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CFSP and ESDI: US-EU Aspects — The Necessary Fiction?

Introduction

The end of the cold war saw a fundamental rethinking of the nature of security, with less
emphasis being placed on military aspects of sceuritv. and more being given o non-militan or “sofi’
aspects of security.  This marked a logical progression from the collapse of the bloc svstem miarked wiih
its vying nuclear-armed alliances.  The immediate posi-cold war vears were also accompamed by
speculation about the role of the U.S. which in the cold war vears had been defined primanly in terms of
active military assistance 10 its Enropean (and other) allies. The ushering in of a more general definion
of sccurity appeared to diminish the compelling need for expensive U.S. mihitany commiment 1o Firope
and gave rise to European concerns of o later day Wilsonman-tvpe neo-isolationism, or the adoption of
morc active U.S. role in the Pacific Rim. 10 the detriment of its relations with Zurope

The uncertainty surrounding the role of the U.S. generated many false hopes and expectations.
amongst them was the idea that the Enropean allics should strengthen European security structures. cither
to protect against possible nco-isolationist impulses in the U.S. or as a mcans of persuading Washingion
that the U.S. should continuc to play an active -- éven leading -- rolc in the security of the region. Such
speculation, which inevitably accompanied this transition. has led to scveral myths about the role of the
U.S. in post-cold war Europcan sccurity. Amongst these two stand out: that the U.S. is developing tics
with Asia as an alternative to those with its European allics and: as a consequence. the U.S. has had no
clear vision for post-cold war Europcan sccurity. It is argued here that the claims relating 1o the
refocusing of American energies and interests towards the Pacific Rim have been exaggerated and that the
Bush and Clinton administrations have actually had rather clear concepls of post-cold war European
security and the U.S. interests in it. If anvone lacked vision regarding post-cold war Europcan sccurity. it
was the major European powers themselves. The somewhat fuzzy ideas about *Euro’ sccurity and the
perceived need for European alternatives, in cither the form of the Common Foreign and Sccurity Policy
(CFSP), the European Sccurity and Defence Initiative (ESDI). or the Eurocorps. has madc a COMPromise
necessary between the need for structures that appear 1o be European and those that reflect the continued
importance of the Transatlantic clement m Europcan sccurity — this idea 1 have termed the necessary
Jiction of post-cold war European security.

The CFSP and ESDI arc the institutional embodiments of this necessary fiction for the U.S. and
its European allies: on the one hand they allow France and Germany to pursue the general goal of
European intcgration with a sccurity clement, without which integration would not be complete: on the

other hand. these "Euro’ structures arc in fact highly dependent upon U.S. good will, Icadership and



resources. This fact has helped w retn ULS. interest i European seaursiy as well as secanme support fol
an cnhanced European security role on the part of the more staunch pro-Atanucist allics In addiron, o
number of flexible arrangements have served 1o keep NATO at the contie of Eoropaan secuni
organisations. These arrangements have focused on enhancing the poliical role of the Allance, such as
the formation of task-sharing arrangements with the Western European Umon (WEUD. Central 1o both the
national and institutional adjusuments is the Combined Joint Task Force (CITF) concept which senes as
the crtical link between the “Euro” opuons and the Adantic pillar and  which fscilitates the
accommodation of 2 variety of diverse approaches 1o European securiin . while i ording thic disruption and
mavhe dissolution of Europe’s sccuniiv insttutions

The dea of a necessany fiction is explored below i a number of interrcated scgments The ins
section considers the nature off America’s sclf-appointed “glabal lcadership™ role in the post-cold svar
svstem. concentrating on the dechnist versus global donnmance argimments, The second section attempis 1o
constder the Luro-detence debate e the context of overall nonsatfanue relanons The third seciien
considers the question of whether the ULS 18 reorieniimg 1S mierests away irom Zniope towards the
Pacitic Rim. Tlis section concludes by arguing that although Asia presents attractive markets for the £
strong cconomic and cultural links to Europe renmain that. on balance. ensure a central posinon for Europe
m ULs. foraign affairs. The next scction constders the issuc of whether fractious trade refations betvween
the U.S. and the EU posc a challenge to the formation or enhancement of sccurity tics between the two. In
is suggested that The New Transatlanuic Agenda may provide a uscful vehicle for adjunct to the securnty
dialogue by addressing trade and non-sccurity related concerns.

The fifih scction examines the background and content of the two grand compronuses (NATO's
1990 London Decclaration and the January 1994 Brussels summut) that have shaped post-cold war
Europcan sccurity. The most significant practical outcome of these compromises is the CJTF concept
which. it is argued. has cffectively consolidated U.S. leadership in both the NATO context but also. in a
de jacro manner 1n the exercise of "Euro’ options. As an interesting. but illustrative aside. the supply and
disscimination of intelligence is considered as a significant example of this consolidation. The conclusion
argucs that the necessary fiction has established a workable modis vivendi where the main interests of the
nuin actors are served and which may also constituic a stable platform for the development of other

aspects of transatlantic refations.

merica, = | seill?

The few years since the end of the cold war have seen a series of attempts o make sensc of the
much changed international svstem — Francis Fukuyama’s “The End of History,” Samuel Huntington’s
“Clash of Civilisations.” and Michacl Doyle’s obscrvations on liberal states” propensity not to engage in

conflict with cach other — to name but a few.” Not unnaturally. theorising about the shape of the



international system has also focused anention on the 1ole of the U 8. with the poles bang marked by Paul
Kennedy's and Joseph Nve. Kennedy pondered whether the U.S. would fall prev to modern variants of
imperial oversireich, whereby “Great Powers in relative decline instingtively respond by spending morce
on “security” and thereby divert potential resources from “invesunent” and compound their long-term
dilemma. ™ While in Bownd 10 Lead Nve argues that in the absence of firm hegemonic leadership.
instability or cven chaos could ensue. To Nye the “Twin dangers that Americans face are compliacenay
about the domestic agenda and the unwilliagness to invest in order 10 maintain confidence in their
capacity for international leadership. Neither is warranted. The Umied States remains the largest and
nchest world power with the greatest capacity 1o shape the future.™ Tn the saune vear that Kennedy 's book
appaared. Dinid Calleo’s equally provocatively tome” appeared and. together. thev fuclied wuch of winn
became known as the dechinist debate.” For neo-reahsts. hegenwony or leadership 1s an important element
of stabiliny in the miernanonal svstem based on the assumption that the hegemonic staie as well as less
powertud states benefin from tas arrangement. Unsurpnisingly, naindhy Anencan acadenics rejected the
declinist approaches and suw stability still resting Largely upon its continued and unigue abilny o lead. In
order 10 support ticir arguments about Ameriea’s continuing vitality. the U.S. role my European secuny
and. more specificalls. its 1ale in NATO. has been pointed (o as the prime mululateral expression of this
leadership and as the most enduring svinbol of American Ieadership.®

Thus. despite the varions end of willeaniuni pronouncemients of the dawning of a “Pacific
century” and the rcorientation of U.S. interests towards the Pacific Rim. it is still in European sccuriy and
the extent to which the U.S. assumes the leadership of NATO or the degree to which it has had to
compronuse with "Euro” designs. that remains as one of the most important benchmarks of America’s
hegemonic virility. However some see the hegemonic role that the U.S. assumed in NATO during the
cold war as a dangcrous mcasure of its post-cold war position. For instance. David Calleo has argued that
NATO today is “essentially an American protectorate for Europe. As such. it is increasingly unviable.” He
argucs that global changes have introduced altered distributions of resources and power and that. “even if
the fundamental common interests of the United States and Western Europe dictalc a continuation of the
Alantic Alliance ... the old hegemonic arrangements cannot continuc  without becoming  self-
destructive.™ 1t should be noted that the negative changes in U.S. resources and power., 1o which Callco
refers and which Nye disputes. depend very much upon the variables chosen to mcasure the relative
decline or strength of the US.

In rhetorical terms. the end of the cold war was greeted by the “unipolar’ moment or the
recognition that the U.S. had survived the cold war as the only intact superpower — just how intact became
a focus of the dcclinist debate referred 10 above. To President Clinton the U.S. was the “world’s strongest
force for peace and freedom. and for security and prosperity.”'” It is also a country with a historical
nussion: “The burden of American leadership and the importance of it. indecd. the essenfial character of

American leadership is onc of the great lessons of the 20" century. It witl be an even more powerful
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reahity an the 217 cemuny . Wherever [ go. whomeser 1iatk with, the message 10 me 1s the same, \We
behieve in America. We trust Americi. We want American to lead. And America must lead ' Just as
modesty. Warren Christopher pondered. “American Icadership is our first principle and a central fesson
of this century. The simple fact is that if we do not lead. no one else will.™'™ In dine with Clinton’s
cnlargement and cngagement stezegics. Strobe Talhoti pointed out that “the world continues to look 1w the
United States for Ieadership not just because of our cconomic and military might. but also beciause we are
atour best when promoting and defending the same pohitical principles abroad that we live by at home, ™

In the scarch for the laner-dav complement 1o Kennan's containment strategy different tand
telhingy slogans were bandied around such as Dick Chenev's “World Dominance.” George Bush’s “New
Warld Order - Al Gore's “Global Cinvbization,” and ovennually. the winner. “eniargement’ of ilic
community of democracics and nuirket ceconomics. emerged.'” As an important adpinct 10 enfargement,
engagement” has also been stressed <o that the U s remains involved i peacetime activitics bovond i
borders.™ Althongh it is CHSY L0 ol ARG perspective, 1o dismiss such starciicais as inpeibole.
they are nevertheless imporant s siatcuents of behiel that would be mcredible o many other conntnies
but. i the ULS. context they act ag g poweriul biake on nee-isolatiomsn since with self-pracliimed
leadership. dominance. or hegenony, comes anactine global role.

The fears of nee-isolatiomsm held by imernationalists within Congress and by Europeans hive
not only been exaggerated but display a misunderstanding of the effects on the U.S. of the end of the cold
war. For the European audience in particular these concerns were fuclled by Under Secretan of Statc.
Peter Tarnoff. who on 25 May 1993 put forward the controversial idea that U.S. econontic inlerests arc
“‘paramount” and that. faced with finite resources. “the U.S. must define the “extent of ils commitments’
and that this may, “on occasion fall short of what some Americans would like and others would hope
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for.”" Although the statement was rapidly disavowed by the State Departiment. it has in effect become the
fermotif {for post-cold war U.S. sccurity policy and was enshrined by the Clinton administration by
Presidential Decision Directive 25." European fears of American nco-isolationism were reinforced by the
Congressional clections of November 1994, which ushered in a Republican majoritv. and the appointment
of Scnator Jessie Helins as chair of the Senate Foreign Relations committee. both of these cvents served 1o
underline the importance of the domestic agenda in American politics. The tension between those who
advocate a primarily domestic agenda versus those who advocate a more internationalist “global
leadership” role.'™ is manifest m the European sccurity context with the unspoken assumptions that the
European allies should do more to provide for their own security but. at the same time American
willingness and ability to assume «t Ieadership role has remained generally unchanged.

The leadership role of the U.S. in European security is not only assumed but a policy goal of the
Clinton administration. For instance. the Departiment of Defense publication Security Strategy for Europe
and NATO. states that ‘preserving and enhancing the effecliveness of European sccurify organizations.

especially NATO. is the “principal vehicle for continued United States lcadership and influence on



European security issues. ™ In the discussion below. the question about whether the Atantic Alliance is
prinxirily about securing western Europe. or whether it is fundamentally about power relationships. would
seem arrelevant — it is assumed that it is not onlv about defending U.S. and allied interests in Europe but
also about “strengthening the U.S. Ieadership role in European affairs,"*

The special role played by the U.S. also comes 1o the fore when a broader perspective is
considered beyond the immediate confines of NATO. Within the Clinton administration much cmphasis
has been given to expanding the “zone of stability.” which will be attained as the result of “prudent
seeurity investments in Central and Eastern Europe |which are] likely 1o paraliel the economic bencfiis we
derived from our du-vear sccuritv relationship with our NATO allics: increasing  cmplovment
oppurtnties. expanded selection of products. and profitable investments and exports.”™ To historians
perhaps. this will be one of the legacies of the Clinton era — the explicit link between the free wrade.
expanding markets and democracy. with the U.S. as a eatalvst and guarantor which. especiallv in central
Evrope. may give birth 1o stable market democracies, 11 1< also worth notmg that for the U.S._ 1 n1s role as
@lobal Ieader. urope's significance also lies s proxmuty 1o othier arcas of geopolitical interest. such as
the Mediterrancan and the Persian Gulft The arcument could therefore be forwarded that the adaptauon
and preservation of NATO. including the active engagement of the U.S . is intimately linked to America’s
wider international role and status. )1 would also be quite natural for the U.S. to simultancously expand
1s links with Asia and to expand its institutional tics in the rcgion. for cxample with APEC. Such an

cxpansion of institutional ties need not be a zero-sum game. ™
The Euro-defence debate in the Transatlantic context

Underpinning the debate about hegemonic stability in the current European context. as
clsewhere. is the question of motivation. more specifically. what incentives docs the U.S. have 1o continue
o provide a public good (security) which mav be of benefit o less powerful actors and. just as
significantly, what incentives are there for Icss powerful actors to accept a hegemon in the absence of a
compclling motive {or threat) 10 do so? The cold war in western Europc was marked not only by the
provision of U.S. leadership and significant resources. but by the assumption that the defence of the U.S.
began in Europe and the awarcness that. “The entire arca of Western Europe is in first placc an arca of
strategic importance to the United States.”™ Self-interest was therefore 2 significant motive. but not the
only one. guiding U.S. policy towards Europcan sccurity. With the end of the cold war there are
significant contrasts in the position of the U.S. compared to 1945, especially in its relative economic
power, where it can no longer lay claim 10 45 percent of the world’s GNP, In addition. the post-cold war
inlcrnational system poses no c&npelling military thrcat to the U.S. or its European allies and. incvitably.
the willingness of the U.S. 1o lcad and the receptivencss of its allies to be led has shifted. Although it

would be inaccurate 1o portray the cold war years as bereft of differences between the allies (for instance.



Suez. comes to mind) the gravity of the consequences of disagreements were circumscribed by the
overarching Soviel military threat. With the end of the cold war this constraint has been removed. most
notably with reference to relation with third parties and trade. The third party differences include. to name
a few. “the provision of support (0 Muslim-dominated Bosnia. the priority of Israchi sccurity nceds in
Middle Eastern policy. U.S. cfforts to penalize foreign companies that do business with Iran and Cuba. the
maintenance of full cconomic sanctions against Iraq. and the part human rights and weapons prelifcration
concerns should plav in dealing with China.”*' These disputes. and others. would appear to indicate that
i post-cold war transatlantic relations there arc an expanding number of issues that nay lead 10 major
policy diffcrences with potenually adverse effects on common sccurity.

Trade disputes have featured as some of the most hotlv contesicd transatlantic 1ssues. These
disputes include the issuc of what should or should not be included in the GATT ncgotiations. subsidics
for the acrospace indusirics. “open skies™ air travel agreemenis. intellectua] property righis. and domestic
content shipulavons forclevision and film. The Urugusy GATV round. concluded tn TOY3 alier over sin
vears of negotiation. was also particulardy ortuous and protracted. Although oiher “clubs™ ke the G7 alsa
offer means 1o exert mfluence. the combined purchasing power of 380 million European consumers.™
backed by an ccanomic union. could soon outweigh much of the 1.5 influcnce m trade. The frusirations
of the Amcrican negotiors during their Uruguay round negotiations with their Euvopean consierparnts
“shows the importance (o the United States of the. EU creating streamlined internal decision-making,
procedures that arc conducive (o international cooperation.”™ Although there arc preferential aspects to
bargaining with a EU that can reach common positions ou external trade in an efficient manner. a number
of problems can be predicted such as European Monetary Union (EMU) increasing intra-EU trade
(currently this is growing faster than trade between the EU and the rest of the world). it may also decrease
EU sensitivity to currency fluctuations caused by the dollar. and the “curo’ currency unit may challenge
the dotlar as a major international transaction currency. For the foresecable future. it would seem that
Lrade relations constitute an unstable core for harmonious transatlantic relations.

Unlike trade. security remains an area in which the U.S. still has the ability to exert its
considerable influence. though this too has potential for dispute. For instance. the disagreement between
the U.S. and 1ts allies over who should succeed Willy Claes as NATO Secrciarv-General. was prompied by
Washinglon's pereeption that it had been inadequately consulted prior to public expressions of support for
Ruud Lubbers by the European allies. The dispute (largely Franco-Anicrican) over NATO's southern
command is touched on clsewhere but serves as a {urther example. It is also worth noting. in a different
fora. the split between the U.S. and its European allies over whether Boutros Boutros-Ghali should be
appoited as UN Sccretary-General for a second period. Although the U.S. was outvoted on the Sccurity
Council (14-1) it is a testimony 10 American power and influence within the organisation that Boutros-

Ghali was not reappointed.
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The end of the cold war also led 10 heightened competition for resources between doniosiic and
external programmes. In the U.S_. the collapse of the Soviet Union saw an creased concentiziton on
domestic issucs such as the abortion issue (under Bush) and the “gavs in the militan 1ssue” (confronted by
the newiy elected President Clinton) 10 the detriment. as somce feared. of any clear strategy or concept for
foreign policy. let alone global Ieadership. Fears of nco-isolationism in the 13'S duc 10 exeenine and
congressional preoccupation with domestic issucs were not however exclusivels Amencin. Amongst west
European allics a similar pattern emerged: the familiar question of oricniation across the Channel or the
Atantic came to the fore in Britain: the “new German question” in France: the sociat and literai costs of
reunification in Germam: the traumatic adjustments (o the realinies of market econonics uid post-
communist regimes in central and castern Furope: and (he Joss of superpones staius o Kissi: ob 1o
mention the tension between reformers and nationalists in the CIS countries. For the U.S. thoueh i its
capacity as superpower. the problem of balancing domestic necds with the demands assumed by 12 seli-
proclaimed role of elobal leadership. posed a far more difficult challenge The first penera .1>~. RTTI N

addressed was the obvious one of onentation — where do American interests hie'
HWesncard Ho?

Concern that with the end of the cold war the U.S. would lose interest in Europe. prompied by
the rapid economic growth of cast Asia and grO\\:il{g involvement in Latin America. fuelled speculation
about a reorientation of U.S. interest towards the Pacific Rim. For instance. the German Embassy in
Washington D.C. began to keep track of the movements of U.S. Congressmen and Senators. What they
found was that just over 25 per cent of the members of Congress had been to China while scarcely 10 per
cent visited Europe.” Other cvidence. such as the growth in the number of Americans of Asian and
Hispanic origins. has also prompted concern that the U.S. is down-grading the significance of Europe in
its foreign affairs. While the demographic trends do indeed indicate that those of non-European origin arc
growing (those with Hispanic roots are growing faster than those with Asian origins) the majority of
Americans still claim Europcan ancestry or cthnic origin.* There arc though some significant shifis that
may eventually lead 10 a reoricniation of U.S. policy in certain areas: for instance. nearly one in ten people
in the U.S. is foreign born (around 24.5 million) and the current leading source for immigrants is Mexico
(with 27.2 per cent of the 1996 foreign born population). followed by the Philippines. China. Cuba. India
and Vietnam — before 1970 the countries immediately behind Mexico included Germany. ltalv. Canada
and Britain.™ It is also important. when considering such data, to consider not just numbers but the
representation of the various groups in elite positions — on these grounds. Europe has little 10 worry
about.™

Additionally. in official pronouncements the cultural ties between the U.S. and Europe continue

to assume tremendous importance. One report notes that President Clinton’s four trips to Europe in 1996
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were seen as reflecting o historical faci: “Amenica has been a Eutopean pewer, it remains a Europein
power. and it will continue 10 be a European pawer ™ Chnton hinself stressed the links between the

shared culture and security as follows:

Nowhere are our interests more engaged than in Enrope. When Lurope is at peace. our sccurity 1s
strengthened. When Europe prospers. so does America. We have a special bond becanse our
nition was formed from the hopes and dreams 6f those who came 1o our shores from across the
Atlanue secking religions freedom. flecing perscennion. looking for a better life... From the
Pilerims of 1020 to the Hungarian fieedom fighters of 1950 they cave America the strength of
diversity and the passion for freedom. Remarkable gencranons ol Amencans ivested  in
Zurope’s peace and freedom with their own sacrifice. They fought two world wars, They had the
viston to create NATO and the Marshall Plan. The vigonr of those institutions. the Torce of
demacracy. the determination of people 10 be firee - a1l these helped 10 produce victory i the
Cotd W, But now that freedom has beenwon. e s thus generanion’s responsibiing 1o ensnre thi

1 will not be lost again. not cver.”™”

These arc though presumably links that will become less apparent as the Sccond World War gencration
who fought in Europe hand over the reins to the Vietam gencration. For the monment the appointment of
a Czech-born, naturalised American. as Secretary of State will serve to cnsurc that Europe maintains a
high profile in Statec Departinent concerns. Significantly. Madelcine Albright’s first meeting as secrctary
was with representatives of the EU.*

So. if there is still a strong Europcan concentration (cven bias) in the post-cold war
administration. what should the general interest in the Pacific Rim and. more recently, in post-Deng
China signify to the European capitals? It may merely indicate that U.S. relations with Europe are not an
especially absorbing  political issue in Washington D.C. (even the NATO enlargement issuc is not
especially conientious) whereas establishing closer trade relations with China and balancing that with
human rights issues. is highly controversial. In spite of the fact that on several occasions Warren
Christopher warned of an overly “Euro-centric™ attitude in the U.S. and spoke of the “primacy of Asia.’
many of America’s kev interests still lic in Europe.™ The importance attached to the “rising east” by the
U.S. Congress and policymakers is duc not so much to a reorientation away from Europe but the long-
overdue recognition that. “Since the days of Commodore Perry. the United States has been inconsistent in
its Asia policy. ">

By highlighting the significance of Asia to the U.S.. the templation would be to see Europe. and
especially western Europe, as more or less stable and therefore less deserving of Washington's atiention
and effort than Latin American or Asia. Given the sizeable. but nonetheless finite. resources of the U.S..

prioritics will have (o be specified and. the suggestion presented here. ts that the sceurtty of Europe should



be amongst the highest prioritics. if not the highest. This priority will not be casily established however
As Samucl Huntington obscrved. the U.S. is pulled simultancously in three directions: south by
innmigration from Latin America and its NAFTA ties with Mexico: westward by the wealth of East Asia
and the cfforts to develop APEC as well as migration to the US; and toward Europc. Huntington sces the
later as the most important since. *Shared values. institutions, history. and culture dictatc the comtinuing
closc association of the United Siates and Europe.” He continues. ‘Both necessary and desirable is the
further development of instititional ties across the Atlantic, including ncgotiation of a Europcan-
American frec trade agreement and creation of a North Adantic Economic organization as a counterpar
0 NATO.™ Huntinglon also argucs that preserving and promoting “western” nnity depends more on the
L xthan Europe.

Morcover. in spitc of the well publicised differences between thic U.S. and the EU on trade. the
basic cconomic indicators suggest that there is potential for expanded tics.”” For imstance. The Department
of State's Office of Europcan Umon and Regional Affairs. states that. "The FLU s the United States”
fargest trading parter.” with total US-EU trade at $256 billion in 1993 (up Trom $227 in 1994 The
U.S. and the EU are also onc another’s most significant source of forcign dircct investment. By the end of
1994 the U.S. had invested more than $251 billion in the EU while the Iatter had invested more than $274
biltion in the US.™ Additionally. Europe has morc of the world’s GDP than any other region ( 33% in
1992 at market exchange rates or 27% at PPP exchange rates) and. in an aspect of trade often missed.
Europe provides the U.S. with rclatively balanced trade. with onlv a $7 billion U.S. merchandise trade
deficit in 1993, compared to $115 billion for Asia.*

Trade rclations obviously cannot be separated from other aspects of transatlantic relations. This is
reflected in a Department of Defense report which concluded. “The [Eurasian] continent is also one of the
world’s greatest centers of economic power and represents a massive export market for U.S. products. ..
Thus. our continued political, cultural, and economic well-being is inextricably tied to Europe.”™*' These
interrelated aspects of U.S. and EU relations are being explored and developed within the framework of
the New Traunsatlantic Agenda (discussed in more detail below) as outlined in a speech given by Secretary
Christopher in Madrid on 2 June 1995 and formally adopted bv the U.S. on 3 December. What role

though docs security play in relations to the various aspects of U.S. and EU relations?
Security and irade or trade and security?

The neo-functionalist observation that integration occurs in functional increments, from those
areas of least significance (or threat) to state sovereignty, to thosc of most importance (national security).
would tend to suggest that sound economic relations should be established prior to security integration.
Thus, a trade pact or North Atlantic Economic Organisation. of the type suggested by Huntington. would

to nco-functionalists be a prerequisite for further integration and. cventually. through the spill-over



meclinnsm and increasingls complex inerdependent links. a union would be cstablished including
securiy aspeats. In counterpoint. a nco-realist perspective would tend to place sccurity at the centre of any
cfforts at further integravon. In the absence of security structures to inhibit or contain sccurity
compelitions between the west Europcans. the chances of integration in other areas. according to the neo-
reathist perspective. would appear remole.

The acceptance of cither of these two approaches depends heavily upon whether western Europe
is thought to be stable and. if so. the extent to which westera Europe could contribute more generally 1o

the security of the region. Three arguments fivour a neo-realist interpretation:

¢ The cnsis i formier Yugostavia illustrated that there 1s a fimdamental lack of conumon
pohoy amongst the WEU countries and that. absent a firm mitiative from the U.S.. the
endeney i< toward friction and compctition. not co-operation. s can be scen in the
msttutenat wiangles which have marred the "Euro defence” debate In the absence of any
common cenception of securiy and responscs. it is reasonabic to question how common
positions an other aspects of  European relations could emerge. let alone lead to nnion.

¢ The reunification of Germany has fundamentally altered European sccurity. Morcover the
French and British reactions to reunification indicate that the traditional concerns regarding
German power have not vanished. Having failed to halt reunification. the French reaction
was 10 moderate Germany power and influence to the greatest extent possible while Britain
attempted to build a balance against the possible effects of being. once again. in a Europe
with Germany at its centre.

+ The integration process in Europe took place because there were external security assurances
and. as a matter of speculation, integration may well not have taken place if the task of
designing security assurances fell solely to the west Europeans. The end of the cold war. the
reduction in the U.S. military presence. and the reunification of Germany. means that if the
EU is to thrive. it must either do so in its own security framework or within the transatlantic
context. If it fails to do either. it may well revert to sccurity compcetition and a foosening of

the union and maybe ultimately the failurc of the union.

Against this though it has to be observed that the major European powers have been willing 1o
conduct their security relations through international organisations. albeit with differing emphasis placed
on each respectively.  Nevertheless, there is sufficient overlap between the membership of the main
organisations to suggest that these powers are not merely manipulating international organisations as an
extension of national interest and adversarial bchaviour. Indeed, institutions play a critical role in
European security since there is no obvious hegemon who is able or willing 10 tmipose order and thus

interests and disputes must be expressed in a varicty of multinational fora. Jack Snyder has most notably
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forwarded the idea of nco-liberal institutionalism as 4 means of nutigating the Hobbestan conditon in
‘providing cffective channels for reconciling conflicting interests. ™ Snyder’s concern with avoiding
Practorian politics leads him 1o advocate a svstem of international organisations that would collectncly
work to prevent the emergence of such politics. Neo-liberal institutionalism though requires a willingness
to work through institutions in an active manner while neo-realism reinforces the tendency 1o
isolationism. Perhaps it is premature to make anv sweeping observations about which tendeney s
prevalent since both would appear 10 be present.

Arguably. the U.S. is the main but not the only prapanent of nco-liberal institutionalism in the
European context while the major European powcrs exlubit some tendencics toward neo-reatist behaviow
Since the U.S. is not a European power but has vital nuierests in Europe. o strong role withim Ewopean
institutions would scem vital. The U.S. must keep the semblance of cven relations between its major
European allics (in spite of frequent references to the German “special relationship’) and this 1s best done
in security terms though NATO and a series of acconmmodations with European organisations  Britain,
France and Germany though remain divided on the significance of individual Europcan sccurity
organisations but play active roles in a number of institutions including. most importanthy. NATO.
Unbridled nco-realist  prognostications would suggest the increasing irrclevance of  international
mstitutions except. when convenient, as tools for Practorian politics. It is all the more important for the
U.S. to underline the utility of international organisations for regional (and international) security and in
this regard its willingness to exercise Icadership and assume substantial burdens within the Atlantic
Alliance. The U.S. encouragement (even if half-hearted) of European sccurity institutions is also vital to
establishing order in Europe.

If there is a case to be made for a vigorous U.S. role in Europcan security. what are the
incentives for the U.S. 10 assume such a rolc? Some cconomic incentives have alrcady been suggested. but
there are also some compelling geopolitical considerations. These have been raised most directly by

Christoph Bertram:

Europe is the main. if not the only. anchor tying the United States to extra-hemispheric
international order. The anchor may not hold. America may become tired of a Europe absorbed
with its own identity but continuing to nced the involvement and perhaps the deterrent of the
United States to prosper in peace. But if that happens. the United States will be saving farewcll
not only to Europe but to international commitments as well ... the only multilateral institution
that holds U.S. foreign policy to a procedure of day-to-day consultation and coordination with
other sovereign states is the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation that links Europe and North
America. If this link were to break ... it would amount to the abdication of any sustained.

predictable. and reliable U.S. commitment to international order.**



Bertram raises the issue of how committed the U.S. is to creating a new international order and.
as a critical component of it. to enhancing and preserving European stability. In spite of the isolationists.
there is ample cvidence to suggest that not only does the U.S. does take European sccurity seriously but
there is also a strong desire 1o build upon its security relations with Europe in other areas as a mcans of
enhancing American influence. Other mecans of protecting and solidifving the U.S. role in  European
affairs in a perinanent manner have been suggested. such as the idea of an Atlantic Union. involving some
form of linkage between trade and sccurity issucs. as well as closer ties between the US. Russia. NATO
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and the EU. Such schemes however run the danger of overstaling thc commonalitics between the
different sides of the Atlantic and underestimating the general problems with cconomic union (whether
the EU or NAFTAY as well as significant differences in relations with third parties. The reinforcement of
America’s sceurity role in Europe mav well act as a valuable adjunct to morc general links but it is
important (hat progression in sccurity affairs is not held ransom to cconomic relations or vice versa. The
role of security relations as a prerequisiic is suggested not only for reasons that have already been
outlined. but also because this is quitc simply the arca that is currently best developed (thus. NATO
expansion will tike place before EU expansion).

The discussion of these differences can though be helpfully addressed within the general
framework of the New Transatlantic Agenda. as Sir Leon Brittan indicated when he stated. “Of course as
befits the relationship between friends. and a close- one. we will also have to talk about some of the
difficulties. the difficultics caused for the U.S. b_vhlhe legislation with regard to Cuba and the potential

>46

difficultics caused for the U.S. by the prospect of legislation relating to Iran and Libya.”™ Although the
idca of a full Adantic Union is rather fanciful, it nevertheless serves as a useful reminder that movement
towards common positions on trade and foreign policy will play an important role in buttressing common
positions on security issucs. The New Transatlantic Agenda may be one such contribution.

The New Transatlantic Agenda. unveiled on 3 December 1995 by President Clinton. Prime
Minister Felipe Gonzalez of Spain. and European Commission President, Jacques Santer. was intended (0
set transatlantic relations on a more appropriate footing for the post-cold war era. The agenda is supported
by a Joint U.S./EU Action Plan which consists of a number of general principles which the partners have
agreed should guide their trade. economic. forcign and security policics.”” Amongst ils innovations is the
creation of a New Transatlantic Marketplace and the Transatlantic Business Dialogue. the laticr launched
by a conference of U.S. and EU business lcaders in Seville in November 1995, Both constitute an cffort to
strengthen bilateral relations and the Business Dialogue has been described as a “unique U.S.-Europecan

% A wholc host of “soft security’ issucs

business partnership in confronting additional barriers to trade.
are also touched upon, ranging from democratisation. human rights. fighting organised crimc. terrorism
and drug trafficking, but by and large the discussion of these issues merely codified existing collaborative
efforts. Notable for its absence. was the rolc of “hard" security as an integral part of the action plan. This

absence could either be interpreied as a pessimistic judgement of the ability of the EU to develop a



working second pillar. or the assumption that the creanon of 4 Common Forergn and Securinn: Pohiy

(CFSP) within the EU will merelv senve to strengthen the European il of the Atlantic Alliance

Responsibility sharing without leadership sharus:?

Can the U.S. leadership role be continued virtuatly unchanged m the post-cold war U.S -
European security relationship — a relationship that have has been marked by several counts againsi the
sustenance of this role. such as the reductions in the U.S. force levels in Europe. the elevated profile of
various European sccuriy organmisations (such as the revived W EE 1 the development of the CFSP. and
moves towards i European Defence Identity (D1 by s alhies” Ferhaps more o the pornt, in the absence
of a common sccurity (hreat to all NATO members. will Amenica’s European alhies be as inclined to
follow U.S. leadership? It would appear that Washington's enconragement of the assumption of a greater
alired role. to be accomplished through butiressing of the Europaan pillar of the Afhance. did not however
anucipate the need for 4 new tansatlanue security bargan 1eplere with demands for 2 commensurate
palitical role — most recently munifest in the French demands tor a key command post in Naples as the
price of further rapprochement with NATO.

The development of a number of European security imtiatives. such as the revived WEU. the
Eurocorps. the Franco-German understanding. and the development of national rapid reaction forces as
forces answerable to the WEU (FAWEU) may scem 1o have posed an “cither” “or’ question in front of
European sccurity — either there is to be adjustment in the transatlantic security framework which reflects
a larger Europcan role. or European security capabilitics will be developed as an alternative, not as an
adjunct, (o the Adantic Alliance. There is though an element of bluff to both positions: U.S.
encouragement of the European allics to assume a greater share of responsibility for their own defence has
been made in the knowledge that there is little chance in the foreseeable futurc of the allics actually being
able to function independently from the transatlantic context: while for the European allies. especially the
French. the illusion of there being European alternatives is essential for rcasons of national sovereignty.
pride and to give credence to the second pillar of the EU (the CFSP). Yet. in spitc of the fact that few
contest the need for a more cffective European security role. the post-cold war turmoil has been responded
to "with a mixture of apprehension and schizophrenia.™™

The reasons for the failure of the EU, or any other organisation. to develop a coherent European
security identity and policy arc well rchearsed — ranging from the renationalisation of defence. the “new
German question,” questions of lcadership and influence. problems with other related aspects of
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"European identity.” and unequal security challenges to individual European states that undermine the
need for a concerted approach. One other important reason is that the European Community developed in
a security vacuum. while transatlantic relations and U.S. leadership during the cold war were primarily

based on a security dialogue built around the existence of a common threat. The post-cold war dialogue is



an interesting twist on its carlicr variant: the European dialogue now has an explicit security dialogue
while the transatlantic dialoguc is increasingly about trade. The heavy cmphasis on trade e the
transatlantic dialogue, to the detriment of the sccurity dialoguc. has prompied remarks like that by \Vin
Weber, a former Congressman and co-chair of Bob Dole’s 1996 Presidential campaign. who commented
that, *There’s almost no discussion of Europe in American politics anyvmore ... and. quite frankly . when nt

* Put just as bluntly. the common problem besctting both

does come up, i’s usually in a negative context.
sidcs of the Atlantic is that. *Dving for world order when there is no concrete threat 1o ane’s own nation is
a hard argument 1o make.”™

Although defence and sccurity issucs were addressed directly and disasironslyy m 1954 e the
proposals for a Europcan Defence Community. Later. the European Polincal Co-operation (2PC) provess
shicd awav from anv explicit security role and cven the 1986 Single European Act barelv mentioned
sccurity excepl en passant.”” Discussion of a sceurity role for the EC was revived in the context of the
Intergovernmental Conference (1GC)Y feading up 1o the Maastricht Summit of Deceniber 19910 This
discussion was prompied by several factors: (he expansive plans for full polincal union which would
tnevitably mvolve consideration of a security role. the roic of a reunificd Germany in Europe. the lraqr
invasion of Kuwait in August 1990, and an increasingly active U.S. role in the developmient ol post-cold
wir Europcan security designs .

From 1989 onwards it was apparcnt that .{he Bush administration saw NATO as the central
sccurity organisation in Europe. in part as a counterweight (o the British and French concerns about
German reunification, but also as a means of maintaining influence within Europe. The U.S. also
encouraged the development of an EDI and the OSCE in the context of efforts to enhance the European
pillar of the transatlantic Alliance. The U.S. conception of post-cold war security “architecture’ preceded
any European versions of EDI. Sccretary of State James A. Baker 111 in an address made in December
1989, reiterated Bush’s description of seven months earlier when he spoke of the need for a Europe “that
is whole and frec.”™ In Baker’s description of the *new security architecture’ he stressed the need for “old
foundations’ (NATO) and the need for the construction of new institutions ~ like the EC and the OSCE

process. In an implicit justification for the U.S. role in Europe’s security Baker observed:

... hopes for a Europe whole and free are tinged with concern by some that a Europe undivided
may not necessarity be a Europe peaceful and prosperous. Many of the guideposts that brought us
securcly through four sometimes tense and threatening decades arc now coming down. Some of

the divisive issues that once brought conflict to Europe arc reemerging ™

The envisaged U.S. role was partially motivated by the concern that rcunification of Germany
and the end of the cold war may lead 1o the re-emergence of balance of power politics. the

renationalisation of defence and rampant nationalist (ensions that may lcad to conflict. It is notable that



neither France nor Bt presented a plan in late 1989 or carly 1990 for European security. while
Germany was scarccly in a position 1o do so. Instcad. the British and French reaction was to work together
to hinder or even postpone reunification. In December 1989 Prime Minister Thatcher commented, “If
there was any hope now of stopping or siowing down reunification it would only come from an Anglo-
French initiative.™ The role of the U.S. and of NATO became. to senior eyes in the Bush administration.
all the more tmportant as a means of ensuring a continued military presence in Europe (nearly all of it in
Germany). 16 assuage Franco-British concerns about reuiification. and 1o keep Germany firmly tied into a
multilateral framework. What a reunified Germany and a continuing, albeit reduced. U.S. military
presence in Earope could not do was to reassure the Soviet Union. If Gorbachev could be placated. this
could anly be by suessing NATO's political role and by de-emphasising the military aspects of the
Alliance and to underline the importance of the CSCE’s pan-European security role and Russia’s role
therein.

Following Secretany Baker’s December 1989 speech. NATO s Declaration on a {ransformed
Novih Ailanne Hliance in July 1990 set out to define ihe shape of Europe’s security. The declaration has
as its ambitious mandate the following: to “enhance the political component of our Aliance:” to enhance
moves within the European Community towards political union. “including the development of a
European identity in the domain of sccurity’ which were recognised as contributing to Atlantic
solidarity:” to proposc a “joint declaration” between the Warsaw Treaty Organisation countries and NATO
that “we are no longer adversarics:” 10 invite the Same countries to ‘cstablish regular diplomatic hiaison
with NATO:" and to advocate that the *CSCE should become more prominent in Europe’s future.”™ The
Brussels summit set the agenda for subsequent summits but. most importantly, NATO’s role at the heart
of European security. built around an American design and a reduced military presence. was assured.

For its part, the emergence of the EC’s second pillar was motivated by traditional French
concerns about Germany’s role in Europe and particularly that of a reunified Germanv. President
Mitterrand’s reaction to German reunification was. as has been noted to resist. But, in the face of Bush's
endorsement. the question quickly turned to how to ensnare Germany in a Europe of French design.
Accordingly. Mitterrand sought to expand the EC’s role and that of France and Germany, by first binding
Germany unequivocally to the EMU process and, second, by advocating in April 1990 a second
intergovernmental conference on political union that would include discussion of a common foreign and
security policy. Although Mittcrrand had been in favour of greater foreign and security policy integration
prior to German rcunification. the assumption had hitherto been that France would be able to deal with a
divided Germany from a position of strength. With German reunification the French position changed
radically and what was later sought was a modus vivendi that would require French adjustment but also tie
Germany to a French economic agenda. The trade-off was that in return for French influence over the

mark, France would sacrifice some autonomy in its foreign and security policy.



Franco-German security intcgration had in fact been making cautious steps since 1983 at least.
but 1t was not until a joint letter was issued by Kohl and Mitterrand on 14 October 1991. proposing that a
Europcan “force” be built out of the 4.200 man Franco-German brigade and that this should ceventually
constitute a Euro corps. that a distinct European contribution to security was made.”” The reaction from
the Bush administration was to rcassert in Romie NATO’s position in European security by rciterating a
statement made at the North Adantic Council’s June meeting in Copenhagen. * that "NATO is the
cssential forum for consuitation among the Allies” and the Alliance provides “one of the indispensable
fonndations for a stable sccurity environment in Europe.” It was also stressed that "NATO cmbodics the
transitlantic link by which the sccurity of North America is permancitly tied (o the security of Europe o
in spiic of the Bush administration’s concern (shared by Britain) that EDI and the proposcd "Eurocorps’
could weaken NATO. the New Strategic Concept incorporated the EDI on paper by arguing that “it would
have an important role to play in enhancing the Allies™ ability 10 work together in the common defence.™

The Brinsh reaction to German reunification. and Inter 1o the Kohl-Mitterrind inttrative. was 1o
balance Germany (and France) by underlining the importinee of not onlv NATO. but of the miluary role
of the U.S. as well. The Thatcher government accomplished this not through the Alliance. which would
have had little if any impact on France. but through the Western European Union (WEU) which. since its
reawakening in 1984 was enjoying a more visible profile. assisted greatly by its role in the 1990-1 Gulf
War. Douglas Hurd promoted the WEU as a ‘bridge” between NATO and the EC and a "means of
strengthening the European pillar of the Atlantic Alliance.”® The WEU also had the inherent advantage.
from the British view. of relying on NATO *for information and advice on military matiers’ and since the
Eurocorps was secn as a means of enhancing collaboration between WEU member states. 1t was not
unreasonable 1o believe that it would tether the emerging "Euro’ defence cntities to the Alliance’s
European pillar.*

By late 1991 a highly confusing picture had developed: under U.S. guidance NATO had been
substantially modified and was portrayed as “the essential forum for consultation among the allies:” the
Franco-German corps was portrayed by Germany as a means of bringing France closer to NATO. and by
France as a means of asserting an independent European defence identity: Britain preferred to play the
balancing role by promoting WEU. ostensibly as a “European” option, but in the full awareness that it
relicd heavily upon NATO and that it would serve to buttress the European pillar of the Alliance. What
was thus required was a formal mechanism that would reconcile the nced to cstablish EDI while. at the
same time. enliancing not detracting from the Alliance. Since Germany was most obviousky caught 1 the
middle of the French pro-European initiatives and the equally staunch British pro-Atlanticism. it was 10
them that the task of reconciling these differences fell.

The first stage of reaching a compromise. up to the EC’s Dccember 1991 Maasiricht
negotiations, failed but codified the differences and tensions between the west Europeans. Following the

Maastricht meeting. the Treaty on Europcan Union (TEU) continued to reficct compromisces between the
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parties but  highlighted the need for the “union and sts Member Stites {to} define and implement a
common forcign and security policy ... covering all arcas of forcign and sccurnty policv.” Morcover. the
EU requested the WEU 10 “claborate and implement decisions and actions of the Union which have
defence implications. ™ Importantly. the treaty also added that the CFSP “shall respect the obligations of
certaim Member States under the North Atlantic Treaty and be compattible with the common security and
defence policy cstablished within that framework.” ' EDI is however nor mentioned in the TEU but
makes its first appearance in the related texts adopted at the EC Summit: more specificallv. the
Declaration on the Role of the Western European Union and Jis Relations with the Furopean Union and

e Adhanne mce states that:

WEU Mcember States agree on the need to develop a genuine furopean securitv and defence
identity and greater European responsibility on defence matters ... WEU Member States agree to
strengthen the role of WEU. m the longer term perspective of o common defence policy within
the European Union which nught in time lead to a common defence. compatible with that of 1he

Adantic Alliance.””

The TEU was ncvertheless an intergovernmental compromise. The French remained as
determined as cver (o promote an independent EDI and it was 1o the fledging Franco-German corps that
the French turned to. For example. at a meeting in La Rochellc in May 1992 between Mitterrand and
Kohl, plans werc announced to expand the corps into a Eurocorps. Again, this only served to compound
thc awkwardness of the German position. In a statement which well illustrates the difficulty of the
German position, Kohl referred 1o the Eurocorps as being ‘complementary (o NATO’ as well as “part of
the way 1o a European defence identity.”® Expansion of the corps into the Eurocorps was effectively
blocked until the issue of its identity and affiliation were answered. Thus. it was not until December that a
solution was engineered between France and the U.S.. stating that in any “warlike situation’ control of the
Eurocorps would go 10 NATO while. in peacetime. the corps would be free-standing.®’

The Franco-American solution 1o the Eurocorps identity opened the way for clarification of the
role of EDI vis-a-vis NATO and the U.S. itself. In this arca there was in fact less ambiguity since the U.S.
had been defining its relations with ED] through NATO since the 1990 London Summit. The underlying
theme, that the Alliance supported EDI as a means of strengthening the European pillar along with the
understanding that NATO was still the “essential forum’ for consultation among the allies. becamc the
Alliance mantra — espoused most enthusiastically by Britain and the U.S. American support for a EDI
within NATO may also have been motivated by the “inability of the EU to speak with one clear voice on
foreign policy’ as well as serving notice that there may be occasions when the Europeans will have

security interests that are not of direct concern 10 the U.S.*



The watershed, in the form of a grand compromise between NATO and the ESDI and Farocorps.

appeared in a statement of the North Atantic Council’s Brussels miccting on 1] January 1994

[NATO members| confirm the enduring validity and indispensability of our Alhance. 1118 based
on a strong transatlantic link, the expression of shared destiny, It reflects a European Sceuriny
and Defence Identity gradually emerging as the expression of @ maturc Europe. It s reaching out

to establish new patterns of cooperation throughout Europe ™

The question of the WEU's role and identity was also addressed it the Brussels sununsit when it
was agreed that NATO “supponifs] the strengthening of the European pillar of the Alliance through the
Western Europcan Umon. which is being developed as the defence component of the European Union
The Brussels summit solved many of the Euro-Atlanticist tensions (at lcast at the institntional leveld and
for the U.S. the summit served its national interests by, i the words of Presidemt Chinton. promoting
“grcater European respensibaliy and burdensharing.™

i spite of Chinton s usc of the term “burdensharing” which has traditonalby been associated with
host-nation support issucs. the term has been rejected by Washington in favour of the more expansive idea
of “responsibility sharing™ which means an “increased allied share of roles. risks. responsibilitics. cosis.
and benefits of meeting common sccurity goals and gbjectives.”™ The s;ﬁnc themie appeared clsewhere in
the Clinton administration’s attemipts to shilt the burden of the costs of multilateral peacckeeping costs by
adjusting U.S. payments to the UN peacckeeping budget from almost 31 percent to 25 percent by the end
of 1995: the differcnce to be made up by “other newly rich countries who should pay their fair share. B

The Brussels mecting also marked the launching of the Partnership for Pcacc (PfP) as an

American initiative — the North Atlantic Co-operation Council formed three years carlier had becn an
Alliance one — and. as such, it marked not only an important development for European security but for
U.S. relations with Europe. The unveiling of PfP, which coincided with Clinton’s first visit to Europe as
President, was portraved as an attempt to ‘build a new comprehensive Euro-Atlantic architecture of
security with, and not without or against Russia.”"* The Brussels summit also saw the unveiling of the
Combined Joint Task Force (CITF) concept. which was designed to offer a practical way of
‘strengthening the European pillar of the Aliance through the Western Europcan Union. which is being
developed as the defence component of the European Union.' In accordance with this the communiqué
stated that , "The Alliance's organsation and resources will be adjusted so as to facilitate this."” Furiher

details were given in paragraph 6:
[The NATO Heads of State and Government] stand ready to makc collective assets of the

Alliance available. on the hasis of consultations in the North Atlantic Council. for WEU

operations undertaken by the Evwropcan Allies in pursuil of their Conumon Foreign and Scecurity
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Policy - We support the development of separable but not scparate capabilitics which could

respond 10 European requirements and contribute to Alliance security ... (Emphasis added)

The concept of “scparable but not separate” forces which the WEU could use “in pursuit of the
CESP” achieved the dual British aim of not only tving the WEU to NATO but. equally imponiant. of tving
the CFSP 10 the WEU. and hence to NATO. In short, NATO’s January 1994 summit served (o
“Atlanticise” EDI to a sufficient degree to gain British support. while leaviag sufficient “Euro’ options for
the French. and providing a way-out for Germany caught between France and Britain.

The June 1996 Berlin ministenial meeting reinforced and expanded upon the carlier Brussels
decisions. The Berlin deaisions. among other things. restated the Alliance’s determination to “develop the
ESDI wit/un the Alliance.” From an American perspective. the decisions in Berlin “will also allow our
Europcan allics fo strengthen their capabilitics within the Alliance...and to develop European command
arrangements within the Alliance that preserve NATO s unity and the Transatlantic foundation ™ The
Berlin communiqudé reinforced the earlier Brussels one by supporting the “creation of coherent nnlitary
forces capable of cooperating wnder the political control and strategic direction of the exclusively
European security organisation. the Western European Union.”™

By the beginning of 1994, with the Brusscls summit, the gencral shape of European securityv had
been established in what amounted to a Euro-Atlantic compromise. The European allies had effectively
recognised the primacy of NATO in European’ sEcurily as a pricc to be paid for the continuing
involvement of the U.S. and. on the other hand, the U.S. had accepted the presence of a stronger
“Europecan’ voice within the Alliance. The U.S’s interests in accepting the enhanced role of its European
allies was based on two factors: firstly. was the need to maintain more “selective and effective’ options
where action could be taken by the European allics if American national intcrest was not at stake and:
secondly and more pragmatically, there was the realisation that, ‘For any major (hreat — including nuclear
threats — the Europeans will continue to look 1o the United States and to NATO as the principal
guarantors of their securitv.””

For the U.S.. the compromise might have appeared to have weakened its hand in Alliance politics
and maybe its influence in European affairs, but in practice the reliance of the European allies upon key
U.S. resources and assets stood to reinforce its leadership role. Underlying the U.S’s position was a certain
realism (or pessimism. according to onc’s view) concerning the ability of the EU. WEU. or Eurocorps not
only to show sufficient consensus but also upon the ability to mount anything but a small, close to hand.
operation. For instance. Richard Holbrooke, better known for his role in negotiating the Davton Accords.
accused the Europeans of “literally sleeping through the night’ while Clinton was forced to negotiate a
settlement in the stand-off between Turkey and Greece in the Aegean Sea in February 1996 Stuart
Eizenstat. the former U.S. Ambassador to the EU, observed that, *An effective foreign policy. even in the

post-Cold War era, still requircs the ability to project a credible threat of military power.”®' In a similar



vein his successor. James Dobbins. noted i an canhier speech that "8 nid the mgos Lutopaim nations,
including Germany. arc prepared to send therr voung mien abraad 10 fight. and 1o dic i necessan . i g
European cause. under a European flag. and within i European conunand. no anount of planiming for a
European security identity will ficld a single battalion. ™ Thus. Washington mav reman reassured by the
fact that U.S. leadership is unlikelv to be chalienged within European scourny Vet there s also 2
contradictory American enmed with its Enropean alhies for not assunmuing thewr full role i affairs, especiath
when a crisis is closer to hand than for thc US. Roy Denman posed the question of why the 1S should

continuc to assume the magor role in the Middle East peace process when st s 35300 nudes to the west of
its atlics: his answer was stple. “The European Union is about as capable of prarsinng a comman foreign
policy as a rocking horse is of winning a steeplechase.™

In spite of the criticism of Europcan slowness or mcflectivencss. there s lso laustoncal
ambivalence within the U.S. about how "Europcan’ {and thus independent) as oppaosed to transatlantic. the
U.S. would like 1ts allics 10 become. In this regard the development of the CFSP and ESDE inay not be
harmonions since the former miay well be portraved. especiali by France, not as an adpmct to the
transatlanuc pillar. but as a conspicuous alternauve. The latter. ESDI may however be seen as an
mvilation to continuc to lean somewhat heavily on U.S. initiative. leadership and resources. Sull. many of
the concerns about mutual abandonment by the U.S. and its European allics are exaggerated for two
reasons: first. there is (as yet) no European foreign let alone security identity or policy plus there needs 1o
be clearcr public support and consensus on these issues before a European Forcign Minister (Monsicur
PESC) can be considered and: second. the U.S. is central. and will remain so for the foresecable future. (o
the practical operation of any European security operation (a theme examined below with reference (o the
CJTF concept).

The compromises of 1990 and 1994 werce also ‘essential to the pursuit of shared goals outside
Europe.™ Thus. Italy’s willinguess to allow unlimited use of its military facililics during the Gulf War,
Spain’s logistical support and Portugal’s decision to allow broad access to facilitics in the Azores. or
Turkey’s support for Operation Provide Comfort 11, all serve as a reminder that the American sccuriy
commniitinents to Europe have significant effects for potential military operations in adjoining areas such as
the Middle East Littoral or North Africa. Indeced, if developments since the end of the Guif War are an
indication. the activities of the U.S. Europcan Command (USECOM) have risen faster in this arca of
command responsibility than any other. with six “out-of-arca’ operations being sustained or launched in
1994 alone ™ The use of Europe-based U.S. forces for operations in the surrounding areas is however onc
that 1s more likely than not to engender disagreement between the U.S. and its European allies since in
many areas of foreign policy. such as the Middle East, U.S. policy has differed notably from that of its

European allies.
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Consolidating leadership - the CJTF concept

The best indicator of U.S. influence over European security is perhaps the CJTF which, although
it could theoretically operate in the WEU context, is nevertheless in practice reliant upon the willingness
of the U.S. to contribute vital command. control (C*) and logistical assistance. The WEU. even when
dpcrating in its Petersberg Task™ guisc (which it is assumed will continue to b its mission with collective
defence left strictly to NATO) has been operationally inefficient because ‘the organisation lacks a
pcrmancnt command structure and other standing military capabilitics® and the organisation also remains
divided on the role it should play in crisis situations and on “substantive issucs of policy.™ Even in the
only existing de facto CJTF missions (SUPPORT HOPE and TURQUOISE). 1o deliver humanitarian and
medical supplics in Rwanda. France and Britain relicd heavily upon the US.

The CITF concept however docs provide a new and practical fease of life for the WEU while also
assuring continued U.S. leadership in European sceurity.  Furthermore the CITF cdnccpl also confirms
NATO’s role as primus inter pares, since the North Atlantic Council cilectively has veto power over any
missions cmploying NATO assets -- this mcans that the US. as a non-European and non-WEU power. will
have a great deal of influence in establishing initial missions but. thereafier. any mission is supposed to be
under the political and military control of the Europcans, with NAC only monitoring,

The continuing heavy American bias in senior command positions within NATO is a further
indication of U.S. influence, although in this case there is considerable pressure from the European allics
to reallocate commands including a call for a Europcan SACEUR.*® France has more recently. as part of
its realignment with NATO. demanded a French commander for NATO’s southern command
(traditionally a U.S. admiral). The extent to which the U.S. is willing to share command and control
positions with its allies is a delicate issue: a perception in Congress that the U.S. has sacrificed too much
power and influence may lead to a deterioration in US-European relations and a diminution of support for
NATO.

Command and control structures have proven highly resistant to change since they not only
reflect relative influence within the Alliance but they become a matter of jealous national patronage.
Further adjustment of command responsibilities is unlikely since the implementation of a new force (and
thus command) structure for NATO. which became effective in July 1994, saw the reduction in the
number of major NATO commands from three to two — Allied Comumand Europe (ACE) located ncar
Mons, Belgium, and Allicd Command Atlantic in Norfolk. Virginia. Allied Command Channel, a British
command. was disbanded and absorbed by ACE. A further major change was the creation of three
subordinate commands under ACE responsible for the southern. central and north-western regions. The

subordinate commands are, respectively, AFSOUTH run by an American four-star admiral. AFCENT a
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Crcrnam to-star general and. AFNORTHWEST o senior British four-stir RAF officer, they are located
i Naples, Branssom (Netherlands) and High Wycombe (Britain).
The new command structure leaves the U.S. with three of the top five commands (in Norfolk.

Mons and Naples) and since 2 European-sub command has gone. the French government have been
pushing for the U.S. to relinquish its command in Naples. However the U.S. has adamantly refused
argumyg that they have conceded enough alrcadvy to the “Europeanisation’ of the command structure by
concedimg extra powers to the European deputy-SACEUR. The U.S. also points out that the Naples
commnund covers the Mediterrimean Sixth Fleet as well as the Middle East. Bosnia and North Africa.™
Sul the Frenelh govermment arguces that an enhanced European role within NATO should be reflected in
wieater European conmrand responsibilitn. Volker Rihe. Germany's defence minister, has backed the
Freneh demand but his British counterpart. Michael Portilo.  has described this as “unrealistic.” Italy and
Spain have also backed the French position but with a discernible lack of cnthusiasm. A mecting of the
NATO defence chiels in mid-Nevember produced no agreement on this question in spite of a French
compromise snggestion for o rotating US-European commander at Naples, This suggestion was rejected
by the US. The issue of (he perceived need for more European conumand responsibility should also be
considered in terms of its potential impact upon the first-tier of possible central European NATO members
(commonly assumed to be the Czech Republic. Hungary and Poland with. mavbe, Slovakia and Slovenia).
The issue of who may be in the first or second tier of membership may become intertwined with the
French-US dispute since the former favours Romania’s accession in the first round while the U.S. is
opposed to such a possibility. For those who do gain membership in the first round, the issue of whether
they will feel less of more reassured by a greater (west) European role in C” structures remains an open
question.

The importance and potentially debilitating effects of command disputes surfaced during the
Dayton ncgotiations. The choice of an American military commmander for the Implementation Force
scemed logical but the EU Council of Ministers insisted that the civilian counterpant should bc a
European. Although the High Representative that was eventually agreed upon was a European. he did not
fill lus post until afier a number ol acrimonious disputes and not before the U.S. significantly pared ihe
power of the civilian position. As Pauline Neville-Jones has observed. “the time spent on unprofitable
power plays could have been used to bring the military and civilian agendas 1ogether and (o ensurc greater
overall coherence. ™

Within the CJTF context alone. the command, control and intelligence (C°I) question has been
partially addressed but it remains to be seen how the agreed structures will fare in practice. An obvious
problem arises if the European members of NATO wish to act independently through the NATO C-
structurcs (for instance, through the Allied Command Europe Rapid Reaction Corps -- ARRC): how do
non-US personnel learn U.S. command positions at short notice? Under an agreement for the U.S. to

leave its senior command posts intact, this immediate problem has been resolved but perhaps only to open
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up another -- the impression. even if mistaken. nin well be communicated that the U.S. wishes to exert
intluence or mavbe cven control over Europcan-directed CITF operations by remaining in senior
command posts. Other scenanos may anse that could fead to some lighly awkward and possiblhy
destabilising results. For instance. would the French participate in a CITF operation when thev arc not
proportionatcly represented in the command structures and when they may be outnumbered by (non-
participant) U.S. officers? If the CJTF operation is to take place under the WEU's guise. what would the
U.S. role be in this eventuality if the operations were carried ou? through ARRC?

Two further issues arise in relation to C™ in the CITF context. First. control of operations min . as
has been argued. involve WEU takimg command of operations that will imolhve NATO assets and the tion
co-operation of the US. Bat. what happens if the U.S, decides 1o withdraw cven its 1acit co-operition for
internal political reasons. as 1t did with Operation Sharp Cruard when fundamental differences occurred
between the U.S. and its allies about the continued need (o interdict vessels carrving arms to the Bosman
Muslims? On 1his occasion instructions were also issued to halt the exchange of mihitany information 1o
the U albes. As Maviard Ghitman has commented. this was “hardly the yole one would hanve expected
for the “leader of the Alhance.” and it seriously threatened both the Alliance and the U.S. position in .
Second. related to the complicated C” structures that arc likely to prevail. the question of accouniability
needs 10 be raised. Let us supposc that the CJTF has been deployed 1o support a UN operation under a
WEU guise. using NATO assets. with the co-operation of the U.S. — who then is accountable for the
outcome of a given action? One possible answer is (0 examine the mutual finger pointing that ok place
at the beginnings of the collapse of the former Yugoslavia when one institution after another failed 1o
address the deteriorating situation.  Arguably. as a result. the credibility of all institutions has been
damaged.

The question of internal command and control rcorganisation is also complicated by the
resistance in the U.S. Congress 1o the idea of U.S. troops operating under foreign commanders. Although
there are cases of non-combat U.S. troops serving under a Turkish commander in Somalia or a Swede in
Macedonia or a Canadian in Bosnia. therc is an extreme reluctance to do so in a combar role.®> The
anxiely has been expressed in a number of official documents. most notably Clinton’s Mayv 1994
Presidential Decision Dircctive 25 (PDD-25) which laid down the terms and conditions for u.s.
participation in multinational peacckeeping operations. Amongst the conditions was that U.S.
participation will be “selective and effective’ and that the U.S. contribution should be under U.S.
command and that there should be a defined time frame (o the opcration.

Within NATO though the U.S. military prescnce in Europe on the ground consists of substantial
elements of two divisions (3™ Infantry Division and 1* Armoured Division) - the former participated in a
US-led multinational corps commanded by a U.S. V Corps commander while the latter is assigned to a
German-led multinational corps as well as the ARRC. The multinational corps under German command

places U.S. forces under “temporary operational control of trusted, competent Allied commanders in
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order to strengthen the bonds of coalition warfarc.”™  Although this nay appear 1o seoal o sgtficans
modification on the command and control issue, 1 is worth noting that the German-led mubimationa
corps, as with all NATO integrated forces. comes nnder the comniand of SACEUR wha as of comse als
U.S. CINCEUR.**

The CJTF concept has made the issuc of rcaching now command arrangements o matier of
(contentious) priority. In a sense the question of who wears what hat will remain moot uniil the
Europeans have the capacity for genuinely independent action i the EU-WEU or even under UN guise
Even a reduction in U.S. key commands and a European SACEUR would leave the 1ES with o de jacio
opcrational veto over such operations since. in any of the above European formais. the asastance nd
facihties of the U.S. would be required for logistics. communications. intelligence. hemy ar-hife sea-hin
(if a major operation s foreseen). and probably diplamatic backing. In this regard the U.S. would appear
to have hittle 10 be concerned about since. behind the European bluster for more responsibihiy. is the
question of whether there s the will to connnit resources. This question was raised by an official oD
publication when 1 was observed that. “some Buropean states witl push hard 1o develop o LEaropean

Security and Defense Identity. but few will increase their capabilitics for independent military action. ™

KNnoledge and power

The issuc of sharing intelligence asscts will also prove controversial. Unlike command and
control arrangements, which belong to a specific organisation. intelligence for the various European
sccurtty operations is based on national resources. NATO rclies heavily upon American intelligence assets
and the WEU is aware of this as a potcntial source of weakness in the organisation’s ability 1o act
independently in the CJTF context. Some preliminary steps have been taken to address this. such as the
WEU Torrejon satellite centre. There are scveral other schemes (o build satetlite systems that may maich
the American KH-11 systems and other airboarne surveillance sysiems. Currently, however. the European
LANDSAT and SPOT svstems cannot detiver the resolutions required for military intelligence and their
utility is largely for civilian projects (such as mapping and cnvironmental uses). French-led efforts to
develop a satellite system (Helios 2) that will rival the current U.S. systcins will not only be expensive bui.
tf past behaviour is indicative. may result in cqually expensive competition as rival British and German
svstens are developed for a highly specialised and smatl market. The same problems will also appear with
respect to the EU’s CFSP which will likewise rematn highly dependent upon NATO (or US) intelligence
asscts. The strongest argument for developing an independent European intelligence capability is in fact
not to be found in the NATO or WEU contexts. but in peacekeeping. The significant divergence between

U.S. and Europeian positions. allicd with growing U.S. rcluctance 1o become involved. may well poni



Europe in the dircction of developing an independent intetheence capabuling. Whether the expense and
cflortinvolved conld be justified to European electorates remmns doubiful,

The development of Europcan designed and  manufactnied svstems that could  allow  for
independent action in all fields is not only unnecessary but unhikely given the huited budgets and the high
costs associated with rescarch and development. Volker Riihe. Germany's defence minister. illustrated the
difficultics of the choices involved when. in reference 1o the possibility of developing both the Eurofighter
and a Franco-German sateHite system. he rejected the latter arguing that the former is “far more important
for me as defence minister than satellites ... there is no money in the budget for that.”™ The political
realiies of making choices between the development of different svsiems is also driven by national
ceononie considerations of what may be beneficial for Gernan o other mdustry and export potentil.
versus the costs of participating in the four-nation $24 billion venture as well. of course. as the
opportunity cost of any government expenditure on weapons sysiems versus, sav, health care facilities for
the elderty The debate over what 1o spend public funds on is all the mare difficult with the absence of a
competling nulitary threat that would allow politicians 1o make a case for higher and more comprchensive
defence expenditure, Such debates also senve to itlustrate the differences between the nanonal legislatures
and Brussels with a notable gap between the willingness of the former to give cifcet to a truly European
CFSP with an implementable ESDI. while the latter continucs to conceptualise without addressing the
ramifications of the hard national decisions that will be nceded.

The CITF concept has restructured European sccurity in a manner forescen by few. What has
cmerged is certainly not as coherent or. onc suspects, deliberate as sccurity “architecture.” Instead. a
complex series of multilateral arrangements and links between the OSCE., WEU. UN and NATO has
cmerged with NATO unambiguously at the centre of the web. The cmerging web however leaves much 1o
be destred with evident gaps or even mismatches between the organisations that have become cvident in
the joint WEU/NATO Operation Sharp Guard, the UN/NATO command structure in Bosnia or the
EU/OSCE in Nagorno-Karabakh or Chechnya. Of special interest is the way in which the CJTF has
redefined both the U.S. role in European security and European sccurity itsclf. Since none of the EU
members can guarantee the capacity and wherewithal for independent action. the U.S. has succeeded in
both reducing its burdens in Europe (most notably by a reduction in U.S. force levels in Europe from
326.000 to 100,000) and. at the same time. it has enhanced its influence vis-a-vis its European allies. The
US's de facto veto power over WEU/CITF operations makes the formation of a truly  independent
European sccurity identity a long-term project at the best. Attempts to formulate a CFSP will be
necessarily circumscribed by the logic of the CITF concept.

The same tendency has been reinforced by NATO’s multinational rapid reaction forces (RRF).”
The incorporation of nearly all NATO forces. down to division level. in the RRF structure makes it
extremely difficult to envisage a member state withdrawing its forces from an operation that. as the name

suggests. relies upon the ability to react very quickly and, once committed. a rethink of their mission and
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applicability would be just as ditficnt On paper though, participanon msuch operitiens o i the
lands of the member stines to consider on a case-by-case basis. Underhvng iy such operation as o heas
reliance upon U.S. C71 assets as well as logistics, None of this would be of HEOT CONCTTY 0 Lo Crchee
of philosophy and approich to peacckeeping on the part of the US. and s allics was not an 1ssne.
Because 1t is. it may have profound cflects.

The CJTF concept applics 1o non-Article 5 missions while the RRF s including the ARRC, are
designed mainly but not exclusively for NATO contingencics. Use of the CITF will therefore end 1o
highlight quite fundamental diffcrences between the US. aind s Furopean athies an Petersbor: sks in
so far as onc can generalise. European approaches to the support of peaccheeping have tended to stress o
distincuon between UN Charter Chapter o operations (peace keeping) and Chapter 7 (peace enforcement)
and the tadittonal tenets of classical peacckeeping. such as impartiahiv. consent and mimimum use of
force. have been upheld The US. in an approach not shared by Canada. has tended o do avway wih the
distinctions between Chapters 6 and 7. preferring o sce all as chapter 6 - and has shown an mcreasing
wilhnaness to be partial (argenng, tor imstance. General Aideed and not other wasrlerds with caually
unsavoun reputations in Mogadishu), an increased willingness to intervene without consent (nsuatly on a
humanitarian intervention pretext as in the north of traq). and willingness to usc considerable force in
peace enforcement operations. The significant. and sometimes bitter. exchanges over policy and practice
in Bosnia between Canada. Britain and France on the onc hand and the U.S. on the other. arc worthy of
note. Other notable differences have become apparent between France and the U.S. over the wisdom of
the cruisc missiles attacks against Iraq. between the U.S. and the Europcan allics participating in
Operairon Sharp Guard which led to the U.S. withdrawal from the cmbargo on 11 November 1994, and
between the U.S. and its European allies over the Middle East peace process. The withdrawal of the U.S.
from enforcing sanctions in the Adriatic was perhaps the most serious crisis in the Alliance since Suez
and 1t followed months of tension over differences between the US. who favoured tougher military action
i1t Bosnia but who had no ground troops, while the key UNPRFOR plavers. most nolably Britain and
France. both with significant numbers of military personnel on the ground. favoured a more restrained
approach. The withdrawal not only shattered the fragile consensus. but more significantly it gave risc to

questions about NATO’s suitability for peace operations generally,™
Yugostavia: Saving the Transatlantic Alliance?

In August 1995 afier forty months of sporadic engagement (and the loss of 10,000 civilian lives
in Sarajevo alone), NATO became a major actor in the conflict with the unleashing of five waves of air

strikes against Serbian positions throughout Bosnia. The air strikes of 30 August involved over 200 sortics

of NATO planes (including 438 U.S. planes) and it was the largest militarv operation ever mounted by
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NATO. The air strikes were to have a profound effect on the conflict in Bosnia and paved the way to the

negotiating tables at Dayion. Beyond this, as Bhaskar Menon has commented:

The breadih and intensity of the airstrikes stood in stark contrast to the cumulative record of
sporadic and ineffectual military action orchestrated under the aegis of U.N. forces and the
notorious ‘dual key” arrangement. which provided the U.N. civilian Icadership a veto over NATO
military action ... It took the shelling of the civilians in Sarajevo — now coupled with the very real
spectre of a costly. militarily dangerous, and politically humiliating withdrawal of UNPROFOR —
to mobilize a responsc from the Western powers. That responsc would seck to circumvent the
United Nations: the robust application of NATO military power. supporied by active American

diplomacy. would define a new phasc in the Balkan War ™

The Dayton Peace Accords of December 1995 backed by a 60.000 strong NATO force and
20,000 LS. troops. saw NATO assume prime responsibility for sccuring the peace and for securing the
cease-fire arrangements.  The role of NATO in rekition 1o the accords wis complicated by statcmients in
1996 from President Clinton and Sccretary of Defense Perry that the U.S. contingent would remain no
Jonger than a ycar, reflecting worrics held by the U.S. public and Congress about Somalia-type “mission
creep” and protracted involvement. In spite of the decision (o prolong the U.S. troop presence into 1998 it
was nevertheless apparent that. absent the U.S. coniribution. the other NATO contributors (mainly Britain
and France) would be reluctant to guarantee the fragile Bosnian peace.

The withdrawal of the U.S. from the Adriatic embargo operation and the NATO air strikes of
August 1995 and afler, suggest several tentative conclusions. First. in both cases the willingness of the
U.S. to be involved, or not, is clearly critical and America’s NATO allies would seem (o have neither the
ability nor the will to mount their own peacckeeping operations. The catalyst leading to the air strikes
against the Serb targets was the appecarance of assertive U.S. lcadership. Second, the failurc of the
European allics to agree upon a common policy and. conscquently. o halt the escalating violence. had the
combined effects of: undermining much of the credibility of any independent European security entity and
thus pulled France towards NATO and paved the way for full French participation in NATO’s Militan
Comimittce; it pulled Britain closer to France: it moved Germany closer to Maastricht’s “second pillar as
a means of enhancing the overall integration cffort and also acted as an important prompt for Germany 1o
play a more active military role in the region and bevond: and 1o Washington it stressed not ouly the

importance of the transatlantic partnership 1o western Europe. but its indispensability.



Conelusions

The vears since 1989 would suggest several tentative conclusions o U.S. approaches 1o CFSP
and ESDL First. American cquivocation about what its global. let alone regional. security rele was to be in
the post-cold war international system produced the largely false impression that neo-isolationisim wis
rampant. We have though scen that. since 1989, the Bush and Clinton admninistrations (perhaps with
some reservations about the first Clinton administration} had quite clear ideas about developments in
Europe as a whole and. in particular. the consequences of Gernan renmfication. Both admimsirations.
although of differemt pohtical persuasion. worked on the assumption that Europe is importan 10 Americin
secunity merests: The compelling Amcerican security interest in Europe is to maintain security core
around wlhich other relations can be built and expanded. In the absence of o strong NATO. with a1 firm
LS. hand e leadership. there may well not be a “western Europe” with whom to buaild mn other
trapsatlaniie stractures ke the New Transatlantic Agenda. quite aside fron iy projected Atlantic ! mon

secand. the role that the LS. assumed until 1994-3 was obscured by the debates within western
Evrope about CESP and ESDI The debates showed quite clearly that there was little. if any. European
counscnsus about security “architecture” or the role that the U.S. or NATO should be accorded. The
cventual compromise between the British. Freach and German positions was reached largely because of
U.S. initiatives launched through NATO. not in spi;c of them. In the absence of active U.S. involvemen
in post-cold war European security it is far from clear that any coherent structure would have evoled and
that. as a consequence. weslern Europe may well have slipped back into concert based structurcs
reminiscent of nincteenth century Europe. With the inability of the major European powers to address the
problems of post-cold war sccurity in a collective manner. the task of doing this fell 1o the U.S who
assumed the mantle of global leadership as the Berlin Wall collapsed. Arguably. given the differences
between the major European powers during the post-cold war years. the U.S. was (he onfy aclor in a
position to balance the conflicting interests.

Third. the deteriorating situation in Yugoslavia in 1990-1 was. (o used Jacques Poos™ unfortunate
phrase. supposed to herald “the hour of Europe.”'™ As (he crisis unfolded it became apparent 1o all that
talk of a common policy and the ability 10 back it with force. were illusions. Only when the U.S. assumed
the initiatne. commencing with air-strikes against Scrb held positions around Sarajevo. did the western
European actors (principally France and Britain) assume an effective role. The message sent 1o the other
side of the Atlantic was just as clear — there is no European security without U.S. backing. Paradoxically.
it was the urfolding events in former Yugoslavia that lay behind the historical January 1994 NATO
summit in Brussels. where NATO agreed (0 support the “European pillar of the Alliance through the
Western European Union. which is being developed as the defence component of (he Europcan Union.”

This undersanding. and those that followed. constitute the necessary fiction that there ts a Eurapean



Defence Identity and a CFSP while. at the same time. the *Euro’” structures are so clearly imtertwined wih
U.S. command and good will within NATO. that the sclf-appointed leadership role of the U.S. rings truc
10 an American audience,

Finally, these comments have been offered during a time of transition and there is much that
remains unclear and incomplete. For instance. the development of CFSP depends heavily upon the
outcome of the IGC while the future of NATO is obviously going to be determined by the expansion issue
and whether any NATO-Russian agreement holds.'”" Whatever developmients lav i store. it scems
reasonable o suggest that an active U.S. sccurity role in Europe is necessany not only for the future of
European integration. but for the sccurity of the region as a whole. Siable sccurtiy relations and
involvement in Europce arc also a matter of compelling sclf-interest for the U'S. since this is the core of s

relations with western Europe and. in large part. a defining factor in its SUpCrponer status,
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