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NATO and the European Union within today’s security environment
When one looks back at the Cold War, the security policy of the West was a NATO security policy. Although there were European members of NATO, Europe did not play a great role as “Europe”. 

The idea of organising Europe as Europe within the NATO system did of course come up. It was a plan of the European Defense Community between 1950 and 1954. It failed primarily because of French opposition at the time. There was, repeatedly, a debate inside NATO about a greater role for Europe. French President Charles De Galle was, very much, a spokesman of these kinds of views. 
When the European defense community failed, some rump organization emerged to make a real armament of Germany possible: The Western European Union (WEU). It was a very weak political organization, political only, but with a very strong assistance clause. It had a parliamentary assembly but no military apparatus whatsoever. The military function was explicitly delegated to NATO. Therefore, throughout the Cold War the security policy was Atlantic; organized by NATO with (of course) very much American leadership. 
At the end of the Cold War, this all changed. The notion of security after the breakdown of the bipolar world is at the heart of this change. The security concept enlarged considerably. NATO had to look at multidimensional threats that were difficult to predict. The NATO strategy that emerged after the change at the end of the Cold War shows uncertainty was a keyword and instability was a problem. Ethnic cleansing, genocide were issues that suddenly emerged as major threats. The dissolution of states now called failed states, and of course the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction suddenly emerged as major threats. Compared with the state of the Cold War, when the main problems considered by the West were the threats posed by the Warsaw Pact and the Soviet Union. 
In the period 1990-1991, the notion of Europe as a pillar inside the North Atlantic Alliance began to appear. This coincides with: the breakdown of the Cold War, the fall of the Berlin wall in November of 1989, negotiations between East and West, the famous “2+4” powers that still had rights in Germany, the Soviet Union, France, Britain, the US, and the two German states that led then to the reunification of Germany) and a number of international agreements that encompassed East and West Europe. 

This was also the period the European Economic Community (of that time) enlarged. The Maastricht Treaty led to the creation of the European Union (EU). Germany merged, or offered to merge its Deutsche Mark in a new European currency. An EU was to have been a major step toward political integration. In that treaty one finds the notion of the European Security and Defense, which can possibly lead to a European defense. After not having a chance whatsoever during the Cold War, the notion of European security reappeared with the reorganization of the European Economic Community into the EU.    
The consequences of the change of the concept of security are profound. When one thinks back to the Cold War, one finds relative clarity in the criteria for security. It was easy to define a security threat. Looking at the other side, potential of crossing of the border would of course unleash assistance clauses of the Warsaw Pact and the NATO pact. It was quite clear. There was nuclear deterrence sitting on top, first massive retaliation of the West, threatening even a minor aggression with a major nuclear response, which became incredible. It was replaced by the strategy of flexible response, which left how the West would react to Eastern aggression open.  
The result has been a degree of stability, which is quite remarkable, because behind every first shock there was a threat of escalation. As a result, both sides became extremely cautious during the Cold War. Then it ended. Personally, I still consider the fact that the Cold War ended without any shock or attack as one of the great miracles.

During the Cold War, the definition of security was relatively simple. What is it now? When one considers the criteria of security, when does a danger arise? When is instability a problem? How many people have to die? When is a group of terrorists, a problem? Inevitably there are disagreements on these points inside and between countries. Now, the definition of security risks is a matter of negotiations and consideration. It is a definitional problem. It is no longer as clear as it used to be. 
Inevitably, the assessments diverge as do reactions in politics, of politicians, and, of national systems. In this environment, the business of security is now much more complex than in the 1970s or 1980’s. It is very much linked to political assessments, to movements in countries, to what goes on in failing states. For this reason, the military business of today is linked much more to other kinds of activities. This also holds true for the case of Afghanistan. 
When one looks at the security situation in the West, the US is one actor. Although it is not easy for this one actor to come to one opinion, there are always divergent views among agencies. However, at the end of the day, there is a position at the top, of the President of the US and there is one opinion. 
The Europeans, or rather, the EU consists of 27 member states. Not only are there internal debates, because these are democracies, but also between 27 countries. 27 countries need to decide on security policy and the assessment of a threat somewhere. This, in essence, makes security policy very different from what it used to be. Half of it is diplomacy, internal diplomacy. To come to a common assessment of what a threat is and to a common decision of what to do about it as a group. The group is a European group, which is part of an Atlantic group. There are several levels of decision-making amounting to a rather complex structure.

The Security Organization of Europe
When the Cold War ended in 1990, it was proposed by the Soviet Union and Russia to take the old, Conference on Security Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) and put NATO and the Warsaw Pact under its roof. This proposal never really moved far ahead. The CSCE became the OSCE – the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe. To date, it plays an important role, although not a very important role. 
There were two major changes in Europe’s security structure in the period 1990-91: an Eastern and South Eastern enlargement of the EU, and a slow enlargement of NATO toward the East. There were also a number of other movements to tie and link other countries in Europe to these two organisations. NATO established the Partnership for Peace Program to open up relations between the old NATO and the former adversaries. There were “special relationships” - two in particular: the NATO-Russia Council and the NATO-Ukraine Council. There were also movements to open up the possibility of membership. The Membership Action Plans opened the possibility of NATO membership to countries moving toward democracy, the necessary form of the armed services and necessary relationships between armies and politics. 

A vast movement of enlargement was involved. As far as the EU was concerned, enlargement was also taking place. Association agreements were concluded. Eight programs were formulated. Aid was given to the new democracies in Central and South East Europe. The EU also established a dialogue with the whole Southern Rim, the Mediterranean countries (the so-called Barcelona Process). It is currently being revived because of President Sarkozy’s proposal for the Mediterranean. It was opposed by a number of countries, Germany in particular. The others feared it would split the EU into southern and northern parts. In the end, it strengthened the older process - the Barcelona Process - to communicating with all the countries around the Mediterranean. Also of import is the EU’s Neighborhood Policy. The Neighborhood Policy tries to establish systems of cooperation with all the neighbors of the EU. These are the two major security organizations looking East and South East.

Russia was not excluded in some of the growth of the new institutions. It became a member of the Council of Europe and the G7 -- a union of major economic countries of the world (US, Japan, Germany, UK, France, Italy, and Canada). It then became a member of the International Monetary Fund, the World Bank, and also of the World Trade Organization. However, there was no alternative to the enlarging NATO and the EU. 

At the beginning of the Post Cold War Era, the European Economic Community reformulated its policy. It adopted its Maastricht Treaty, which not only produced the Euro, a common currency, but also a common security and defense policy. There was another 1992 treaty. The Union members met outside Bonn, in Petersburg, and formulated the famous Petersburg Task as the task for this Union, namely humanitarian intervention, rescue, peacekeeping, and peace enforcement insofar it coincides with constitutional prerequisites of  a country. 

The era of the Yugoslav wars caused a lot of division inside the Western countries, between European countries and Atlantic countries. Clearly, these years of conflict showed the enormous disparity between the capability to act of the US and the Europeans. When the Yugoslav events started, some of the European statements said, “This is the hour of Europe.”, but it was not the “hour of Europe” because it was not capable of acting. The US had to take over and lead the process, in the end resulted in the Dayton Agreement. 
Importantly, toward the end of the 1990s, there was a growing realization among Europeans they could not go on the way they did in the past. Their structure was too weak. A crucial switch occurred in 1998, when Britain, the country that had traditionally always been on the American side, on the Atlantic side, in these disputes over a greater European role versus mainly an Atlantic role, made an enormously important decision. In St. Malot, it decided to join the French in an initiative to strengthen European defense, and to create the capability ‘’for autonomous action backed by credible military force’’. This created the preconditions for what happened at the beginning of 1999; the Kosovo intervention.
Without going into the legal or political side of the Kosovo intervention, the Kosovo intervention had one consequence, which affected the Europeans enormously. It brought out the enormous disparity in military power between the EU and the US. It increased the willingness of the Europeans to do more. This led to the decisions taken at the beginning of 1999, the famous Summit in Cologne, to create a stronger capacity for EU defense. That was the so-called declaration by the EU High Representative for Foreign and Security Policy Xavier Solana. He still holds that post. He is the former Secretary General of NATO. 

A little bit later, the EU defined the so-called Headline Goals for their military in Helsinki, which were than revised. The goal was to create a sustainable and mobilazable force of 60,000. Later on, they added the concept of having so-called “battle groups”, 1,500 soldiers that can be deployed within two weeks. They also created the European Defense Agency to strengthen internal cooperation in the arms industry field to avoid what is one of the great problems of Europe: the enormous duplication of military assistance.

Moreover, in 2003, the Europeans developed their own defense strategy, which can be compared with American defense strategy and NATO defense strategy. When one looks at European defense strategy, a basic orientation is not so much different from NATO and US strategy (with the exception of the stress on preemptive action during the presidency of George W. Bush). There, one finds something that was unthinkable ten years earlier, -- references to global threats, to weapons of mass destruction, the notion of effective multilateralism, the definition of a broad spectrum of situations requiring  preventive engagement as early as possible to prevent crisis from escalating further that may lead to a military action. The EU has always stressed the necessity to go in as early as possible, with non-military means, to avoid the situations requiring the use of military force. 
The EU defined an anti–terrorism policy. It appointed a Special Coordinator for Anti-Terrorism Policy. The Europeans also pushed the development of their own satellite system - the Galileo. They conducted military exercises, indeed since the early 1990s, since the creation of the European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP) in 1999, the EU has conducted a number of operations.

 There are 12 current EU missions under the ESDP roof.  They are not very large but politically not insignificant: one in Bosnia-Herzegovina , two police missions in Congo, a training mission in Iraq for Iraqi forces, an advisory mission  in Congo, supporting action  in Darfur for the UN, a small force facilitating the Raffa crossing  between Egypt and the Gaza Strip, a small force in Moldova, an advisory group in Macedonia, a political mission in the Palestine territories, a small planning team in Kosovo (here there may be more to come in the future), and finally a relatively large group in the Chad at the moment. It covers all kinds of activities policing, training, to robust peacekeeping, and combinations of civilian and military approaches. The High Representative for ESDP Solana said, “These activities are active but they are not seen as threatening.” 
There are European forces in other parts, in other missions. For example in Lebanon, under the UNIFIL, but they are not there as EU and they are not there under the EU flag (e.g. there is a large group of Navy contingents, of Italians and Frenchmen since the war between the Hezbollah and Israel to secure the state of affairs). The fact that they are NATO members helps with communications but they are not there as an EU force. Whether this is a good thing, has been a debated between so-called Atlanticists and Europeans throughout the emergence of this EU force.  
There have always been enormous concerns in Washington that the rise of a European force would undermine and weaken NATO. This led to a number of negotiations to redefine the relationship between the emerging European force and NATO. Beginning with the first agreement in 1996, the Berlin Agreement, and the current Berlin Plus Agreement, it was extremely complicated. The whole issue of Turkish relations with European effort turned out to be a major problem. Turkey wanted to be part of the emerging ESDP and used its position inside NATO to extract as many concessions as possible. This inevitably complicated the negotiations. However, when one looks at the agreements, the two sides had a strategic relationship with each other. The agreements consist of three main elements between NATO and the EU – the Berlin Plus arrangements. First, they get EU acces to NATO planning. Second, the Europeans get acces to NATO command options. Third, they get access to assets and capabilities. 

On the first one, there is NATO planning of course, which is done in NATO. The EU has a small planning unit at SHAPE to assist, and to work out contingencies with the military staff in NATO. Second, the EU can request NATO to make European command options available. Once that happens, the Deputy Supreme Allied Commander in Europe is then the primary candidate for a European operations HQ in such a major operation. Third, the EU can request the use of NATO assets and capability. They have agreed on a list, on the procedures, how to use the financing and other things that one has to do in such case. These agreements have been applied in a few instances. The rather ideological debate is no longer the issue. In fact, it is disappearing in a very constructive way.

In this whole arrangement, Europe is of course a major asset within the NATO arrangement. Europe succeeded in creating a set of relationships, which are essentially peaceful. War is unthinkable within Western Europe; no minor achievement or outcome for what was a very bloody century. 
It is perfectly understandable that a number of countries would like to join this club. That is the place of peace and constructive relations. There is no need to worry about old rivalries anymore. They are gone. All that was achieved would not have been possible without the major role the U.S played. One could even go so far and say: “We have now a system where peace exists among the Atlantic nations. War is unthinkable now. Of course countries want to join.” It is a model of soft power of the EU. It is also one of the reasons why enlargement is working, and why the EU actually has problems. Countries want to join faster than they are capable of actually joining and taking the responsibilities and duties that go with it. 

As a union the EU has become a major partner in a number of political issues. The whole problem of dealing with the nuclear program of Iran is done by the EU-3 (Britain, France and Germany) with the cooperation of High Representative of European Foreign and Security Policy, Solana. They conduct a joint policy. They refer back to the EU and do so jointly in some cooperation with the US. This did not exist in the first part of the Bush administration to the extent it does exist now.  Now American policy and European policies are pretty much going in the same direction.
The European contribution to Afghanistan is considerable. After 9/11, when NATO declared it was ready to enact Article 5 for the first time in its history, it offered a policy to help when the first Afghanistan war took place to throw out the Taliban. However, it was the policy of the US Defense Secretary Rumsfeld and the Bush administration not to use it. Personally, I as well as many others, consider this a major strategic mistake. It would have offered the possibility to start the reform of NATO. It was a “Coalition of the Willing”, including France, Britain, Germany and others that threw out the Taliban, though not with complete success. In part because troops had to be used in Iraq, but that is another story. 

NATO was not used, but it has been rediscovered by Bush administration. It is now is a major instrument to deal with the problems of Afghanistan. There are 47,000 troops there under the UN mandate: the US with 19,000, the UK with 7,700, the Germans with 3,500, the French with another 700, Georgia will also have some more troops. In any case, there will be more troops in the future in order to deal with an extremely complex problem. 
Many of the discussions being conducted within NATO and also in preparation of the NATO summit in Bucharest, which just took place, was to look at the future of NATO strategy, and to redefine the relationship between civilian and military means in dealing with the central problem now. The central problem now is to make sure that what is still a failing state, namely Afghanistan, will not deteriorate. The conditions must be created to prohibit the resurgence of the Taliban, which could again make the country an operational place for attacks in other countries. There is agreement on the goal, although it is not quite clear to define stability. There are different ways of looking at it. There is of course an enormous problem of Pakistan, which is around the corner.  

Current Issues


The last NATO summit in Bucharest shows the direction the Alliance is going. First, was the very controversial issue of enlargement. Importantly, NATO has had enlargement as its goal ever since the early 1990s. Its decision to invite Albania and Croatia was not controversial. In the same way the role of the EU’s Stability Pact (in particular) to stabilize the Balkans is indispensable. Membership in NATO is a stabilizing element in this still, potentially, very unstable region. It did not work with regard to Macedonia because Greece and Macedonia could not agree on a name. This is most regrettable because that issue, in comparison the political importance of the issues is not that important. There is not much understanding for this kind of quarrel. Consequently, Macedonia could not join, although both Macedonia and Greece would profit from Macedonian NATO membership.

America’s wish and the wish of Ukraine and Georgia to be put on track toward membership did not come about. There were strong oppositions from a number of European countries, most openly by Germany and France. However, they were not the only ones who opposed. In the end President Bush did not get what he wanted, namely; a clear commitment. When one looks at the formulation that was used, “NATO welcomes Ukraine and Georgia’s Euro-Atlantic aspirations for membership in NATO. We agree today that these countries will become members of NATO. Both nations have made valuable contributions to Alliance operations. We welcome the democratic reforms in Ukraine and Georgia, and look forward to free and fair parliamentary elections in Georgia in May. Membership Action Plan is the next step for Ukraine and Georgia on their direct way to membership. Today we made clear that we support these countries’ applications for Membership Action Plan”. While they said ‘no’, they also clearly indicated that the two countries have a prospective to join. However, the calendar is open and whether that will happened at the next Foreign Minister’s Meeting remains open, but at least it is indicative of the direction things are going.
A major issue in the runup to the summit, also at the summit, was the question of missile defense. It is a highly controversial issue. It is linked to American unilateral withdrawal from the ABM Treaty, which was very much criticised by Russia, but also by quite a few of the European allies, because of the importance of the missile defense for stability and nuclear deterrence. Ever since then, the administration of G.W. Bush has considered missile defense as a major element of its policy. However, the missile defense against intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) is not yet operational, far from it. It is different with regard to the theater the technology is much more effective.
The proposal by the administration to put the systems into Poland and the Czech Republic (with interceptors in Poland and the radar in the Czech Republic) caused an enormous amount of controversy. The West European allies saw that this was a step which, given strong Russian opposition at that time, was not necessary and considering that it was a non-functioning system to a not existing problem (the ICBM problem from Iran is not going to emerge for the next ten years or so).  There is plenty of time. For this reason, many Europeans and also Russia had problems with it. 
Russia had reacted strongly. President Putin’s speech last year at the Munich conference was quite a bombshell. The situation is more muted now because there have been bilateral negotiations. The Russian offer was picked up by the American administration to join the systems, in particular to review to what extent one can have a system, which will only be activated once there is a real threat, and to do that jointly. The principle of having Russian inspectors has been accepted to make sure the system is not directed against the Russian forces. 

The NATO summit in this respect, gave George W. Bush a small victory but the details must be considered. NATO endorsed the principle of missile defense, but for the Europeans it is about all theaters. The decision puts missile defense into the NATO institution, which means it is no longer an issue between the Czech Republic and Poland, and the US. It is now a NATO issue, which means that everybody takes part. A proposal, which the German Chancellor had to make quite a long time ago when this issue came up, and in connection with Putin’s very, very critical speech at the Munich Conference. It is now a NATO procedure. Written into the decision is also the requirement that this should be worked out with Russia, “Ballistic missile proliferation poses an increasing threat to allies’ forces, territory and population. Missile defense forms part of the broader response to counter this threat. We therefore recognize the substantial contribution to the protection of allies from long-range ballistic missiles to be provided by the deployment of the European-based US missile defense assets. We are exploring ways to leave this capability with current NATO missile defense effort in a way to ensure that it would be integral part of any future NATO wide missile defense architecture. Bearing in mind the principle of indivisibility of allied security as well as NATO solidarity, we task the Council in Permanent session [ambassadors] to develop options for a comprehensive missile defense architecture to extend coverage to all allied territory and populations not otherwise covered by the US systems for review at our 2009 summit. To involve any future political decision... We also commend the work already under way to strengthen NATO-Russia missile defence cooperation. We are committed to maximum transparency addressing proper confidence building measures to allay any concerns we encourage the Russian Federation to take advantage of US missile defense cooperation proposal, and we are ready to explore the potential for linking US, NATO and Russian missile defense system at an appropriate context.” Clearly, a reorientation has taken place. It is now a NATO matter and NATO has admitted the necessity to cooperate with Russia. 

Finally, the controversial issue of the extent European defense would undermine or weaken Atlantic structures, is also disappearing in the background. What helped here was the election of President Sarkozi who, very early, made clear that he is open-minded on the return of France into the military integration of NATO. France never left NATO, but France left military integration under Charles de Galle, when the NATO HQ had to move from Paris to Brussels.  However, a condition is the strengthening of the European defense structure. Sarkozi had made this very clear to the American administration. In result, George Bush has now made a very strong speech, in which (in the context of Bucharest Summit) he stated that European defense strengthens Atlantic defense in particular if it succeeds in creating greater capabilities. The old quarrel now recedes in the background. There are still two structures: a NATO structure and the EU structure but the nature of their relationship matter of improving their relationships now has a better chance.              
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