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1. A Short Snap-Shot to Organizational Security Structure in Europe

Security in Europe is the realm of several regional international orga-
nizations, mainly the European Union (EU), WEU, NATO, the Organization 
for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) and, to a lesser extent, the 
Council of Europe, creating a patchwork of regional security institutions that is 
unique in the world. These main actors on the European security stage, which 
interact in many ways and are mutually reinforcing,1 can be briefly introduced 
as follows.

On 1 August 1975 the participating States to the Conference for Security 
and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE) adopted the Final Act of Helsinki. This 
Act, a political document which was not meant to be legally binding, contained 
the basic principles for East-West dialogue and coexistence. It was also one 
of the first official documents that recognized a broad security concept: the 
‘human dimension’ was an integral part of the Final Act.2 Further, it was the 
start of a process which increasingly led from co-existence to co-operation 
and to a gradual institutionalization. The latter process led to the transforma-

1 Jan Wouters and Frederik Naert, How Effective is the European Security Architecture? 
Lessons from Bosnia and Kosovo, Catholic University Leuven Faculty of Law, Institute 
for International Law Working Paper No: 6, May 2001, p. 3, consulted at http://www.law.
kuleuven.ac.be/iir/eng/wp/WP6e.pdf.

2 See Principle VII and the ‘basket’ titled ‘Co-operation in Humanitarian and Other Fields’. See 
also the European Security Charter (Istanbul, 19 November 1999, (2000) 39 I.L.M. 255, para. 9.

http://www.law.kuleuven.ac.be/iir/eng/wp/WP6e.pdf
http://www.law.kuleuven.ac.be/iir/eng/wp/WP6e.pdf
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tion of the CSCE into the OSCE.3 The OSCE is characterized by its broad 
security concept, its large membership (55 States) and its political character 
(OSCE decisions and documents are of a political rather than a legal nature, 
e.g. the 1990 Charter of Paris for a New Europe, with some notable exceptions, 
such as the CFE Treaty4) and consensual nature (decisions require unanimi-
ty, though exceptionally unanimity ‘minus one’ - a State grossly violating its 
OSCE commitments - or ‘minus two’ - the parties to a conflict - is possible). 
At present the OSCE has a number of permanent institutions, of which the 
Secretariat, the Conflict Prevention Centre (‘CPC’), the High Commissioner 
for National Minorities (‘HCNM’) and the Office for Democratic Institutions 
and Human Rights (‘ODIHR’) are the most important ones for our study. Fur-
ther, the Chairman-in-Office plays a great role in day-to-day management. It is 
claimed that OSCE is mostly responsible for the establishment of democracy 
and freedom in post-crises countries and areas, including regarding consequent 
management.

NATO was established in 1949 as a collective defence organization.5 
While maintaining collective defence as its primary task, it now - i.e., after 
the Cold War - attaches great importance to co-operation with other States and 
organizations and to crisis management, as is stated in NATO’s 1999 Strategic 
Concept.6 The former mainly takes place through the North-Atlantic Co-oper-
ation Council (‘NACC’), which has been transformed into the Euro-Atlantic 
Partnership Council (EAPC) and the Partnership for Peace (PfP).7 NATO’s 
crisis management is very visible through cases such as Bosnia and Kosovo. 
NATO has also responded to WEU/EU developments through the develop-
ment of a ESDI within NATO and close co-operation with the WEU (and re-
cently also with the EU).8

3 CSCE, ‘Towards a Genuine Partnership in a New Era’, Budapest, 6 December 1994. We will 
hereafter always use ‘OSCE’, even when reference could be made to the CSCE.

4 Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe, Paris, 19 November 1990 (thoroughly 
amended at Istanbul on 19 November 1999, but the amendment has not yet entered into force).

5 See North Atlantic Treaty (Washington, 4 April 1949).
6 The Alliance’s Strategic Concept, Washington, 23-24 April 1999 (para. 10).
7 See the Basic Document of the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (Sintra, 30 May 1997); 

the Partnership for Peace Framework Document (Brussels, 10-11 January 1994) juncto 
Towards a Partnership for the 21st Century. The Enhanced and more Operational Partnership 
(25 April 1999 - it includes the Political-Military Framework Document for NATO-led PfP 
Operations) and Woodliffe, The Evolution of a New NATO for a New Europe (1998) 93 
I.C.L.Q., pp. 176-180.

8 NATO’s main decisions on ESDI were taken at the North Atlantic Council meetings in 
Brussels (17-18 December 1990 and 10-11 January 1994) and Berlin (3 June 1996).
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The WEU was established successively in 1948 and 1954. Like NATO, 
its original security task was collective defence.9 Since its other tasks were 
increasingly carried out in other organizations, it is turned into becoming a 
dormant organization by the EU.10 A reactivation of this institution has taken 
place since 1984. But only after the EU’s CFSP was introduced by the Treaty 
of the EU (TEU), this reactivation became really significant. Since then, WEU 
has been functioning as a bridge between the EU (of which it is the defence 
component) and NATO (within which it was to be the European pillar) and has 
developed closer co-operation with both organizations.11 It was also given the 
competence for the ‘Petersberg’ tasks. Given the current developments in the 
EU, WEU is likely to disappear, or at least to have its tasks seriously reduced. 

The EU, established by the Maastricht Treaty in 1993 and founded on 
the European Communities, has as its so-called ‘second pillar’ a CFSP that 
includes all areas of foreign policy, including defence, though for decisions 
with military implications the EU had to act through WEU.12 The inclusion 
of defence was a major breakthrough, largely abolishing the taboo on de-
fence that existed since the failure of the European Defence Community in 
the 1950’s.13 The Treaty of Amsterdam strengthened the CFSP institutions and 
decision-making procedures, and incorporated the Petersberg tasks into the 
TEU but brought about no fundamental changes.14

9 See article V, Brussels Treaty (Treaty of Economic, Social and Cultural Collaboration and 
Collective Self-Defence, Brussels, 17 March 1948, as amended in Paris on 23 October 1954).

10 For this internal operation in the EU, the reason lying behind the decision of a dormant WEU 
is the position Turkey, with a great possibility. Because Turkey, as a full member in NATO, 
wishes to be in the military staff and bodies of the EU, such as EUMS, EUMC and the others. 
By making the WEU in a dormant position, the EU wished to prevent Turkey’s penetration 
into the EU military bodies from the back-door, that is to say.

11 See the Declaration [of the members of the WEU and of the EU] on The Role of the 
[WEU] and its Relations with the [EU] and with [NATO] (Maastricht, 10 December 1991); 
Declaration of the WEU on the Role of [WEU] and its Relations with the [EU] and with 
[NATO] (Brussels, 22 July 1997) and Protocol (No 1) on Article 17 [TEU] (Amsterdam, 2 
October 1997).

12 See Title V TEU, especially art. 11 juncto art. 17, para. 1 (ex articles J.1 and J.7).
13 Earlier, Article 30(6) Single European Act had granted the European Political Co-operation 

the competence for political and economic aspects of security.
14 The Secretary-General of the Council is now also ‘High Representative for the CFSP’, the 

Council can conclude international agreements, ‘constructive abstention’ is possible, common 
strategies and qualified majority voting have been introduced (though in the end a Member 
State retains a veto right), and a Policy Planning and Early Warning Unit was created.
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Since the end of 1998, however, things have been going very fast and 
major progress has been achieved at the Cologne, Helsinki and Feira Euro-
pean Council meetings.15 The Cologne declaration states that the EU should 
have the capacity to act autonomously, backed up by credible military forces, 
in order to be able to take the full range of decisions regarding the ‘Peters-
berg-tasks’.16 This will require enhanced military capacities, co-operation in 
the defence industry and the transfer of several functions from WEU to the 
EU. The necessary decisions should be taken by the end of the year 2000. In 
Helsinki a concrete target was set as far as military capabilities are concerned 
and considerable attention was paid to civilian crisis management capabili-
ties (meanwhile, a Committee for civilian aspects of crisis management has 
been established). Secondly, it was agreed that a number of new military and 
political bodies would be created within the Council. Thirdly, a number of 
decisions were taken with regard to the relationship with WEU, NATO and 
the involvement of non-EU Member States. At Santa Maria da Feira, more 
detailed provisions were adopted with regard to military capabilities (a capa-
bility commitment conference is to be held), participation by Third States to 
EU crisis management operations, principles for EU-NATO co-operation and 
consultation and civilian crisis management, with special attention for police 
forces (by 2003 the EU Member States must be capable of deploying 5000 
police officers for international missions, including a 1000 within 30 days).17

The Council of Europe, established in 1949, is regarded as a security or-
ganization for the purposes of this article in the light of the broad notion of 
security, which has become generally accepted in Europe today; with its broad 
membership (41 members), the organization is particularly active in the field 
of human rights, democracy and the establishment and consolidation of the 
rule of law.

15 Respectively held on 3-4 June 1999; 10-11 December 1999 and 19-20 June 2000.
16 European Council Conclusions and presidency report on strengthening the common 

European policy on security and defence.
17 European Council Conclusions and Presidency Report on Strengthening the Common 

European Security and Defence Policy.
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2. Promote Common Interests Globally: NATO and the EU Relations

Zbigniew Brzezinski, in his book “The Grand Chessboard”, defines the 
North Atlantic alliance as part of an integrated, comprehensive, and long-term 
strategy for all of Eurasia in which NATO would eventually reach Asia, where 
another military alliance would connect Pacific and South East Asia states. The 
prediction is coming true. Today, most of Europe is at peace. The threats to 
that peace come not from strong states within Europe, but from unstable failed 
states and terrorist organizations far from Europe’s borders.

The European Union is a newcomer in the business of peace support op-
erations. True, its member states have long been involved in almost any sort of 
non - Article 5 (NATO/WEU) or Chapter VI - VII (UNO) mission in the past, 
and they still are today. Yet they have normally done so under other flags than 
the EU’s proper. The rift that developed within Europe itself over the issue of 
support for the United States demonstrated that most Europeans do not want 
to choose between Europe and the United States, nor should the United States 
force such a choice on them. As long as Europe is a partner or counterpart to 
the United States and not a counterweight, a strong, united Europe is in U.S. 
interests.

Americans welcomed the overdue decision by the EU nations to admit 
more democracies into its union, eight of which were ruled by Communist 
dictatorships during the Cold War. Next spring, the EU’s zone of prosperity 
and stability will shift eastward, further erasing the lines of division that were 
drawn at Yalta. Additional enlargement is envisioned this decade, with Ro-
mania and Bulgaria projected to join in 2007 and with Turkey a candidate for 
eventual membership. With the unity of much of the continent thus charted, a 
largely integrated Europe is foreseeable. By enlarging to include most Europe-
an countries, the EU is expanding the zone of peaceful cooperation on the con-
tinent, further reducing the chances that U.S. soldiers will ever again have to 
fight in a European war. At the same time, the new democracies joining the EU 
have recent, vivid memories of dictatorship and command economies; their 
firm commitment to democracy and free markets will reinvigorate Europe’s 
dedication to these core values that are shared on both sides of the Atlantic.

The greatest change in the nature of the transatlantic relationship in the 
past few years has been the broadening of shared U.S. and European interests. 
During the Cold War and the 1990s, U.S.-European relations generally focused 
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on the Euro-Atlantic space. The post–September 11 security environment and 
the growing role of the EU as an economic superpower have forced both sides 
to look beyond their common space to the challenges and opportunities in the 
world beyond. Most of these challenges and opportunities are shared; by work-
ing together in the following key areas where cooperation already has been 
established, the United States and Europe can advance each side’s security and 
prosperity as well as contribute to global well-being.

Although the Soviet threat that bound together Europe and North America 
has disappeared, the September 11 attacks obviously demonstrated that secu-
rity challenges remain. The draft EU security strategy prepared by Solana in 
June is a positive step toward bringing U.S. and European threat perceptions 
and strategic agendas closer together by explicitly stating that Europe faces 
three key threats: international terrorism, proliferation of weapons of mass de-
struction (WMD), and failed states.9 Because these are multifaceted threats, 
we must address them through diplomatic, law enforcement, intelligence, and 
economic means -all areas in which transatlantic cooperation is generally good 
and improving. Ongoing operations in Afghanistan, however, demonstrate that 
the military dimension in the war on terrorism is also essential, and the chal-
lenge now for Europe and North America is to improve military cooperation 
and capabilities to meet these new threats.

3. Transform NATO to Meet Today’s Threats

Few fallacies are more absurd than the erroneous assertions that NATO 
is dying and that the United States no longer cares about NATO and Europe. 
Last spring, as coalition forces moved to oust the murderous regime of Sadd-
am Hussein, experienced observers on each side of the Atlantic rushed to 
pronounce NATO dead. The French analyst Guillaume Parmentier claimed 
“NATO is finished” while the U.S. scholar Charles Kupchan proclaimed that 
“the Atlantic [A]lliance now lies in the rubble of Baghdad.” Their conclusions, 
however, simply are not validated by an examination of the facts. NATO re-
mains the organization that can most effectively defend the nations of Europe 
and North America against serious threats to their security today. Most of the 
European members of NATO still regard the Atlantic Alliance as the best guar-
antee of their security. NATO is also demonstrably far more effective than the 
UN in peace enforcement, a field in which the EU is only beginning to gain 
experience.
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To U.S. legislators involved with NATO and Europe, the claim that the 
United States is preparing to walk away seems especially incredible. Such 
statements disregard the continued support for, and additional emphasis on 
NATO by, the Bush administration and Congress. In the run-up to the Novem-
ber 2002 Prague summit, the administration devoted intense and effective ef-
fort toward developing and refining ideas such as the NATO Response Force, 
the Prague Capabilities Commitment, and the transformation of NATO’s com-
mand structure. If implemented, these reforms will enable NATO to undertake 
timely and successful expeditionary missions anywhere in the world where 
future threats to the security of the alliance might arise.

The House, by a vote of 358-9 in October 2002, declared that “[NATO] 
should remain the primary institution through which European and North 
American allies address security issues of transatlantic concern.” In May 
2003, the Senate unanimously approved U.S. ratification of NATO enlarge-
ment, finding that “NATO enhances the security of the United States” and that 
U.S. membership in NATO “remains a vital national security interest” because 
“the United States and its NATO allies face threats to their stability and ter-
ritorial integrity.” Both chambers in July 2003, without opposition, approved 
amendments calling on President George W. Bush to consider making a formal 
request for NATO to raise a force for deployment in Iraq. To be certain, secu-
rity threats have changed dramatically during the past half century. NATO was 
founded to deter a Soviet-led military invasion.

Today, its members face threats from international terrorism, WMD, 
states that sponsor terrorism and proliferate WMD, and the conjunction of 
these challenges: the horrifying prospect of these states providing WMD to 
terrorist groups to use against our countries and to kill our citizens. Senator 
Richard Lugar (R-Ind.) has cited the need for “NATO to play the lead role in 
addressing the central security challenge of our time.”16 Although recognizing 
that collective defense remains the core mission of NATO, Lugar wrote: “If 
we fail to defend our societies from a major terrorist attack involving WMD, 
the alliance will have failed in the most fundamental sense of defending our 
nations.”

Meanwhile, many of NATO’s doomsayers cite the campaign in Afghani-
stan as proof of U.S. indifference toward the alliance when, in fact, they do not 
understand how that war was fought. Although the administration could have 
made better political use of NATO’s Article 5 declaration that the September 
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11 attacks constituted an attack on the entire alliance, the conventional land 
combat forces of NATO countries simply were not urgently required in the 
type of military campaign conducted. Operation Enduring Freedom relied pre-
dominantly on the use of Special Forces and paramilitary intelligence assets, in 
effective combination with precision-guided munitions. Several allies, includ-
ing some NATO countries that had able Special Forces did in fact assist the 
United States, consistent with the invocation of Article 5. Even so, the warfare 
in Afghanistan made it clear that NATO needed new capabilities to confront 
some of the gravest and most difficult threats we now face.

Far from closing up shop, NATO, with U.S. leadership, chose at the No-
vember 2002 Prague summit to transform itself to meet these challenges. In 
the Prague Capabilities Commitment, NATO members pledged to provide the 
assets that are most critical for performing alliance missions. These capabili-
ties will enable development of the NATO Response Force, which will give the 
alliance a rapidly deployable, high-end military capability - precisely the kind 
of capability that was needed in Afghanistan. Finally, at the defense ministers 
meeting in June 2003, the Alliance approved a new command structure that 
erases regional designations for territorial defense and emphasizes that NATO 
must have the ability to quickly deploy and command forces anywhere in the 
world. This last point was underlined by the North Atlantic Council’s decision 
to have NATO assume command, coordination, and planning of the Interna-
tional Security Assistance Force in Afghanistan in August 2003, the first time 
that NATO has undertaken an operation outside of Europe or North America. 
This decision also illustrates how NATO can undertake non–Article 5 missions 
that enhance security and stability on its periphery and thus help address direct 
or indirect threats to its member nations.

Similarly, NATO’s decision to provide planning, force generation, logis-
tics, and communications support to the Polish-led multinational force in Iraq 
was an excellent first step toward a greater alliance role. The Bush adminis-
tration should now consider whether assuming command of the entire military 
operation in Iraq would be appropriate for NATO. Of course, as both houses 
of Congress have recommended, the administration also should request as-
sistance from the UN in civilian fields where it has the expertise needed to 
stabilize and build a new Iraq.

One can hope that the time also may come to consider whether NATO 
might have a role to play in helping to monitor a peace settlement between 
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Israel and the Palestinians. Although the United States and its NATO allies cer-
tainly have some sharp attitudinal and policy differences on the Middle East, 
all share a stated commitment to a secure Israel and a democratic Palestinian 
state. If a NATO peace operation could help alleviate security concerns on 
both sides in that conflict, our countries surely should consider underpinning a 
peace agreement with a peace-enforcement mission. In addition to its military 
missions, NATO since 1991 has reached out to the former Communist lands 
of central and Eastern Europe, the Caucasus, and Central Asia. The North At-
lantic Cooperation Council, the Partnership for Peace, and the Euro-Atlantic 
Partnership Council have helped these nations work more closely with NATO 
and have helped many of them establish parliamentary democracies, mar-
ket-oriented economies, and civilian control over their militaries. Europe and 
North America must continue to work with these states to expand the zone 
of security and prosperity enjoyed by NATO members. With the same goals 
in mind, NATO and the NATO Parliamentary Assembly should enhance their 
ongoing dialogues with the states of North Africa and the Middle East. As long 
as threats remain to the security of Europe and North America, NATO will be 
the primary institution through which its members provide for their common 
defense. At the same time, its external partnerships and peace operations en-
hance security for its members and partners.

Ensure that ESDP Complements NATO Although NATO has become the 
preeminent, most trusted organization for conducting peace-enforcement op-
erations, it of course is not primarily a peacekeeping organization. The United 
States and the North Atlantic alliance had this role thrust on them in the mid-
1990s because of European and UN inadequacies. Only NATO, backed by 
U.S. power, had the military capability and credibility to guarantee the Dayton 
peace accords that ended the four-year, genocidal Bosnian war. The peace op-
erations in which NATO is currently engaged - Bosnia, Kosovo, and Afghan-
istan - contribute positively to the security of its members. Recognizing that 
such operations do not constitute the core mission of the alliance, they never-
theless should be undertaken when they are in the interest of NATO members 
and when NATO is the organization best equipped to perform them effectively.

When the EU nations in 1999 initiated efforts to create the long-sought 
European defense pillar within the EU instead of NATO, Washington was sur-
prised. From a U.S. perspective, the EU had little reason to move into the 
defense field, given that most EU members are also members of NATO. Reluc-



328 YENİ GÜVENLİK EKOSİSTEMİ VE ÇOK TARAFLI BEDELİ

tant U.S. acceptance came when it became clear that our European allies sup-
ported the European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP). European leaders 
offered assurances that ESDP would not compete with NATO. Today, the Bush 
administration and congressional leaders have come to support ESDP condi-
tionally if it works closely with NATO to undertake crisis management opera-
tions in and around Europe in those situations when NATO as a whole chooses 
not to be engaged. Yet, the United States must view with great concern any 
efforts to turn ESDP into a collective defense organization that duplicates the 
role of NATO, a concern that is, daresay, shared by most European members of 
NATO. The inclusion of a “mutual defense” provision in the draft constitution 
for Europe is therefore disturbing. An effort to create a collective defense com-
mitment in the EU is troubling because it would undoubtedly undermine the 
commitment of European nations to NATO while adding no additional military 
capability to Europe’s defense, which might lead some Americans to question 
the U.S. commitment to the alliance. Although the draft language suggests that 
an EU mutual defense commitment would be optional, it would permit unnec-
essary duplication. It also would draw resources and attention away from an 
ESDP that otherwise could complement NATO and contribute meaningfully to 
European defense.

NATO remains the best guarantee of the security of its European mem-
bers, and an ESDP that complements NATO will enhance transatlantic securi-
ty. The EU would do better to focus its efforts on creating its Rapid Reaction 
Force (RRF) of up to 60,000 troops with complementary air and naval assets 
that could be rapidly deployed and sustained for one year for crisis manage-
ment, peacekeeping, rescue, or humanitarian operations. If the RRF becomes 
fully operational, the EU will be the logical institution to assume peacekeeping 
in the Balkans from NATO, as some EU countries have proposed. An effective 
peacekeeping capability will complement other EU competencies, such as the 
EU’s work to build civil institutions, its economic and infrastructure assis-
tance, and its deployable pool of civilian police officers. In that fashion, the 
ESDP can be an important part of a comprehensive spectrum of capabilities for 
crisis management in Europe.



329NEW SECURITY ECOSYSTEM AND MULTILATERAL COST

4. Potential Strategic Implications of ESDP

The implications of European defence autonomy for the future of the 
transatlantic relationship, and by extension for other parts of the world such as 
the Middle East, are open. The issue is unavoidably linked with other elements 
in the overall transatlantic political and intellectual environment, and thus in-
teracts with themes such as missile defence and trade disputes. In particular, 
emotional, value-based differences like on genetically modified food, global 
climate change, the death penalty, and possibly nuclear energy could potential-
ly, if mishandled politically, create an atmosphere of estrangement that could 
drive a wedge between NATO and ESDP.

There are also some concerns that a substantive bifurcation of the notion 
of security could result from the US focus on military superiority and advanced 
technology for shaping and preserving international security on the one hand, 
and the European focus on countering different, not essentially military kinds 
of security threats to their societies, such as large-scale migration, primarily 
with political, diplomatic and economic means and through coordinated law 
enforcement.

There is at this time a strong intellectual tendency in Europe, not just in 
France, to say that the end of the East-West conflict will unavoidably lead to 
an erosion of common perceptions between the US and Europe. While this 
approach appears to be popular among those whose political consciousness 
was shaped around 1968, based on resentment of Europe’s domination by two 
outside superpowers, many older or younger Europeans would not as easily 
sign on to the doctrine that without a unifying threat Europe and the US will 
drift apart, feeling that the alliance between affluent individualist democracies 
is above all based on their shared interest in preserving the basic conditions for 
free market economies and individual liberty.

5. Open Questions (as Conclusions)

Among the questions and unresolved issues that remain at this stage, there 
is still concern that the conduct of European foreign policy, involving sover-
eign nations, the EU Council, and the Commission is still too unfocused and 
unpredictable for the optimal employment of military means in the service of 
political and strategic goals. It is neither a secret nor a surprise that a securi-
ty and defence culture that would facilitate responsible decision-making on 
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defence matters and the conduct of operations does not yet exist within the 
EU. However, the tangible shift towards a Brussels-based common security 
and defence policy has already produced a remarkably open mindset and re-
moved previously-held mental barriers between a “civilian” EU and the world 
of defence, building on the widespread experience of practitioners in the Bal-
kans and elsewhere that military protection and involvement was in fact an 
indispensable, though missing element for a successful pursuit of the EU’s 
international efforts.

Another fundamental question that meets varying answers is which 
benchmarks should be employed to measure success or failure of ESDP: Is 
it the degree of autonomy it delivers, the amount of capabilities it creates, its 
impact on defence budgets, or the quality of performance in the first Euro-
pean-only operation? With regard to the latter, it is likely that the EU would 
prefer to take this test in some simple, compelling, affordable, low-risk and 
limited crisis within easy reach.

One central problem that has not been completely resolved is the prop-
er place and manner of planning for European operations on the force-plan-
ning, operational and strategic level. After a public confrontation between the 
French and British at Nice, it has been made clearer that there is not to be 
a separate European military planning capability outside NATO’s established 
planning structures. Separate force planning and operational planning would 
be duplicative, and thereby could jeopardize the coherence of joint military ef-
forts in NATO, given the differences in focus and mandate between NATO and 
the EU. NATO is expected to grant the EU permanent, guaranteed Access to 
NATO’s planning structures. But France remains skittish about how close EU 
and NATO consultation should be. The French role has been hard to read. On 
the one hand, the nation’s defence establishment and armed forces have clearly 
adopted a pragmatic stance towards NATO since the experience of the 1990/91 
Gulf War and the active involvement in the Balkans. On the other hand, the 
language and attitude of French exceptionalism remain mostly unchanged, and 
there should be no hope that French diplomats will be prepared to sacrifice 
this aspect of national identity on the altar of pragmatism. The relationship be-
tween ESDP outside NATO and ESDI inside NATO will therefore most likely 
remain ambiguous.

A number of NATO Members outside the EU, including Canada, are con-
cerned that ESDP could undermine their interests. After the Feira meeting in 
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June 2000, the six European but non-EU NATO members called for concrete 
mechanisms for regular political consultation and practical cooperation on 
ESDP matters. The EU has offered a wide-ranging set of measures, ranging 
from semi -annual ministerial meetings and routine involvement in the prepa-
ration of the Political and Security Committee (PSC, or COPS) meetings to 
permanent liaison with the EU military staff and intensified consultation on all 
levels before decisions are taken on EU-led operations. Nevertheless, Turkey 
has continued to impede the process of EU-NATO harmonization and blocked 
arrangements that would make pre-identified NATO assets and capabilities 
available for EU-led operations, insisting that Turkey must first be granted 
decision-making input by the EU.

This Turkish attitude caused considerable headache not only to the EU 
but also to NATO and the US. It is not yet clear to which degree ESDI ar-
rangements on using NATO structures under the (European) Deputy SACEUR 
for EU operations will actually be available, or whether the EU will have to 
resort to augmented lead-nation structures instead that would essentially take 
away from the advanced level of multinational military integration achieved in 
Europe within NATO in the past. Also, it is not clear how exercises for EU op-
erations under the “headline goal” should be organized. As an interim solution, 
this will fall in the responsibility of leading European nations, a term generally 
seen as referring to Britain, France, Germany, and potentially Italy.

The U.S.-EU toolbox available for the achievement of both security and 
stability must be kept large enough to avoid war, wage it as a matter of last 
resort, win it at the least possible cost, and end it after it has been won. Military 
power wins wars, even if it may no longer be enough to deter them. But to end 
those wars after they have been won, the tools of reconstruction and rehabil-
itation rely on tasks that neither side of the Atlantic alone can attend to more 
effectively than both sides can together.18 The United States and the EU cannot 
be expected to do everything together, but together it must be expected that 
they can and will do everything. There cannot be more US-EU unity without 
more unity within the EU.

18 http://www.csis.org/europe/eurofocus/v9n3.pdf, Euro-Focus, volume 9, number 3, April 11, 
2003, EU-U..S.. Relations Beyond Iraq: Setting the Terms of Complementarity by Simon 
Serfaty.

http://www.csis.org/europe/eurofocus/v9n3.pdf
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