control and manage the conflicts in its borders. America
wanted Europe to be a partner in the challenges of the new century rather than providing a free
ride for Europe. But, the American strategic shift partially depends on the capacity of the old
continent to protect itself. If Europe was able to acquire its real burden sharing in providing
security, it would allow the United States to divert in other regions of the world. Consequently
the precondition for the U.S. pivot to Asia or the Pacific is Europe’s strategic self-sufficiency, at
least at a regional level. If European partners were really threatened, America wouldn’t have any
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other alternative, but get involved, in order to protect its own vital interests. From this perspective
America continues to be a “European power”. In the words of Sven Biscop, the political scientist
on European matters.

European capitals, all too well aware of this, ignore at their peril the possibility that the US
might decide to make the point by withholding its military support for a crisis management
operation of importance to Europeans that does not threaten vital US interests—such as that
in Libya (Biscop 2012: 1309).

4.2.2 The Russian threat and the trans-Atlantic Response
The U.S.-Russia relations were characterised by mutual cooperation but the “so-called reset
of U.S.-Russian relations,” lasted from spring 2009 to January 2012. During this time the leaders
of America and Russia took decisions that were beneficial to their own national interest. For
example, the “New Start Treaty” was ratified, the “UN Security Council’s sanctions against Iran”
was voted and Russia allowed the American forces to use its aerial space as a supply route to
Afghanistan. Both countries collaborated for the membership of Russia in the WTO and a joint
top-level commission was created to encourage partnership in every field starting from nuclear
energy to the fight against terrorism. They also worked to liberalize the visa regime. By 2010,
due to the bilateral cooperation, polls revealed that 60 percent of Russian people thought
positively about America (McFaul 2014: 167).
An important development in the trans-Atlantic relations was the decision taken by
President Obama, in September 2009, to stop the missile defense program in Eastern Europe, a
program launched and supported by the Bush presidency and encouraged by Poland and the
Czech Republic. This decision was not completely surprising: Obama had articulated rational
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hesitations concerning the cost and feasibility of this high-priced program. Poland and the Czech
Republic were discontented by this decision as they had invested a significant political capital for
this program and they deemed the presence of the American military on their territory necessary.
Both countries were embarrased by this decision as they were unprepared for such a political
move. Moreover, this decision was taken by Obama administration unilaterally and without
consultation with the respective governments. Poland and the Czech Republic were found before
the fait accompli.
Until the second half of President’s Obama second term, European security was not taken
seriously by the Obama administration. Europe was regarded as a dull and safe region, a good
place to take photos rather than discuss about it. The trans-Atlantic Alliance, although in need of
radical changes in its institutuions for countering the new threats, was not considered as
important enough to attempt to restructure it. The rejection of the European allies to send more
troops to Afghanistan created a kind of antipathy in America. By then security worries in the
Baltic countries and Central Europe “were an afterthought, not even worth any extra diplomatic
effort” (Applebaum 2015: 38).
The annexation of Crimea by Russia put an end to the era of building peaceful relations
with Russia since the end of Cold War. Although these years were marked by efforts to integrate
Russia into the West, unfortunately these efforts were failing. The invasion of Crimea and the
support of the nationalist pro-Russians in eastern Ukraine gave way to old Cold War rival
clashes, i.e., the West on one side and Russia on the other. Thus, the West and in particular
Europe were confronting aggression by a former rival, Russia.

208

Are we back into the Cold War? This was the question raised by many scholars after the
illegal invasion of Crimea. On the face of it, this new phase in the world affairs could be
interpreted as reminiscent of the Cold War. In fact it is different significantly. The present day
situation does not pose a conflict between two distinct ideologies, liberal democracy and
communism. This conflict does have international implications, but it is not vital to the global
architecture. Most significantly, contrasting to the Cold War, as Dmitri Trenin, the Russian think
tank and historian has put it “the present crisis is not the organizing principle of either world
politics or even the foreign policies of the conflict’s main contestants, particularly that of the
United States” (Trenin 2014: 3).
The western leaders were shocked by the annexation of Crimea and the invasion of Eastern
Ukraine by Russia which focefully redrew the border of Europe. Under these circumstances, the
American and European leaders were obliged to reformulate and to reacess the foreign policy
towards Russia. As the assaults continued and intensified, a number of threats were made by
Russia which targeted not only the Baltic countries that became NATO members in 2004, but
also Sweden and Finland which had not joined NATO yet. Hence, the physical security of the
NATO members needed for the first time since the fall of Berlin Wall to be reassessed. This
possibly included the chance of a hybrid war. For instance, a possible rebellion of a Russianminority in Estonia, Lithuania and Letonia or a battle over the rail passage that went through
Lithuania between Kaliningrad and the rest of Russia (Applebaum 2015: 42). As the Ukraine
crises burst out, the idea that Europe was only a partner in dealing with the global issues, and not
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a problem in itself came to be a misconception. “Europe—and NATO—are now back, with a
bang” (Brown 2014: 201).
Obama responded to the NATO challenges in a symbolic and rhetorical manner. In the
speeches held in Tallinn and Warsaw in summer 2014, Obama affirmed thet he was speaking on
America’s behalf as well as that of the trans-Atlantic Alliance in order “to reaffirm our
unwavering commitment to Poland security” (Obama 2014). Obama went on to say that “Article
5 is clear—an attack on one is an attack on all. And as allies, we have solemn duty—a binding
treaty obligation-to defend your territorial integrity” (ibid). Obama administration in material
terms, headed its partners to impose sanctions against Russian bureaucrats, corporations, banks
and possibly in all the parts of Russian industry. Despite the declarations made by Obama and the
sanctions he approved, the U.S. President considered the crisis in Ukraine as a European regional
problem. The attitude of the Obama administration made it clear that the United States was really
distancing itself from the old continent. Considering the Ukrainian crises as a regional one, the
United States did not take part in the Minks’ talks, where the West was represented by the
European Union and the President of France and German Chancellor Merkel. President Obama
clearly said that no arms would be used in the conflict in Eastern Ukraine. The west suffered as it
was not able to respond in kind. President Obama has been criticized for ruling out the use of
force, on the ground that Russia should be kept guessing. He was further criticized for directing a
foreign policy that has seemed “to be geared more towards avoiding confrontations than
accepting them as the price of global leadership” (Freedman 2014: 27-28).
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The goal of these measures taken by the West was to harm Russia so much that it withdrew
from Ukraine, and to cause within Russia possibly enough pain to impose a regime change i.e.,
the ouster of President Putin. The measures taken against Russia had an immediate effect, thus
causing the stock market to plunge, capital to flow out of Russia as well as the Russian ruble to
further weaken (Trenin 2014: 8).
Militarily speaking, Russia is back as an antagonist of the West. The trans-Atlantic Alliance
is being revitalized with its original purpose to “keep the Russians out.” The deployments which
are temporary dislocated in the Baltic countries as well as in Romania and Poland might become
permanent basis of NATO’s troops, including the American ones, in the eastern flank of Europe.
American troops, tanks, airplanes and navy are coming back to Europe. The Russian nuclear
forces will be an open target of NATO’s ballistic missiles and neutral states like Finland and
Sweden might soon join NATO. The “new old face” of NATO has come back into focus and
“NATO is pivoting back to Russia” (ibid, 9).
Politically, militarily and economically speaking Europe is again divided into three parts,
with Russians to the east, the European Union and trans-Atlantic Alliance to the west and the
“sandwiched states” like Ukraine and Moldavia in the middle as well as the states of the South
Caucasus as the battlefield. Europe was considered as a region where the great power wars were
handed over to the historical records, since the end of the Cold War, but in reality it is making a
dramatic comeback, though isolated. The political counterpart of war, the economic sanctions,
has been reapplied and the information warfare is at the highest level of activity. Although the
U.S. were previously confronted with Russia concerning the conflict in Georgia in 2008, that was
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a very peripheral and brief conflict which did not change the history of the post-Cold War, but
Ukraine did (ibid, 9).
The recent developments in Ukraine clearly prove the thesis that the EU is unable to cope
with challenges and risks the international security is facing. While the current conflict developed
at the border of Europe, constituting a threat not only for Ukraine but also for the EU member
states, the response of the latter was sluggish. Fareed Zakaria, in his analysis, describes the
problem as:,

European cowardice and appeasement. It is better explained by an absence of coherence
among the European Union’s 28 very different countries, a lack of strategic direction and a
parochial inward orientation that looks for the world’s problems to go away. The result is a
great global vacuum, with terrible consequences (Zakaria 2014).

The Crimean Crisis revealed the great differences that exist between EU member states.
While Poland and the Baltic countries, given their exposed geographical position towards
Russian threat, exert pressure for a tougher response by the European Union, Germany and
United Kingdom due to their strong commercial ties, mutual investment and funding are reluctant
to take a tough reaction against Russia. Also, the economic sanctions were opposed in Europe, in
particular in those countries that had trade relations with Russia. Although German Chancellor
Merkel strongly opposed Russia, many political figures in Germany were unwilling to damage
the relations with Russia which had been the center of détente and had helped in the reunification
of Germany. Other states like Italy and Spain tended not to deteriorate their relations with Russia.
The economic crisis that has plagued some of the EU member states and the European economy
in general gave way to the national interests of each European state rather than the EU interests as
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a single entity. Some countries were more interested in improving their national economy and
less interested in EU foreign policy—as long as their national security was not at risk. The
Europeans feared that a backlash against Russia would damage their interests more than Russian
interest itself. In this way, Europeans were negligent and not serious in the way they would face
the Russian threat (Menon and MacFarlane 2014: 100).
Events in Ukraine posed a threat to the other countries bordering Russia, which are
members of EU and NATO. Consequently the stability of Europe has lately appeared
questionable. Ukraine is only a part of the bigger picture. At the heart of the continent a new front
line is opened. There is instability everywhere. Ukraine is not the only unstable country. Moldova
Georgia and Belarus will probably lead to a mounting conflict between the East and the West
(Legvold 2014: 81). The threat of conflict escalating is emphasised by Brzezinksi while he
maintains that the security and freedom of the Baltic States, as well as Poland and Rumania will
be endangered “if Ukraine is crushed while the West is simply watching” (Brzezinski 2014).
The annexation of Crimea and the late developments in Ukraine and Eastern Europe are the
result of Putin’s reaction towards Ukraine’s orientation to the West. The West, being unprepared,
was unclear on the way and tools to respond to Russian aggression. Also, there were
controversies among member states concerning their response. The bordering states were for a
tougher response, whereas others, also because of the relationship with Russia, were for a less
severe reaction.
The most outstanding authors had different views as to the reasons that made Russia
intervene in Ukraine and how the West should have responded. Realists contend that the actions
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Russia took towards Ukraine are in reality a rational response to endeavors of the West to grab
Ukraine from Russian realm and influence. According to them, the malefactor behind the current
conflict between Russia and Ukraine is America and its Western allies as well as the transAtlantic Alliance. Realist thinks tanks, Kissinger and Mearsheimer, supported the idea that the
West should stop its ambitions to expand in Ukraine. Kissinger notes that,

Leaders of all sides should return to examining outcomes not compete in posturing. Here is
my notion of an outcome compatible with the values and security interests of all sides:
Ukraine should not join NATO. This is a position Brzezinski took seven years ago, when it
last came up”. Henry Kissinger, as a ‘realist’ pundit, supported a cooler geopolitical
evaluation and cautioned against taking sides (Kissinger 2014).

While the political science professor, John Mearsheimer, argues that the responsibility for
the crisis lies on the U.S. and its European allies and that,

The taproot of the trouble is NATO enlargement, the central element of a larger strategy to
move Ukraine out of Russia’s orbit and integrate it into the West. At the same time, the EU’s
expansion eastward and the West’s backing of the pro-democracy movement in Ukraine—
beginning with the Orange Revolution in 2004—were critical elements, too....The United
States and its allies should abandon their plan to westernize Ukraine and instead aim to make
it a neutral buffer between NATO and Russia (Mearsheimer 2014: 77, 87).

Another realist, Stephen Walt, writing for the Foreing Policy magazine notes that Ukraine
is not a country that the West deems as a major strategic asset. The reason is simple, its economy
is banckrupted, it does not have much natural resourses, the country is suffering from ethnic
divisions and the political system is corrupted and the rule of law and democracy are not
consolidated. Additionally, the events in Ukraine and the western engagement in the conflict are
deteriorating the relations between Russia and the West, which is, in the long run, a more
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important country than Ukraine. “And a long-term squabble isn’t in Washington’s or Moscow’s
long-term interest” (Walt 2014).
Contrary to what realists argue, I think that the annexation of Crimea and the armed conflict
in Eastern Ukraine was not only due to the expansion of the West in Ukraine, but also as a result
of Russia’s internal politics and in particular Putin’s politics. Putin’s neo-imperial belief, his
definite purpose “to make Russia great again” and his ideology that Russia should protect all the
Russian speakers in the neighboring states and his conviction that Ukraine is not a natural state,
but an “artificial” one “appear to be part and parcel of his pursuit of authoritarianism and empire
and his adoption of a hegemonic policy toward Russia’s ‘near abroad’” (Motyl 2015: 78).
Michael McFaul, professor of political science, in an article in the Foreign Affairs titled
“Faulty Powers: Who Started the Ukraine Crises”, best describes that the crisis was not about
NATO and Russia and realism, but “Putin and his unconstrained, erratic adventurism”. He
continues to say that “Whether you label its approach realist or liberal, the challenge for the West
is how to deal with such behavior forcefully enough to block it but prudently enough to keep
matters from escalating dramatically” (McFaul 2014: 171).
The EU and NATO were previously expanded eastwards, in countries like Poland, Hungary
and the Baltic Republics but Russia’s reaction had not been very aggressive. In fact, the use of
force aiming at territory annexation of neighboring countries by Russia has been a common
practice even before. Russia used almost the same strategy in 2008 when it went to war with
Georgia and as the result of use of force it made it possible to detach from the Georgian territory
the republics of Ossetia and Abkhazia. In this case, Russia justified its military intervention in the
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name of defense of the pro-Russian population that lived in these territories. The West
underestimated the Russian aggression in Georgia and paid no attention to it, thus giving Russia
self-confidence in other possible interventions. Use of force in Georgia and in Ukraine by Russia,
resulted in a successful tool in achieving its goals.
Some foreign affairs analysts and authors such as Brzezinski, Simes, Grygiel etc., support a
harsher reaction towards Russia. Brzezinski, former US security adviser and an expert on
geopolitics makes it clear that NATO should be put on high alert and recommended to avert
miscalculations. He goes on to say that “if the West wants to avoid a conflict, there should be no
ambiguity in the Kremlin as to what might be precipitated by further adventurist use of force in
the middle of Europe” (Brzezinski 2014).
The necessity for a common policy in dealing with Russian aggression is emphasized by
Simes who asserts that the U.S. and the EU should stop Putin from taking further action and
“they must be clear-eyed about the policies that can produce results at an acceptable cost” (Simes
2014: 11).
4.2.3 The Syrian War
The recent military engagement of Russia in Syria is another signal of the use of force by
Russia as a means of finding its place in the international affairs and a sign to show to the others
to keep away from Russian sphere of influence. In the fall 2015, airstrikes were conducted by
Russia in Syria presumably to fight against the terrorist groups. Quite a lot of aircraft was sent out
to Syria in order to combat ISIS and the opposition forces of Assad. Highly developed air defense
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systems were set up in the Syrian territory, strategic bombers were sent and Russian navy was
ordered to launch missiles at objectives in Syria from locations in Caspian and Mediterranean
Seas. In this way, the U.S. monopoly to use force globally was undermined by Russia (Trenin
2016: 26-27).
The intervention of Russia in the civil conflict in Syria altered the trend in 2015. The
justification of the assaults was that Russia was making efforts to reduce terrorism by supporting
Assad who was losing ground in the summer. According to Putin, the terrorists would be
mobilized if Assad regime collapsed. So, Putin was helping the revival and the consolidation of
the state foundation in the region. For decades, this has been the largest involvement of Russia in
the Middle East. Its unexpected military raid into Syria has altered the civil conflict into a
Russian-American one. This situation has raised the risks in the continuing confrontation between
Russia and the West. The war in Syria has involved Russia as a player and America and its allies
have to find a way to handle the situation (Stent 2016: 106).
Despite what Putin is declaring, Kremlin has plainly decided that with the aim of defending
its interests in Russian neighboring countries, it is obliged to act globally. After Russia drew a
line on Ukraine, it concluded that Syria would be the next country to suppress the upheaval
rigorously. It has also been successful in turning the attention away from the destabilization Putin
caused in Ukraine. Under these circumstances, it was not possible for the West to carry on with
the isolation of Kremlin. Putin’s intention was to shift the attention from the instigator’s role in
the Ukrainian crisis, to his new responsibility in Syria as a liable forerunner in the international
movement against terrorism (Stent 2016: 110).
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The aim of the involvement in Syria was not only to strengthen the regime of Bashar Al
Assad, but also to force America and its allies to treat Russia on a more equal footing (Lukyanov
2016: 35). The primary military aim of Russia was to impede the downfall of Assad regime and a
consequent occupation of Syria by the Islamic State. This objective was aimed to be achieved by
empowering the government forces of Syria as well as Iran and Hezbollah as its partners. In the
meantime Russia’s political goal was to obtain a peace agreement that defended the interests of
Russia in Syria and in the whole region. Russia’s objective was to ensure that Syrian government
after the conflict would remain friendly to it. In this way Russia could keep its military forces in
the Syrian territory and most of all, it would ensure continuing economic and political relations
with its wartime partners. What’s more, Putin was seeking to confirm Russia’s position as a
world power, partly by acting together with the U.S. as a chief cosponsor for a political peace
settlement and as a guarantor of the subsequent agreement; Putin is seeking to restore Russia’s
position among the other great powers in the world.
The involvement of Russia in this conflict is to demonstrate that to achieve Putin’s
objective, the military force is important. By taking action daringly in spite of its limited
resources, Putin has contributed in shifting the strategic balance in the region and has presented a
remarkable reinstatement where Russian weight was crossed out with the end of the Cold War
(Trenin 2016: 26-27). Russia, by exercising the use of force in Syria, is sending a message to the
U.S. and other regional powers that it will back the heads of states and governments against
unrest and will not abandon them when the opposite forces try to take control, as America
deserted Hosni Mubarak, the president of Egypt, in 2011. The strategy in Syria represents part of
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a wider Russian move to get its influence back in the Middle East. The heads of regional states
(Israel, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Jordan, and the United Arab Emirates) paid a visit to Russia
the previous year and agreed to buy arms from it. These countries are also strengthening their
trade relations with Moscow at a time when the West has imposed sanctions on Russia. Given the
hesitant attitude of the United States concerning the regional crisis in recent years, various states
are suspicious of American Leadership in the global arena (Stent 2016: 109).
To some extent Putin’s central aim in Syria is to make America accept the important
position of Russia in the Middle East. One should distinguish whether Putin sees Russia’s
recognition as an end in itself or as a first step on the way to a multipolar world where Russia has
a say on key issues—an appreciated ambition of some political experts in Russia (Stent 2016:
112). Despite mutual accusations which have been typical in the recent Russian-U.S. relations,
they were able to cooperate in order to put an end to the enmities in Syria. In February 2016 both
countries issued a common declaration indicating an astonishing “degree of common cause”.
They sought the achievement of a peaceful resolution of the Syrian war by fully respecting the
vital role of the UN (Lukyanov 2016: 30). Putin’s recent tendency to take high risks may turn out
as a harder issue to be tackled by the West than his constant policy of imperialism. A rational
expansionist could be controlled, but the right reaction to a gambler who makes sudden decisions
on the basis of temporary causes is not well-defined. The West was caught by surprise by
Russia’s action in Ukraine and in Syria and it was unable to stop Putin who was acting fast to
transform facts on the field. By responding boldly to the conflicts, Putin generates other crisis for
his country and the world (Treisman 2016: 54).
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The intervention of Russia in Syria saved the collapse of Assad regime. Russia deployed
thousands of troops in Syria which are primarily fighting against Syrian opposition that is backed
by the United States and the civilian population and not against the Islamic State. The Russian
troops, anti-ship and air-defense systems, due to Obama’s non-intervention policy, have been
significantly deployed in the region. These deployments have nothing to do with the fight against
terrorism, but to threaten NATO and the U.S. assets. As a result of Obama policies, U.S. was
displaced from the region as a major power broker. Furthermore, Egypt, Israel and Turkey, as
American allies were directing their eyes to Russia as an important player in the region. Under
the circumstances, America’s partners and allies in Central and Eastern Europe and in the Middle
East have doubted the seriousness of the U.S. against aggression. Even the South Korean and
Japanese allies as well as other partners in Asia were questioning the credibility of the U.S.
military commitments (Kagan 2017).
This uncertainty was reinforced by the “America First” platform announced by President
Donald J. Trump. He campaigned for non-entanglement in the conflicts overseas and cautioned
Barack Obama concerning the military intervention in Syria. Mr. Trump’s primary aim was to
fight ISIS and not to topple Assad from power. The President’s attitude was reinforced by Rex
Tillerson, the Secretary of State and Nikki Haley the U.S. ambassador in the United Nations. But,
an incredible policy reversal was struck by President Trump after the atrocious chemical attack
undertaken by Assad regime against the Syrian civilians in April 2017. He ordered strikes against
the Assad regime as a counteraction for the use of weapons of mass destruction towards innocent
people. This action was vital for the national security interest of the U.S. Mr. President declared
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in a speech that “There can be no dispute that Syria used banned chemical weapons, violated its
obligations under the chemical weapons convention and ignored the urging of the UN Security
Council”. He added that “Years of previous attempts at changing Assad’s behavior have all failed
and failed very dramatically” (Trump 2017).
This move of Trump administration was supported by the western civilized nations, U.K,
NATO and the EU, as well as other regional key partners in the Middle East like Israel and Saudi
Arabia. In this manner, President Trump sent a clear message to the Assad regime as well as to
the Russians, which named Trump’s intervention as an act of aggression. Trump’s reaction is a
first step to fill the vacuum that is created in the Middle East. The good news for the free world is
that America is back in business to project power, to defend the actual world order and its interest
everywhere.
The test of Trump’s resolve starts here. Putin threatened to escalate in Syria and suspended
the agreement with the U.S. for the coordination of air operations. Iran is likely to increase its
actions and may strike at the U.S. troops in Iraq and Syria. “If the United States backs down in
the face of these challenges, the missile strike, though a worthy action in itself, may end up
reinforcing the world’s impression that the United States does not have the stomach for
confrontation” (Kagan 2017).
The efficient use of force on one hand and the West inability to react on the other could
encourage Russians to undertake further steps at the expense of neighboring countries. As it is
widely considered that the Baltic States are the next possible targets of Russian intervention, they
are not the only ones. The island of Gotland, in Sweden, and its vulnerable nature received a great
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deal of public attention, in early 2015. Also, the island of Bornholm in Denmark and the small
Redzikowo village in Poland were publicly discussed as a possible scenario of Russian
aggression (Giles 2016: 47). Taking into account these developments, the EU and NATO should
demonstrate their strength in the international arena. EU, should in particular increase its role in
confronting the crises. In reality, there is a need for a stronger Europe and various authors
emphasize this fact by arguing that Europe is not to be considered as a rival of NATO, but as a
stronger actor responsible to deal with the threats. The Western European countries must begin to
secure the frontiers instead of indulging in the conviction that the deterrence offered by America,
is sufficient; it is not (Grygiel & Mitchell 2014: 37).
Fareed Zakaria also emphasizes the need for greater EU involvement in the resolution of
the crisis in its periphery, like Ukraine and beyond. Zakaria points out the need to increase the
investment in the defense field while stating that,

European nations must also reverse a two-decade downward spiral in defense spending that
has made the E.U. a paper tiger in geopolitical terms. Germany, for example, spends about
1.5 percent of its gross domestic product on defense, among the lowest rates in Europe and
well below the 2 percent that is the target for all NATO members. It’s hard for a country’s
voice to be heard and feared when it speaks softly and carries a twig (Zakaria 2014).

Faced with such crisis, many European States are considering increasing their defense
spending, but the first to take individual measures are Estonia and Poland and due to their
geographical position, have relatively increased their military budgets. All the Europe’s Eastern
periphery countries like Romania, Czech Republic, Latvia and Lithuania are looking to invest
more on their defense.
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4.3

The Trans-Atlantic Alliance and its Future Enlargement
The four rounds of NATO enlargement in the post-Cold War area in Europe manifested its

most important geopolitical transformation. The third and the fourth rounds, which were
completed respectively with the admission of Albania and Croatia (in the third round, in 2009)
and Montenegro (in the fourth round, in 2017) do not seem fully finalized as other countries in
the Balkans and East of Europe, have clearly expressed their will to partake in the Alliance. In
order to stay prepared for its future challenges, NATO has changed its missions, objectives and
capabilities and enlarged its territorial influence. The main opposition for NATO’s further
enlargement comes from Russia whose attitude is not the same as it was during previous
enlargements. Russia’s attitude was noticed in Putin’s reactions concerning NATO enlargement
in 2004 with the Baltic republics. Although the lower house of the Russian parliament denounced
NATO’s expansion, that did not stop Putin from signing a week later “agreements with NATO
secretary general Jaap de Hoop Scheffer establishing Russian military liaison offices at NATO’s
top military headquarters” (Sloan 2010: 133). On the other hand, there was a broad consensus of
the member states with regard to NATO enlargement with a full support and leadership of the
United States.
Twenty-seven years later we have an economically, politically and militarily stronger
Russia with a greater influence in the international affairs. Russia is trying to become a more
influential actor in the international arena and in particular, with respect to the countries that it
regards as its “zones of influence” and beyond. Alternatively, NATO is not going through its best
days. Numerous differences exist among its members as regards its expansion with new
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countries. One can clearly distinguish two groups. The first group which is more enthusiastic for
the expansion is led by the U.S. and followed by Britain and other European countries, which
former U.S. Secretary of Defense, Donald Rumsfeld, called “New Europe”. Whereas the second
group includes Germany, France etc., which are not enthusiastic about the expansion because of
the economic relations they have with Russia. The rise of Russia and the existence of differences
and disagreements among NATO member countries have made difficult the further enlargement
of the Alliance, as it was demonstrated in the last round in 2017 with the membership of
Montenegro.
It is almost certain that the Balkan states will have the possibility to join NATO in the years
to come. Balkan is the region where the trans-Atlantic cohesion that maintained NATO
enlargement still continues, whereas “outside the Balkans, however, transatlantic consensus has
been replaced by strategic confusion” (De Hart 2008: 22). While the prospect of Balkan
countries’ accession into NATO is obvious, the perspective of other states such as Ukraine,
Georgia, Moldova etc., that have expressed their desire to join, remains confusing and unclear.
Georgia War in 2008 and the annexation of Crimea from Russia and the conflict in eastern
Ukraine have held it back and even called into question the process of their membership in
NATO.
Since 2000, Russia and the West have had different views concerning the integration of the
regions and in their perception there was a wide chasm. Although they cooperated on common
challenges and threats (non-proliferation of arms, Afghanistan and counterterrorism etc.), Russia
regarded the integration of its neighbors in NATO and EU as an inherent threat to its interests.
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Russia was concerned that its neighbors aimed at partaking in economic, security and political
blocks that Russia was not able to join. The West was concerned that Russia was disagreeing
with its neighbors and was denying them to make their own free choices as far as foreign and
security policy was concerned. “This remains the fundamental chasm dividing the two sides: a
regional integration project that, while not intended as an anti-Russian effort by its authors or the
states that aspire to membership, Russia cannot (and does not desire to) join” (Charap and
Shapiro 2014: 268).
The confrontation was escalated as NATO and the EU were moving to the East and Russia
was counter-reacting. Hence, in the NATO summit held in Bucharest in April 2008, it was
declared that Georgia and Ukraine “will become” NATO members. Four months later Georgia
was invaded by Russia. At the end of the year the “Eastern Partnership” was launched by the
European Union. It offered Georgia, Ukraine, Moldova, Belarus, Azerbaijan and Armenia a
heightened political and economic partnership. This was not offered to Russia. In the meantime,
Russia reacted by championing its own plans of regional security and economic integration which
developed into the Collective Security Treaty Organization and the Eurasian Economic Union.
Recently the calamities and the atrocities of the crisis in Ukraine have occupied thoughts
and grabbed the headlines concerning the relation of the West with Russia. In order to understand
the situation, one has to look beyond the actual Russian leader, Putin and reconsider the
relationship of the West with Russia after the Cold War. The Ukraine crisis and Georgian War
has initiated a discussion about the development of the institutions in the Euro-Atlantic area,
namely the enlargement of NATO and the EU after the Cold War. Regarding the further
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expansion of NATO there are three options, which are conditional on the reaction of Russia and
the position the members of the Alliance would keep with regard to the expansion.
4.3.1 The First Alternative: The Acceleration of NATO’s Eastward Enlargement
The process of NATO enlargement is believed to have strengthened the values of
democracy in the Eastern Europe and shielded the countries from the possible aggression of
Russia. The scholars contend that the appropriate reaction to the crisis is to rapidly approve of
Ukraine and Georgia’s membership to the institutions of the West. The further extension of a
Europe “whole, free, and at peace” would intensify the West’s impact and power all over the
wider region. The West is morally responsible to continue to support and sustain democracy in
the east of Europe as it has encouraged their democratic transformation. In order to face the new
threats, NATO should continue to keep its doors open to any democratic state in the world which
is prepared and capable of contributing to the fulfillment of the new responsibilities that NATO
undertakes. Only in this way could NATO as “a truly global alliance can address the global
challenges of the day” (Goldgeier and Daadler 2006: 106).
The region between the east and the west that many call the “grey zone” is insecure and
there is room for rivalry between the superpowers. These squeezed countries between the east
and the west with their vulnerable democracies remain inherently weak and defenseless. In fact,
the power vacuum that is created in this region should be removed. And only in this way could a
comprehensive normal relationship between the West and Russia be reached. While Ukraine and
Georgia become NATO members, the Alliance will be able to strengthen its new member states
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in the Eastern and Central Europe and prevent Russia in its quest for influence on its former
satellites east of NATO.
After the events in Ukraine many U.S. political figures have called for a close cooperation
of central and eastern European countries with NATO and EU and for their future membership.
The U.S. Senators McCain, Barrasso, Hoeven and Johnson in an article in Washington Post, right
after their visit in Europe, suggested that the West should support “Ukraine, Moldova, Georgia
and other European countries that aspire to be part of our transatlantic community” (McCain et
al., 2014). John Bolton, former U.S. ambassador to the UN, advised to put both Georgia and
Ukraine “on a clear path to NATO membership” (Bolton 2014).
In the same line with other U.S. politicians, Robert Gates, the Former Defense Secretary
required to sign association agreements with Ukraine, Georgia, and Moldova. Also, Finland,
Sweden, Montenegro, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Kosovo, Armenia, and Macedonia should be put
forward as candidate states for the trans-Atlantic Alliance (Bandow 2014). In fact there are deep
geopolitical questions in the case of Ukraine. This country is not ready to become a member of
NATO and as Sestanovich in an article in Foreign Affairs maintains, Putin is putting this issue
into agenda: “Ukraine has not been—and is not—ready for NATO membership. Only Putin has
forced this issue onto the agenda” (Sestanovich 2014: 174).
I believe that the acceleration of NATO expansion with countries such as Georgia and
Ukraine is almost an impossible scenario. A number of factors make such a geopolitical
development difficult.
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4.3.1.1

Russia’s Reaction

Building up democratic states, based on the model and values of Western Europe, on the
Russian border was a great concern for Moscow’s authoritarian regime. Russia failed to create a
democratic state after the Cold War period, and what’s worse, Putin is showing an increasingly
more autocratic Russia. Thus, today’s Imperial Russia and the former Soviet Union “resulted in a
similar blend of authoritarianism, militaristic expansion and defensive paranoia” (Leigh 2013).
Democratic movements in Georgia, Ukraine and other countries, which Russia considers as
its zones of influence constitute a serious risk for Putin’s regime. The consolidation of democracy
in these countries, presented the possibility that Moscow might develop into a “next square in
line” where protesters would require the overthrow of Czar Putin and the establishment of
democracy in Russia. The scholar Nikolas Gvosdev, in an article in the foreign policy journal, the
National Interest has asserted that: “The Orange Revolution, seen in the West as a triumph of
“people power,” was viewed in Moscow as a direct and possibly mortal challenge to Russia’s
position in the post-Soviet space” (Gvosdev 2014: 18).
Hence, the collision of the West’s liberal democracy, supported in the neighboring
countries of Russia by the means of the velvet revolutions, with the “sovereign democracy” of
Russia is very obvious. The events in Georgia and Ukraine were what Putin really dreaded
“hundreds of thousands of demonstrators flooding the streets and demanding their corrupt,
autocratic president step down” (Stoner and McFaul 2015: 180).
The war of August 2008 was a clear indication of a firm position of Russia on Georgia’s
ambition to join NATO. The conflict between Georgia and Russia over the provinces of
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Abkhazia and Ossetia had been permanent since the end of the Cold War and Georgia’s
independence from the Soviet Union, but Russia had never been interested in its resolution.
Therefore, Russia’s backlash in August 2008 doesn’t really have to do with the fate of these two
provinces, but represents defiance against the enlargement of NATO and the accession of
Georgia. In Asmus’s view, “Moscow had little interest in a resolution of these conflicts which
could have allowed Georgia to go the West even faster” (Asmus 2010: 12).
This war was not against Georgia but against European security. “An increasingly
nationalistic and revisionist Russia was also rebelling against a European system it felt no longer
met its interests and that had been imposed on it during a moment of temporary weakness” (ibid,
7). Russia openly stated that its reaction had to do precisely with the ambitions of Georgia to
become a NATO member country. Shortly before the NATO Summit, which was to be held in
Bucharest and was to consider the start of membership process for Georgia, Dimitry Rogozin, the
Russian envoy to NATO, had made the fate of these two provinces clear when he stated that: “As
soon as Georgia gets some kind of prospect from Washington of NATO membership, the next
day the process of real secession of these two territories from Georgia will begin” (Rogozin
2008).
The war in Georgia was not only Moscow’s reaction to NATO’s ambitions to expand to
Georgia, but it was also an attempt to show the West that Russia had its role in the global security
architecture. Charles Kupchan, professor of International Affairs writes in an article in the
Foreign Affairs that “the Russian-Georgian war of 2008 was to some extent a reflection of
Moscow’s disquiet about Georgia’s westward geopolitical alignment. And rather than just
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opposing NATO enlargement, Russia is now offering its own ideas for revamping the EuroAtlantic security architecture” (Kupchan 2010: 101).
Even in the case of Ukraine one senses the same reaction from Moscow against Ukraine’s
efforts to join the Alliance. The removal of the pro-Russian President Viktor Yanukovych from
power paved the way for Ukraine to join the west toward its membership in the European Union
and NATO. Russia could not remain indifferent and it annexed the Crimean territory in violation
of international treaties and international law. While at first glance Russia wanted to represent
these revanchist actions as a response towards the defense of pro-Russian population, in reality
there was a completely different reason. The crisis in Ukraine began in a climate of influence
contest between the West and Russia in what it is called “common neighborhood”. The
cancellation of the Association Agreement with the EU by President Yanukovych brought about
huge protests in Kiev. The Ukrainian president fled the country and a new government was
installed. Charap and Shapiro maintained that “While the West celebrated a democratic
breakthrough, the Kremlin saw these events as the latest in a series of regime change efforts
meant to undermine its influence” (Charap and Shapiro 2014: 269). They go on to say that the
installation of an EU loyal government and its leaders in Kiev “threatened to revoke Russia’s
basing agreement in Crimea, quickly move Ukraine toward EU and NATO membership, and cut
the bilateral links on which Russia’s energy and military-industrial sectors depend” (ibid).
The actions of Russia have posed a serious threat to the stability of Europe. In the words of
Charap and Shapiro, it is a fact that Russia’s actions,
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[…] have already relegated the partnership without membership paradigm in WesternRussian relations to the dustbin of history. A whole host of institutional arrangements
involving Russia has been effectively gutted. Even if the conflict in Ukraine itself can be
quickly ended the confrontation between Russia and the West will remain (ibid, 270).

The central drives of Russia’s actions towards Ukraine were its concerns about its foreign
policy, in particular the close ties that Ukraine was building with the Western Europe and
especially NATO. “The annexation of Crimea and the continued backing of the pro-Russian
separatists are designed to keep Ukraine weak and divided, while minimizing the direct exposure
of the Russian military” (Frye 2014).
Russia does not support the enlargement of NATO and the EU. The Eastern Partnership
Program of the European Union was a stepping stone to NATO whose expansion to the East is
seen by Russia as a serious threat. Max Boot, in an article in Foreign Affairs, underlines that,

In its beginning, the crackup in Ukraine was caused hardly more by Russian President
Vladimir Putin’s aggression than by unthinking Western provocations, including unbridled
NATO expansion, the humiliating dismissal of Russia as a great power, and the EU’s efforts
to convince Kiev to cut its ties to Moscow (Boot 2014: 23).

Russia is against the expansion of the Alliance not only on its borders, but also far away, in
countries it considers as zones of influence. That is the reason a hard reaction was generated,
when NATO decided to sign the accession Protocol for Montenegro. At the end of 2015, by
inviting Montenegro, the Alliance declared that its expansion process will continue. Although
Montenegro’s influence (with a standing military of 2000) in the Alliance’s military and in the
Balkan’s region is not very big, Russian reaction was followed by a fierce rhetoric. The
membership of Montenegro into the Alliance signals Georgia and Ukraine that the “Open door
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policy” of NATO, which was put into doubt after the invasion of Crimea, is a reality for the
Alliance.
Expectedly, Russia immediately accused the Alliance about the invitation to Montenegro,
which less than a decade ago, was part of Serbia, the natural ally of Russia in the western
Balkans. The spokesman of president Putin was quick to declare that the expansion of the
Alliance “cannot but result in retaliatory actions…from the Russian side.” While the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs in Russia reacted by saying that the decision was “an openly confrontational step
fraught with additional destabilizing consequences for the system of Euro-Atlantic security”
(Gramer 2015). The Minister called the decision a provocation and that it wouldn’t give any
security measure to NATO. To give a clear warning about NATO enlargement, Russia suspended
all the common projects it had with Montenegro.
These are rhetorical warnings. Geographically speaking, this country is more isolated from
Russia than Ukraine or Georgia. And Moscow will try to react more through its economic and
political means. Internally, Montenegro is facing anti-Alliance factions from within the Orthodox
Church as well as some political parties that emphasize the connections between Serbia and
Russia over the trans-Atlantic Alliance.
At Montenegro’s request, the Alliance has made a significant step towards putting an end to
Russian trickery in this small, but important Western Balkan state (Joseph 2015). Apart from the
rhetoric used in the campaign, the Trump administration supported the enlargement of NATO
with a new member in the western Balkans. This attitude confirms that this administration is
committed to NATO’s “open door” policy. On March 2017, Rex Tillerson, the Secretary of State,
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pushed the Senate to quickly vote for the admission of Montenegro into the Alliance. According
to Tillerson, Montenegro’s membership is important because the western Balkans will have more
stability and the region’s integration, democratic reforms and trade will be supported. The Senate
voted Montenegro’s entry into NATO on March 28, 2017, thus paving the way to the Alliance’s
further enlargement.
The annexation of Crimea by Russia was the first time in the history of post-Cold War for a
state to change the borders of Europe. This was strong evidence that Russia was ready to stop the
further expansion of its Western borders even by force of arms. Russian attitude to NATO’ s
enlargement was confirmed again in December 2015 in the Russian National Security Strategy
where it is stated that “the further expansion of the alliance”, and “the moving of the military
infrastructure closer to Russian borders” are described as a threat to Russia’s security (Farchy
2016).
4.3.1.2

The Reluctance of Important NATO Members

Since the Iraq invasion there has been a rift between the European pillar of the Atlantic
Alliance and the U.S. pillar. They have raised the question of the central character of the
Alliance. There have been disagreements over the “open door” policy stipulated in Article 10,
whether there should be restrictions to the eastward expansion process. France and Germany
(together with Italy and Spain) opposed offering Georgia the MAP in the summit held at
Bucharest in 2008. According to them the Alliance should concentrate on the operation in
Afghanistan rather than on its further enlargement. In fact, although the decision over the MAP
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for Georgia was postponed, the summit concluded that Georgia and Ukraine “will become
members of NATO”.
The tensions over Georgia and Ukraine have not only undermined NATO’s fragile
cohesion, but have also highlighted the divergence between the European and U.S. approach.
European member-states are more likely to be directly affected by the negative impact of any
decision to enlarge, as they are far more dependent upon Russia, particularly in terms of energy.
There is concern that, contrary to the aims of the Alliance, accession for former Soviet states will
actually undermine security in the Euro-Atlantic area rather than strengthen it (German 2011:
228).
The annexation of the Crimea and the war in Eastern Ukraine should serve as a moment for
the NATO members to unify their stance. But the fact is that the Alliance member countries again
had different attitudes regarding the crisis resolution. Even though the expectation in Ukraine was
to draw the United States and Europe closer, a deep division was exposed between them as
concerns a unified response formulation (Krastev and Leonard 2015: 50). The biggest difference
concerns the arming of Ukraine in order to strengthen its defense capabilities. Whereas the
United States supported the arming of the Ukrainian military, the European allies opposed such a
move, as they believed that the only solution is the politico – diplomatic one. This is the
explanation why “many members of the U.S. foreign policy establishment support arming
Ukrainian military, whereas most of their European counterpart oppose it” (ibid, 52).
There were clashes on the attitude for the sanctions to be placed on Russia. The great
debate was between the U.S. and Germany. The latter, due to close economic relations with
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Russia, had a different view on the nature of the sanctions that should be put on Russia. As
Elisabeth Pond puts it:

Early on, Germany and the United Sates agreed to resolve their tactical differences
pragmatically, by writing separate overlapping list of sanction targets. Washington’s list
sough to punish Putin-and, Russian officials alleged, to force regime change to Moscow. By
contrast, Berlin’s list was specifically aimed at deterring future aggression in Ukraine and
was set to expire after one year (Pond 2015: 173-174).

Another difference was whether the Alliance’s forces would be placed in the territory of
new member states bordering Russia. Germany “opposed a permanent NATO presence in the
newer member states of the Alliance, which provoked anger in countries such as Poland”
(Kundnani 2015: 177). Because of the close economic relationships of some influential EU
countries such as France and Germany etc. as well as due to their powerlessness to deal with
Russia, the cohesion between Member States remains fragile.

Most Europeans have little stomach for confronting Russia. Economic ties with Moscow are
profitable, there is no treaty obligation to Ukraine, and no alliance member desires war. So
Washington has taken the lead against Moscow even though America little at stake in
Russia’s misbehavior (Bandow 2014).

4.3.1.3. The U.S.’s Shifting Priorities
Since the end of the Cold War, the United States of America shifted its attention from
Europe to other regions in the world. Considering Europe as a continent “whole and free” the
U.S. policy was focused on Asia and other parts of the world which raised geostrategic interest
for the U.S. The war in Afghanistan and in particular the war in Iraq, as well as the unilateralist
policy of the Bush administration (2001-2008) led the U.S. to be distracted from Europe. The
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election of President Obama in the White House raised EU expectations for a stronger
commitment to the United States on the old continent. Contrary to what was expected, Obama
administration was far more pragmatic concerning the trans-Atlantic partnership. The President
was less dedicated to European affairs and did not consider Europe as the main task of its foreign
policy. Daniel Hamilton, Director at the Center for Transatlantic Relations, writes,

Barack Obama assumed the Presidency believing that Europe had stopped being the central
challenge to American foreign policy, as it had been in the twentieth century, and he and his
team came to judge the value of transatlantic partnership largely in relation to Europe’s
willingness and ability to assume greater leadership in addressing its own challenges, as well
as tackling together with the US a host of problems far beyond European shores” (Hamilton
2014: 27).

In relation to the eastward expansion, the Obama administration as well as other European
countries does not have a clear agenda, spontaneity has prevailed instead. In the words of
Hamilton:

The Obama administration and most EU Member States have been much more cautious and
circumspect in their approach to Wider Europe, reflecting widespread reluctance within the
EU to continue the process of enlargement, given challenges of absorbing new members at a
time of economic and financial crisis (Hamilton 2014: 29).

The annexation of Crimea by Russia and the war in eastern Ukraine between pro- Russians
and Ukrainian authorities, reminded Europe that the Continent isn’t still “fully whole, free and at
peace”. These developments also raised hopes for the Europeans for a U.S. return of the attention,
by putting Europe on the U.S. foreign policy agenda. But contrary to what the European states
were expecting, the Obama administration chose not to be very involved in resolving the crisis.
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“Obama and his administration continue to refer to the Ukraine crisis as a regional problem,
which seems to stress the United States distance from Europe” (Applebaum 2015: 43).
Although the United States undertook to supply Ukraine with weapons as well as help
financially the Ukrainian devastated economy, it was not directly involved in the talks in Minsk
for a political solution to the Ukrainian crisis. German Chancellor Merkel was the main
negotiator between Putin and Poroshenko with the aim of achieving and maintaining the ceasefire
in eastern Ukraine. Also, the German chancellor Merkel and French president Hollande led the
talks between the parties involved in the conflict. By leaving the resolution of the crisis in the
hands of the Europeans, America considered that, since it was primarily a European matter, the
Europeans themselves should reach the resolution. The U.S. non-involvement signals that the
rapid membership of Ukraine and Georgia into NATO is not on the agenda. On the other hand,
with Germany and France (countries that opposed granting MAP to Georgia and Ukraine in
Bucharest) as the main negotiators in resolving the crisis, in my assessment the enlargement of
NATO with these countries is not a priority.
4.3.2 The Second Alternative: The Slow Down of NATO’s Eastward Expansion
The West desires to see its eastern border countries (such as, Ukraine, Georgia, Moldavia
etc.,) progress into prosperous, democratic, stable and sovereign states. Thus, the “grey zones’
between Russia and Western Europe would be reduced and in this way NATO would bring
stability in the region. The war in Georgia and the developments in Ukraine have slowed down
the process of NATO enlargement. Although nine years have passed since the NATO summit in
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Bucharest, the MAP, a phase that will bring those countries closer to NATO, has not yet been
given to Georgia and Ukraine. Even in the Wales summit of September 2014, this step was not
taken. The conflict between Russia and the West has significantly slowed the process of NATO
enlargement. The West should guarantee that membership of these countries to NATO or EU is
not against the interests of Russia.

The West should reassure Russia that it is not seeking to draw Ukraine into NATO or to turn
it against Russia. Ukrainians themselves can define the depth of their closeness to Europe and
the scope of their economic cooperation with Russia, to the benefit of peace and stability in
Europe (Brzezinski 2014).

However, the preservation of a cushion between the West and Russia is for the benefit of
the wider trans-Atlantic relation, while Georgia and Ukraine may not be happy with this solution.
The West should be watchful towards the expansion of the Alliance with these countries by
making it clear that the enlargement does not affect the interests of Russia. The West and Russia
should allow sovereign states, like Ukraine and Georgia and other countries, to make their own
choice in relation with the Alliance as well as with Russia. The history of NATO enlargement
after the Cold War tells us that the eastward expansions were more a result of desire and
insistence of these countries wanting to become members rather than an initiative of the Alliance
itself.
4.3.3 The Third Alternative: The Abandonment of NATO’s Eastward Expansion.
A newly insistent Russia is expected to carry on with its unfavorable reaction against
enlargement, and it is probable that the series of action and reaction will continue. So, the NATO
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enlargement with the states in the border of Russia may bring about direct encounter with
Moscow. Under these circumstances it does not seem possible that the west can bring security
guarantees for these states. Russia’s vital interest is to keep the West institutions, namely NATO
and the EU out of its neighboring countries, whereas the U.S. and Europe do not consider “the
security of Russia’s neighbors as fundamental to their interests” (Charap and Shapiro 2014: 270).
Hence, as the realist scholars, Henry Kissinger, John Mearsheimer, and Stephen Walt maintain,
the west should stop any further enlargement policy on the Russian doorstep. According to them,
this policy causes trouble and NATO is to blame for the crisis. The West should stop its
ambitions to expand in Ukraine. Western leaders should not compete in posturing but they should
examine the consequences. Ukraine should not become a NATO member. Russia and Ukraine
have had an intertwined history and Ukraine can’t be considered a foreign country to Russia.
“Ukraine’s relationship to Europe contributed to turning a negotiation into a crisis. Foreign policy
is the art of establishing priorities” (Kissinger 2014).
Europe and America were mistaken in their attempt to turn Ukraine into a western
stronghold and this ill-conceived policy should not continue as the mistake will be even greater.
Russia, as a great power, which is always aware of the possible pressures in its neighboring
countries, would not allow EU’s expansion and NATO’s enlargement on its doorstep. Even the
U.S. would have not tolerated distant powers to deploy armed forces in anyplace in the West,
much less on its borderlines. Bear in mind the indignation of America if China formed an
outstanding military coalition including Canada and Mexico in it. Hence, Russia has time after
time warned the western leaders that the inclusion of Georgia and Ukraine in NATO won’t be
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acceptable to Kremlin. The war in Georgia in 2008 was a small part of the bigger picture. The
realists feared that NATO enlargement would provoke Russia to generate instability in Eastern
Europe. George Kennan, the American diplomat, articulated this in 1998 at a time when NATO
was being expanded for the first time. He warned that the reaction of Russia would be adverse
and the policies of the west would be affected. The mistake was going to be a tragic one. America
and the European partners should stop their plan for the westernization of Ukraine. Their aim
should be to make it a buffer zone between Russia and the trans-Atlantic Alliance, resembling the
status of Austria during the Cold War. America and NATO member countries should consider the
fact that Ukraine matters to Russia and Western leaders could not assist an anti-Russian regime in
Ukraine (Mearsheimer 2014: 85-87).
Mearsheimer in another article written in The New York Times continues to say that
“Ukraine should remain neutral between East and West” (Mearsheimer 2014). Similar to
Kissinger and Mearsheimer, Richard Haas maintained that Russia needs a “diplomatic exit”
which would assure that Ukraine won’t become a member of NATO or EU. In Haas’s view, in
order to resolve the conflict between the West and Russia it is required “a mixture of efforts
designed to shore up Ukraine economically and militarily, strengthen NATO, and sanction
Russia” (Haas 2014: 78).
Doug Bandow, a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, believes that NATO’s enlargement is a
mistake and the situation should not be worsened by bringing into the Alliance other members,
whose strategic value is not actually very important and the U.S. is talking about the increase of
its forces in other regions around the world. According to Bandow “there is talk of augmenting
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U.S. forces in Asia, confronting China over its aggressive territorial claims, returning to Iraq to
fight Islamic extremists, ousting the Syrian regime, remaining in Afghanistan to protect the
embattled government, and bombing a recalcitrant Iran” (Bandow 2014).In fact the truth is that
Russia has acted and proved its readiness to take action and thus revealed that we are not talking
about a rhetorical question any more. Furthermore, the determination of the West to absorb the
neighbors of Russia into NATO and EU is actually putting the stability of Europe in danger.
Whatever the future enlargement of the Alliance in Ukraine, Georgia or other states of the
former Soviet Union, it has to be stressed that any solution should be considered taking into
account Russia. Whether the Alliance is enlarged or not, it cannot be done by the force of arms.
NATO member states are reluctant to go to war with Russia. The peoples of the NATO member
states are totally against a war with Russia. According to a survey conducted by the Pew
Research in spring 2015, although “a majority (57 percent) also supports Ukraine becoming a
member of NATO” on the other hand “NATO nations are hesitant, however, to escalate their
involvement in the conflict, especially militarily. Comparatively few support sending arms to
Ukraine (median of 41 percent)’’ (Simmons et.al. 2015: 4).
And many allied countries are reluctant to uphold Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty,
which requires NATO members to defend an ally with armed force if necessary.

241

Figure 1 - NATO Publics More Supportive of Economic that Military Aid for Ukraine
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Figure 2 - Many NATO Countries Reluctant to Use Force to Defend Allies

A median of 48 percent among these publics say their country should use military force if
Russia gets into a serious military conflict with a neighboring nation that is a NATO ally, while
42 percent are opposed”(Simmons et.al. 2015: 5). The historical context has changed and the
present crisis cannot count for the essential incompatibilities. It is true that in the recent years,
Post-Soviet Russia has contravened some basic international standards, but the present day
Russia is not the Soviet Union. Both sides of the Atlantic were unprepared for the unpredicted
developments in Ukraine, Georgia etc. The Alliance needs to rethink and re-dimension its
relations with Russia. If one considers that the years after the Cold War show that Russia is never
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going to consent to a real partnership and that the recent years show that Russia is inherently
antagonistic to the Western Europe and its principles, then conflict will prove to be unavoidable.
Contrary to this view, if one reads the events as a series of “miscalculations about the
compatibility of continued institutional enlargement with a cooperative security relationship
between Russia and the West—then there is a need to find a balance between sanctioning Russia
for its recent transgressions of international norms and keeping the door open for better relations
in the future” (Charap and Shapiro 2014: 266). In order to accommodate the challenge that Russia
posed, the west had to change the whole structure of the institutions. But the central principle for
the enlargement of NATO and EU was that the West could not negotiate the rules. Being aware
of the actual circumstances doesn’t indicate that the Western Europe and the U.S. should accept
Russia’s supremacy over its sovereign bordering states. Both sides need to understand that new
arrangements need to be agreed.
It is possible to achieve such a deal, but both sides need to negotiate. The West would have
to admit that the paradigm that functioned well until now (for the Central and Eastern Europe)
would not work for the rest of the continent; In order for them to succeed, Russia will have to
accept the institutional arrangements. “Russia would have to strictly adhere to the limits such new
arrangements would impose on its influence in the region, and forswear military intervention in
the affairs of its neighbors” (Charap and Shapiro 2014: 271).
A compromise needs to be reached but in a situation of distrust and recrimination it might
be very difficult. The West should look for a long-term solution and this does not mean that it has
to satisfy the demands of Russia. Russia, on the other side has to make tough compromises. A
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combination of elements of coercion would probably be needed for the negotiations to succeed.
Such a plan would offer Putin a direction towards safety in its neighboring countries without
having to confront the western alliance. However, if Russia does not agree to the new deal, the
strategy necessitates isolation and conflict.
In order for the trans-Atlantic Alliance to be developed under the present challenges, it
ought to find a new vision and will. Despite its reinvention in the post-Cold War years, the
Alliance needs a second revitalization. A new approach for its democratic expansion has to be
part of the revival. The open door policy to NATO after the Cold War was an achievement of the
statesmen of the time and a success for the prevention of the crisis. The U.S. and Western Europe
made the development of democracy possible and ended the geopolitical antagonism which had
traditionally tormented the eastern and central European countries. One could consider where
Europe would be today without NATO and EU enlargement. For sure, the West would have been
very concerned about the stability at the very heart of Europe. As Asmus has stated,

If U.S. and European leaders again succeed in linking new democracies to NATO and the
EU, ten years from now they will look back at a redrawn map of Europe and Eurasia and be
thankful that they acted when they did. If they fail, future generations may well pay a high
price for their passivity (2008: 10).

4.4

The Retrenchment or Continuous Global Engagement
Many scholars and think-tanks of international relations are debating on the position of the

United States of America in the new global context. The question is, whether America will need
to retain its role as a superpower in international relations, along with allies, despite the heavy
budget cost or not. On the one hand there are those who support the idea of a more American
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America, which should focus on domestic issues and on the other hand those who support its
actual status quo. Even the presidential campaign of 2016 was characterized by debates regarding
the role of America in the international arena.
Being confronted with a budget crisis, weakened military and awkward partners as well as
with a public whose desire for international commitment is declining, America is facing a
fundamental issue. Is it time for the United States to retrench after being engaged through its
Grand Strategy for more than 60 years in the international problems? Many distinguished
scholars in security matters and those who write about the America’s Grand Strategy believe it is.
Although the American public and political figures express their determination about the
continuation of the U.S. international leadership, scholars have been thinking quite differently in
the past ten years. For them, it’s time America scales back its international engagements and goes
in for retrenchment. More explicitly, the U.S. should limit or reject its foreign military
attendance, abolish or dramatically decrease its worldwide security engagements, and diminish or
eschew its endeavors to be the vanguard of the liberal order (Brooks, Ikenberry and Wohlforth
2013: 1).
It was President Obama who during his presidency undertook concrete measures towards
the reduction of America's international engagement. The withdrawal of troops from Iraq, and
plans to do the same thing in Afghanistan, the abandonment of Libya after the fall of Gaddafi
regime, halfhearted support for the Arab Spring movement in search of democracy, and the
indifferent reaction to Russia's annexation of Crimea, was concrete evidence that America is
withdrawing from its global leadership (Hiatt 2016).
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During his Presidential campaign, Donald Trump, as a representative of American
“Nationalism” supported the U.S. retrenchment from the global commitments. In his campaign
Donald Trump raised questions concerning the need for a trans-Atlantic Alliance. He termed
NATO as “obsolete” and outdated, and he quoted that as long as the Soviet threat does not exist,
the old continent is not threatened. Nowadays, the main threat comes from Islamic terrorism. He
contended that Europeans have to pay for their own defense and that the U.S could not carry the
burden of the rich countries in Europe; they should pay for their own security matters. Trump
held that the Alliance is very costly for the U.S. and the European partners don’t pay their fair
share. This situation does not make sense at this point in time as America is not as rich as it was
two generations ago. He also questioned the value of what America is keen to preserve.
According to Donald Trump, the latest terrorist assaults in Europe have made Brussels a
“hellhole”. In his speeches, Trump articulated his appreciation for Vladimir Putin, the present
Russian President but he unwelcomed the military intervention of Russia in Ukraine. What he
found more concerning was that the U.S., rather than the European partners, has borne the lion’s
share of the burden in reacting to the Russian intervention (Lindberg 2016: 18-19).
During the campaign, Donald Trump shared the same view towards the American allies in
Asia, like Japan and South Korea, which have to pay for their security. Referring to the Iraq war
and the regime overthrow in Libya where the U.S. was deeply engaged, Trump was raising the
question: “Why the U.S. should continue to be involved in promiscuous regime change when the
result had been chaos?” (quoted in Buchanan 2016:11). By raising these issues, Donald Trump
made the elites feel uncomfortable. The attitude of the U.S. foreign policy elites, whose
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philosophy is stationed in an order that was dissolved around 1991, was being challenged by
Donald Trump. He supported the idea that America should enter in a war only when directly
attacked or its fundamental interests are jeopardized. Pursuant to him, the U.S. should defend
other nations only if they bear the burden of the cost. There is no room for free riders.
Contrary to Donald Trump foreign policy attitudes, Hillary Clinton, the Democratic Party
front runner for U.S. presidency, personified the globalist elite. She was for open borders,
humanitarian interventions and free trade. Hillary Clinton supported the Alliances and in
particular NATO which is a great achievement of the U.S. The trajectory of the trans-Atlantic
Alliance fits well with her foreign policy predispositions. On March 23, 2016, Clinton spoke at
Stanford University while making an impressive backing of the Alliance’s sustained strategic
significance. Contrary to Donald Trump, Clinton held that NATO is “one of the best investments
America has ever made....We need our allies as much as ever” (quoted in Merica 2016). She
noted that antagonistic states like Russia and China know that NATO grants the U.S. and Europe
strategic advantages that others cannot match. At a time when terrorism is the most serious threat
the world is facing, Clinton stressed that NATO allies should strengthen their cooperation in
order to fight ISIS. Europe needs America today, as America needed its allies when it was
attacked by terrorists in September 2001. "On 9/11, NATO treated an attack against one as an
attack against all”, she said, “Now it is our turn to stand with Europe. We cherish the same values
and face the same adversaries so we much share the same determination” (ibid).
The head of Donald Trump’s foreign policy team, senator Jeff Sessions, referring to George
Kennan containment strategy, held that terrorism should be fought by containing ISIS. Candidate
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Hillary Clinton opposed this strategy, saying that ISIS cannot be contained by closing the
borders, but it must be defeated (Barker 2016).
The differences that existed between the foreign policy of the two front-runners for the U.S.
presidency were reflected in the American public which was strongly decided on the role the
United States should play in the global affairs. In a survey of Pew Research Center titled
America’s Place in the World 2016, published in May 2016 it was noted that the public was split
concerning the U.S.'s involvement in the globe. 57% of the Americans (or approximately six-inten) wanted the United States to “to deal with its own problems and let other countries deal with
their own problems as best they can”. Only 37% said that America should help other countries
deal with their problems.

249

Figure 3 - Americans wary of global involvement

The U.S. public was skeptical of America being involved abroad as the interventions in Iraq
and Afghanistan were very costly. They were disappointed with partners seen as not contributing
their fair share of the burden. American people were more and more confident that the U.S.
government should concentrate more on its internal issues and less on the international affairs
(Haas 2016).
This study also revealed the Americans’ approach concerning the trans-Atlantic Alliance.
Americans regard NATO membership as valuable for the United States. 77% of the American
public (i.e. large majorities in both parties) says that NATO membership is a good thing. Only
16% of the people say that being a NATO member is bad for the U.S. (Doherty 2016).

250

NATO is widely seen as good for the U.S. …

Figure 4 -- % who say being a member of NATO is

Source: Pew Research Center 2016

Hence there is an ongoing debate among IR scholars on the role that America should play
on global issues. Some scholars support the “off-shore balancing” strategy and advocate the U.S.
retrenchment and its focus on the areas where American interest is more fundamental. This
approach has been embraced by many IR scholars who argue that American power should be
geared towards preserving the balance of power in main strategic regions (Layne 1997).
The efforts to rule the globe and to persuade democratic systems on different states have
not been successful in the last quarter of a century and the U.S. does not need to do it because it is
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remarkably protected due to its geography, nuclear arsenal and sheer power. To pursue global
domination is needless; make much less efforts to deal with the internal policies of other states.
The only threat that America could face is the emergence of a possible hegemon in Europe or
Asia. America’s aim should be to guarantee that it continues to be a hegemon in the Western
Hemisphere, and that Eurasia does not have a regional hegemon (Mearsheimer 2015: 34-35).
After the ongoing wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, the U.S. citizens would not approve of
more American engagements in the world affairs where they have to pay most of the costs thus
restraining the choices at the disposal of any future president. It has come to a point in time when
a lot of Americans have no memories of the U.S. leadership in the Cold War area. Furthermore,
there is a growing list of challenges American leadership is facing. The rise of China and other
countries cannot challenge the U.S.’s world supremacy in the near future, but they possess the
political self-assurance and economic weight to challenge American strategies.
What options does Washington have? Maybe it’s time for America to come home and stop
intervening in other countries domestic affairs. It’d be wiser to invest at home rather than waste
billions of U.S. dollars in resolving international conflicts and rebuilding other nations. American
infrastructure needs to be rebuilt, education needs investments and the taxpayers want fewer taxes
for the economy to be revived. Some scholars state that the U.S. should be isolated and mind its
own business, while others maintain that America cannot continue to be safe and successful for as
long as autocratic regimes and anarchy produce instability and upheaval (Bremer 2015: 20).
Some realists share the view that at a time when the economy is uncertain and the American
budget has undergone cuts, an expansive American foreign policy has proved to be a costly
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undertaking. According to them, America like the former empire of the United Kingdom “is the
victim of its own imperial overstretch” (Simon and Stevenson 2015: 2). Hence, the United States
should primarily focus on its own national interests and the American people. Firstly, it should
protect American core interests at home, secondly, it should maintain the U.S. position globally
in order to accomplish the first requirement and thirdly, it should avoid any involvement in messy
military interventions like Iraq and Afghanistan. The primary task of the American foreign policy
is to guarantee the well-being of its own people. Every engagement, which damages the
Americans’ welfare, is reckless, unless it justifies long-term returns (Merry 2015: 35).
In his campaign for presidential elections, Donald Trump saw the global engagement of
America as an enterprise, which ultimately is not profitable. The bottom line of his foreign
policy, in the campaign, was that America should not be ripped off any further, because it is
becoming poor. Many scholars and analysts disagreed with this line. Fareed Zakaria, in an
opinion published on May 5, 2016, in the Washington Post concluded that the problem with
Trump was that “Government is not a business” (Zakaria 2016).
One could only imagine if, American President Harry Truman had followed the same
foreign policy after the Second World War, when Europe was devastated and Americans were
more exhausted and dejected by the war than they were when Donald Trump was elected
President or in 2016, when the presidential elections occurred. A lot of Americans believed that it
was time for them to retreat and let the Europeans and the Japanese deal with their challenges as
well as the Soviet threat. There were no high expectations that Germany or Japan would ever
become real democratic states. American economy was worse than it is today. Yet, President
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Harry Truman deployed the U.S. troops, which still continue after 70 years, in Germany and
Japan and supported the rebuilding of these states with the contribution of the American tax
payers. The U.S. administration is devoted to a years-long engagement, which enforced
democratic societies in Europe (Hiatt 2016).
Despite the economic difficulties that it is facing, America is by no means a poor country.
The U. S. preserves the richest, the biggest and the most fruitful economy in the world. America
is incomparable with other countries in the world and was the biggest military spender in 2015.
Although its expenditure fell by 2.4 % in 2015, it spent $ 596 billion for military purposes. Hence
it is the top spender and it is followed by China which increased its expenditure by 7.4 % and
reached the sum of $215 billion (Perlo-Freeman and al. 2016: 2).
The perception that the allies in Europe are “free riders” and enjoy the benefits of the global
order that America has built, without contributing much to it, is an old story in the United States.
President Obama not only raised concerns about the European allies that do not pay their fair
share, but he also led an “anti-free rider campaign” when he pushed his partners in Europe to
head the NATO involvement in Libya. Obama did not approve of the U.S. being always up front.
In an interview with Jeffrey Goldberg, the national correspondent of The Atlantic magazine,
Obama declared that “free-riders aggravate me” and this is the reason he pushed his European
allies to lead the NATO intervention in Libya in 2011. Obama aimed at preventing European and
Arab partners “from holding our coats while we did all the fighting” (Goldberg 2016:78).
The burden-sharing debate is as old as the Alliance itself. The U.S., as NATO’s main
contributor, has constantly required that the allies have an equal burden-sharing. Many U.S.
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presidents have expressed concern about the contribution of the allies. The 40th U.S. President
Ronald Reagan accused the European partners of being insufficiently committed to NATO. He
was the President who won the arms race with the Soviets. Reagan appealed for an increase in the
defense spending, but his appeal was never heard and the commitment for a 2% contribution in
NATO has diminished since the end of the Cold War.
This concern was openly expressed by Barack Obama, who dared to call the Europeans
“free riders”. He was, in fact, alarmed that the defense spending of many allies was decreasing
and their efforts to contribute to the Alliance were diminishing. On March 26, 2014, immediately
after the annexation of Crimea by Russia, President Obama, in a news conference with European
Union leaders, in Brussels, emphasized that it was necessary that the Europeans and every
country concerned should pay for the freedom. He urged every country to pay more and reminded
them that no one’s freedom is free. Furthermore, Robert Gates, Obama’s Secretary of Defense,
earlier in 2011, referring to the NATO action in the Libyan conflict, warned of a “more dismal
future” for the Alliance, taking into consideration the military contribution that the European
partners had made. He was concerned that if the allies did not meet their financial requirements,
the Alliance would be military irrelevant.
As Donald Trump was elected President of the U.S., the European partners of the Alliance
manifested an alarming trend. Uncertainties were expressed over the U.S. commitment to Europe
and to the international order and peace, which the U.S. promoted after the Second World War.
The main reason for the uncertainty of the global order and the future of the trans-Atlantic
Alliance was the heated burden-sharing debate. President Donald J. Trump has continuously
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criticized the European partners for not contributing their fair share on defense. During and after
the campaign, he raised the question of why the U.S. should pay for other countries defense,
calling them free riders. He implied that NATO has outlived its purpose, and dared to say that the
Alliance was “obsolete”. But, not long after Donald Trump was elected the 45th U.S. president, he
changed course regarding the trans-Atlantic Alliance. In a joint press conference with the
NATO’s Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg, in Washington, on April 12, 2017, President Trump
assured the Alliance his administration’s support. He confessed to have had reservations about
the Alliance; however, he changed his attitude, stating that the Alliance was no longer “obsolete”.
President Trump affirmed that the financial obligation of 2% of GDP should be maintained to
support the partnership to be stronger and for the security of every member to be guaranteed.
The Vice President, Mike Pence, the U.S. Secretary of State, Rex Tillerson, and the
Secretary of Defense James Mattis, in their respective visits in Europe reassured the European
partners that the United States will continue to support the Alliance. But, although they assured
the allies, the U.S. commitment is “solid rock”, they did not underestimate the fair burden
sharing.
The main political objective of the Alliance is to keep Europe free, whole and at peace.
Burden sharing is an important question for the future of the trans-Atlantic Alliance as the
security framework has changed. Confronted with acts of terror at home and beyond the
Alliance’s borders, the people need to have faith in their leadership doing the best to keep the
nations safe. In order to respond adequately to the global threats, like, terrorism or hybrid war,
each member has to show commitment and contribute their fair share. One of the biggest
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responsibilities of the Alliance is collective defense, which has reoccurred as a key issue in
NATO after the annexation of Crimea by Russia. Today, more than ever, the defense spending by
each ally is very significant and the guideline of 2% of GDP ought to be maintained. In fact
mutual aid and self-reliance should go hand in hand in order for NATO to meet the security
concerns. Faced with many threats, it is paramount that the Alliance’s burden-sharing is
maintained to ensure that members do not face possible existential threats alone. Many shoulders
will bear the burdens and the risks. “In the Alliance, all nations stand together: all for one, one for
all” (Mattelaer 2017).
In fact, the European member states and Canada, in 2016, for the first time after many years
increased their defense spending. According to Stoltenberg, the increase is real “3.8 percent or 10
billion more for our defense”. He goes on to confirm that “we are now working to keep up the
momentum, including by developing national plans outlining how to make good on what was
agreed in 2014. We know that we all need to contribute our fair share because we need to keep
our nations safe in a more dangerous world” (Soltenberg 2017).
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Figure 5 - NATO Europe and Canada – Defense Expenditures

Figure 6 - Defense Expenditures as a share of Gross Domestic Product
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Figure 7 - Equipment as share of Defense Expenditure

Source: Defence Expenditures of NATO Countries (2009-2016), NATO Press Release, July, 4, 2016

Referring to NATO’s official data (as we see in Graph 1), there is a significant increase in
defense spending in almost all Alliance member states. Furthermore, five Alliance member states:
U.S., UK, Poland, Greece and Estonia (see Graph 2) have achieved the target of 2% of GDP in
defense spending. Other Alliance countries have significantly increased their military spending
compared with previous years (see Graph 2 and 3), despite the fact that they have not reached the
2% target, thus changing the downtrend that had prevailed since the fall of the Berlin Wall. This
is good news. The U.S. has welcomed the recent commitments made by the allies concerning the
increase in defense spending.
It is a fact that the United States is the main contributor to the trans-Atlantic Alliance, but it
is not only Europe that benefits from the U.S. commitment to the Alliance, America has its own
geostrategic benefits. Europe already shares a burden in the regional security. It bears a burden in
military investments, geo-economic and institutional tools that the U.S. does not have - but needs.
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America has used the Turkish, German, Italian and Spanish air force basis, command centers,
naval ports and hospitals in Europe, to conduct the military operations in South Asia, Middle
East, Mediterranean, Africa and the Arctic. Only recently, Europe has served as a crossway for
delivering 95 percent of the American people and material to Iraq and Afghanistan. In this respect
America free rode on the European power (Moravcsik 2016).
U.S. has had its benefits from the global leadership since the end of World War II. The
spread of democracy, the prevention of conflict among great powers, open markets and the
flourishing global trade enabled an unmatched prosperity. All these outstanding achievements
have been determined by the constant American commitment around the world (Daalder and
Kagan 2016). In the words of Robert Gates, former U.S. Secretary of defense, "contrary to the
views of some politicians, continuing American global leadership is in our own economic,
political, and security interest, not simply and only an altruistic act" (quoted in Ghattas 2016).
Representatives of the Neorealist theory argue that America, due to its geographical
position, is not threatened by the late developments in the international arena. According to them,
threats such as Russia, the rise of China, or even developments in the Middle East do not threaten
U.S. security and that America should not be engaged in resolving these issues as they would
represent a high cost to the economy of United States.
But what is not understandable is the fact that, if the U.S. does not engage in the world
affairs, the price would be greater than the costs. The world order created by the U.S. engagement
for many decades is countering today more challenges than it has faced since the height of the
Cold War. The security structures that have maintained peace since the Second World War are
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threatened to be undermined by the totalitarian powers in Europe and Asia. The eastern part of
the Ukraine has been invaded by Russia and Crimea has been seized. In the eastern part of Asia,
China is seeking to rule the sea lanes that serve as a route for a large portion of international
commerce. Iran, in the Middle East is backing Hamas and Hezbollah as well as the dictatorial
regime in Syria to carry out its regional hegemony aims. ISIS, which operates in the largest
territory ever seized by a terrorist group, is violently enforcing the radical Islam and hitting at
targets all through the United States, North Africa, Middle East, and Europe.
None of these matters could disappear on their own. Nor would America be out of danger if
the global order fell, as it happened twice during the previous century. In the words of Daalder
and Kagan, “In the 21st century, oceans provide no security. Nor do walls along borders. Nor
would cutting off the United States from the international economy by trashing trade agreements”
(Daalder and Kagan 2016).
America is profoundly involved in the global issues and there is no doubt that this
engagement has served to the Strategic interests of the U.S. The stability and security that
America offers the world with its military presence couldn’t be secured by any other military
force in the globe. Under such circumstances, America should continue to contribute in
strengthening the liberal order. The society America has created should welcome other nations
and this should be pursued by its grand strategy which was implemented for many years: deep
global engagement. This strategy links the U.S. with other regions by means of alliances,
multilateral institutions, free trade and diplomatic negotiations. By employing this strategy,
America does not lead the world by simply using power but also through continued endeavors at
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international problem resolving and rule making. America painted a friendly world “where the
weak are safe and the strong are just” as John F. Kennedy has once stated (Ikenberry 2014: 90).
The European partners and others in the Middle East and Asia have required to increase the U.S.
participation in their regions. In this manner, America has been “empire by invitation” as the
historian Geir Lundestad called it in an essay named “Empire by invitation in the American
Century” (Lundestad 1999: 190).
For the past 70 years the U.S. and its allies have offered guidance to the spread of
democracy. They have enabled the democratization of states which until recently were under the
influence of Russia or China. NATO and the EU enlargement with countries of Central and
Eastern Europe have strengthened the democratic values. While the expansion of democratic
countries has caused difficulties for the autocratic regimes around the world, like China or
Russia, the world feels safer for the U.S. and its allies. Russia and China may be regarded as
America’s rivals, but the competition eventuates on an unequal playground: America has the
biggest number of allies and the most efficient ones. America and its partners make up 75 % of
the total military spending. China and Russia are placed “in a geopolitical box” as a result of
democratization (Ikenberry 2014: 87).
Today’s unipolar system is based on the concentration of political, economic, military
power as well as the technological achievement, in America, a situation that is unprecedented in
history. So America remains a top guarantor of security in the world despite the criticism it has
received of its foreign policy in Brussels, Moscow or Beijing. Let's imagine for a moment that the
“American umbrella” is not present in European countries like, Iceland, Italy, Germany, Spain,
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Turkey and other NATO allies. Imagine what the security situation would be like in East Asia
and the Pacific region without the US military base in Japan and South Korea and without the
U.S. presence, Seventh Fleet in the Western Pacific and Indian Ocean.
America is the only country in the world that could combine its military might, economic
strength, cultural influence and technological advancement to exercise power in all the countries
around the world. How could the U.S. use this power? To uphold the American principles,
increase its benefits, or do something completely different? Is it time for America to reconsider
the purpose of its power?
America will keep its status as the only hegemon power in the world. The United States as
well as other states in the world are benefiting from the present status, although some countries
might express their disagreement. Furthermore, even though we don’t know what might happen if
a preponderant power disengaged from its global commitments, the arguments used for an
American global presence often contain calculations for what would occur if the U.S. decided to
end its security responsibilities around the globe (Monteiro 2014: 179).
At the regional level, The U.S. should intend to accelerate bargains on political order by
building and maintaining balances of power that exclude the emergence of any regional
hegemon; Europe, Asia and the Middle East are the key regions. But just as the diplomatic tools
are ineffective without military capacity, the use of force is inadequate without a coherent foreign
policy. In order to preserve the old-centuries posture in the Asian continent, America should
make it clear to China that any endeavor to dismiss the U.S. from Asia - by military, economic or
political means—will be futile. The U.S. should strengthen its alliances with key partners like
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Japan, South Korea, the Philippines, Vietnam and others, which share the same concerns about
the rise of China in the region. China does not require a policy of containment. The only valid
policy remains “integrate but hedge” China. “The only country that can contain China is China,
and as it presses its territorial conflicts with neighbors, China contains itself” (Nye 2015: 35-36).
America should intensify its efforts to make new allies in the region in order to promote
democracy, free trade and the liberal order in this region.
Concerning the Middle East region, the foreign policy of the United States has to make a
choice, either to abandon the region or to get deeply involved and stabilize it. Both options are
costly for the U.S. To step up would probably be better than to step back. It undoubtedly would
require more energy, political capital, resources and military strength than the supporters of an
American leaning-forward attitude could identify. Likewise, abandoning the region and leaving it
on its own would jeopardize matters. “The costs of stepping up are more manageable than the
risks of stepping back, but either option would be better than muddling through—being
confused” (Pollack 2016: 62-63).
A new approach is required to stabilize the Middle East. The first step America and its
allies should make is to end the civil war in Syria, Libya, Iraq and Yemen. The battlefield
dynamics should first of all be changed in order to persuade the fighting groups that military
triumph is not possible. The United Stated and its allies should consider the possibility of sending
military troops in Iraq and probably in Syria. But, above all America and its partners should make
efforts to create a strong local military force, which could combat the immediate threats, like
terrorism and then provide assistance to establish a new state. To this end, equipment and
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assistance in training the military forces is required. Important political attempts need to be
undertaken in to forge rightful power-sharing arrangements. The U.S. should take the lead in Iraq,
to define the needs and find common grounds to reach pacts between two major opposing groups
(Shiite and Sunni).
Concerning Syria, efforts for a political resolution of the conflict were made in Vienna
where peace talks took place. Despite the peace talks, the situation was not favorable for a
reasonable political compromise, whereas a permanent termination of conflicts was far less
likely. Neither Assad, nor the opposition forces, which are supported by the west cannot manage
to end to the conflicts, whereas the rebels (Jabhat al-Nusra, ISIS and Ahrar al-Sham) are certain
that they can win. Under these circumstances, there is not much the negotiations could achieve if
the actual battlefield does not shift (Pollack 2016: 69).
In Yemen, not much has been achieved by air campaign of the Gulf States coalition, which
seems unsuccessful in offering Yemen’s opposition an equitable political power divide and
economic advantages. Neither can they give security guarantees. To end the conflict, the U.S. and
its partners should urge the allies in the region to make important concessions. If this is not
effective, then it would be better for the Gulf countries to scale back their engagement in the
country before their own internal cohesion is threatened by the strain of intervention.
As regards the situation in Libya, its turmoil mirrors the Syrian one, although it has not
received as much international attention. A more practical role should be taken by the U.S. and its
allies. In case America takes the lead in Syria and Iraq, the European partners should do the same
in Libya. Furthermore the European interests are far more threatened by Libya than the American

265

ones, due to its proximity and economic ties to Europe. A good example of this effort is the
precedent of NATO intervention in Libya under the European leadership. To this end, America
should assist the Europeans with intelligence, logistics, command and control, and perhaps even
with combat advisers (Pollack 2016: 70).
What the U.S. shouldn’t do is refuse to either step up or step back and waffle somewhere in
the middle giving enough funds to increase its burden and make the situation worse for everyone
involved. Half measures cannot be taken for the resolution of civil conflicts. The problem of
American foreign policy inclination is to bypass crucial actions and the new president is most
probably going to opt for muddling through. Unfortunately, this would certainly prove to be the
worst choice of all, taking into account the extent of the chaos in the Middle East today (Pollack
2016: 75).
As concerns the European continent, a firm line should be drawn with Russia, and the U.S.
presence should be greater in the countries that really require it. America must work more
insistently and innovatively with its allies in Europe in order to make the trans-Atlantic Alliance
stronger. The trans-Atlantic unity should be put on securer economic, political and military
footing, aiming at making the vision of “a Europe whole and free” a durable one (Cotton 2015:
24).
The paradox of a waning but aggressive Russia requires that the U.S. help Ukraine to
prevent Putin’s offensive by equipping and training the Ukrainian forces to confront Russian
hybrid war. If Russia’s costs are increased, the probabilities of a bargain that respects the
sovereignty of Ukraine will be improved and the risks of another similar action taken by Putin in
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other neighboring countries will be low. In order to guarantee the security of its allies in Europe,
the U.S. should increase its military presence in the region. The decision taken by the Obama
administration to increase the military budget in Europe’s defense, to send military battalions and
to build a missile defense system in Rumania and Poland was welcomed. Hence, in order to
monitor the Russian maneuvers in the eastern flank of Europe, NATO forward Forces, in
implementation of the Warsaw Summit decision, have been deployed since early 2017 in order to
reassure NATO allies in the Baltics (Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania) and Poland. The support for
countries that feel threatened by Russia should be strengthened and in the same time proper
dialogue and cooperation for mutual concerns, like terrorism should remain open with Russia
(Khalilzad 2015: 30-31).
A component of the American power which is crucial but not sufficient is the military
force. A U.S. Grand Strategy that maintains the military balance, while preserving alliances is a
fundamental source of influence. America has been welcomed in Europe and Asia because it has
maintained its internal power balance. I believe that the American Century is going to continue
for decades to come because of the importance of America to the production of global public
goods and the balance of power. In this dangerous world, the alliances and institutions have
become a significant source of power. They are important in tackling threats like terrorism,
military aggression, nuclear proliferation, cybercrime, refugee flows, pollution, infectious
diseases, which are spreading because of the porous borders of the world we are living in today.
These threats jeopardize the U.S. security although they arise overseas. But, the unique
position of America is significant for the international system we have today; sixty-eight states

267

are related to the U.S. by defense agreements. The security network that the United States have
built is spread all over the globe and comprises one fourth of the global population. This network
accounts for approximately three-quarters of the global economic production. The global security
setting would be completely different if America was not able to sustain this network of alliances.
For this reason the unipolar world is not coming to end and in the words of Brooks and Wohlforth
“The unipolarity-is-ending narrative misses the fact that change of that order is not likely for
decades” (Brooks and Wohlforth 2016: 48).
Despite the controversial attitudes during the presidential campaign of November 2016,
President Trump not long after his election pledged his full support for the trans-Atlantic
Alliance. The president expressed his gratitude for the support of NATO allies in condemning the
Syrian president, Al-Assad for the use of weapons of mass destruction in April 2017. He
reaffirmed the U.S. commitment to NATO and he no longer described the Alliance as outdated or
“obsolete”.
NATO is the most prominent Alliance that the world has seen and for which America has
contributed the most. In the light of the emerging new threats in the security domain and in
particular the Ukraine crises, NATO has been revived. When America has worked with alliances,
like NATO and international institutions and when it has made partnerships with like-minded
states, combined its resources and capabilities with them, it has been most successful. Moreover,
the safest way to handle the potential global threats necessitates a permanent U.S. leadership and
reliability, particularly in keeping American international commitments, to encourage its partners
and dishearten the enemies (Dobrinasky 2015: 25).
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Many states in the world will be pleased when they read all about U.S. international
commitments, but the bad news is that distracted and divided America is less likely to be
committed to solve problems in the Middle East, Asia or Europe or to tackle other global
challenges. And the least welcoming news is that the lack of American leadership may leave
many of the challenges unfulfilled or the problems might turn into crises (Haass 2016). The truth
is that the United States of America remains the leading power in the world, but it can only attain
its goals if it defines its interest widely, acting with other countries and building a system of
collaboration (Zakaria 2016).
On balance, although the United States has sometimes exercised its leadership
ambivalently, it will continue to be the indispensable nation not only for its allies but for the
whole world. Henry Kissinger, in its last book titled “World Order” has best described American
attitude towards the world affairs, where it has been searching for equilibrium between the
promotion of universal principles and stability. But the principles America is advocating are not
always reconcilable with standards of sovereign noninterference on the historical experience of
other nations. “The quest for that balance, between the uniqueness of the American experience
and the idealistic confidence in its universality, between the poles of overconfidence and
introspection, is inherently unending. What it does not permit is withdrawal” (Kissinger
2014:370).
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4.5

The New trans-Atlantic Bargain
The trans-Atlantic relations are going through a deep transformation. This transformation is

taking place as a result of new threats and the recurrence of old ones. The transformation is not
occurring because of a stronger Europe or a weaker America, or visa-versa. The trans-Atlantic
relations are changing for the reason that the world itself is changing. The economic, military and
political power shift towards the Pacific has forced the U.S. to “abandon” the European continent.
NATO, as the embodiment of trans-Atlantic peace and security, has found it difficult to tackle
non-traditional and new threats, like terrorism, cyber-crime etc., generated by globalization. Also,
the resurgence of the Old Russian threat demonstrated by the annexation of Crimea and the
ongoing conflict in the Eastern Ukraine, shocked the American and European leaders who are
now seriously rethinking and reevaluating their relations towards Russia. Europe is forced to look
inward because of its financial crisis followed by the humanitarian crisis caused by the thousands
of refugees coming from Siria and other countries in conflict.
Under these circumstances many scholars think that it is time to formulate a new bargain
where Europe is obliged to take more responsibility in order to uphold the stability and security in
the old continent and its periphery. This bargain is not likely to appear soon for as long as the
European Union suffers from lack of cohesion as a result of different political attitudes among
European nations. Also, many member states of European Union do not contribute much towards
the defense budgets. All at once, many scholars maintain that the U.S. should ‘pivot’ back to
Europe and increase its military presence there and continue to remain a “European power”
(Ruhle 2013: 283). Thus, it is required that both sides of the Atlantic defend their common
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interests in this Age of Austerity. So long as the fundamental interests of the U.S. and its
European partners are in danger in wide swathes of the globe, they should expediently harmonize
their policies and interact to the greatest possible extent. How can this be achieved? Collaboration
should be grounded on reality, not rhetoric (Brown 2012:83).
At present Europe’s security is at risk and, the trans-Atlantic Alliance remains the only
organization which can bring security, until the EU starts to be actively involved in its own
defense issues. The situation has changed and it’s worth noting that Europe's past relations with
the Soviet Union are not the same as the relationship with present day Russia. However, the good
news is that NATO will be vital in defending the security interests of Europe as the result of the
Russian aggression against the newly defense system in Europe and its antagonism to former
Soviet States’ signing the North Atlantic Treaty (Younghoon 2013: 21).
I believe that a comprehensive security in Europe and beyond can be achieved with the
indispensable cooperation of NATO and EU in the new security context. As Tomas Valasek
(2007) stated NATO and the EU will sink or swim together. To effectively counter the new
threats of the XXI century a common cooperation strategy EU-NATO is indispensable. The
leading role of NATO, as the greatest and strongest Alliance that the humanity has ever seen,
aided by EU’s CSDP in development, made it possible for the west to counter any risk despite its
nature.
Neither the trans-Atlantic Alliance, nor the EU’s CSDP alone, could generate all the
capabilities, functions and structures that a reliable European full-spectrum force necessitates.
Nowadays, nevertheless, true complementarity is emerging. Hence, the European pillar of the
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Alliance and CSDP has to be regarded as a single capacity (Biscop 2014). Furthermore, with
Britain leaving the EU (BREXIT), European Union has lost one of the three biggest contributors,
the world’s fifth economy as well as an important bridge to the U.S. With Britain in its union,
Europe was able to consider a more realist stance on international issues, for example the
intervention in Syria, the Ukraine crises and the fight against terrorism. In this new reality, EU
should strengthen its capacities and contribution in NATO as the only structure which can face
the challenges that the future holds.
Today, sixty-eight years after its establishment, the main objectives on which the transAtlantic Alliance is based still remain: the provision of joint security for the allies; the
institutionalization of the transatlantic bond and the maintenance of an outstanding medium for
the deliberations of the allies concerning strategic and security issues; and the offering of an
assurance umbrella where the European partners are able to direct their defense matters on mutual
challenges. However, these three main objectives of the Alliance are still in question at present
(Binnendijk 2016: xiv).
It is unquestionable that NATO is America’s most important Alliance. It is a leading
Alliance and the most successful that the history has ever known. Times and again, NATO has
been able to adjust to new historical contexts and offer security to its allies and the biggest
military capacity in the world is retained by NATO. The European partners only, contribute over
$300 billion yearly on security, which is higher than what Russia and China spend together.
European militaries are battle tested, well trained and able to exchange and make use of
information with the American forces. The inherent interoperability is an added value for in-

272

NATO and non-NATO operations. Today, these features of the Alliance are more significant than
at any other time since the fall of the Berlin Wall. Hence, it is very disappointing that this vital
Alliance is in danger as a result of rifts between the European partners and a reintroduced burden
sharing dispute in America (Binnendijk 2016: xiv).
The Alliance’s eastern and southern flanks are facing immediate threats and some of the
challenges are uncontrolled by geography. Efforts were made by the NATO Summit in Wales in
2014 and in Warsaw in July 2016, in order to adapt with the new circumstances, but they cannot
conceal emerging splits within NATO members. Some allies are focused on external threats from
the eastern flank, others on external threats from the southern border. This contradiction needs to
be overcome as soon as possible taking into account that NATO’s borders are being tested to
Europe’s northern, eastern and southern borders and that threats from all regions, have the
potential to merge in ways that might endanger Europe, America and many states in the world.
Furthermore, European internal problems may be more consequential than the external
threats which threaten the Alliance’s unity. A number of challenges like migrant flows, national
populist movements, the financial crisis as well as BREXIT or possibly other EXITS are
destroying the cohesion in Europe. These challenges may turn the European partners from
countries which export stability to importers of instability. The idea of a free and whole Europe is
being scanned by a divided and restless Europe. In fact the strategic problem for America is the
internal problems the Western allies are facing (Binnendijk 2016: xiv).
The challenges faced by the west are to be tackled efficiently. America and Europe would
become less prosperous and less safe if the trans-Atlantic relationship is weak. The Alliance must
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be reequipped for the recent challenges the world is facing. The Alliance adopted its sixth and
last Strategic Concept in 2010, earlier than the “Maiden Revolution” in Ukraine and earlier than
Russia annexed Crimea and invaded the eastern part of Ukraine, earlier than Putin branded the
Alliance as a “threat” and earlier than the terrorists attacked Brussels, Paris, Berlin, London and
Stockholm, and earlier than ISIS rose and before the conflict erupted in Syria and before the
hybrid wars or other global threats.
The last strategic Concept had little impact to the tactics of unconventional warfare. The
value of social and institutional resilience was modestly mentioned. Nothing was said as regards
anti-access/area denial threats, and little consideration was given to the necessity of generating a
southern strategy. Little was said concerning the need of the Alliance to construct the security and
defense capabilities of defenseless but essential non-NATO countries.
NATO is now functioning with more combined techniques which blur the Strategic
Concept's straight theoretical differences among the NATO’s three fundamental responsibilities
(collective defense, cooperative security and crisis management). For instance, crisis
management in the southern border necessitates reassurance and collective defense for a Partner
like Turkey. With regards to, collective defense in the eastern border, a more effective
combination is required from Sweden and Finland, as well as, efficient crisis management in
order for hybrid warfare to be defeated. Hence, the significance of each core task has been
redefined and the limitations have been reevaluated. The Alliance should explicitly outline how
to best accomplish the three core tasks of NATO in the contemporary security context
(Binnendijk 2016: xv).
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The Wales and Warsaw Summits decided that NATO and the EU member states should
strengthen their defense capabilities. In the summits it was also concluded that it is crucial to
deliver the required capabilities to have a strong defense industry across the Alliance, including a
stronger defense industry in Europe and greater defense industrial cooperation across the Atlantic
and within Europe. The endeavors of the trans-Atlantic Alliance and the European Union to make
the defense capabilities stronger are complementary (NATO 2014). Also, a directive was
determined for member states to increase their military spending to 2%.
The Summits reaffirmed the Alliance's commitment to collective defense, which is the main
mission of NATO. The leaders agreed on the Readiness Action Plan. This plan foresees a
“coherent and comprehensive package of necessary measures to respond to the changes in the
security environment on NATO's borders and further afield that are of concern to the Allies. It
responds to the challenges posed by Russia and their strategic implications” (NATO 2014). This
action plan adopts the structure of NATO forces to new realities, including a series of bases along
the eastern border of NATO. Allies also agreed to reform the NATO forces, prepare a permanent
multinational force comprising land, air, naval and special operations in order to be well equipped
to respond to today’s threats.
Joint military actions conducted by the member countries of NATO, in Poland and the
Baltic countries as well as the “Trident Juncture” maneuver held in October 2015 in some
European countries were a clear demonstration of the strength of the Trans-Atlantic Alliance.
Also, the United States has deployed 4000 troops in Poland and located tanks and other armored
vehicles along the Eastern flank of the Alliance in order to prevent Russia and its possible
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aggression. This is the first time since the end of the Cold War that U.S. has deployed troops and
arms in Europe. This plan shows the approach of the U.S. to ensure NATO’s allies of the growing
Russian aggression in Eastern Europe and elsewhere. Robert Work, vice Secretary of Defense
told The Wall Street Journal that the U.S. is preparing to send three military divisions in Europe
which will be able to fight if an aggression occurs (Lubold and Barnes 2016).
While the U.S. is turning its attention to Europe by taking concrete military, economic and
financial measures in the face of the Russian aggression, the same cannot be said for Europe;
Europe is unable to respond as a single body using the same measures and tools.
As the security situation is worsening in the east of Europe, the EU members are trying to
adjust their strategic calculations. It is a fact that after the Cold War the EU member states were
investing less and less on their defense, but as the situation is deteriorating and the Russian
aggression is seen on the Easters countries, there are signs of military budget increase and
Europeans are modifying their tactical calculations. According to the International Institute for
Strategic Studies’ (IISS) Military Balance 2016, EU member states spent a total amount of
€203.143 billion on defense in 2015. This figure shows the decrease in defense spending is
slowing down. The situation appears different from what it was in 2008 and 2009 “when budgets
were trimmed at annual rates of 4%-6%”.
This situation does not apply to all EU member states. Countries like Poland, Lithuania and
Latvia have increased their defense budgets considerably as the result of the Russian threat. In
2013, Polish defense spending was 1.7 % of its GDP whereas in 2015 it increased into 2.1 %.
This increase was followed by Romania and Slovakia, although they started from a much lower
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baseline level. Contrary to the Central European countries and the Baltic states, the other western
European countries did not reveal an adjustment in strategic calculations in 2015. In fact, in real
terms, their budgets decreased by 2.9% for the second year in a row. Insignificant cuts were
carried out to the defense budgets of Germany, UK, Austria, Belgium and Luxembourg in 2015.
The situation in France was different after it experienced two terrorist attacks at home. France
rejected its plans to cut and decrease its defense budget. Similarly, the Netherlands foresaw
additional funding to its defense budget, which increased by 2.5% compared to 2014.
Furthermore, Germany, UK, Belgium and Austria have declared an increase in their budgets in
2016. Finally, western European countries comprise roughly 69% of the defense spending of
Europe, in total—an amount which has been augmented from 65% in 2007 (Wolf and Stanley
2016: 1-3).
Since the Crimea invasion NATO is back on the agenda and its mission and tasks have to
be redefined for the challenges of the 21st century. Russia with Putin’s neo-imperialist ambitions
is the reason the Alliance is going back to basics (Kamp 2014: 361). The trans-Atlantic
importance has not only been strengthened by the neo-imperialist actions of Russia in Ukraine
and other regions, but it has also emphasized other fundamental issues that NATO has so far
avoided or not considered with the required consistency. Hereafter, the Alliance’s challenge is
going to be twofold, i.e., the preservation of its member states’ territorial integrity as well as
ensured stability in the international arena. NATO has been successful for over 68 years because
it was able to adapt to the new international changing circumstances. One of the upcoming
challenges the allies need to tackle is Russia’s attempt to change European borders by force
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(Kamp 2014: 364). To avoid such changes, the Alliance needs to revitalize its fundamental
obligation of protecting Europe and concentrate less on out-of-area campaigns. NATO should
shift its military basis to the eastern border of Europe in order to deal with a possible Russian
attack against the most exposed allies. A successful Alliance continues to be the most important
institution in defending Europe. It may also turn into the only international body which can offer
political consistency for the European continent and which can also preserve the trans-Atlantic tie
with the U.S. (Bugajski 2016).
NATO remains the only alternative for the security of Europe. Russia with its expansionist
aims is being confronted to the east of Europe. Only an effective alliance, which sends permanent
military bases in the most exposed territories as a restraint to Russia’s belligerence, can safeguard
Europe’s peace and security. These permanent bases are in the interest of the democratic
countries of Europe as well as America’s national interest. America’s strong presence in Europe
with all the European NATO partners is required to maintain security across Europe and to
support the multifarious dangers to the trans-Atlantic commonwealth. At present there exists no
plan that Europe would cut down on its defense or that NATO is no longer required for Europe’s
security. On the contrary, NATO is and would remain the only binding glue for the trans-Atlantic
connection with the U.S.
After the Soviet Union was dissolved, there were suggestions to have permanent NATO
military forces in the east of Europe, but they grew stronger after Russia threatened the
sovereignty of several countries, from the Baltics to the Black Sea.
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There are four main reasons for the installment of NATO’s permanent military bases in
Europe. First, the Alliance’s military and political structures have no viable option. The
European Union can neither offer security, nor build confidence amongst the countries that face
possible invasion. As the CFCP (Common Foreign and Security Policy) is primarily a
diplomatic instrument, it is widely acknowledged that the Alliance is accountable for Europe’s
territorial defense. Although the European Union has been involved in a number of operations,
the Alliance controls the main combat force of the European partners, as well as America,
which disproportionately funds all the resources of the Alliance. Hence, a strong trans-Atlantic
Alliance remains the cornerstone of security in Europe. Suggestions for a European Army not
only distract the attention from NATO, are an asset drain and diminish its capabilities, but also
generate competitiveness between the U.S. and the European countries over the places where
these military forces would be deployed. Furthermore, this would create a division between
countries that want a closer security relationship with America and those (which are further
away from Russia) that consider the U.S. security umbrella as a lesser need. For this reason,
Russia might be strategically advantageous over NATO.
Second, the Alliance provides a guarantee for its allies’ institutional integrity. It also
promotes regional stability between members. The reason why an effective NATO is required
is that it contributes in ensuring the institutional integrity of its members, as well as promoting
regional stability between them. It provides support for its new members to have an efficient
statehood, respect minority rights and settle borders with the neighboring countries.
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Consequently, foreign investors feel confident to invest in these countries and the stage is set
for their integration in the European Union.
Third, an expanded Alliance relates to the free choice of each autonomous country to
decide about its security allies and alliances and not to be exposed to pressures from greedy
neighbors (such as Russia). Contrary to what Kremlin states, the security of Russia would not
be threatened, if its neighboring countries became NATO members. But, it would prevent
Russia from controlling these states’ foreign policy and security strategy. Russia’s ambitions
are to transform Europe into “an appendage of the Russian sphere of influence and debilitating”
Atlanticism by damaging the links of Europe with the U.S. (Bugajski 2016).
Regrettably, the idea of a Europe, free, whole and at peace is becoming more a motto than a
project. Yet, NATO’s open door policy is still, as relevant today as, it has always been. To this
end, the European countries and the U.S. should make it clear that the euro-Atlantic space is a
medium where market economy and the democratic principles triumph and there is no room for
war. Hence, the door will remain open to those who embrace these values and would like to take
this path. Closing the doors would achieve nothing but demonstrate its impotence towards the
Russian threat.
The trans-Atlantic Alliance should make efforts to extend the security collaboration, and
create an environment in which the integration issue, although debatable and problematic at
present, could be positively presented in the future. Montenegro’s invitation, in the late 2015, and
its membership in 2017, confirmed that the open door policy is still valid. In the Balkan region,
predominantly, the Alliance should continue to work towards the accession process for countries,
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like Macedonia, where the process is actually at a stalemate due to the disputes with Greece. The
Alliance should also consider the possible membership of Sweden and Finland into the Alliance.
These two countries remain crucial partners for NATO. Despite the strong cooperation that exists
between them, their full membership would be a guarantee and the Article 5 of the treaty will be
applicable in a potential hybrid war.
On the issue of the membership of Georgia, Moldavia and Ukraine the situation appears
more problematic. Although the Alliance has confirmed that Ukraine and Georgia will become
members in the future, Russia is strongly opposing; the aspiring countries are weak and the
Alliance’s partners remain confused and separated. In would be unwise to push the issue of
Ukraine’s membership at a time when the country is in a state of unsettling transition and under
blockade (Binnendijk 2016: xlix). NATO should continue to support Ukraine economically and
militarily and strengthen the cooperation with Georgia and Moldova to encourage these countries
in their pro-Western alignment.
Europe’s position is crucial for the strategy of Russia because it could either strengthen or
weaken Putin’s approach in the global affairs. Russia regards a coordinated foreign policy of
the trans-Atlantic allies as a threat to its ambitions. According to Russia, this “threat” needs to
be counterbalanced. Russia also views the European Union’s democratization program as an
evil strategy to challenge Putin’s agenda to support the easily controlled governments in the
eastern flank of Europe. Moreover, Russia’s economy, which is founded on obscure and
fraudulent business ventures, is endangered by the standards of the European Union for
governmental accountability, market competition and transparency in business. Hence, a
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Western approach is not only intolerable for the independent countries which emerged from the
former Soviet bloc, but also augments Russia’s aspiration for imperial expansion.
Russia is claiming a privileged position in the national affairs of its neighboring countries
and consenting to this “privileged position” might lead to a conflict with NATO. If Russia is
under the impression that it is free to systematically destabilize the states along its border, then
it is greatly mistaken, as this will cause clashes with the NATO member countries.
Fourthly, and most importantly, the permanent military presence of the NATO forces is
fundamental because it provides the most efficient deterrent to the new threats. Russia poses
two main challenges to the future of the trans-Atlantic security: its expansion and implosion. Its
main objective is to become a major pole in a multi-polar world. It aims at reversing the U.S.
influence in the old continent, as well as, Eurasia. Kremlin is looking to exert pressure over its
neighboring countries’ foreign policy. Consequently, these countries will either pursue Russia’s
agenda or remain neutral in the global affairs.
In order to pursue its national interests, Kremlin interferes in the affairs of its neighboring
countries. Russia intends to capture the economies of those countries, subvert their political
systems, corrupt the heads of states, penetrate into their security institutions, challenge their
territorial integrity and undermine their international relations. One need only reflect on the
situation in Georgia, back in 2008, when Abkhazia and South Ossetia were partitioned, and
Ukraine in 2014, when Crimea was annexed. The RAND Cooperation reported that the Russian
ground forces could reach the capitals of Latvia, Estonia, and Lithuania in a matter of hours.
For this reason, NATO’s permanent military presence in the bordering countries is
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indispensable. Therefore, if Russia chose to challenge the reaction of the trans-Atlantic
Alliance, deterrence might have limited value.
The resurgent Russia is threatening European security with its blatant annexation of Crimea
and the invasion of the Eastern Ukraine. Putin’s Russia is repudiating the post-Cold War order
and is seeking to dominate its neighboring countries and, where possible, hamper the influence of
the West. Russia is directing, what the military policymakers describe as, the ‘‘new generation
warfare'', with its cyber-attacks (the alleged Russia’s meddling with the elections in the U.S. and
possibly with the coming elections in France and Germany) and energy blackmail, direct military
involvements and threats for a nuclear war. From the outset, Russia's attempts were regarded as
“hybrid warfare” and considered a new phenomenon. This policy is part of Putin’s approach;
Russia intends to reach its strategic ambitions, without reaching the Alliance’s reacting threshold,
by causing rifts within the European partners and the United States. Russia is also intending to
slow, if not block, the decision-making and the cohesion of the Alliance (Binnendijk 2016: xvi).
4.5.1 Challenges to the East and North
At present, the European regions beyond NATO and the EU are less safe. Russia by taking
advantage of the post—Soviet instability, is trying to consider the area as a domain of “privileged
interest” whenever and wherever possible. Separatist conflicts are ongoing in five states of the
Eastern Partnership. In these countries, Russia is either occupying regions or supporting the
parties in conflict.
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Russia’s belligerence represents more than violence in Ukraine. It is attacking the
fundamental values and organizations, which strengthen the safety of all states—the right not to
violate their borders and their right to decide about the alliances. The trans-Atlantic member
states consider these principles as sacred. Russia’s aggression will test how prepared the Alliance
is to sustain these values and challenge the opposing rules. Consider as an example, Russia’s
statement about its intrinsic right to protect ethnic Russians wherever they are, irrespective of the
state frontiers. Such a claim would cause global chaos, as there are a lot of multiethnic countries.
President Putin’s attitude that he possesses “the unilateral right to redraw borders on the grounds
that he is protecting ethnic Russians” reinstates, into the old continent, a threatening principle that
triggered conflicts and instigated innumerable deaths (Brzezinksi 2014:29).
Russia and the West do have divergences over countries like Iran or Syria, but their greatest
bone of contention is Europe and several grey areas. For this reason, America and Europe must
reach a compromise on how to handle an aggressive and resurgent Russia before the situation got
out of hand. Regrettably, Russian aggression could spread beyond the Eastern flank of the
Alliance to the South and East of the continent. The Russian military action in Syria has thrown
the Middle East into disarray. The risks are blended, in every region, in ways that Europe, the
U.S. and other countries in the world are threatened. Putin’s challenge concerns the West, as well
as, the political climate at home. In order for the West to be successful in their approach towards
Russia, it should reexamine its values and sustain its commitments. The U.S. and Europe should
act together and deter Russia where necessary, and find ways of communicating with Putin where
possible.
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The U.S. and its European partners should make it clear to Russia that their relations are
based on the mutual respect of international principals and norms (the Helsinki principles, the
Charter of the United Nations, as well as having a high regard for the sovereignty of Russia’s
neighboring countries). The U.S. and the Western Allies must prevent Russia from further
intimidating its neighboring countries. NATO should strengthen its capacity to deter Russia from
threatening its partners, particularly the Baltic countries. To this end, the Alliance should enhance
the capabilities that handle the technique of the “hybrid warfare” that Putin disclosed in Ukraine
(Pifer 2015).
NATO’s military buildup is being deployed to send out a message that the member states of
the Alliance are willing to defend their territories. The allies must not recognize the unlawful
invasion of Crimea and the sanctions imposed on Russia must be maintained until the Minsk
agreement is fully implemented politically and militarily. Whereas deterrence in the Eastern part
of Europe is enhanced by the Alliance, the Western countries should not stop communication
with Russia to avoid any possible misunderstanding. America and its European allies ought to
make it clear that they are willing to act as lawful partners with Russia provided that it shows it’s
a reliable, global stakeholder and agrees to improve relationships with its neighboring countries.
Moreover, they should negotiate the economic, security and political cooperation of a more
fruitful nature. Under these circumstances both sides should cooperate in issues like counterterrorism, ISIS, Iran, North Korea and global warming.
NATO and Russia should engage in negotiations concerning the safety of the air and sea, in
particular the Baltic region. Sweden and Finland should take part in these deliberations, as they
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are susceptible to military activity threats (Binnendijk et al. 2016). The Western countries should
keep up the sanctions imposed on Russia until Moscow shows its full dedication to the bargain
reached for the Ukrainian issue. It’s also essential that Russia takes evident and effective
measures to reach the agreement. Additional measures should be imposed, if Moscow fails to do
so, or else the separatist and Russian militaries recommence armed operations (Pifer 2015).
On the subject of threats to the Baltic region, NATO should reinforce its maritime
capacities and establish a new strategy. In order to reflect changes in Russia’s Arctic attitude,
NATO ought to update its emergency plans, whilst information sharing and surveillance should
be improved. Finland and Sweden as “Enhanced Opportunities Partners” should be greatly
engaged in the region and should address issues, like, air, sea and land shortages. NATO member
states have to consider possible consequences of military action, like, exercises and training in the
region. NATO and the EU should consider a closer cooperation in the area (Binnendijk 2016:
xix).
Another challenge for the Trans-Atlantic Alliance and its unpredictable future might be
presented by Russia’s possible implosion, in which case, NATO would need to live with the
consequences. A country on its knees, on Europe’s doorstep could have several destabilizing
effects for Europe. There might be a refugee outflow; civil war breakout or violence outburst
and new aspiring states might emerge. Unexpectedly, Putin’s efforts to create a new Russiafocused power would speed up the country’s failure.
Russia, a country that is economically and militarily overstretched may cause political,
economic, social and sub-regional unrest and, consequently, Europe might be presented with
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even more threatening challenges. Future actions for a tumultuous collapse of Russia have to be
assessed by the trans-Atlantic Alliance. Particularly, Russia’s surrounding countries have to be
shielded from the most undermining circumstances of violent division and civil war, which
could spread out into the territory of the Alliance’s member states. NATO’s permanent forces
will have to be located in Russia’s neighboring countries and NATO should be better equipped
for the undesirable consequences (Bugajski 2016).
4.5.2 Challenges to the South and the Southeast
The security issues in the southern flank of NATO are multifaceted. The most unpleasant
situation is happening in Syria where ongoing uncertainty is spilling across its borders to the
European countries. While immigrants escape the civil war, the conflict is surging into Turkey
and risks getting into the European borders. The NATO allies are overstrained by the refugee
crises and divisions are created among the European states which are struggling to face the
situation.
Syrian conflict is not the only one that NATO is facing in its southern flank. Libya remains
insecure and is actually serving as a safe haven for terrorists. The European and U.S. intelligence
security issues are challenged by the fighters who return to their countries and by the Europeanbased radicals. Clear evidence that the trans-Atlantic community is shattered and directly
threatened are the recent terrorist acts in Paris, Brussels, Istanbul, Ankara, San Bernardino,
Berlin, London and Stockholm (Binnendijk 2016: xix).
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In order to fight terrorism the Alliance must adopt the present circumstances. Although the
29 members of the Alliance take part in the anti-ISIS coalition, the Alliance remains committed
to cooperating with this coalition. The allies are contributing with military capabilities in
Afghanistan, thus, maintaining the military commitments and being prepared for a decisive blow
to the terrorist groups, in particular, ISIS.
Under these circumstances a southern strategy is required with a well-defined approach
recognizing the restrictions of the Alliance’s capacities and the actual resource limitations that the
allies are facing. While NATO may be hesitant in tackling these unpredictable situations, there
exists an urgency to take action. Hence, NATO must reconsider partnerships, and make a more
holistic use of its political capacities. The southern strategy must be very comprehensive.
Collective defense as NATO’s main mission should be applied to the southern and eastern border
of the Alliance. The European marine requires a new approach in order to be more effective and
maritime forces must be increased. The missile defense system for countries like Iran should be
an integral part of the southern strategy. A significant investment has to be made for the
advancement of the Readiness Action Plan (RAP), in particular for the Very High Readiness
Joint Task Force (VJTF), a five thousand troop international brigade with access to special air
and maritime units. This forefront must be ready to act at short notice to face urgent threats. The
southern strategy of the Alliance should pay special attention to out of treaty areas, such as,
Afghanistan and Libya. These two operations have been challenging for the Alliance and
capabilities should be stressed for these types of operations (Special Operation Forces, counter
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insurgency, the comprehensive approach, which merges civilian and military skills, and aircraft
designed for no-fly zones).
NATO and the EU should cooperate in order to address the instability issues of the south,
like state failure, migration and terrorism. The divergences, like the freezing of the Berlin-Plus
arrangements as a result of the Cyprus issue, should no longer impede their coordination in order
for the southern strategy to be effective (Binnendijk 2016: xx). Some partnerships, with countries
like Jordan, need to be strengthened. Jordan has been peaceful in these times of trouble and it has
been an important host country for the refugees. But, this exposure to the newcomers has posed
security concerns as the authorities in Jordan have expressed. For this reasons, the Alliance
should assist Jordan as a key partner in the southern region. The Alliance needs to strengthen its
cooperation with Israel, Tunisia and Morocco with regards to the exchange of intelligence in the
fight against terrorism and the efforts to build capacities.
Concerning the ongoing conflicts in Libya and Syria, the Alliance should make efforts to
help the constructive dialogue to allow like-minded states share their views and provide solutions
to the situation. This is important, in particular for Turkey, as a NATO member state. As the
UN’s negotiated settlement in Libya tries to bring stability, NATO should have a vital, but not
direct role in Libya; it should help build a native security capacity but should be careful not to
make tensions in the region worse.
The challenges, the Alliance has to deal with in its southern and eastern flank, have been
intensified by Russia’s presence in the region. Consequently, deterrence actions are important for
NATO, in particular, alongside the Syrian-Turkish border. Although Russia is trying to provide a
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solution to the Syrian conflict, its settlement causes more strain to the problem because it
contradicts the grounds of the Sunni-Shia frictions. Furthermore, owing to Putin’s support for
Bashar Al-Assad, the latter is still in power, thus, causing turmoil in the region.
Although NATO must play an important role for the security in its southern region, the
allies should be aware that this couldn’t be achieved overnight. It’s important that the political
process moves forward and NATO devises suitable strategies that encompass heightened
deterrence, in which negotiation and collaboration with the partners involved and local actors,
plays a key role.
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSIONS
NATO was established as the most influential organization in the world. It was setup to
tackle security challenges in the trans-Atlantic region and instill confidence in Western Europe,
which was actually lacking in the societies still recovering from the Second World War and were
destined to live in the shadow cast by the Soviet military power. Nonetheless, from the very
beginning the alliance was designed to be more than just a military arrangement.
Since its inception, NATO reflected an alliance that was forged on the democratic nature
and rules and the sovereign equality of its members. Thus, during the Cold War, members needed
to reach compromises, however, the undisputed role of the U.S. could not be overlooked. This
doesn’t mean that Washington dictated its partners, but the Alliance operated in accordance with
its code of conduct, which meant finding common ground between the principles, and the
democratic values demonstrated in its formal instruments and the power imbalance between
America and the Western European countries.
Before taking action the United States would consult its partners regarding the international
and multilateral legitimacy or where European interests were directly involved (nuclear weapons,
nuclear strategy or the relations with the Soviets). In this way, the American allies could be
allowed access to internal debates of the U.S. government. American postwar leaders set out not
“to rule an empire but to build a voluntary Atlantic community in which all members felt they
had a stake” (Gordon and Shapiro 2004: 24). Nevertheless, it should not be underestimated that
the trans-Atlantic Alliance underwent a series of crisis during the Cold War period like the Suez
crisis, in which the Alliance exposed the risk of a deficiency of norms concerning the issue of
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resolving important strategic disputes, the U.S.-France rivalry, where France aspired to be
independent, powerful and in possession of atomic weapons and it aimed at negotiating with the
U.S. as an equal, the Vietnam War, which demonstrated the growing concern of the allies over
the American unilateralism and its hegemonic power, as well as the divergence over Germany’s
Ostpolitik where the slogan “Europe to the Urals”, or the term “Ostpolitik” were code words for a
separate European position on the critical East-West issues.
Apart from the major crisis, NATO’s allies have encountered severe political divergences
over European defense expenditure, the invasion of Afghanistan, the U.S. military invasion of
Panama and Grenada, the positioning in Europe of new U.S. missiles (cruise and Pershing II),
and the Strategic Defense Initiative of the U.S. All these divisions have highlighted the fact that,
in a democratic Alliance, such as NATO, divergences maybe common. Furthermore, the
differences among the Alliance member states, namely the U.S. and most of its Western
European allies did not hit its raison d’être. NATO’s history has encountered heated debates and
internal divergences, but the Alliance has been successful at addressing the trans-Atlantic
discords. On balance, patience and perseverance yielded good results by containing the
expansionist ambitions of the Soviet Union as well as maintaining the Alliance’s essential
solidarity and the readiness of both sides to respect boundaries.
As the Cold War ended, many scholars wondered whether NATO, the only indispensable
institution during the Cold War, would be swept away by the breathtaking winds of change. The
authoritarian regimes that held the Warsaw Pact together were collapsing, and the Warsaw Pact
itself was disintegrating. The authorities of the West Germany and the post-communist East
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Germany were negotiating reunification. All these events were happening under the watchful
eyes of the U.S., the Soviet Union, the UK and France; a new Europe was on the horizon. Under
these circumstances officials and analysts from both sides of the Atlantic questioned the role the
trans-Atlantic Alliance might play in a situation where the Soviets were withdrawing from the
central Europe and the Warsaw Pact was disbanded. In the changing post-Cold War era, the
leaders of NATO member countries had to address the question of whether NATO was still vital.
The extinction of the common danger raised questions concerning the future of the transAtlantic relationship and NATO’s role, in general, and United States, in particular. There were
debates whether NATO and the presence of the American troops was necessary in the old
continent. The trans-Atlantic relation immediately after the Cold War was aided by the fact that
the U.S. policy towards Europe remained the same; there was no significant change in the
American assessment towards the Western Europe. Both the American leaders and the public
continued to show strong sympathy for the European countries. Furthermore America’s
hegemony was safer in the late 1990s than it was just after the fall of Berlin Wall. America’s
hegemony did not face much resistance.
However, it did not take long and NATO was challenged significantly due to the Balkan
Conflicts (Bosnia and Kosovo crisis) which displayed the Alliance’s internal divergences and
lack of experience. Yet, it was the Alliance that brought these conflicts to an end. Despite the role
that the United Nations, the European Union, OSCE might have had, NATO proved to be the
most operationally and strategically important body. With these operations the importance of the
Alliance was reconfirmed in the larger Atlantic security architecture. The security issues and
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challenges in Europe still continued to be resolved by NATO, where the U.S. was the key player.
Bosnia and Kosovo crisis also revealed that NATO was able to be reformed and adjusted to a
security environment which was dissimilar from that of the Cold War period. The two conflicts
were practically essential precedents for the future role of the trans-Atlantic Alliance.
From a theoretical viewpoint, NATO’s involvement in the Balkan conflicts was an
indication of the political dynamics, which distinguished the Alliance from being simply a
military body. The involvement of NATO was reasoned by humanitarian aid with the aim to
spread democracy. Hence, the contradiction between realists and idealists regarding the former
Yugoslavia conflicts was a false one. The shared values, morals and hard-nosed realism guided
the Alliance through the wars and aided future progress. Bosnia and Kosovo’s operations could
be considered as defining moments in the history of the trans-Atlantic Alliance. If NATO was not
involved in these conflicts, would there be an Alliance now? The events of that time tested its
very existence; if it did not act, NATO could certainly have been irrelevant today and the logic of
enlargement would have been undermined. But its members had invested a lot of time and energy
and they could not remain indifferent in the conflicts in the Eastern Europe. After the wars in
Bosnia and Kosovo the Alliance preserved its sense of cohesion and raison d'être and came
through stronger and more determined to face future challenges.
Historical developments made NATO members agree on a new Strategic Concept in 1999
and the Washington Summit held in 1999 guaranteed the efficiency of upcoming international
actions, with the aim of countering new dangers where they appear, throughout the full range of
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NATO’s tasks in the existing and foreseeable security circumstances, with a specific focus on
progressing interoperability amongst the NATO forces.
The most important geopolitical transformation of NATO was its enlargement process; it is
a process that has accompanied the whole history of the trans-Atlantic Alliance. In order to be
prepared for its future challenges, NATO has been expanded with the aim to change its missions,
objectives and capabilities and to enlarge its territorial influence. All these stages have been
associated with a significant resistance and rhetoric by Russia, which has seen NATO’s
expansion as competitive not only in its areas of influence, but also as a direct threat to its
security.
During the Cold War, NATO’s enlargement aimed to strengthen the Alliance and broaden
its influence to counterbalance the countries that had joined the Warsaw Pact. The Alliance was
expanded to countries such as Germany, Greece, Turkey and Spain. With the end of the Cold
War, bipolarity was over and therefore the expansion of NATO with other former Warsaw Pact
members had reached a defining moment. As the Warsaw Treaty dissolved, the heads of the
allied states agreed on the prospect of opening the doors to the former Warsaw Pact countries to
join the EU and NATO. By strengthening democracy and guaranteeing stability and peace, from
the Baltics to the Black Sea, Europe’s map was redrawn. Thus, the Organization has undergone
four eastward expansions. After the reunification of Germany in 1990, the whole country was
brought into the Alliance. In 1999, three new members that joined NATO were Hungary, Poland
and Czech Republic. In 2004, Slovenia, Slovakia, Romania, Bulgaria, Latvia, Lithuania and
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Estonia became members of the Alliance. In 2009, the Alliance was enlarged with Albania and
Croatia, whereas the last new member is Montenegro which joined NATO in 2017.
Why was NATO enlarged? What was the main reason for the Alliance’s enlargement? Who
decided which new entries would become members? In actual fact, Central and Eastern European
countries were seeking the support of the allies. They needed a hedge against Russia, and feared
the free-floating Germany. These countries aimed to become NATO members and regarded their
membership in the Alliance as the natural climax of their longing to be wholly secure and united
with the West. In reality, the enlargement would have ended at the border of Germany, if it had
been up to NATO and this did not involve any secret agreement with Moscow, but solely because
the eastward enlargement was not the priority of the West.
Russia alleges that it was promised that NATO would not be enlarged “beyond the borders
of a reunified Germany” (Ruhle 2014: 2) and it felt humiliated by the “broken promises” of the
West. Contrary to many Russian claims, analysts and U.S. policymakers insist that such a
promise was never made. Despite Russia’s objections, with the fall of the Berlin Wall, NATO
was successfully enlarged and the process took place at a time when Russia was going through a
number of economic and geopolitical problems and its influence in the international arena was at
its lowest point.
The process of enlargement was opposed not only in Russia, but also in the west, and in
particular in the U.S. Many influential political experts, think tanks and politicians from both
sides were against the Alliance’s expansion. George Kennan opposed the expansion of the
Alliance considering it as the most “fateful error” (Kennan 1997) in the American post-Cold War
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policy. According to opponents, the enlargement would “draw a new line of division” (Bunn et
al. 1997) between the new entries and those who would be left out. The continent would be
instable and the security of the “outs” would be diminished. Charles Kupchan, maintained that
NATO’s expansion would constitute a “grave strategic error” (Kupchan 1994). Michael
Mandelbaum stated that enlargement was a bad investment, considering the high costs of the
expansion (Mandelbaum 1996).
Despite numerous objections to the enlargement process, there were political science
experts and scholars who highlighted that the expansion was a geopolitical need and an important
step towards the democratization process. Henry Kissinger, a supporter of the geopolitical
argument, feared that if NATO were not expanded to the east, a security power vacuum would be
created between Germany and Russia. Under the circumstances, both countries would seek ways
to fill the vacuum. Consequently, NATO’s cohesion would be jeopardized and its very existence
would be questioned (Kissinger 1993).
All in all, the advocates of the geopolitical argument believe that if the borders of the transAtlantic Alliance were not pushed further east, then the security of the West could not be
guaranteed. These viewpoints underline the consequences the security vacuum might create in
Central Europe and that the threat of an insurgent Russia is still real in the old continent. Some
other enlargement supporters advocated the concept of the democratic development. The
enlargement of the Alliance was a great opportunity to spread democracy in the former
communist countries; bringing democracy meant generating peace and security. They reasoned
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that NATO was a community organization and its frame was founded on shared values and
democratic norms of the member states.
NATO expansion was a tool to progress with the new bargain in the trans-Atlantic matters.
A more economically, politically and strategically coherent Europe would be a very reliable new
partner to meet America’s need in achieving the new trans-Atlantic bargain. Enlargement was a
crucial process in keeping the U.S. seriously involved in the defense matters of the old Continent
and “for facilitating a more stable and outward-looking Europe” (Asmus et al. 1996: 93); both the
U.S. and its partners would benefit from the process of enlargement. Washington believed that
this process would promote European stability and maintain the U.S. leadership in Eurasia.
At this point in time, the security environment has changed; there is an economically,
politically and militarily stronger Russia with an increased influence in the international affairs.
Russia is aiming to become a more influential actor in the international arena and especially, with
reference to the countries it regards as its “zones of influence” and beyond. Alternatively, NATO
is facing challenges of its own. The rise of Russia and the existing contradictions and
disagreement among NATO member countries have not helped the further enlargement of the
Alliance. While the prospect of Balkan countries’ accession into NATO is the obvious approach
(lately in 2017 Montenegro became member of the Alliance), the likelihood of other states such
as Ukraine, Georgia, Moldova etc., that have expressed their desire to join, remains confusing
and unclear. The Georgia War in 2008, the annexation of Crimea from Russia and the conflict in
eastern Ukraine have held back and even called into question the process of their NATO
membership.
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In order to grasp the situation, one has to look beyond the actual Russian leader, Putin and
reconsider the relationship of the West with Russia after the Cold War. The Ukraine crisis and the
Georgian War have opened up a discussion regarding the development of the institutions in the
Euro-Atlantic area, namely the enlargement of NATO and the EU after the Cold War. Regarding
NATO’s further expansion, there are three alternatives, which depend on Russia’s reaction and
the position that the members of the Alliance would maintain with regard to the expansion.
The First Alternative: The Acceleration of NATO’s Eastward Enlargement
It has been estimated that the NATO enlargement process strengthened the values of
democracy in Eastern Europe and shielded these countries from a potential Russian aggression.
Some scholars contend that the appropriate reaction to the crisis is to quickly approve of
Ukraine’s and Georgia’s membership to the institutions of the West. However, there are deep
geopolitical questions in the case of Ukraine; this country is not ready to become a NATO
member and in fact it was Putin who forced the issue of Ukraine’s membership into the agenda of
the Alliance, not NATO itself. In my view, the acceleration of NATO expansion with countries,
like, Georgia and Ukraine is almost an unlikely scenario. A number of factors make such a
geopolitical development improbable.
Russia is against the expansion of the Alliance not only on its borders, but also further
afield, in countries it considers as zones of influence. When Montenegro became a member of the
Alliance, eight years after its enlargement in 2009 with Croatia and Albania, a hard reaction was
generated. Although Montenegro’s influence (with a standing military of 2000) in the Alliance’s
military, and in the Balkan’s region, is not considerable, Russian reaction was followed by a
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fierce rhetoric. Montenegro’s membership into the Alliance indicates to Georgia and Ukraine that
NATO’s “Open door policy” is functional and the enlargement process is a reality.
The Second Alternative: The Slowdown of NATO’s Eastward Expansion
The West wishes to see its eastern border countries (such as, Ukraine, Georgia, Moldavia
etc.,) evolve into prosperous, democratic, stable and sovereign states. Thus, the “grey zones’
between Russia and Western Europe would narrow, and as a result, NATO would bring stability
in the region. The war in Georgia and the developments in Ukraine have slowed down the NATO
enlargement process. Nine years after the NATO Summit in Bucharest, the MAP, a phase that
would bring those countries closer to NATO, has not yet been granted to Georgia or Ukraine.
This step was neither taken in the Wales and Warsaw Summits of September 2014 and July 2016
respectively. The conflict between Russia and the West has slowed down the NATO enlargement
process significantly. The West ought to guarantee that membership of these countries to NATO
or EU does not conflict with Russia’s interests.
The Third Alternative: The Abandonment of NATO’s Eastward Expansion.
The NATO enlargement with the states on Russia’s border might cause direct confrontation
with Moscow and it seems unlikely that the West could provide security guarantees for these
states. Russia’s vital interest is to keep the West institutions, namely NATO and the EU out of its
neighboring countries, whereas the U.S. and Europe do not consider “the security of Russia’s
neighbors as fundamental to their interests” (Charap and Shapiro 2014: 270).
Russia needs a “diplomatic exit” (Haas 2014: 78) that would involve assurances that
Ukraine wouldn’t become a NATO or EU member. In order to resolve the conflict between
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Russia and the West a combination of endeavors are required to strengthen NATO, sanction
Russia and support Ukraine militarily and economically.
NATO’s enlargement would be a mistake and the situation should not be complicated
further by bringing into the Alliance other members, whose strategic value is not actually very
significant and the U.S. is talking about increasing its forces in other regions around the world. In
fact, the truth is that Russia has acted and proved its readiness to take action and thus has
revealed that it not a case of a rhetorical question any more. Furthermore, the determination of the
West to absorb Russia’s neighbors into NATO and EU is actually putting the stability of Europe
in danger.
The Alliance needs to reevaluate and re-dimension its relations with Russia. Bearing in
mind that the years after the Cold War have indicated that Russia is unlikely to consent to a real
partnership and that the recent years show that Russia is inherently antagonistic to the Western
Europe and its principles, then conflict appears to be potentially unavoidable. In order for the
Atlantic Alliance to grow under the current circumstances, it ought to find a new vision and
purpose. Despite its reinvention in the post-Cold War years, the Alliance needs a second a new
dimension and a fresh approach. NATO’s “open door policy” after the Cold War is a credit to the
statesmen of the time and a success for crisis prevention. The U.S. and Western Europe supported
the development of democracy and ended the geopolitical antagonism, which had historically
beset the eastern and central Europe. One could only imagine what Europe would be like today
without NATO and the EU enlargement. Without doubt, the West would have been gravely
concerned about stability at the heart of Europe.

301

Another topic in the trans-Atlantic relations and which has been examined in this
dissertation is President Bush’s foreign policy, which contributed to a trans-Atlantic rift. When
Bush was elected President, it happened that the U.S. was the most powerful state the history had
ever known. Its ability to have an impact on global affairs on its own was unprecedented.
Therefore, it was natural to expect the U.S. with all the recourses (military, technological,
economic and diplomatic), attempt to solve crisis globally, whether it be threats from the rogue
states, missile dangers, or wars in the Balkans, while the European allies, with less resources try
to “manage” them. Hence, the systematic splits between the Europeans and the Americans
concerning the international affairs arose long before the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001,
and even earlier than Bush became the U.S. president. But, the terrorist attacks accelerated those
drifts rapidly and widened the gap between the American and European attitudes. The transAtlantic relations were in crisis on the eve of September 11 attacks. Many even predicted that the
two sides of the Atlantic were heading for a divorce, which had been long anticipated.
The consequences of the terrorist attacks in New York and Washington were far reaching
for the trans-Atlantic relations. For the first time in the history of its existence, the trans-Atlantic
Alliance invoked Article 5, whereby an attack on the U.S. was considered an attack on all NATO
members. In the immediate aftermath, invoking Article 5 indicated that there was a great sense of
unity among NATO allies.
After the solidarity, paradox came. Relations on both sides of the Atlantic had drifted
intermittently even before September 11, but hope for multilateral cooperation vanished and the
unilateralist move began to gain momentum. The nature of the American foreign policy was
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transformed by the terrorist attacks and was oriented towards a more defensive realism with
mixed aspects of idealism. Some believed that the terrorist attacks, changed the world for
Americans, while for the Europeans these attacks changed America.
The intensely controversial invasion of Iraq and in particular the “coalition of the willing”
caused major divisions and was disastrous in the relations between America and its EU allies; it is
remembered as a time of deep bitterness. Some analysts have commented the Iraq crisis as the
worst in NATO’s history, while others have predicted the end of the trans-Atlantic relationship.
This new policy constituted a major conceptual breakdown and it would probably undermine the
foundations of the most reputable Alliance in the world’s history, NATO. Common threats like
the old threat of communism managed to bring the allies together, while the new terrorist threat
appeared to drive them apart. The first and most important victim of the terrorist attacks of
September 11, 2001 seemed to be the trans-Atlantic Alliance.
The trans-Atlantic relations were shaken by the decision to invade Iraq. The effects of this
decision were devastating; it caused a great rift in NATO. Germany and France followed by
Luxembourg and Belgium opposed the invasion, as well as, the decisions of the American policy
concerning this issue. However, Britain remained the strongest ally to the U.S.
Contrary to what happened in the Persian Gulf in 1991, where Bush Sr. formed the
“coalition of the willing”, the younger President couldn’t secure full solidarity and the support of
other countries willing to cooperate with the Unites States. NATO allies were deeply divided.
This new strategy after 2001, was shaped by the Bush Doctrine, which had four main features:
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First, the U.S. identifies that the domestic regimes of some states pose a threat to America.
Hence, the only way out is to alter the regime systems in these countries.
Second, the notion of preemptive and preventive action gives America the right to use
military force against any country that presents a threat to the American national security.
Third, the American primacy is indispensable. Stability and peace could not be achieved
without the U.S. power. Global affairs are likely to be dominated by the United States for decades
to come.
Fourth, this strategy seeks to extend the free markets and promote democracy all over the
world.
The debate on the attacks in Iraq caused controversy over U.S. policy not only among the
European governments, but a sense of anti-Americanism was increasing among the European
people as well. Never before had the streets of the European capitals been filled with protesters
who were against the U.S. policy in Iraq. U.S. flags and posters of President Bush were
demonstrably burned. Yet, the EU and the U.S share different views with regard to power.
Europeans believe that the physical force and the use of violence as an alternative do not measure
power; Europe does not relate power with recourse to violence. On the contrary, Europe uses
diplomacy to maintain the balance of power and resolve disputes.
The question then arises as to why America should take Europe seriously. If we compare
the population of Europe, it is larger than that of the U.S. The economy of Europe is as large as
the American one. However, the difference lies in the fact that Europe spends its money on more
social goals rather than on military purposes. Europe is relatively fulfilled with its quality of life.
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In fact each nation-state in Europe has its military force and expenditure, which overall make
Europe a great military power. But Europe’s challenge does not lie on its armed forces, but the
hesitancy to tear down the prerogatives and the trappings of the nation-state and then agree on a
common policy.
Nonetheless, the social and cultural organization of Europe is different from the U.S. Both
sides of the Atlantic have headed on a different direction and the European politics have
gradually adopted a different style from that of the United States. Above all, the European
politicians, be left wing, right wing or centrist, agree that capitalism in Europe has diverged from
capitalism in America and would continue to do so.
From a military viewpoint, Europe might be weak when compared with the United States,
but it is the second military power (as a group of states) after America. Also, from the economic
standpoint, the European Union competes with the United States. Therefore, Europe is not weak.
The expansion of the European Union with other countries in Central and Eastern Europe also
shows that Europe is getting stronger. In this respect, the crisis among the trans-Atlantic allies
over Iraq was not the result of a weaker Europe and a stronger U.S. but it was a question of
different approaches to solving the crisis. Americans have so much faith in their power that they
think that it’s lawful to use the guns and soldiers, whereas Europeans believe in the use of force
as the last resort.
Europeans and Americans have different viewpoints concerning the political decision that
have to be made regarding the trans-Atlantic relations. There is not one single America, nor one
single Europe. Both sides have internal divergences and consequently different approaches to
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international affairs. The European elite and the public opinion were unimpressed by the U.S.’s
deliberate negligence of the international structures of collaboration and institutions. The transAtlantic relations deteriorated in 2003 as a result of President Bush’s unilateralist policy. What’s
more, the President’s leadership style didn’t help matters.
While the U.S. is seeking opportunities to solve the international problems unilaterally, the
European globalist foreign policy is founded on global collaboration as an instrument to handle
the challenges and manage the opportunities that globalization generates. Europeans believe that
a single country could not face the dangers of the 21st century alone. International cooperation is
necessary to combat terrorism, stop weapon proliferation, promote democracy, protect
biodiversity, prevent the spread of infective diseases, guarantee free trade, and deal with other
issues on the agenda of every nation’s foreign policy. Furthermore, even though the U.S is
undeniably the strongest state in the world, globalization diffuses the power away from states and
this is an important consequence in the international relations.
I do not believe that the European approach to the war in Iraq was the result of major
differences between the United States and Europe. It is unquestionable that the U.S. military
power is far superior to Europe’s. America and Europe need to engage in much more deliberate
dialogue and exchange at all levels of government and society and despite the allegations and
criticism, they might find that there is much more that unites Europe and America than divides
them.
President Obama had a far more pragmatic approach towards the trans-Atlantic Alliance.
Contrary to what the European partners expected, his focus was less Eurocentric. Obama
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administration recurrently emphasized that America would focus more on its internal affairs and
would be less interested in intervening abroad. The Afghanistan and Iraq wars and the economic
crisis in the U.S. influenced the attitude of the Obama Presidency, who not long after taking
office declared that “the nation that I am most interested in building is our own” (Obama 2009).
After taking office, Obama believed that the European continent was not the main challenge of
the U.S. foreign policy. He trusted the trans-Atlantic Alliance, regarding the will and ability of
European partners to take leadership and assume more responsibility to manage problems at
home and tackle, with America’s support, a number of emerging conflicts outside the European
continent. Europeans, having grown accustomed to the U.S. presence in most of their matters, felt
let down by this approach. This was a challenge for all the European partners, in particular for the
countries in Eastern and Central Europe, which after the fall of the Berlin wall were integrated
into democratic societies and under the leadership of Clinton and Bush administrations became
part of NATO and the European Union.
Hence, Eastern and Western Europeans were then further concerned about the Obama
administration’s statements of “a pivot to the Pacific” and Asia. Whereas President Obama
declared the shift of the American security attention from the Middle East (and not from Europe)
to Asia, Europeans interpreted this shift and the reduction of the U.S. military presence in the old
continent, as proof of the U.S. abandonment of their region. The European leaders were
concerned that America would be less attentive to their needs as it would demand from them
more support for matters far beyond the European shores, at a time when many states in Europe
were suffering from the economic recession.
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President Obama and his administration, abandoned the U.S. unilateralist policy of settling
international disputes, and embraced the multilateralist approach. Influenced by liberal views,
Obama administration considered the resolution of crisis through the engagement of international
institutions and collaboration with the allies as a more effective tool. Obama’s strategy was seen
by many scholars of international relations as an abandonment of the U.S. strategy followed by
America since the end of World War II and as a sign of a decline in American power. During the
Obama Presidency many international crisis had an impact on the world affairs in general and on
the trans-Atlantic Alliance, in particular. The Alliance was unprepared to face the new risks and
therefore it was hesitant and slow to respond.
In contrast to the Iraq war, the Libyan intervention proved the American power and
confidence in the need for multilateral action under the UN mandate and through NATO. When
the uprising in Libya began, President Obama hesitated to intervene again in another country. The
war in Libya showed that America left the Europeans to assume responsibility for a conflict
which occurred in their neighborhood. The new American foreign policy approach termed as
“leading from behind” caused anxiety among the European allies, which were concerned about
the American attitude towards its military commitments. Britain and France’s leadership in this
war was a good step for America which succeeded in getting the European allies to take on more
responsibility in the international conflicts, especially in Europe’s neighborhood.
The actions in Libya, evidenced the disharmony amongst the “big three” countries of the
European Union. France strongly advocated military intervention in Libya, but opposed the
command of the trans-Atlantic Alliance; the United Kingdom also advocated the military action
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but insisted on NATO command; and Germany abstained from the vote on the UN Security
Council Resolution 1973, which authorized the use of force (United Nations Security Council
2011). This discordance among the most powerful EU partners presented an important challenge
to the trans-Atlantic Alliance. Yet, the challenges were dealt with in an ad hoc manner, with
leaders and diplomats struggling to meet extensively differing perceptions and interests among
the allies.
If, therefore, Libya proved that Europe is inadequate either militarily or politically in
European security matters, it also indicated that America would be less present in Europe because
its focus had actually shifted in other regions such as Asia and the Pacific. America needed
Europe to be a partner in the new century challenges rather than providing free riding for it. But,
the American strategic shift depended partially on the capacity of the old continent to protect
itself.
However, with the re-emergence of the belligerent Russia, the challenges faced by Europe
and NATO became even greater. The annexation of Crimea by Russia put an end to the era of
building peaceful relations with Russia. Although the years after the Cold War were marked by
efforts to integrate Russia into the West, unfortunately these efforts were failing. The invasion of
Crimea and the support of the nationalist pro-Russians in eastern Ukraine gave way to the old
Cold War rival clashes, i.e., the West on one side and Russia on the other. Thus, the West and in
particular, Europe were confronting aggression from a former rival, Russia.
Is it back to the Cold War again? In fact the situation is different in many significant ways.
The present day situation does not present a conflict between two distinct ideologies, liberal
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democracy and communism. This conflict does have international implications, but it is not vital
to the global architecture. Militarily speaking, Russia is back as an antagonist of the West. The
trans-Atlantic Alliance is being revitalized with its original purpose to “keep the Russians out.”
The deployments which are temporarily dislocated in the Baltic countries as well as in Romania
and Poland might become permanent basis of NATO’s troops, including the American ones, in
the eastern flank of Europe. The American troops, tanks and airplanes and navy are being sent
back to Europe. The Russian nuclear forces will be an open target of NATO’s ballistic missiles,
and neutral states like Finland and Sweden might soon join NATO. The “new old face” of NATO
has come back into focus and “NATO is pivoting back to Russia” (Trenin 2014: 8).
Politically, militarily and economically speaking, Europe is again divided into three parts,
with Russians to the east, the European Union and trans-Atlantic Alliance to the west and the
“sandwiched states” like Ukraine and Moldavia in the middle, as well as, the states of the South
Caucasus as the battlefield. Europe was thought of as a region where the great power wars were
left behind, since the end of the Cold War, but in reality are making a dramatic comeback, albeit
isolated. The political counterpart of war, the economic sanctions, has been reapplied and the
information warfare is at its highest level. Although the U.S. had a confrontation with Russia
concerning the conflict in Georgia in 2008, that was a very peripheral and brief conflict which did
not alter the history of the post- Cold War, unlike Ukraine.
Russia’s involvement in this conflict aims to demonstrate that to achieve Putin’s objective,
military force is important. By taking action daringly, in spite of its limited resources, Putin has
contributed in shifting the strategic balance in the region and has presented a remarkable
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reinstatement where Russian power had been disregarded with the end of the Cold War.
Furthermore, Russia, by exercising the use of force in Syria, is sending a message to the U.S. and
other regional powers that it will back the heads of states and governments against unrest and will
not abandon them when the opposite forces try to take control, as the America deserted Hosni
Mubarak, the president of Egypt, in 2011. Russia’s strategy in Syria represents part of a wider
move to regain its influence in the Middle East. The Russian troops, anti-ship and air-defense
systems, due to Obama’s non-intervention policy, have been significantly deployed in the region.
These deployments have nothing to do with the fight against terrorism, but to threaten NATO and
the U.S. assets. The U.S. was displaced from the region as a major power broker, as a direct result
of Obama’s policies. Furthermore, Egypt, Israel and Turkey, as American allies were looking at
Russia as an important player in the region. Under the circumstances, America’s partners and
allies in Central and Eastern Europe and in the Middle East have questioned the U.S.
commitment towards aggression. The South Korean and Japanese allies, as well as, other partners
in Asia were also questioning the credibility of the U.S. military commitment.
This uncertainty was reinforced by the “America First” platform announced by President
Donald J. Trump. He campaigned for non-entanglement in the overseas conflicts and cautioned
Barack Obama concerning the military intervention in Syria. President Trump’s primary
objective was to fight ISIS, not to topple Assad from power. The President’s attitude was
reinforced by Rex Tillerson, the Secretary of State and Nikki Haley the U.S. ambassador in the
United Nations. But, President Trump made an incredible policy reversal after the atrocious
chemical attack, undertaken by the Assad regime, against the Syrian civilians in April 2017. He
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ordered strikes, against the Assad regime, as a counteraction for the use of weapons of mass
destruction towards innocent people.
This move of the Trump administration was supported by the western civilized nations,
like, the UK, NATO and the EU, as well as other regional key partners in the Middle East, like,
Israel and Saudi Arabia. In this way, President Trump sent a clear message to the Assad regime,
as well as the Russians, who called Trump’s intervention an act of aggression. Trump’s reaction
is the first step to fill the vacuum that was created in the Middle East. The good news, for the free
world, is that America is back in business to project power and defend the actual world order and
its interests everywhere.
In this uncertain world, alliances and institutions have become a significant source of
power. They are significant in tackling threats, like, terrorism, military aggression, nuclear
proliferation, cybercrime, refugee flows, pollution, infectious diseases which are spreading
because of the porous borders of the world we live in today. The global security setting would
potentially be entirely different if America was not able to sustain this network of alliances.
Despite the controversial attitudes during the presidential campaign of November 2016, not
long after his election, President Trump assured his full support for the trans-Atlantic Alliance.
The president expressed his gratitude to the NATO allies for their support in condemning the
Syrian president, Al-Assad, for the use of weapons of mass destruction in April 2017. He
reaffirmed the U.S. commitment to NATO and didn’t, on this occasion, label the Alliance as
outdated or “obsolete”.
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NATO has been the most prominent Alliance in the world to date and for which America
has contributed the most. In the light of the emerging new threats in the security environment and
in particular, the Ukraine crisis, NATO has been revived. America has been most successful
when working with alliances, like, NATO and international institutions and when it has partnered
with like-minded states and combined its resources and capabilities with them. Moreover, the
safest way to handle the potential global threats necessitates a permanent U.S. leadership and
reliability, particularly in keeping the American international commitments, to encourage its
partners and dishearten the enemies.
The trans-Atlantic relations are going through a deep transformation. This transformation is
taking place as a result of new threats and the recurrence of old ones. The transformation is not
occurring because of a stronger Europe or a weaker America, or visa-versa; the trans-Atlantic
relations are changing because the world itself is changing. NATO, as the embodiment of transAtlantic peace and security, has found it difficult to tackle non-traditional and new threats, like
terrorism, cyber-crime etc., generated by globalization. Also, the resurgence of the old Russian
threat demonstrated by the annexation of Crimea and the ongoing conflict in the Eastern Ukraine,
shocked the American and European leaders who are seriously rethinking and reevaluating their
relations with Russia. Europe has been forced to look inward due to its financial crisis, followed
by the humanitarian crisis caused by the thousands of refugees coming from Siria and other
countries in conflict.
Under the circumstances, it is time to reformulate a new bargain, where Europe is obliged
to take on more responsibility in order to uphold the stability and security in the old continent and
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its periphery. This bargain is not likely to appear soon, for as long as the European Union suffers
from lack of cohesion as a result of different political attitudes among European nations. Also,
many European Union member states do not make a significant contribution on their defense
budgets. Now, it might be time the U.S. ‘pivoted’ back to Europe and increased its military
presence there and continued to remain a “European power”.
Today, sixty-eight years after its establishment, the main objectives on which the transAtlantic Alliance is based still remain: the provision of collective security for the allies; the
institutionalization of the transatlantic bond and the maintenance of an outstanding medium for
the deliberations of the allies concerning strategic and security issues; and the offering of an
assurance umbrella where the European partners are able to direct their defense matters on mutual
challenges. However, the three main objectives of the Alliance are still being questioned at
present.
Nowadays, these features of the Alliance are more significant than at any time since the fall
of Berlin Wall. Hence, it is very upsetting that this vital Alliance is in danger as a result of rifts
between the European partners and a reintroduced burden sharing dispute in America. Efforts
were made by the NATO Summit in Wales in 2014 and in Warsaw in July 2016, in order to adapt
with the new circumstances, but they cannot conceal emerging splits within NATO members.
Some allies are focused on external threats from the eastern flank, others on external threats from
the southern border. This contradiction needs to be overcome as soon as possible taking into the
account that NATO borders are being tested to Europe's northern, eastern and southern borders
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and the menaces of all regions possess great capacity to merge in ways that may endanger
Europe, America and many states in the world.
Furthermore, European internal matters might be more consequential than the external
threats which put the Alliance’s unity at risk. A number of challenges, like, the migrant flows, the
national populist movements, the financial crisis as well as BREXIT or possibly other EXITS are
destroying the cohesion in Europe. These challenges might turn the European partners from
countries which export stability to importers of instability. The idea of a free and whole Europe is
being scanned by a divided and restless Europe and the current challenges of the west should be
dealt with efficiently. America and Europe would become less prosperous and less safe if the
trans-Atlantic relationship was weak. The Alliance must be reequipped for the challenges the
world is facing at this point in time. The Alliance adopted its sixth and last Strategic Concept in
2010, earlier than the “Maiden Revolution” in Ukraine, earlier than Russia annexed Crimea and
invaded the eastern part of Ukraine, earlier than Putin described the Alliance as a “threat”, earlier
than the terrorists attacked Brussels, Paris, Berlin, London and Stockholm, etc., earlier than the
ISIS rose and before the conflict erupted in Syria and before the hybrid wars or other global
threats.
NATO is now operating with more combined techniques, which blur the Strategic
Concept's straight theoretical differences among NATO's three fundamental responsibilities
(collective defense, cooperative security and crisis management). The Wales and the Warsaw
Summits decided that NATO and the EU member states should strengthen their defense
capabilities. In the summits, it was also concluded that it is crucial to deliver the required
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capabilities in order to have a strong defense industry across the Alliance. This includes a
stronger defense industry in Europe and greater defense industrial cooperation across the Atlantic
and within Europe. The endeavors of the trans-Atlantic Alliance, and the European Union, to
make the defense capabilities stronger are complementary. Also, a directive was determined for
member states to increase their military spending to 2%. However, only five countries (U.S.,
Poland, Britain, Greece and Estonia) meet the responsibility of their 2% of GDP in defense
spending and the demand of the U.S. as the greatest contributor is fair. Hence, other countries are
adopting plans to meet the threshold.
This action plan adopts the structure of NATO forces to meet new realities, including a
series of bases along the eastern border of NATO. Allies also agreed to reform NATO by
preparing a permanent multinational force comprising land, air, naval and special operations to
respond to today's threats. Also, the United States has deployed 4000 troops in Poland and
located tanks and other armored vehicles along the Eastern flank of the Alliance in order to
prevent any potential aggression from Russia. This is the first time since the end of the Cold War
that the U.S. has deployed troops and arms in Europe. This plan shows the U.S.’s approach to
safeguard NATO’s allies of the growing Russian aggression in Eastern Europe and elsewhere.
There are four main reasons why NATO has installed permanent military bases in Europe.
First, the Alliance’s military and political structures have no viable option. The European
Union can neither offer security, nor instill confidence among the countries that face possible
invasion. Since the CFCP (Common Foreign and Security Policy) is mainly a diplomatic
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instrument, it is commonly acknowledged that the Alliance is accountable for the Europe’s
territorial defense.
Second, the Alliance provides a guarantee for the institutional integrity of its allies and it
also promotes regional stability between its members.
Third, an expanded Alliance is about the free choice of each autonomous country to
decide on its security allies and alliances and to not be exposed to pressures from greedy
neighbors (such as Russia).
Fourth, and more importantly, the permanent military presence of the NATO forces is
fundamental because it provides the most efficient deterrent to the main new threats.
Russia and the West do have divergences over countries, like, Iran, North Korea, or Syria,
but their greatest rift is over Europe and its grey regions. For this reason, America and Europe
should reach a compromise on how to best handle an aggressive and resurgent Russia before the
situation deteriorates. Putin’s challenge concerns the west as well as his political situation at
home. In order for the west to be successful in its approach towards Russia, it should renew its
values and sustaining commitments. The U.S. and Europe should act together and deter Russia
where necessary, and where useful find a way of communication with Putin.
The U.S. and its European partners should make it clear to Russia that their relations are
based on the mutual respect of international principals and norms (the Helsinki principles, the
Charter of the United Nations, as well as having a high regard for the sovereignty of Russia’s
neighboring countries). The U.S. and its western allies must prevent Russia from further
intimidating its neighboring countries. NATO should strengthen its capacity to deter Russia from
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threatening its partners, particularly the Baltic countries. To this end, the Alliance should enhance
the capabilities that handle the techniques of the “hybrid warfare” that Putin revealed in Ukraine.
The western countries should keep up the sanctions imposed on Russia until Moscow shows full
commitment to the bargain reached for the Ukrainian issue.
While deterrence in the eastern part of Europe is enhanced by the Alliance, the western
countries should maintain ongoing communication with Russia to avoid any potential
misunderstanding. America and its European allies should make it clear that they are willing to
work with Russia provided it shows it is a reliable global stakeholder and agrees to improve
relationships with its neighboring countries. Simply put, they should make clear the economic,
security and political benefits of a more fruitful relation. In the current international climate both
sides should cooperate on issues, like, counter-terrorism, ISIS, Iran, North Korea and global
warming. In order to reflect changes in Russia’s Arctic attitude, NATO should update its
emergency plans, while information sharing and surveillance should be enhanced. Finland and
Sweden as “Enhanced Opportunities Partners” should be greatly engaged in the region and
should address issues like air, sea and land shortages.
The security problems in the southern flank of NATO are multifaceted. The most
unpleasant situation is happening in Syria where ongoing insecurity is spilling across its borders
to the European countries. While immigrants are escaping the civil war, the conflict is surging
into Turkey and seeking to get onto the European borders. The NATO allies are overburdened by
the refugee crisis causing splits among the European states struggling to face the situation.
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The Syrian conflict is not the only one that NATO is facing in its southern flank. Libya
continues to remain unsafe and is actually serving as a safe haven for terrorists. The European
and American intelligence and the security issues are being challenged by fighters who return to
their home countries and by European-based radicals. Clear evidence that the trans-Atlantic
community is shattered and directly threatened are the recent terrorist acts in Paris, Brussels,
Istanbul, Ankara, and San Bernardino, Berlin, London, Stockholm. Manchester, Barcelona etc.
Under these circumstances a southern strategy is required teamed with a well-defined
approach, identifying the restrictions of the Alliance’s capacities and the actual resource
limitations all the allies are facing. While NATO may be hesitant at tackling these unpredictable
occurrences, there exists an urgency to take action. Hence, NATO should reassess its
partnerships, and make a more holistic use of its political capacities. The southern strategy should
be thoroughly comprehensive. Collective defense, as the main mission of NATO, should be
applied to the southern and eastern border of the Alliance. The European marine requires a new
approach to increase its effectiveness and the number of maritime forces. The missile defense
system for countries like Iran should be an integral part of the southern strategy.
Although NATO must play an important role to the security in its southern and eastern
regions, the allies should also be mindful that this cannot be achieved overnight. It’s important
that the political process moves forward and NATO devises applicable strategies that encompass
heightened deterrence, in which negotiation and collaboration with partners involved and local
actors plays a key role.
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Since the Crimea invasion NATO is back on the agenda and its mission and tasks have to
be redefined to meet the challenges of the 21st century. Russia with Putin’s neo-imperialist
ambitions is the reason the Alliance needs to go back to basics. The trans-Atlantic importance has
not only been strengthened by Russia’s neo-imperialist actions in Ukraine and other regions, but
it has also emphasized other fundamental issues that NATO has so far avoided or not considered
with the required consistency. Hereafter, the Alliance’s challenge is going to be twofold, i.e., the
preservation of its member states’ territorial integrity as well as ensuring the stability in the
international arena. NATO has been successful for over 68 years because it was able to adapt to
the new international changing circumstances.
It is unquestionable that NATO is America’s most important Alliance. It is a leading
Alliance and the most successful that history has known so far. Time and again, NATO has been
able to adjust to new historical context and offer security to its allies; it also retains the biggest
military capacity in the world.
NATO has had a history of many debates and internal divergences, but the Alliance has
been successful at addressing the trans-Atlantic discords. The United States perceives the EU not
only as a partner but also as a strong competitor. However, this relationship is possibly the most
important relationship the U.S. has ever had. Thanks to this remarkable relationship of once
antagonistic states, the USA can now trust Europe to continue to be a stability upholder and a
power for democracy in the world.
To conclude, this study has analyzed the main developments of the trans-Atlantic area in
the light of the two main theoretical approaches (Realism/ Neorealism and Liberalism/
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Neoliberalism). Both theories are relevant and have important things to say in relation to the
Alliance, but I agree with the realist approach as most convincing in justifying NATO’s
durability. In the actual situation, as in the past, the Alliance’s strategic assets and the common
threats are instrumental in explaining NATO’s endurance.
The realist theory gives solid reasons in maintaining that the fight against terrorism has
directly influenced the endurance of the Alliance. Nowadays, terrorism is a real threat to the
security of the trans-Atlantic area and the whole world and NATO has taken concrete measures,
during its last summits, to combat terrorism as one of the main dangers for the stability. Hence,
the “balance of threat” concept gives reasons for NATO’s durability.
The events in Ukraine from 2014 onwards, and Putin’s aggressive policy towards its
neighbors are demonstrating that NATO should continue to balance Russia. Russia proved that it
was and still remains an important power which should not be underestimated. So, the old threat
is back and NATO needs to come up with a new strategic concept to face the situation.
NATO’s ability to efficiently contribute in the conflicts would have been drastically
reduced if America had not offered its military capacities. Europe’s desire to preserve NATO is
based on its wish to be part of an Alliance with a country that exerts the strongest power and
influence in the global issues.
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