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A Strategy of Partnerships

When most people think about US foreign policy these days, they think first and sometimes only about
aspects of the war on terrorism: the reconstruction of Iraq and Afghanistan, the troubles of the Middle East, and
the terror cells lurking in Southeast Asia, Europe, and even the United States. This preoccupation is natural.
International terrorism literally hit home on September 11, 2001, and, for understandable reasons, an outraged
American public wants those responsible brought to justice. The American people also want to understand why
the attacks happened — and demand a foreign policy that makes sure such events will never happen again.

It is also natural that the war on terrorism has become the United States’ number one foreign policy priority.
It will remain so for as long as necessary, because terrorism — potentially linked to the proliferation of weapons
of mass destruction (WMD) — now represents the greatest threat to American lives. Defeating terrorism is a
priority that drives not only military action to subdue individual terrorists and deter their state supporters but
also multilateral cooperation in law enforcement and intelligence sharing. It encompasses efforts both to stigmatize
terrorism as a political instrument and to reduce the underlying sources of terrorist motivation and recruitment.

But the breadth of US strategy transcends the war on terrorism. Indeed, a strategy limited to dealing with
immediate threats would in the end fail to defeat them — just as bailing water out of a boat would not fix a leak.
The sharp focus on the front lines of the war against terrorism, however, has made it harder than usual for
people to grasp what American strategy is really all about. We all know the old aphorism that you can lead a
horse to water but you can’t make it drink. These days, it seems that an administration can develop a sound
foreign policy strategy, but it can’t get people to acknowledge or understand it.

President Bush’s Vision

It is an unfailingly effective applause line for critics of any US administration to charge that the president
has no vision for the world, that he has no strategy. Every trouble is attributed to this failing, as though the world
would otherwise be perfectly accommodating to US purposes. Unfortunately, this criticism has come close to
being true in some administrations. But it is not true in the present one. President George W. Bush does have
a vision of a better world. And he also has a strategy for translating that vision into reality. I know — I was
present at its creation.

The president’s strategy was first laid out publicly in September 2002, in the National Security Strategy of
the United States (NSS). A succinct document of fewer than 40 pages, the NSS defines US policy priorities in
eight substantive sections. Together, these parts add up to an integrated strategy that is broad and deep, far
ranging and forward looking, attuned as much to opportunities for the United States as to the dangers it faces.

Of course, a public strategy document cannot be entirely frank about all the choices that US leaders make;
we do ourselves and our allies no favors by telling our adversaries everything that we think and plan. Nonetheless,
this administration’s public pronouncements have been remarkably candid. They reflect the personality of the
president himself, a man who, with great consistency, says what he means and means what he says.

It is somewhat odd, therefore, to discover that our foreign policy strategy is so often misunderstood by both
domestic and foreign observers. US strategy is widely accused of being unilateralist by design. It isn’t. It is often
accused of being imbalanced in favor of military methods. It isn’t. It is frequently described as being obsessed
with terrorism and hence biased toward preemptive war on a global scale. It most certainly is not.

A Strategy of Partnerships
Colin L. Powell

COLIN L. POWELL is Secretary of State of the United States of America. Previously he was Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff. This Essay by Secretary of State Powell also appears in Foreign Affairs Magazine, January/February 2004.
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Europe and the Future of Transatlantic Relations

The present situation shows that, for all of us, but especially for the US and Europe, security in the 21st

century can no longer be defined by the traditional categories of the 20th century. A new totalitarianism, Islamist
terrorism and its inhumane Jihad ideology, pose a threat to peace and stability, both regionally and globally.

Its goal is to upset the existing power system in the Islamic Arab world, especially in the Arabian peninsula
and in the Gulf region, and to destroy Israel in the long run. Its instruments are suicide attacks and the terror of
brutal, cynical force. Its tactic is to create bloody chaos, while its strategy aims at the withdrawal of the US and
the West from the entire region.

At present, this central threat to our security does not come from an individual state but, rather, from a new
totalitarian movement - a movement which, following the loss of Afghanistan, no longer has another state as its
power base.

In contrast to the German Reich under the Nazis, the Japanese Empire in the Second World War or the
Soviet Union during the Cold War, this threat is not directed at the strategic potential of the US and the West.
Instead, it wants to undermine its morale and trigger reactions which strengthen rather than weaken support for
Islamist totalitarianism.

This new threat is comprehensive. It is no longer a question of opposing systems, as was the case in the
fight against the traditional totalitarianism of the 20th century. Rather, we are faced with an even greater danger:
It is aimed at a religious and cultural clash of civilizations between the Islamic Arab world and the West, led by
the US

Our response to this must be equally comprehensive. And since September 11 at the latest, we know that
our security in the 21st century does not only depend on the successful globalization of the free transfer of goods.
It depends even more on the globalization of fundamental values, such as human rights, respect for life, religious
and cultural tolerance, the equality of all human beings, of men and women, the rule of law and democracy and
a share of the blessings of education, progress and social security.

Positive Globalization

Positive globalization is the real strategic response to the deadly challenge of a new totalitarianism.
In political terms, this positive globalization must lead to a reorganization of the international system of

states. It must lead to a new world order in which six billion people, more than 190 states and all the many
religions and cultures can live alongside each other relatively peacefully.

It also entails the creation of a fair world trade system, answers to climate change and preservation of the
global environment, the fight against poverty and AIDS, support of human rights and continued development of
international law and its institutions.

For that, we need more than strong democracies based on a stable foundation of values. We also need
strong multilateral institutions - first and foremost a reformed UN - which are able to enforce and uphold this order

Europe and the Future of
Transatlantic Relations

Joschka Fischer

JOSCHKA FISCHER is Foreign Minister of the Federal Republic of Germany.
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in keeping with international law. Such a world order must be based on effective multilateralism, which is able
to impose peace and security.

This effective multilateralism requires both the US, as a world power, and the UN, as a framework institution
recognized by its 190 member states and therefore indispensable. For, despite all its shortcomings, the UN is
the only international organization with the resource of global legitimacy.

In the 21st century, security through cooperation and integration, security through participation and
progress, will be just as important as security through deterrence and containment.

The West won the Cold War by combining strategic power and a positive alternative system, by using “hard
power” and “soft power”. The alternative system, however, was the decisive factor.

We will now have to join forces to master the same challenge again, although under completely different
circumstances. The positive answer to globalization by the rich countries of the West is of overriding, indeed
strategic importance.

One of the favorite gloomy questions being asked by political journalists at present is, “Is the West at an
end?” My clear answer is “no!”  The West would only be at an end if the transatlantic community were to have
no future due to a lack of common interests, and Europe and America were to go their separate ways.

However, our interests demand the very opposite. Let us not get confused by the current dispute in the
transatlantic family. There will always be arguments now and again in an alliance of free democracies, and they
can be very fundamental arguments.

We can only successfully counter these new threats if the US, Canada and the EU draw up a long-term plan
to tackle this strategic task together, on the basis of their common values, interests and the successful
transatlantic tradition of the last few decades.

Here lies the common transatlantic interest and the necessity for a new NATO in the 21st century. NATO will
remain one of the key cornerstones for peace and stability. By the same token, however, we must remember that
if we split, the consequences for us all on both sides of the Atlantic will be extremely negative.

A Stable Bridge Requires Balanced Pillars

At the beginning of the 21st century, however, transatlantic relations are based on two very unequal
partners. The US is the only global power. It is the oldest and, at the same time, a continental democracy. It is
globally present and dominant in almost all spheres of soft and hard power.

The US is a world power. The EU, on the other hand, is still a power in the making. Granted, there is already
a single market which will soon have 450 million people and which has a common currency, the Euro. But
Europe’s weak growth rates, its demographic problem, its political fragmentation and its military weakness
cannot be denied.

We can only have stable transatlantic relations if the two pillars of this bridge across the North Atlantic are
able to bear more or less the same burden. Europeans know that they must correct their shortcomings as quickly
as possible and, let me add, they will do so. Not a strong European pillar but a weak one would pose a threat to
NATO. And only a strong European pillar can guarantee Europe’s partnership in the transatlantic alliance. In
view of the global situation, I believe that strengthening the European pillar is therefore in America’s own best
interest.

Perhaps because of Europe’s obvious weaknesses, there is a tendency to overlook and underestimate the
scale of the almost revolutionary changes which the old continent has undergone since the end of the Cold War.
This new European revolution has been low-key and of a somewhat conservative nature, with no gunsmoke or
barricades, with almost no wars (with the exception of the former Yugoslavia) and with no suppression or
dictatorship. However, the facts clearly show what is at stake in Europe.

The European Union stands at a key turning point in its history: On the eve of its enlargement to include 10
new member states and a radical reform of its system towards a European constitution, the question is whether
Europe will ever become a political entity acting on the international stage. Will Europe succeed in resolving the
fundamental contradiction between national sovereignty and the full political integration of the Union? Can
Europe become a power in the 21st century?
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Europe and the Future of Transatlantic Relations
Much, indeed perhaps all, of Europe’s future depends on the answers to these questions. Why? The 19th

century and the first half of the 20th century were an age of nation-state building in Europe. In the 21st century,
the European nation-states, even the largest among them, will prove to be too small and less than optimal in both
political and economic terms.

The issue of the completion of European integration is controversial. It not only occupies the old continent
at present, but is also being discussed on the other side of the Atlantic. Over the last few decades, Europe’s
growing integration has been observed in the US with great interest, sometimes with astonishment, and
occasionally with skepticism. Due to the new and dangerous international situation following September 11 and
during the controversial debate over the Iraq war, the discussion about the European partner gained a new, and
not always positive, dimension.

The following questions are therefore being asked in Europe: Does America still have any interest in
Europe’s political integration? Does a politically integrated Europe, thus also fully capable of taking political
action on the international stage, fit into the US strategy? Did the American view of Europe change after
September 11? And finally, what value, what significance does the transatlantic partnership have for the US
today?

The Roots of Modern Europe

Before I try to find answers to these questions and take a look at the future prospects for European-
American cooperation, I would like to take this opportunity to briefly outline the development of the EU:

Europe’s integration is the response to the collapse after two world wars of the traditional European system
of states, which had emerged from the Peace of Westphalia in 1648. These wars were the catastrophic outcome
of a destructive nationalism and militarism which ruined the old European system of states for good.

On two occasions during the 20th century, the military and political intervention of the US was needed to
successfully defeat the hegemonic threat to Europe by the German Reich and to guarantee its own security. And
during the five decades of the Cold War, the US defended western Europe and West Berlin against the
hegemonic threat of the Soviet Union.

At the same time, these military interventions by the US in Europe, in which many Americans lost their lives,
secured freedom and democracy on the European continent. Democratic Germany, too, owes its freedom, and
not least its restored unity, to the US

Today’s Europe is based on two fundamental decisions of truly historic dimensions: the first one was made
by American statesmen, namely the decision to remain present in Europe politically and militarily after 1945 and
to defend the freedom of western Europe. This decision led to the establishment of NATO.

And the second fundamental decision was based on the idea of two great Frenchmen, Robert Schuman and
Jean Monnet. They proposed the development of a new system of states in Europe - a system which was no
longer founded on the balance of power but, rather, on the idea of the integration of sovereign states and their
interests. This led to the Rome Treaties in 1957 and, subsequently, to the development of the EU.

What began as economic integration in the shadow of the Cold War gradually extended to political spheres
- mainly in the field of domestic policy. When the Berlin Wall fell in 1989, the EU - and Germany in particular -
was released from a decades-old burden: the division of Germany, the division of the continent in two hostile
systems had been overcome.

However, we now know that the withdrawal of the state and the political sphere, indeed the “end of history”,
which was greeted almost euphorically at the beginning of the nineties, proved to be a mere illusion. More and
more, the international community was confronted in the period following the end of the Cold War with new and
disturbing losses of order. Numerous crises and conflicts in many parts of the world increased instability and the
danger of armed conflicts.

The culmination of these new dangers, which arose from a diffuse loss of order in the international political
system, was September 11, 2001. The horrific terrorist attacks on the government and citizens of the US and on
all free societies made clear the terrible destructive potential of Islamist terrorism and its totalitarian ideology. But
it also illustrated the threat which the forgotten conflicts of the present could pose to world peace.
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Three-Dimensional World Order

Following the end of the Cold War, the world order underwent a radical change. The global confrontation
between the US and the Soviet Union had created a simple one-dimensional world order which influenced nearly
all conflicts. With the fall of the Soviet Union, this central conflict disappeared and left a diffuse structure which
led to a three-dimensional international reality.

The major powers and their alliances form the highest level. On the second level, regional powers operate
and carry out their regional conflicts. The failing states, civil wars and the breeding grounds of non-state violence
and of terrorism are the basement of this international system. Today’s world still has a central power, the US,
but it no longer has a central conflict which imposes an international order.

The structure of these new threats is also of great importance. Religious hatred, nationalist confrontation,
weapons of mass destruction and terrorism - each of these elements is dangerous enough in itself and, in the
present day, often the cause of dangerous crises and wars. However, if these four elements combine and
aggravate each other, then we really will be faced with a new strategic threat.

September 11 turned the discussion about a new order following the Cold War into a fundamental question
of regional and global security. We cannot put off our response to this any longer if we want to avoid an
irresponsibly high risk to security. The answer to the question of the new world order must therefore also be given
top priority in the transatlantic relationship.

Perhaps we made a vital mistake when we failed to begin this transatlantic discussion immediately after
September 2001. And maybe this would have spared us some disputes within the alliance.

Against this background, the significance of the transatlantic alliance must be re-evaluated. Skeptical
voices are getting louder. Can the close partnership between Europe and America deliver the right answer to the
new international situation? Has it outlived its usefulness altogether?

Let me ask a question in reply to that: Will our world be safer if partners on both sides of the Atlantic drift
apart? Does a weaker alliance mean more security for both Europe and the US?

I believe the answer is “no”. Europe and America depend upon each other in their fight against the new
threat. We are in the same boat because we want to defend the same thing: the freedom and security of our
citizens, as well as our open democracies and human rights. These are the goals which we are both pursuing.
These are the values which we share. Therefore, I am firmly convinced that we can only overcome the upcoming
challenges if we work together.

However, that also means that we have to agree on how to respond to this threat and to do so as equal
partners.

We did succeed in this when we formed the antiterror coalition following September 11. In the question
concerning a war against Iraq, disagreement broke out. We did not agree on whether the reasons were actually
sufficient, on what consequences the war would have for the fight against international terrorism and for regional
stability and on whether the consequences of the war were controllable.

Despite these differences, it holds true today that we must win the peace together. We are convinced that
the transfer of sovereignty to the Iraqis and a central role for the UN are crucial.

To be successful in developing a new Middle East over the long term, something else is, however,
indispensable: The conflict between Israel and the Palestinians must be resolved - through a two-state solution,
more or less on the basis of the border of 1967. The way to get there is by implementing the road map.

EU Must Achieve Common Foreign and Security Policy

Following September 11 we failed within the EU to define our own foreign-policy strategy. We had no
coordinated and clear European standpoint to feed into a strategic dialogue with our American friends.

To rectify these shortcomings, the EU is presently working - for the first time, by the way - on a common
security strategy, which is scheduled to be adopted by the end of this year. This strategy is based on a
comprehensive security concept - a security concept which extends from crisis prevention through diplomacy to
the instrument of last resort, namely military means.
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Strategic considerations, it is true, are becoming more important within the EU. We are more convinced than

ever that the EU’s eastward enlargement is right and necessary in order to extend the zone of stability, peace
and security on our continent.

And the enlargement next May will not be the last: Romania and Bulgaria could follow as early as 2007. We
also regard the question of Turkey’s possible accession to the EU in this context. The reasons for Germany’s
strong backing for the pre-accession process for Turkey are not least also global strategic in nature.

At the same time, however, there are fundamental structural shortcomings in the EU’s Common Foreign and
Security Policy which must be rectified. I see three main weaknesses concerning:

the process of forming political will;

institutional implementation;

military capabilities.

In a group of 15, soon 25, nations with different historical backgrounds and interests, political coordination
and decision-making will continue to be difficult. This is understandable in the light of Europe’s development. But
I fear that we cannot afford to continue the current painful process of coordination in future.

The institutional implementation is also in urgent need of improvement. We need the right tools in Europe
in order to implement our common foreign policy.

And we certainly need modernized and strengthened military capabilities in Europe if we are to make a key
contribution towards collective security within the context of NATO and other partnerships.

Here, the proper use of scarce resources has priority. The creation of a European armaments agency also
serves this purpose. Nor is it efficient for the armed forces of each of the 15, soon 25, member states to have all
branches of service and to want to achieve the same goals.

We agree that European foreign policy must become more coherent and consistent. There is growing
awareness among member states that Europe can only face up to the risks which threaten it if they join forces.

A common European foreign and security policy played an especially important role in the European
Convention. The draft European constitution contains groundbreaking proposals on improving the EU’s
effectiveness in the field of foreign policy. The post of European foreign minister and a European foreign service
are to be established. This would considerably improve the EU’s effectiveness at international level.

This intensive debate within Europe about security issues is being observed very closely by Americans.
Distrust is often evident. Some voices within and outside Europe fear that the increasing institutionalization of
the European Security and Defense Policy will lead to duplication, and will even weaken NATO.

I can only repeat again: The opposite is true. NATO is the key institution of the transatlantic alliance. No one
wants to call into question its fundamental importance as the guarantor of our security. Rather, an ESDP capable
of taking effective action will bring to life the concept of the “European pillar of NATO” - a concept, by the way,
developed by the US. To achieve this, the EU must also improve its planning and command capabilities. What
we want is for ESDP to complement NATO, not compete with it.

And the Macedonia example has demonstrated the complementary nature of the European and
transatlantic defense structures: Relying on NATO assets and capabilities, the EU took over the leadership of
the military mission in that country.

For almost five decades now, the Europeans have been pooling their resources and capabilities in an
increasingly effective way, also in security policy. For example, the EU and its member states have the greatest
experience with, and best instruments for, mastering the very difficult challenges of nation-building. Today, the
EU has a wide range of political, economic and financial instruments - and they will soon be used by 25 member
states.

Already now, the EU is making a significant military contribution to crisis management and long-term
stabilization. Some 5,400 European troops are deployed in the fight against international terrorism. In
Afghanistan, the EU is providing approximately 5,000 troops as part of ISAF and operation “Enduring Freedom”.
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With 21,100 troops - just over four times as many as the US - Europe has assumed the lion’s share of securing
peace in the Balkans. And with 3,500 troops, the Europeans are providing seven times as many troops as
America for UN peacekeeping missions.

Another example is our considerable commitment to international development policy, where the EU and its
member states are by far the biggest state donors with a 51.1% share of overall international support - a
fundamental investment in peace, stability and security in the world.

Moreover, through its trade and financial policy Europe is making a major contribution to stabilization,
democratization and good governance, for example, by providing incentives and concluding partnership
agreements under the Cotonou Agreement.

And in the field of arms control and the non-proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, Europe is also
vigorously engaged.

The example of Iran shows that Europeans and Americans equally take seriously the threat posed by the
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. On both sides of the Atlantic, we have no illusions about the extent
of the threat. That is why we must prevent future global and regional arms races and establish an international
arms control regime - a regime which both enjoys international legitimacy and has effective control and sanctions
mechanisms.

If we want to make the world safer together, then there is no way around such a system. I believe the United
Nations offers the right framework for such a regime.

Development cooperation, financial and trade policy, human rights policy, the police and military - hardly
any other player in the security sphere has such a broad combination of crisis management means at its disposal.
This multi-dimensional range of instruments is especially important because we know that the new threats
cannot be overcome by military means alone.

After all, we must not forget that the EU as such is the biggest European peace initiative in our history. It has
led to lasting peace on the European continent for the first time.

as I already mentioned, Europe is a “power in the making”. Especially now, when the EU is about to become
a genuine Union that makes a difference in foreign policy, the political and economic demands on its member
states are very high. And it is very hard to reliably assess how long it will need for the twofold process of European
integration - enlargement and the completion of political union.

The EU will therefore have to talk a lot in the coming weeks and months, mainly within the framework of the
Intergovernmental Conference, about whether and how a Union with 25 or more members will function and how
its foreign policy can be made more effective. These negotiations will not be easy. However, I am confident that
we will achieve good results. Only time will tell whether the European integration process will have to go through
one or another crisis to get there.

Values and Determination

Let me conclude by summing up: America and Europe can master the challenges of the 21st century, but
only if they act together.

In doing so, we must take into consideration three fundamental elements on both sides of the Atlantic. They
are crucial if we are to stand firm against and successfully counter the dangers of the 21st century.

The first element is the unconditional commitment of the Western democracies to their own fundamental
values - freedom, human rights, tolerance, democracy, the rule of law and the social market economy.

The second element is the commitment to and respect for an international order based on shared values,
the law, consent, cooperation and participation. Not an order based on force. But an order enabling the greatest
possible number of states and their citizens to participate politically, economically, socially and culturally in the
shaping of the globalized world.

And the third element is the political determination and military strength to avert new dangers. Both
components are necessary to destroy once and for all totalitarian networks and ideologies built on hatred.

The road to success for us, the Western democracies, should lie in combining these three elements, which
determine effective multilateralism. These principles, in my view, will guide us in making our joint contribution
towards a peaceful, just and democratic world order. We both believe in it, America and Europe.
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France: The New Channels of Power

 There are few countries that wonder as much as France does about the role they should play in the world.
When faced with this emotionally  charged issue, the French often hesitate between two attitudes:  overestimat-
ing or denigrating their abilities. What real assets does  France have to rely on in tomorrow’s world?

 The reaction which consists in believing that France is the bearer  of a universal message, and that its
mission, through the magic of  its language, is to explain, if not to guide, the world has led to  serious disillusion
in the past. French leaders who wanted to adopt  this approach were forced to acknowledge the real distribution
of  power in the world. They were accused of wanting to “travel first  class with a second class ticket”.

 The future lies with multilateral cooperation. The construction  programme for the International Space
Station (ISS) is bringing the  United States, Russia, the European Union, Canada and Japan  together. This
immense complex, which will be completed in 2003,  will be the largest structure Man has produced in space.
France  itself is helping to build the ATV (the space station’s automatic  refuelling vehicle), which will be launched
every twelve months by  the Ariane V rocket from the Kouru base in French Guyana.  But, at the same time,
mention of a France in decline, which would  have lost its power status, bears no relation to reality either. In
decline since when? Louis XIV or Napoleon 1st? Why not, but it all  depends on whether Austerlitz or Waterloo
are taken as the reference  point.

The myth of decline

 The truth is that the history of France is made up of periods of  triumph and of catastrophe, and the decline
of France, announced at  regular intervals since the Hundred Years War, the loss of the  colonies under Louis
XV, Waterloo, the defeat by Germany in 1870,  the wounds left by the First World War, the debacle in 1940 and
the  crushing defeats in Indochina and Algeria under the IVth Republic,  still do not seem relevant.

 It has also been said that the fall of the Berlin wall relativized  the traditional French assets (possession of
the nuclear weapon,  special position in the East/West divide), whether in relation to  the United States, which
may now take less account of France’s  uniqueness, or in relation to Germany which, reunified, has  readjusted
its attitude towards Paris.

 From now on France would be a medium-sized power and would be  affected by a nostalgia for greatness.
In the mathematical sense of  the term, this would mean that France ranks roughly 90th or 95th in  the world,
since the UN has 186 members. However, this  classification bears no relation to reality either. The reality is
that out of all these member states, very few are real powers, and  that France is effectively part of this small
group.

 Compared to the only superpower of North America, there are, in  fact, only ten or so member states which
meet the definition of  power insofar as they are more or less able to influence the policy  pursued by the other
countries. Not one of them, however, plays on  the whole gamut of power. France no more than the others. But
when  the various objective criteria of power are examined, they can be  seen to be in France’s favour.

France: The New Channels of Power
Pascal Boniface

PASCAL BONIFACE is Director of the Institute of International and Strategic Relations, Paris.



18 HRISQ 1 / 2004

Pascale Boniface
 France has been able to exploit a favourable geostrategic position.  She possesses the attributes of a real

power economically and  commercially (where she ranks 4th in the world in both cases),  technologically (above
and beyond the image of the country of the  good life, she excels in many high-tech fields, such as space,  high-
speed trains, telecommunications, aeronautics, etc.),  militarily (besides the nuclear weapon, she is one of the
few  countries able to put armed forces on every continent without  antagonizing public opinion) and in the arts.

Real influence in a multipolar world

 France must also be realistic enough to acknowledge that she is not  a superpower. She must have the
ambition of a country which  nevertheless represents a real power. She does not have a lower  ranking. She is
part of the extremely small circle of countries able  to decisively influence a great number of world issues. The
perception of a France in decline is the result of a dual error: an  error in how the past is represented (which has
never, in fact, been  a triumphal march), and an error in understanding the contemporary  international system
(no country is able to decide the course of  events on its own).

 This position which France holds is reinforced by the construction  of Europe. While a minority of the
French fear they are losing their  identity, the majority are aware that Europe is both a rampart and a  spring-
board for France.

 It is a rampart because France can defend its identity better in the  face of very rapid technological or
strategic change within a  European entity, where her partners are driven by a similar concern,  while being
aware of the need to cooperate. But it is also a  springboard because France today is one of the few countries
which  aims to make Europe a power rather than a mere economic area. Europe  as a strategic power does not
exist as yet, but it could in time  become one of the foremost powers of a multipolar world.

 Having embodied the fight for human rights over previous centuries,  France today must take up another
symbolic fight: the emergence of a  multipolar world, a universally accepted principle, which meets the  aspira-
tions of the major part of humanity. This is a worthier, more  inspiring fight than asking the world merely to
admire her, as those  who are nostalgic for the “eternal France” sometimes do.

 The present-day struggle, the emergence of a multipolar world,  satisfies both the interests of each nation-
ality and the future of  world stability. A unipolar world is not a healthy situation, since  the dominant power,
whichever it may be, is bound to have a tendency  to confuse its national interests and universal values.

 The alliance of nations is not compatible with the existence of a  single leader. The existence of a multipo-
lar, organized world as an  element of stability and greater freedom of choice for peoples and  nations will make
it possible to balance strategic stability,  peaceful relations and the right of peoples to self-determination.
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War on Terror Shapes US View of Global Security Environment

It is impossible to discuss United States counterterrorism policy in the wake of September 11th without use
of the word “war”.  US leaders have repeatedly characterized recent terrorist actions and America’s response to
the tragedy and horror of September 11th as a global “war” which threatens the national security of America, its
allies, our open and democratic way of life, and indeed the future of the world.  Certainly the casualty levels  —
close to 3,000 persons dead — are consistent what is commonly perceived as war.  Certainly, United States led
operations in Afghanistan look like war.

Yet many, especially outside the United States, see the phrase “War on Terrorism” as a misnomer.  When
members of the public think of war in its traditional sense, one generally thinks of nations fighting nations.
When military tacticians think of war, they tend to think in terms of superior military firepower to be used against
enemies who are clearly identified. Legal scholars, when they think of war, tend to think in terms of universally
accepted rules of conduct or constraints.  Traditionally wars end in a decisive victory or negotiated peace.

But the war on terrorism defies many, if not all, of these notions. Most of all, it is not likely to have a decisive
end. On the international diplomatic front, the global war on terrorism it is more akin to an initiative — an
ongoing process of indefinite duration. Wars are won or lost, but initiatives are measured in degrees of success
as the years pass.  That is what we will face for the foreseeable future: measured success, not victory.

Four Enduring Principles of US Policy

It is equally not feasible to discuss America’s post-September 11th anti-terrorism policy without reference
to the four pillars of U. S. policy most recently reiterated in the State Department’s April 2002 Patterns of Global
Terrorism report.  The report highlights “four enduring policy principles” of US counterterrorism strategy as laid
out by President Bush:

— First, make no concessions to terrorists and strike no deals;

— Second, bring terrorists to justice for their crimes;

— Third, isolate and apply pressure on states that sponsor terrorism to force them to change their behavior;

— Fourth, bolster the counterterrorist capabilities of those countries that work with the United States and
require assistance.

New and Developing US Policy Trends

As these four principles demonstrate, much in US policy in the wake of September 11th has remained the
same.  But much has changed, is changing, and can be expected to change in the future.  As the threat of
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terrorism evolves and is reinforced by the advent of real attacks and not just the potential for attacks, the
strategies and tactics of those who seek to counter terrorism will evolve as well.

Today, indications are strong that the Bush Administration is adopting a policy mindset for countering
terrorism dramatically different from that of previous years.  A framework for America’s new policy mindset is
becoming increasingly clear, namely that three situations exist that the United States is unwilling to accept:

(1) terrorists targeting of innocent civilians;

(2) leaders of countries pursuing weapons of mass destruction for offensive purposes;

(3) leaders of countries harboring terrorists.

As President Bush said in his May 23rd remarks to the German Bundestag: “there can be no lasting
security in a world of terrorists...for my nation or for any nation.”

Adoption of a More Proactive Policy

It is becoming increasingly clear, as well, that the United States is in the process of adopting a more
proactive policy to achieve its goals.  As a nation that has experienced the horrors and costs of September 11th,
as a nation that has experienced a taste of what catastrophic terrorism may bring in the future, America’s
leaders believe they can no longer afford the luxury of relying on strategies and tactics that allow potentially
catastrophic attacks to happen and after they are over, to react to them. Elements of such a proactive strategy
will undoubtedly be incorporated into the Administration’s first National Security Strategy likely to be released
early in the fall

Today, in the United States, we see major policy shifts emerging. Anti-terrorism policy is moving:

— from a policy of containment to one of preemption;

— from a policy of limited retaliatory use of military force to a policy of preemptive decisive military use of
force;

— from a policy of limited covert activity to a policy of enhanced covert action where the policy emphasis
is on action and not restrictions.

This is not to downplay an overriding US commitment to use force sparingly and only as a last resort.  First
and foremost, United States policy seeks active implementation of a broad range of diplomatic, legal and economic
measures designed to curb the activities of terrorist organizations and state sponsors. What is happening in
today’s enhanced threat environment, is that the range of options available to those who implement US policy
is being broadened; the portfolio of available operational tools is being expanded.

In his June 1st address to graduating cadets at the West Point Military Academy, President Bush
focused on the unprecedented nature of the defense challenge facing the United States and the world. He
stressed that “the gravest danger to freedom lies at the perilous crossroads of radicalism and technology.” In
carefully crafted language, the President announced that:

The war on terror will not be won on the defensive.  We must take the battle to the enemy,
disrupt his plans, and confront the worst threats before they emerge....Our security will require
all Americans to be forward-looking and resolute, to be ready for preemptive action when
necessary to defend our liberty and defend our lives.

In what commentators generally view as paving the ground for a new policy framework, a so-called “Bush
Doctrine”, the President stressed that:

deterrence - the promise of massive retaliation against nations - means nothing against shadowy
terrorist networks with no nation or citizens to defend.  Containment is not possible when
unbalanced dictators with weapons of mass destruction can deliver them ....to terrorist allies....
If we wait for threats to fully materialize, we will have waited too long.
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Two weeks later, on June 15th, Secretary of State Colin Powell, announced to reporters what some refer to

as the “terrorism corollary” to the Powell Doctrine which holds in part that the United States should be cautious
in commitment of force, but once committed, force should be overwhelming. Powell reportedly stressed that
President Bush’s new preemption policy could be used to justify an attack against a country as well as against
a stateless terrorist organization.

Similarly, Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld in a June 17th Pentagon briefing emphasized that:

It is simply a conscious decision on the part of the President of the United States, and I
believe the overwhelming majority of the American people, and certainly the Congress, that in
the event you have people who are determined and dedicated to killing innocent men, women
and children, that the only thing you can do is to try to find them and stop them.  And that is
what this global war on terrorism is all about.

Enhanced Reliance on Covert Operations

Indications are strong that covert operations will become an increasingly active component of America’s
anti-terror strategy.  Press reports indicate that in February 2002, President Bush approved a covert plan to
topple Saddam Hussein, which directs the CIA to use all available tools including special teams authorized to
kill current Iraqi President Saddam Hussein if acting in self defense.  Such reports dovetail with ongoing references
by Administration officials of a need to carry on the war behind the scenes.

Press reports indicate as well that the United States is approaching the point where it may be willing to
consider authorizing selective targeting of individual terrorists and their leaders when facing grave and imminent
terrorist threats and when prudent self-defense warrants such activity. The United States’ prohibition of
assassinations has long been the object of criticism within Administrations and Congress.  Critics have consistently
argued that past anti-terrorism policies that permitted targeting of terrorist infrastructure, but not individuals,
had the potential of causing unnecessary civilian deaths as it is a common practice for terrorists to locate
infrastructure in heavily populated civilian areas. Today, a viewpoint which permits selective targeting of terrorists
is arguably gaining ground in Administration policy circles at least under circumstances where such action
constitutes “self defense”.

Defining Terrorism by the Act and Not by the Motivation Generating the Act

A US statutory definition of terrorism [22USC 2656f(d)], frequently cited, defines terrorism as premeditated
politically motivated violence against non-combatants by groups or individuals, usually intended to influence an
audience.

Nevertheless, there appears to be a growing pragmatic trend in policy circles to define terrorism by the
nature of act and not the motivation behind it. Pushing such definitional criteria to the limit, it becomes immaterial
whether or not motivation is “political”.  Also, under such new definitional criteria, the form of “violence” employed
can be non-traditional such as a cyber attack.  Inherent in such an evolving definitional framework is recognition
that a terrorist act can be defined in terms which go beyond traditional concepts of physical injury, destruction,
and fear to include grave economic damage. This dovetails with the avowed objectives of a network like al
Qaida, which see attacking America’s economy and the global economic system as central objectives.

After the anthrax mailings in the US, President Bush expressed a growing national sentiment when he
announced that anyone who sends something deadly like anthrax through the mail is a terrorist.  The President’s
remarks came at a time when the FBI was considering whether the motive for the attacks might be economic
profit by some individual with a financial stake in vaccine development -hardly a traditional “political” terrorist
motivation.
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More recently, Defense Secretary Rumsfeld in a June 13th response to a press question whether Kashmiri

militants were freedom fighters or terrorists replied: “anyone who goes around and kills innocent men, women,
and children is a terrorist quite apart from what goes rattling around in their heads as to why they do it.”

In addition to the counter-terrorism policy trends and developments cited above, US policymakers are
placing increasing emphasis on:

(1) international cooperation and diplomacy;

(2) enhancing the capacity of other nations to combat terrorism;

(3) using economic assistance to combat terrorism;

(4) protecting the US homeland.

Enhancing Emphasis on International Cooperation and Diplomacy

The events of September 11th and their aftermath have poignantly emphasized that terrorism is a long
term global problem, with global membership and reach, and that a global response is required. Central to
success in combating international terrorism is international cooperation. Without international cooperation, a
global war on terrorism is doomed to fail. Central to Administration policy is a working coalition which links
together a whole range of national capabilities of differing countries including diplomatic, military, economic,
intelligence, law enforcement, and technological capabilities with relevance to combating terrorism.

This does not mean that each nation is expected to offer the same in the same degree. Each nation, it is
hoped, will bring to the table what it can to the degree that it is able.  Nor, does such a coalition concept preempt
the right or need for nations to take unilateral, bi-lateral or multilateral action independent of the coalition when
full consensus is not available or operational necessity dictates.

Many promising and new initiatives have been spawned as a result of this US led coalition drive.  Initiatives
and enhanced cooperative efforts with organizations as the UN, the EU, and the OAS, with the foreign media,
with nations such as Sudan, Libya, and for a short period of time, even with Iran.  Pursing such a diplomatic
front also forces the US and coalition partners to deal with a multitude of problems that complicate a global anti-
terrorism agenda, issues such as the Kashmir and Middle East disputes, corrupt regimes and potentates in the
Middle East, and to a lesser degree issues of sustainable development and global poverty.  In theory, a nation
such as the United States would be less prone to independent action which might bypass an organization like
NATO on terrorism issues than perhaps in the past, because of our newly enhanced emphasis on diplomacy.

Enhancing the Capacity of Nations to Combat Terrorism

If we examine US anti-terrorism policy in the wake of the events of September 11th one sees added
emphasis on enhancing the capacity of nations to combat terrorism This includes enhancing the ability of law
enforcement agencies, the banking community, and national legal frameworks to deal with terrorism. It includes
urging nations to commit more funding to counter terrorism; it includes providing technical expertise in areas
such as data management or forensics. It includes military and police training as well. Germany, for example,
has taken a lead role in equipping and training the Afghan police forces.

Central to this effort is the United States Anti-terrorism Assistance Program which has trained more than
35,000 officials from 152 countries in the past seventeen years.

When discussing the capacity of nations to combat terrorism, one issue which regularly arises in the
context of the US federal system is how to achieve better coordination between federal, state and local levels of
government.  I expect this may well be an issue in various European nations and that we have much to learn
from our respective experiences.
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Enhancing Economic Incentives in Conjunction with the Threat of Sanctions

Another trend appears to be emerging in US anti-terrorism policy: that of enhancing emphasis on foreign
assistance as a tool in the anti-terror portfolio. Since September 11th, Congress has provided approximately an
additional three billion dollars in economic and security assistance to combat terrorism overseas. Although not
formally stated, a strategy seems to be quietly emerging to broaden foreign assistance as one means of taking
away fertile breeding ground for the nurturing of terrorist groups.

This is not to say that US leadership buys unreservedly into the concept that poverty breeds terrorism, and
certainly not into the notion that poverty somehow justifies terrorism.  It is not to imply that the US policy
community feels that one can buy off terrorists, or would-be terrorists worldwide, by raising their standard of
living.  None of the September 11th hijackers were impoverished.  Usama bin Ladin can hardly be characterized
as poor, nor can many of his major financial supporters. Nevertheless, there is a growing recognition that
poverty can breed ignorance and despair and that despair can be exploited to support terrorist goals.

The events of September 11th and the renewed focus and utilization of foreign assistance as a tool to
promote US national interests have created an environment conducive to the expansion foreign assistance on
tracts parallel to economic and security assistance specifically designed to combat terrorism.  In March of this
year, President Bush announced creation of a Millennium Challenge Account to increase United States foreign
development assistance.  The result envisioned by the initiative is that by the year 2006, the level of United
States economic assistance would be five billion dollars higher than it would otherwise.  New levels of assistance
provided by the fund would be tied to performance by nations on a broad range of issues in the economic,
political and social arenas such as providing good government, allowing individual freedom, and general
investment in their people.

Enhancing Efforts to Protect the Homeland

On June 6th, President Bush called for creation of a new cabinet level Department of Homeland Security.
This, coupled with an ongoing series of congressional hearings designed to highlight lessons learned from a
failure to anticipate and prevent the events of September 11th , says it all. Americans today see themselves as
vulnerable to terrorism at home, on their soil.  An American Broadcasting Corporation (ABC) news poll taken in
early June 2002 indicated that 78% of those polled agreed that there was a need to give up civil liberties to
combat terrorism.

Inherent in the newly emerging American concept of homeland defense is the tactic of “defense in depth”:
first and foremost, stopping terrorists and terrorist activity before they infiltrate into the United States.  This
includes emphasis on securing the borders, securing US sea and air ports, and a recent emphasis on enhancing
seaport security of US maritime trading partners.

Issues for European Decisionmakers

I will conclude by highlighting some issues and challenges modern terrorism and the emerging United
States framework for response pose to European policymakers. How can we most effectively mesh our policies
for counterterrorism consistent with the different perspectives, roles, and destinies we each see for our people
and our nations?

Is there a Need to Rethink Perceptions of the Threat?

In the wake of the events of September 11th, Germany’s offer of help and rendering of support to United
States and coalition efforts was especially exemplary and thoroughly appreciated by the American public. The
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United States recognizes that the response of Germany as a friend and ally moved well beyond deeply engrained
post-war policies of not deploying forces outside of Europe.

But, a core issue, which appears yet to be resolved, is the degree to which popular European perceptions
of the terrorist threat may warrant examination.  To what degree is it appropriate for European nations and
populations to be thinking of themselves as targets of terrorism?  And not just in foreign locations like Tunisia,
where eleven German tourists were murdered in April.

Before the events of September 11th, the public in the United States primarily viewed terrorism as an
overseas issue.  True, Americans and American interests were seen as targets, but not on American soil.
Today, for Americans, terrorism is seen as a threat to our security inside the territory of the United States.

Moreover, before September 11th, many Americans perceived terrorism as primarily a law enforcement
issue, Today most perceive it as a national security threat as well with potential for mass casualties and widespread
havoc and destruction.

Before September 11th, Americans largely perceived the threat of terrorism as a foreign grown and based
phenomenon. Although such a perception is still the case, we are finding examples of support for al Qaida
actions within the United States and instances of Americans who were trained in al Qaida camps.  Only now are
we beginning a process which seriously grapples with the thought that, in the future, the United States may see
more instances of the “home grown” variety of terrorism.

All in all, Americans have significantly changed how they view terrorism and how they view the gravity of
the threat. Although, arguably, we were somewhat late in doing so.  Clearly, Europe’s experience differs from
ours  — especially regarding experience with home grown terrorism.  Moreover, Europe has had the experience
of viewing terrorism in a long term historical context. We can learn from each other here.

To what degree is it appropriate that terrorism be viewed as a law enforcement issue, and to what degree
should it also be seen as a tactical or strategic threat to state?  If the European perception today is primarily law
enforcement, what kind of a incident would it take to upgrade the perception of the threat?  And if indeed, the
level of threat perception should be upgraded, how does one accomplish returning to the normalcy of a threat
level where traditional civil liberties again take priority?

Is there a Need to Rethink Policies which Legitimize Indiscriminate Acts of Violence?

Is there a need to rethink viewpoints which label violent acts of groups such as radical Arab Palestinians as
legitimate.  What are the long term consequences of a policy which legitimizes or countenances the use of
indiscriminate acts of violence against civilians to redress what may be seen as legitimate political, social,
ethnic, economic, or religious grievances. Abortion to many is seen as killing, destruction of the environment is
seen by many as a crime against humanity, poverty is seen by many as the direct result of exploitation of the
poor by the rich with globalization as the force driving such exploitation.  The list of historical, current, and
emerging grievances potentially seen as just and noble goes on, and on.

In the past, when groups resorted to violence for their causes, the scenarios often played themselves out,
and varying forms of equilibrium were reached.  But can we, in the interconnected-hi-tech-world of today, afford
to let such violence run its course. I am currently involved in conducting a study at the National Academy of
Engineering which prioritizes threats and vulnerabilities to United States’ infrastructure. The potential threat
scenarios and the ease with which they can be accomplished are frightening. Today, and even more so in the
future, the availability of technology will give small groups the power to destroy beyond imagination.  Think of all
of us as being in a rowboat together. Can we afford to let some one in the boat explode a bomb, even if some,
or even many of us, have feelings of sympathy for the bomber’s political, ethnic, social, religious, or economic
grievance or cause?  The policies that we adopt today will to a large degree define the political landscape and
future order of the world we all live in.

National or regional isolationism no longer works for terrorism.  In the past, a popular sentiment in many
nations was: if violence is not committed on my soil, it is not my problem.  Today, when terrorism hits one victim,
it hits us all. When terrorism incubates in other countries, this has immediate relevance for our own security.
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Is There a Need to Rethink Strategies for Dealing with So-Called Rogue Regimes or for De-legitimizing
Radical Leaders?

An issue which frequently divides the United States and our European allies is how to effectively deal with
nations and leaders who support or countenance terrorism.  If we profit from business with them, and they from
business with us, do we gain influence which results in desired policy changes, or do we simply appease them
and support and contribute to the financing of activities which ultimately threaten us all?  What strategies are
effective in de-legitimizing radical leaders and radical elements in countries like Iran, and in regions like the
West Bank and Gaza?  What strategies best serve European interests?  Is the course of wisdom to de facto
support radical leaders, engage them, and hope that time or the process of engagement will result in desired
change?  Has Iran become more moderate as a result of European policies of engagement?  Has Chairman
Arafat? If we see moderation in a nation like Libya-to what degree are sanctions and US military force responsible?
To what degree is European engagement a determining factor?

There is thoughtful debate in the United States and other countries about how much action is warranted
and justifiable against a sovereign nation if that nation is permitting the foment of terrorism, is harboring terrorists,
or is developing weapons of mass destruction for offensive purposes. Especially in cases where weapons of
mass destruction for offensive purposes is at issue, if reasonable minds can agree on the offensive nature of
the threat, is a responsible course of action for national leaders to wait until the weapons are used and then
retaliate?

Differences in viewpoints and experiences on these and other issues can divide us.  But differences can
also serve as a tool to unite us.  What can we learn from each other as a result of our knowledge and experiences
that may change our respective policy approaches?  And if it is clear that we must differ, how do we best
cooperate and formulate a working approach that works in tandem with, and not against, our common goal of
combating terrorism?

Concluding Observations

Preemptive action, and the threat thereof, is a potent policy tool. President Bush in his West Point policy
address has stressed that Americans must be ready for preemptive action when necessary to defend our liberty
and defend our lives.  The challenge to United States and European policymakers is to exercise such options
wisely and to recognize which situations can be improved by use of preemptive action and which not. An added
challenge to policymakers is to ensure that preemptive action does not result in nations being unnecessarily
isolated from the coalition efforts we all seek to promote.

As United States leaders define our national security policy, it is clear that strategies will be included that
facilitate proactive and concerted actions against real, deadly, and immediate threats to our nation, and indeed,
to the future of humanity. Never before in history has the position of the United States and our European allies
been more powerful. But never before in history have the United States,our European allies, and the world been
so open and vulnerable. Never before in history have a committed few, bent on destruction, had the ability to
harm so many. Never before has the need for cooperation been so acute.
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The great Prussian philosopher of war, Carl von Clausewitz, believed that the “first, the supreme, most far-
reaching act of judgment that the statesman and the commander have to make is to establish the kind of war on
which they are embarking, neither mistaking it for, not trying to turn it into, something that is alien to its true
nature. This is the first of all strategic questions and the most comprehensive.”

In the wake of the al-Qaeda terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, on New York’s World Trade Center and
the Pentagon, the President declared a “war against terrorism of global reach.” Subsequently and repeatedly,
he and other administration officials used the terms “global war on terrorism,” “war on global terrorism,” “war on
terrorism,” “war on terror,” and “battle against international terrorism.” The “global war on terrorism,” complete
with its acronym, GWOT, soon became the most often used term.

The nature and parameters of the GWOT, however, remain frustratingly unclear. The administration has
postulated a multiplicity of enemies, including rogue states, weapons of mass destruction (WMD) proliferators,
terrorist organizations, and terrorism itself. It has also, at least for the purposes of mobilizing and sustaining
domestic political support for the war on Iraq and other potential preventive military actions, conflated them as
a general, undifferentiated threat. In so doing, the administration has arguably subordinated strategic clarity to
the moral clarity it seeks in foreign policy and may have set the United States on a path of open-ended and
unnecessary conflict with states and non-state entities that pose no direct or imminent threat to the United States.

Sound strategy mandates threat discrimination and reasonable harmonization of ends and means. The
GWOT falls short on both counts. Indeed, it may be misleading to cast the GWOT as a war; the military’s role
in the GWOT is still a work in progress, and the military’s “comfort level” with it is any event problematic.
Moreover, to the extent that the GWOT is directed at the phenomenon of terrorism, as opposed to flesh-and-
blood terrorist organizations, it sets itself up for strategic failure. Terrorism is a recourse of the politically
desperate and militarily helpless, and, as such, it is hardly going to disappear. The challenge of grasping the
nature and parameters of the GWOT is certainly not eased by the absence of a commonly accepted definition
of terrorism or by the depiction of the GWOT as a Manichaean struggle between good and evil, “us” versus
“them.”

WAR AND TERRORISM

We must address two issues that continue to impede understanding of the GWOT: its incomplete
characterization as a war, and the absence of an agreed upon definition of terrorism.

Is the GWOT a War?

American political discourse over the past several decades has embraced “war” as a metaphor for dealing
with all kinds of “enemies,” domestic and foreign. One cannot, it seems, be serious about dealing with this or that
problem short of making “war” on it. Political administrations accordingly have declared “war” on poverty,
illiteracy, crime, drugs—and now terrorism. Even political campaign headquarters have “war rooms,” and “war”
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is a term used increasingly to describe bitter partisan disputes on Capitol Hill. “War” is perhaps the most over-
used metaphor in America.

Traditionally, however, war has involved military operations between states or between a state and an
insurgent enemy for ultimate control of that state. In both cases the primary medium for war has been combat
between fielded military forces, be they regular (state) or irregular (non-state) forces. Yet terrorist organizations
do not field military forces as such and, in the case of al-Qaeda and its associated partners, are trans-state
organizations that are pursuing nonterritorial ends. As such, and given their secretive, cellular, dispersed, and
decentralized “order of battle,” they are not subject to conventional military destruction.

Indeed, the key to their defeat lies in the realms of intelligence and police work, with military forces playing
an important but nonetheless supporting role. Beyond the military destruction of al-Qaeda’s training and
planning base in Afghanistan, good intelligence—and luck—has formed the basis of virtually every other US
success against al-Qaeda. Intelligence-based arrests and assassinations, not divisions destroyed or ships
sunk, are the cutting edge of successful counterterrorism. If there is an analogy for the GWOT, it is the
international war on illicit narcotics.

But these “wars” on terrorism and drugs are not really wars as most Americans, including the professional
military, have come to understand the meaning of the term since the United States became a world power. By
traditional standards of what constitutes a war, the GWOT, like the drug war, qualifies, in so far as it
encompasses the military’s participation, as a “military operation other than war,” or MOOTW (to employ an
officially discarded but very useful term.) To be sure, the GWOT has so far encompassed two major military
campaigns, in Afghanistan and Iraq, but those campaigns were part of a much broader grand strategy and
struggle that has mobilized all elements of national power as well as the services of many other countries. The
proper analogy here may be the Cold War, a much larger and longer contest than the occasional hot wars—e.g.,
the Korean and Vietnam conflicts—that were waged on its behalf. Moreover, Operation Iraqi Freedom saddled
the US armed forces, especially the US Army, with costly and open-ended imperial policing and nation-building
responsibilities outside the professional military’s traditional mission portfolio. The major combat operational
phase of the war against Iraq unexpectedly and seamlessly morphed into an ongoing insurgent phase for which
most US ground combat forces are not properly trained.

Traditionally, most wars, especially those waged in the European tradition, have also had clear beginnings
and endings. On a certain day hostilities were declared or initiated, and on another certain day one side agreed
to stop fighting. But the line between war and peace was never as clear in the non-European world, and has been
steadily blurring for the United States since the end of the Cold War in part because it is difficult to obtain
conclusive military victories against irregular enemies who refuse to quit precisely because they cannot be
decisively defeated. Thus even though the Taliban and Saddam Hussein regimes were militarily smashed,
combat continues, even escalates, in Afghanistan and Iraq.

Traditional wars also provided clear standards of measuring success in the form of territory gained and
enemy forces destroyed or otherwise removed from combat. But these standards were always of limited utility
against irregular enemies that fought to different standards of success, and they are of practically no use in
gauging success against a terrorist threat like al-Qaeda. Terrorism expert Bruce Hoffman notes that terrorists “do
not function in the open as armed units, generally do not attempt to seize or hold territory, deliberately avoid
engaging enemy military forces in combat and rarely exercise any direct control or sovereignty over either
territory or population.” Additionally, al-Qaeda has demonstrated impressive regenerative powers, in part
because, as Daniel Byman points out, it is:

not just a distinct terrorist organization: it is a movement that seeks to inspire and coordinate
other groups and individuals. Even if Al-Qaeda is taking losses beyond its ability to recuperate,
there is still a much broader Islamist movement that is hostile to the United States, seeks to
overthrow US allies and is committed to mass casualty terrorist violence. . . . The conceptual
key is this: Al-Qaeda is not a single terrorist group but a global insurgency.

Against such an enemy, tallies of dead and captured are dubious, although the capture of al-Qaeda leaders
contributes to success by removing dangerous operatives from circulation and providing new sources of
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intelligence on al-Qaeda. The analogy here is the failure of the body-count standard in Vietnam. The United States
confronted in the Vietnamese Communists, as in the fight against al- Qaeda, an enemy of extraordinary tenacity
and discipline that was more than capable of replacing the great losses inflicted by the US forces. (A strategy of
attrition, which the United States pursued in Vietnam, is problematic against an enemy able to control his losses
by retaining the tactical and operational initiative. In the Vietnam War, Communist forces initiated 75-80 percent of
all firefights and generally did not hesitate to break off action when losses approached the unacceptable.)

The ultimate measure of success in the GWOT will be diminished incidence and scope of terrorist attacks—
i.e., non-occurring events. From an analytical standpoint, however, this is an unsatisfactory measure of success.
As in the case of gauging the success of deterrence, which also rests on nonevents, there is no way to prove a
cause and effect relationship. Moreover, even manifestly disruptive counterterrorist operations can have self-
defeating unintended consequences. In the wake of the overthrow of the Saddam Hussein regime in Iraq, which
the administration hailed as a great victory in the GWOT, the International Institute for Strategic Studies issued
a report concluding that, notwithstanding al-Qaeda’s loss of its infrastructure in Afghanistan and the killing or
capture of perhaps one-third of its leadership, al-Qaeda is “now reconstituted and doing business in a somewhat
different manner, but more insidious and just as dangerous as in its pre-11 September incarnation.” More
insidious because the West’s “counter-terrorism effort . . . perversely impelled an already highly decentralized
and elusive transnational terrorist network to become even harder to identify and neutralize.” Among other
things, the destruction of its camps in Afghanistan meant that al-Qaeda “no longer concentrated its forces in
clusters discernible and targetable from the air,” which in turn meant that the “lion’s share of the counter-terrorism
burden rested on law enforcement and intelligence agencies.”

It should be noted that the President, though apparently wedded to the use of the term “war,” clearly
recognizes that the GWOT is “a new kind of war fought by a new kind of enemy,” a statement that echoed the
Secretary of Defense’s observation just weeks after the 9/11 attacks, that “this will be a war like none other our
nation has faced. . . . Our opponent is a global network of terrorist organizations and their state sponsors. . . .
Even the vocabulary of this war will be different.”

In sum, the GWOT contains elements of war and non-war. It is an orchestrated mélange of combat
operations, military operations other than war, and operations conducted by various nonmilitary departments of
government. Colin Gray observes:

The conflict with global terrorism . . . bears more resemblance to a protracted hunt than it does
to what most people understandably call a war. The cutting edge of the counterrorist effort is
likely to be intelligence, especially multinational cooperation on intelligence, and muscular
policework. All of which is fairly plausible, but it is by no means certain that US national security
strategy reduces to chasing terrorists of no fixed abode. Terrorists and their backers do provide
some targets for military action, and the jury will long be out on just how significant a challenge
they pose to American vital interests, including the world order of which the United States is the
principal guardian.

What Is Terrorism?

Sound strategy requires a clear definition of the enemy. The GWOT, however, is a war on something whose
definition is mired in a semantic swamp. Even inside the US Government, different departments and agencies
use different definitions reflecting different professional perspectives on the subject. A 1988 study counted 109
definitions of terrorism that covered a total of 22 different definitional elements. Terrorism expert Walter Laqueur
also has counted over 100 definitions and concludes that the “only general characteristic generally agreed upon
is that terrorism involves violence and the threat of violence.” Yet terrorism is hardly the only enterprise involving
violence and the threat of violence. So does war, coercive diplomacy, and barroom brawls.

The current US national security strategy defines terrorism as simply “premeditated, politically motivated
violence against innocents.” This definition, however, begs the question of who is innocent and by what
standards is innocence determined. The US firebombing of Japanese cities in 1945 certainly terrified their
inhabitants, many of whom were women and children who had nothing to do with Japan’s war effort. And what
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about threatened as opposed to actual violence? Is not the inducement of fear a major object of terrorism, and
is not threatened action a way of inducing fear? Is not the very threat of terrorist attack terrorism?

The Defense Department officially defines terrorism as the “calculated use of unlawful violence to inculcate
fear; intended to coerce or intimidate governments or societies in pursuit of goals that are generally political,
religious, or ideological.” The US National Strategy for Combating Terrorism places similar emphasis on
terrorism as a non-state phenomenon directed against the state and society; terrorism is “premeditated,
politically motivated violence perpetrated against non-combatant targets by subnational groups or clandestine
agents.”

The problem with both these definitions is that they exclude state terrorism, which since the French
Revolution has claimed far more victims—in the tens of millions—than terrorism perpetrated by non-state actors.
The lethality of the likes of al-Qaeda, the Tamil Tigers, and Sendero Luminoso pales before the governmental
terrorism of Stalinist Russia, Mao’s China, Pol Pot’s Cambodia, and of course Saddam Hussein’s Iraq. By
excluding state terrorism these definitions moreover give states facing violent internal challenges, even
challenges based on legitimate grievances (e.g., Kurdish and Shiite uprisings against Saddam Hussein), the
benefit of the moral doubt, and in so doing invite such states to label their internal challenges “terrorism” and to
employ whatever means they deem necessary, including the terrorism of counterterrorist operations of the kind
practiced by the French in Algeria and the Russians in Chechnya.

Perhaps inadvertently, the contemporary language on terrorism has become, as Conor Gearty puts it, “the
rhetorical servant of the established order, whatever and however heinous its own activities are.” Because the
administration has cast terrorism and terrorists as always the evilest of evils, what the terrorist does “is always
wrong [and] what the counter-terrorist has to do to defeat them is therefore invariably, necessarily right. The
nature of the [established] regime, the kind of action that is possible against it, the moral situation in which
violence occurs—none of these complicating elements matters a jot against the contemporary power of the
terrorist label.” Thus Palestinian terrorism is condemned while Ariel Sharon is hailed as a man of peace. Richard
Falk observes that:

“Terrorism” as a word and concept became associated in US and Israeli discourse with anti-
state forms of violence that were so criminal that any method of enforcement and retaliation
was viewed as acceptable, and not subject to criticism. By so appropriating the meaning of
this inflammatory term in such a self-serving manner, terrorism became detached from its
primary historical association dating back to the French Revolution. In that formative setting,
the state’s own political violence against its citizens, violence calculated to induce widespread
fear and achieve political goals, was labeled as terrorism.

 The definitional mire that surrounds terrorism stems in large measure from differing perspectives on the
moral relationship between objectives sought and means employed. It is easy for the politically satisfied and
militarily powerful to pronounce all terrorism evil regardless of circumstance, but, like it or not, those at the other
end of the spectrum are bound to see things differently. Condemning all terrorism as unconditionally evil strips
it of political context and ignores its inherent attraction to the militarily helpless. This is not to condone terrorism;
it is simply to recognize that it can reflect rational policy choice.

Terrorism, like guerrilla warfare, is a form of irregular warfare, or “small war” so defined by C. E. Callwell in
his classic 1896 work, Small Wars, Their Principles and Practice, as “all campaigns other than those where both
sides consist of regular troops.” As such, terrorism, like guerrilla warfare, is a weapon of the weak against a
“regular” (i.e., conventional) enemy that cannot be defeated on his own terms or quickly. Absent any prospect
of a political solution, what options other than irregular warfare, including terrorism (often a companion of
guerrilla warfare), are available to the politically desperate and militarily helpless? Was Jewish terrorism against
British rule in Palestine, such as the 1946 Irgun bombing attack (led by future Nobel Peace Prize Winner
Menachem Begin) on the King David Hotel in Jerusalem (killing 93, including 17 Jews), justified as a means of
securing an independent Jewish state? “Terrorism may be the only feasible means of overthrowing a cruel
dictatorship, the last resort of free men and women facing intolerable persecution,” argues Laqueur. “In such
conditions, terrorism could be a moral imperative rather than a crime—the killing of Hitler or Stalin early on in his
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career would have saved the lives of millions of people.” In short, in circumstances where the choice is between
one of two evils, might selection of a lesser evil be justified? The United States chose to fight alongside Stalin
to defeat Hitler, and it effectively became a co-belligerent with Saddam Hussein in Iraq’s war with the Ayatollah
Khomeini’s Iran. In both cases, the United States allied itself with two of the 20th century’s greatest practitioners
of state terrorism for the purpose of defeating what it at the time regarded as the greater evil.

Morally black and white choices are scarce in a gray world. One man’s terrorist can in fact be another’s
patriot. “Is an armed Kurd a freedom fighter in Iraq but a terrorist in Turkey?” asks Tony Judt. “Were al-Qaeda
volunteers terrorists when they joined the US financed war [against the Soviets] in Afghanistan?”

To be sure, consensus on the definition of terrorism is hardly necessary to prosecute counterterrorist
operations against specific terrorist organizations. We know a terrorist act when we see one, and we know that
al-Qaeda is an enemy. But lack of definitional consensus does impede the study of terrorism, which is a
necessary component of dealing with the phenomenon itself.

BOUNDING THE GWOT

The global war on terrorism as currently defined and waged is dangerously indiscriminate and ambitious,
and accordingly that its parameters should be readjusted to conform to concrete US security interests and the
limits of American power. Such a readjustment requires movement from unrealistic to realistic war aims and from
unnecessarily provocative to traditional uses of military force. Specifically, a realistically bounded GWOT
requires the following measures:

(1) Deconflate the threat. This means, in both thought and policy, treating rogue states separately from
terrorist organizations, and separating terrorist organizations at war with the United States from those that are
not. Approaching rogue states and terrorist organizations as an undifferentiated threat ignores critical
differences in character, threat level, and vulnerability to US military action. Al- Qaeda is an undeterrable
transnational organization in a war with the United States that has claimed the lives of thousands of Americans.
North Korea is a (so far) deterrable (and destroyable) state that is not in a hot war with the United States.
Similarly, lumping together all terrorist organizations into a generic threat of terrorism gratuitously makes the
United States an enemy of groups that do not threaten US security interests. Terrorism may be a horrendous
means to any end, but do the Basque E.T.A. and the Tamil Tigers really threaten the United States? Strategy
involves choice within a framework of scarce resources; as such, it requires threat discrimination and
prioritization of effort.

(2) Substitute credible deterrence for preventive war as the primary policy for dealing with rogue states
seeking to acquire WMD. This means shifting the focus of US policy from rogue state acquisition of WMD to
rogue state use of WMD. There is no evidence that rogue state use of WMD is undeterrable via credible threats
of unacceptable retaliation or that rogue states seek WMD solely for purposes of blackmail and aggression.
There is evidence, however, of failed deterrence of rogue state acquisition of WMD; indeed, there is evidence
that a declared policy of preventive war encourages acquisition. Preventive war in any case alienates friends and
allies, leaving the United States isolated and unnecessarily burdened (as in Iraq). A policy of first reliance on
deterrence moreover does not foreclose the option of preemption; striking first is an inherent policy option in any
crisis, and preemption, as opposed to preventive war, has legal sanction under strict criteria. Colin Gray
persuasively argues against making preventive war “the master strategic idea for [the post-9/11 era]” because
its “demands on America’s political, intelligence, and military resources are too exacting.” The United States:

has no practical choice other than to make of deterrence all that it can be. . . . If this view is
rejected, the grim implication is that the United States, as the sheriff of world order, will require
heroic performances from those policy instruments charged with cutting-edge duties on behalf
of preemptive or preventive operations. Preemption or prevention have their obvious attractions
as contrasted with deterrence, at least when they work. But they carry the risk of encouraging a
hopeless quest for total security.
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Dr. Condoleezza Rice got it right in 2000: “[T]he first line of defense [in dealing with rogue states] should
be a clear and classical statement of deterrence—if they do acquire WMD, their weapons will be unusable
because any attempt to use them will bring national obliteration.”

(3) Refocus the GWOT first and foremost on al-Qaeda, its allies, and homeland security. This may be
difficult, given the current preoccupation with Iraq. But it was, after all, al-Qaeda, not a rogue state, that
conducted the 9/11 attacks, and it is al-Qaeda, not a rogue state, that continues to conduct terrorist attacks
against US and Western interests worldwide. The war against Iraq was a detour from, not an integral component
of, the war on terrorism; in fact, Operation Iraqi Freedom may have expanded the terrorist threat by establishing
a large new American target set in an Arab heartland. The unexpectedly large costs incurred by Operation Iraqi
Freedom and its continuing aftermath probably will not affect funding of the relatively cheap counterterrorist
campaign against al-Qaeda. But those costs most assuredly impede funding of woefully underfunded homeland
security requirements.

Indeed, homeland security is probably the greatest GWOT opportunity cost of the war against Iraq.
Consider, for example, the approximately $150 billion already authorized or requested to cover the war and
postwar costs (with no end in sight). This figure exceeds by over $50 billion the estimated $98.4 billion shortfall
in federal funding of emergency response agencies in the United States over the next 5 years. The estimate is
the product of an independent task force study sponsored by the Council on Foreign Relations and completed
in the summer of 2003. The study, entitled Emergency Responders: Drastically Underfunded, Dangerously
Unprepared, concluded that almost two years after 9/11, “the United States remains dangerously ill-prepared to
handle a catastrophic attack on American soil” because of, among other things, acute shortages of radios among
firefighters, WMD protective gear for police departments, basic equipment and expertise in public health
laboratories, and hazardous materials detection equipment in most cities.” And emergency responders
constitute just one of dozens of underfunded homeland security components.

(4) Seek rogue-state regime change via measures short of war. Forcible regime change of the kind
undertaken in Iraq is an enterprise fraught with unexpected costs and unintended consequences. Even if
destroying the old regime entails little military risk, as was the case in Iraq, the task of creating a new regime can
be costly, protracted, and strategically exhausting. Indeed, it is probably fair to say that the combination of US
preoccupation in postwar Iraq and the more formidable resistance a US attack on Iran or North Korea almost
certainly would encounter effectively removes both of those states as realistic targets of forcible regime change.
The United States has in any event considerable experience in engineering regime change by measures short
of war (e.g., covert action); and even absent regime change there are means, such as coercive diplomacy and
trade/aid concessions, for altering undesirable regime behavior. Additionally, even the most hostile regimes can
change over time. Gorbachev’s Russia would have been unrecognizable to Stalin’s, as would Jiang Zemin’s
China to Mao’s.

(5) Be prepared to settle for stability rather than democracy in Iraq, and international rather than US
responsibility for Iraq. The United States may be compelled to lower its political expectations in Iraq and by
extension the Middle East. Establishing democracy in Iraq is clearly a desirable objective, and the United States
should do whatever it can to accomplish that goal. But if the road to democracy proves chaotic and violent or if
it is seen to presage the establishment of a theocracy via “one man, one vote, one time,” the United States might
have to settle for stability in the form of a friendly autocracy of the kind with which it enjoys working relationships
in Cairo, Riyadh, and Islamabad. This is certainly not the preferred choice, but it may turn out to be the only one
consistent with at least the overriding near-term US security interest of stability. Similarly, the United States may
have to accept a genuine internationalization of its position in Iraq. A UN-authorized multinational force
encompassing contingents from major states that opposed the US war against Iraq would both legitimize the
American presence in Iraq as well as share the blood and treasure burden of occupation/reconstruction, which
the United States is bearing almost single-handedly.
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(6) Reassess US force levels, especially ground force levels. Operation Iraqi Freedom and its aftermath
argue strongly for an across-the- board reassessment of US force levels. Though defense transformation
stresses (among other things) substitution of technology for manpower, postwar tasks of pacification and nation-
building are inherently manpower-intensive. Indeed, defense transformation may be counterproductive to the
tasks that face the United States in Iraq and potentially in other states the United States may choose to subdue
and attempt to recreate. Frederick A. Kagan argues that the reason why “the United States [has] been so
successful in recent wars [but] encountered so much difficulty in securing its political aims after the shooting
stopped” lies partly in “a vision of war” that “see[s] the enemy as a target set and believe[s] that when all or most
of the targets have been hit, he will inevitably surrender and American goals will be achieved.” This vision
ignores the importance of “how, exactly, one defeats the enemy and what the enemy’s country looks like at the
moment the bullets stop flying.” For Kagan, the “entire thrust of the current program of military transformation of
the US armed forces . . . aims at the implementation and perfection of this sort of target-set mentality.” More to
the point:

If the most difficult task facing a state that desires to change the regime in another state is
securing the support of the defeated populace for the new government, then the armed forces of
that state must do more than break things and kill people. They must secure critical population
centers and state infrastructure. They have to maintain order and prevent the development of
humanitarian catastrophes likely to undermine American efforts to establish a stable new regime.

These tasks require not only many “boots on the ground” for long periods of time, but also recognition that:

If the US is to undertake wars that aim at regime change and maintain its current critical role in
controlling and directing world affairs, then it must fundamentally change its views of war. It is
not enough to consider simply how to pound the enemy into submission with stand-off forces.
War plans must also consider how to make the transition from that defeated government to a
new one. A doctrine based on the notion that superpowers don’t do windows will fail in this task.
Regime change is inextricably intertwined with nation-building and peacekeeping. Those elements
must be factored into any such plan from the outset. . . . To effect regime change, US forces
must be positively in control of the enemy’s territory and population as rapidly and continuously
as possible. That control cannot be achieved by machines, still less by bombs. Only human
beings interacting with other human beings can achieve it. The only hope for success in the
extension of politics that is war is to restore the human element to the transformation equation.

Americans have historically displayed a view of war as a substitute for politics, and the US military has
seemed congenitally averse to performing operations other than war. But the Kagan thesis does underscore the
importance of not quantitatively disinvesting in ground forces for the sake of a transformational vision. Indeed,
under present and foreseeable circumstances the possibility of increasing ground force end-strengths should be
examined.

The global war on terrorism as presently defined and conducted is strategically unfocused, promises much
more than it can deliver, and threatens to dissipate US military and other resources in an endless and hopeless
search for absolute security. The United States may be able to defeat, even destroy, al-Qaeda, but it cannot rid
the world of terrorism, much less evil.
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It is possible to put the security threat to Europe and the Western world in perspective. The situation is
serious: blood will be shed in Western countries, as it will be impossible to prevent each and every attack. Some
incidents will take the lives of as many people as the 11 September attacks did. Yet there is nothing in the threat
environment that should force us to believe that the period of Western ascendancy is coming to an end. The
terrorists are not a majority movement even within their own culture; their means, even if they may involve some
deadly chemical and biological agents, are limited. Many of them will be caught and detained in the coming
years. The survival of their leadership is all but granted. It will certainly be a long, hard struggle, but it will not be
a fundamental, deadly challenge to the West.

In the case of ‘rogue states’, this is even more true. Their capabilities to threaten and to kill will remain
limited, and can be restricted even more by prudent, cooperative Western policies. A policy of diplomacy and
cooperation, where appropriate, deterrence and containment, where needed, and mandated military action,
where inescapable, will contain the threat to a manageable order of magnitude. Links between them and
‘megaterrorists’ are unlikely and can in any case be handled by a combination of diplomacy and deterrence.

The conclusion on threat analysis is thus that we have to keep our guard up and be extremely vigilant, but
we have no need to panic. What is imperative is to avoid remedies that make the situation worse. The most
essential thing – and unfortunately, it is a big challenge at the same time – is that the leader of the Western world,
the United States, should understand this message.

11 September came as a great shock to the United States. That is, it was not anticipated by the broad public
and those sections of the elite that had not thought through the implications of the 1993 abortive attack on the
World Trade Center, the significance of the growing terrorist intrigue against US targets worldwide, and the very
clear pronouncements by Osama bin Laden in 1996 and 1998, with threats to take murderous action to the US
homeland, and to kill civilians as well as military personnel indiscriminately. Those events have changed the
American public’s understanding of security and have created a window of opportunity for those sections of the
US political and security elite that had a clear unilateralist and hegemonic agenda even before the attacks. With
this change in worldview, new requirements are put to America’s allies to which the Europeans are forced to
react.

Terrorism and the Threat to America’s Allies

The United States is the terrorist’s prime target. It is not only the leader of the Western world, the signpost
of a liberal, consumerist and largely secular culture (though one should note that Europe is more secular than
the United States, where religion plays a much more significant part in public and even political life). The United
States is also the leading military, political, and economic power and attracts the feeling of resentment of those
whose aspirations for a better life have been frustrated – as much by the poor performance of their own
governments as by the repercussions of the international economic system promoted by the United States. On
top of the grievances of those who fight the United States from politico-religious motivations, however, is
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America’s role as the protector of Muslim regimes that are perceived as apostatic, and of Israel, which is seen
by the fanatics as an imperial implant in holy Muslim lands by the “Jew/Crusaders”.

Europe is only second in the line of fire, but is in the line anyway. Al-Zuwahiri’s threats to the United Kingdom
and Germany, followed by later confirmation, apparently by Osama bin Laden himself, cannot escape the
terrorist thereat just by playing dead or acting as America’s poodle. In that sense, American capabilities in the
fight against transnational ‘megaterrorism’ remain an asset for European security. The same is true for the US
capacity to serve as a stabilizer for regions in which Europe has strong interests but is not capable by itself to
pacify, such as the Persian Gulf. The Atlantic Alliance, then, remains an important asset for European security,
even though close allegiance to the United States might attract more rather than less attention from terrorists.
This is a short-term consideration that should not overshadow the long-term common interest that Europe and
the United States have in fighting and eliminating the terrorist threat. This interest is based not only on a claim
to preserve Western dominance, preserve the smooth functioning of a liberal world economic system, or just fight
off tremendous physical threats to the state and its citizens. It is also motivated by the defense of a free society
against its compete opposite: a hopeless, totalitarian empire of bigotry in which the centuries-old achievements
of equal human rights, the containment of state power, and an independent judiciary would be eliminated. This
is not just a “Western civilization” project, but one in which the West shares a distinct, value-based interest.
Whatever divisive elements persist, alas, in the transatlantic relationship, as is discussed below, this solid rock
of commonality must not be forgotten.

At the same time, it must be realized that by demonstrating solidarity with America, Europe is consciously
increasing the terrorist risk to itself. It is highly unlikely that, for example, Germany would have entered the al
Qaeda target screen were it not for the presence of German soldiers in Afghanistan. Likewise, Britain is attracting
attention for its role as the staunchest ally of the United States. Bin Laden’s 2002 message is quite clear in that
regard and is not open to misinterpretation. It is all the more disturbing that leading US conservative intellectuals
badly underrate the military contribution Europe is making to Western security, despite the gulf between
European and US capabilities. Even more disturbing, people advising the US government, such as Richard
Perle and members of the Administration itself, depict the Europeans as a pacifist bunch of wimps. Whether it
is simple autism or a political ego swollen out of all proportion that explains this ignorance, the Atlantic Alliance
will not survive if European blood is shed on America’s behalf and yet this arrogant attitude within the US
conservative elite persists.

US hegemonic objectives and the role of the European Union

In this context, it would be naive to overlook the risks that the policies of the Bush administration present to
the European project. If we turn our attention from the issue of the physical integrity of European territories and
their populations and focus on the integrity of European institutions and the continued development of European
integration, the relationship loses some of its positive connotations. And beware, this is not simply a question of
asymmetric power between the allies, as some would suggest. It has to do with conscious policy choices in
Washington that deviate significantly and clearly, not just from what most Europeans prefer but also from what
has been US mainstream policy since President Woodrow Wilson, and has formed the joint European-American
platform and vision throughout the Cold War and beyond.

First, the Bush administration has continued the traditional US policy of trying to impede progress in
European foreign and defense policies when such progress threatens to challenge US preponderance. The
origins of this US stance go back a long way: from Henry Kissinger’s claim to US representation in “European
Political Cooperation” to the harsh refusal of the 1981 Venice Declaration by the Council on the Middle East
conflict and the virtual prohibition, a few years later, on consultation on SDI, the most important security issue
at the time, within the WEU framework, to Madeleine Albright’s “Three D’s” in European defense policy (no
duplication, no decoupling, and no discrimination), notably a duplication of those capabilities such as command
and communications satellite surveillance, that could give Europe a truly independent operational capability,
there is a consistent strategy: to welcome European efforts as long as they are embedded in a framework that
gives the ascendency to US preferences, but to react with hostility if a common European will or a capacity to act
independently appears to be emerging.
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The post 11-September policy betrays a clear language. The US accepted NATO’s invocation of Article 5

of the Washington treaty but dealt with the military requirements not through the Atlantic Council but on a one-
to-one basis with those allies who, in the American view, had something to offer. The campaign, as well as
politico-military preparation for the follow-up confrontation with Iraq, was conducted in close cooperation with the
United Kingdom, sidelining the rest of Europe from the beginning.

The build-up to the Iraq crisis was also, significantly, prepared by Washington with Britain, but without
proper consultation within the North Atlantic Council or, more generally, on a broader basis. Germany was under
pressure because of its previous imprudent decision to comply with US demands to put a BC defense unit and
related equipment (Fuchs “sniffer” light tanks) into Kuwait, where their only conceivable mission would be to
serve as a back up in a war against Iraq. When the discussion in Washington on a unilateral, anti-regime war took
off without any consultation, Berlin felt it was being taken fro granted and reacted sharply. Carried away by
favorable public opinion, the Chancellor then took the decision not to participate in a campaign in any
circumstances, even under a UN mandate and independent of any actions Saddam Hussein himself might take,
thereby effectively forestalling a common European position. Prime Minister Blair, emulating the US position and
turning to the UN only after strong objections reflected in public opinion polls and the media, in his party and even
within his cabinet, prevented European unity from the other side. Almost by default, France alone pursued a
position that should have been the European one. It is not as if the European countries were innocent of this
imminent disaster for European common foreign and security policy. But it is equally true that Washington played
a game, well and probably consciously, that would keep the Europeans divided, as it effectively did.

Second, the National Security Strategy has formulated its rationale in a way that leaves no room for
misunderstanding: the United States must forestall the emergence of every serious contender for power.
Measured in terms of population, GDP, financial capabilities, technological advancement, and aggregated
military power, the European Union comes closest to this state. Enlargement will bring this position only into
sharper focus: with 450 million citizens, Europe will surpass the US population by more than fifty percent. GDP
will be within about ten percent of that of America. If the experience of previous accessions, namely a fairly rapid
catching up by the newcomers to average per-capita GDP, is repeated, EU GDP will surpass that of America
within a decade or so after enlargement becomes effective. This will most likely also strengthen the position of
the Euro against the Dollar, as the economic space supporting the Euro will become larger and stronger.

Of course, Europe would not be a rival on par with China (if China emerges into what some US security
analysts fear it will). But a Europe that spoke with one voice on important world political issues and could field
significant military power could not be taken for granted but would have to be taken seriously. Talking with an
adult, even one of smaller size than oneself, is definitely different from speaking to fifteen dwarves.

Washington is trying to avoid this. It is for this reason that it tries to force its own priorities upon Europe. One
of them is to spend more money on defense, an idea that understandably gets a sympathetic hearing in European
defense circles. But again, looking at aggregate defense spending in the Union – and taking into account
variations in exchange rates and therefore buying power – Europe spends somewhat less than half as much on
defense as the United States, and that is after all still an enormous sum. Europe does not have the same needs.
It does not need to maintain a four-figure number of nuclear warheads with corresponding means of delivery, and
a much larger reserve force. It does not need twelve aircraft carrier groups, and would probably not in the next
few years spend very large sums on territorial missile a defense system. It is quire probable that Europe can meet
its security needs within the limits of its present and foreseeable aggregate defense spending. It will not meet
these needs, however, with the present spending structure. With fifteen staffs and fifteen procurement
processes, Europe’s armed forces are too manpower heavy in the most expensive personnel sector – staff
officers and highly qualified civilian staff. The personnel:investment ration in defense budgets is biased towards
the first item, and while some countries (Britain and France in particular) have started streamlining, Europe as
a whole has not. By depending on largely national procurement procedures, with the exception of some
spectacular collaborative projects, they fail to benefit from possible economics of scale and spend more per
defense item than they would in a unified market. Increasing defense expenditure nevertheless leaves these
redundant structure intact, thereby keeping Europeans from integrating their defense policies.

Third, competing visions in Washington and Brussels on the Union’s character and role correspond to their
competing visions of world order. Washington has come to think in strictly hierarchical terms, with a strong
emphasis on military power. The United States stands at the top of the order, enforcing stability, if need be by
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fore, on the basis of a national decision. US freedom of action must not be constrained. As Pierre Hassner has
succinctly put it:

[...]the absolute right that the United States currently claims to make sovereign judgements
over what is right and wrong, particularly in the respect of the use of force, and to exempt
itself with an absolutely clear conscience from all the rules that it proclaims and applies to
others...The Americans are absolutely against any encroachment on their own sovereignty,
but absolutely in favor of intervention against others’.

Seen from this particular standpoint on order, and with the exceptional place the United States has within
it, the renunciation of multilateralism makes sense. The refusal to join the anti-personnel mine ban of the Ottawa
Convention and the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, the fight against amending the Biological Weapons
Convention and against the International Criminal Court, the disinterest in negotiating rules of the road for the
military use of outer space and the decision to withdraw from the ABM Treaty are a reflection of this view of the
world.

American Unilateralism and the European Concept of World Order

At the same time, US aversion against multilateralism goes beyond the strategic aim of preventing
international rule from encroaching upon America’s exceptional position of unbounded leadership and extends
to the preservation of broader American preferences (notably explicitly conservative ones): US abstention from
the Kyoto Protocol underwrites America’s idiosyncratic form of energy consumption, the determination not to
ratify the Biodiversity Convention secures the right of US pharmaceutical companies to exploit the South’s
bioresources while protecting their patents derived therefrom, and the lackluster approach to any serious effort
to tackle the roots of the abundance of small arms around the globe defends the unrestricted right of Americans
to bear arms under the Second Amendment and pleases the National Rifle Association, a powerful domestic
lobby organization and staunch supporter of conservative republicans. The US vision of world order, therefore,
not only serves to maintain a given hegemonic hierarchy of international relations with a view to preserving
stability and peace together with American dominance, but is also instrumental in pushing through idiosyncratic,
substantial political positions that emerge from a certain narrow spectrum within the US polity.

This vision of the world thus comes into conflict with European preferences on two counts. The Europeans
think more in terms of partnership (however unequal), with a central role for international law, multilateralism,
and international organizations. They accept the inevitability of coming to arrangements with states that are not
(yet) democracies and may have divergent – but not necessarily violently antagonistic – views and interests from
the West. The Europeans are for the time being more prepared than their American partners to find ways to
accommodate those interests and views in a culturally and politically heterogenous world, rather than deal with
them through isolation, confrontation, and unfettered power asymmetry. This is not a world without violence;
Europeans have lived too long at the eye of the storm to be naive about this. But they wish the use of force to be
subject to law, not to be the instrument of an unconstrained (however benign) hegemon. It is over this particular
relationship between power and law that the evolution of US thinking and action over the last two decades has
produced the major and most substantial rift between the approaches to world politics on either side of the
Atlantic. Historically, this is an irony. The law/power approach was very much pushed forward by the United
States as from the end of the First World War, while the Europeans were stubbornly continuing with nineteenth-
century power politics or (in the case of Germany) even worse. Now the rolls appear to be reversed, with the US
exploiting the window of opportunity of the “unipolar moment” for a return to classical power politics while the
Europeans – however tentatively and timidly – push forward with extending the rule of law.

This view is clearly expressed in the Presidency Conclusions of the European Council in Helsinki (1999):
“The Union will contribute to international peace and security in accordance with the principles of the United
Nations Charter. The Union recognizes the primary responsibility of the United Nations Security Council for the
maintenance o international peace and security.” The Union’s emerging security and defense policy is solidly
embedded in the international legal and institutional environment, as it exists.

Europe’s different vision cannot be divorced from what the project of the European Union is in itself. After
all, the Union links sovereign national entities in an ever denser multilateral, and, on some issues (Pillar 1)
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supranational framework. If the work of the Convention on the Future of Europe so far indicates anything, it
augurs for more movement in that direction. For Europeans, it appears highly conducive for the security and
stability of this endeavor to shape their environment in the same mode. The United States, in contrast, despite
its membership of many international organizations, is much less entangled and bound by multilateral
commitments. And the instincts of the present ruling elite, as discussed below, go exactly in the opposite
direction, thereby clashing head-on with what the Europeans believe to be a benign environment for their own
project.

As these trains of US policy did not start with, but have become much more pronounced, since 11
September, it is becoming increasingly harder to dodge the issue. Since they are torn between the need to stick
to their own project and identity and keep their viable and friendly relations with a highly valued ally, and since
public demands, the personalities of leaders, and national traditions vary, Europeans, facing this vexing
dilemma, come up, nationally, with different answers (or still try to avoid it altogether). Consequently, the further
development of their foreign and security policy is stagnating, and a vicious circle of stagnation or even roll-back
of what has been achieved is looming.

The conclusion at this point comes as something of a shock. It is indisputable that, in the fight against
terrorism and in the common endeavor top keep proliferators at bay, alliance with the United States is a clear and
obvious asset. On the one hand, there is no point in bemoaning the fact that being associated with the United
States does increase the risk of becoming a target for terrorists. It is equally true that this risk would not be zero
anyway, even without this connection. On the other hand alignment with the United States is indispensable for
fighting the terrorist menace, which will not go away by itself, and for containing the emerging threats stemming
from proliferators, which will remain a concern for security planners for a long time to come. This is a dilemma
Europe cannot escape.

If, however, we go beyond the yardstick of territorial security and broader geopolitical interests of Europe’s
nation states and look at the “European” aspect – the identity, project, and institutional cohesion of the European
Union – US policies appear in a very different light. Indeed, at the European rather than the member-state level,
they appear as a risk, even a threat. It does of course amount to breaching a taboo to talk about transatlantic
relations in those terms. However, if we do not face the facts and continue to brush them under the carpet, as
NATO communiques tend to, the West will face the same sad fate as the Warsaw Treaty Organization, whose
considerations, deliberations, and pronouncements became so detached from reality that reality bounced back
with a vengeance. In order to devise a sober (if painful) European effort to rescue this endangered but immensely
valuable relationship, reality must be confronted.

Washington’s explicit, official ambition of unchallenged supremacy and Europe’s aim of becoming a more
cohesive political actor pursuing jointly chosen objectives with a broader perspective reaching beyond the
European periphery and some – however moderate – military muscle, appear incompatible. So do the American
predilection for deciding unilaterally what is good for the world, and Europe’s clear preference to work through
multilateral settings that have a broad set of participants – notably through the United Nations – to take such
decisions.

To counter the unilateral American momentum, the Europeans will just have to stick steadfastly to their
chosen objectives and say no to the United States from time to time when US policies run counter to core
elements of the European project, or when US demands and proposals are consciously devised to pre-empt,
defuse, or dismantle a step in integration that Europeans view as essential but Washington believes would – in
the short or long term – challenge its hegemonic position. Not playing poodle but staying one’s course instead
tends to lead to grumbling in Washington DC in the short term, but in mist instances to earn respect and to lead
to reconsideration later on. UNSC Resolution 1441 is in many ways a case in point. Initially abhorred by
American hardliners, it became inevitable under the combined assault of a shifting US public opinion, a Prime
Minister Blair who was forced by his domestic political base to go that route, and shrewd French negotiating skills
that produced a result that was more compatible with the European vision of international order than had
appeared possible in the beginning. Nevertheless, the very need to risk tactical confrontation with the big ally on
some issues considered important on either side of the Atlantic is in itself a divisive element within the Union.
Again, a vicious circle is beginning to emerge. Europeans may well, with the aid of the US ally, be successful in
confronting the substantial and horrible physical threat posed by terrorism. Will they also be capable of
confronting the possible risks emerging from Washington’s policies themselves? The jury is still out, and will
remain so for a while.
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The two disparate visions of those epigrams define the political schizophrenia that passes for the strategic
relationship between the United States and Western Europe. Since the end of World War II there has been a
constant debate among America’s European allies as to what comes first, being a good Atlanticist or a good
European. Despite these contradictory emotions, for 50 years the North Atlantic Alliance has proved to be
history’s most resilient military coalition and a foundation for stability on the historically fractious continent.

The premise that informed the postwar order, however, has disintegrated. Europe is no longer threatened
by the specter of armored legions racing toward the Fulda Gap. Both NATO and the European Union are
expanding into Central and Eastern Europe; indeed, European political and economic integration is almost
complete. The United States stands as the most formidable military and economic power since the Rome of
Augustus. But contrary to the expected script, America is embroiled in a world conflict not with rampant Leninism
but against masked brigands with designs on weapons of mass destruction. The European democracies, in spite
of their wealth and optimism, are also on the hit list and can no longer afford to make shortsighted bargains with
terrorist states. If the Western allies are to survive the terrorist assault, it is imperative that they create a new and
symbiotic military relationship. Old jealousies that point fingers at American hegemony or European indolence
need to be put aside. NATO with its American primacy can provide the strategic framework for operations outside
the European theater, while a combination of NATO and European Union members can and should create a
military force capable of dealing with contingencies on their own doorstep.

After the fall of the Soviet Union, NATO became an organization in search of an identity, even as it expanded
to include states that once stood behind the line from “Stetin to Trieste.” The first warning that NATO’s military
structure had become a sclerotic shell of its Cold War self came in Kosovo. Conducted in Europe’s backyard
against a low-tech Serbian foe, the conflict stretched Europe’s military resources to the breaking point. Two
thirds of the 38,000 air sorties in Operation Allied Force were conducted by the United States. The US Navy and
Air Force carried out an even higher percentage of the smart attacks. The Europeans had difficulty mobilizing,
much less deploying, several thousand troops. This was more disturbing given that there are over two million
regulars on the muster roles of NATO’s continental armies. British Defense Secretary (now NATO Secretary
General) George Robertson noted, “Deploying a force of even a few tens of thousands, that is less than 2 percent
of the total military personnel available to us, stretched our collective resources.” It also was apparent that the
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ability to prosecute joint and combined missions had deteriorated to the point that many of the allies were a
danger to each other. There had been little joint training above the regimental level, and this is a trend that
continues to haunt European plans for an independent defense capability. The pronounced gap in capabilities
was also evident in logistics, airlift and sealift, surveillance and reconnaissance, and communications. Such was
the level of American domination, there was actually a fear in some European capitals that congressional
reaction in Washington would signal a retrenchment behind America’s ocean barriers, rather than see the United
States continue to bear a disproportionate burden of European defense.

The 11 September 2001 attacks on the United States further served to highlight NATO’s desperate
condition. The invocation of Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty (the collective self-defense clause) signaled
NATO’s mobilization for war, at least on paper. In reality, the allied response to the terrorist assault was reduced
to an Anglo-American joint venture in Central Asia. It is not a surprise that British and American forces were the
first to engage the terrorists on their ground, since historically these are the two NATO partners willing and able
to project significant power outside the alliance on a regular basis. To be honest, several NATO allies have
deployed small units to the Afghanistan theater, and during Operation Anaconda the French played a visible role
in tactical air operations against Taliban and al Qaeda holdouts. Phillip Gordon of the Brookings Institution points
out that there was actually hope hidden in the alliance’s meager military action. The alliance’s political unity was
impressive, as was the apparent understanding that modernization and military interoperability are essential for
full partnership in the remainder of the global campaign, although that unity apparently has come to grief over
Iraq.

European Defense Community Concept Spans Half-Century

The subject of an independent European defense capability is not the product of the late 20th century or the
events of 11 September. It traces its origins back to the 1950s with an attempt to launch a European Defense
Community. Indeed, John F. Kennedy urged the NATO allies to build the “European pillar” in the alliance. Since
the early 1960s, the debate has always been whether the pillar President Kennedy mentioned would be built
inside or outside of NATO. However, the efforts on either end never reached fruition as European political
integration continued in its inchoate state and America remained absorbed in its nuclear brinkmanship with the
Soviet Union. At best, American support for European defense tended to be ambivalent. Burdensharing was
always a word that emerged in the halls of Congress when American leaders looked at the defense balance
sheets or when various Europeans expressed views similar to those of the aforementioned Monsieur Vedrine.
However, whenever Europeans make too many noises about security flexibility, Washington tends to pull back
for fear that NATO, the crown jewel of American foreign policy, will be damaged and America will lose influence
on the continent. For the United States, history is a grim teacher. Repeatedly in the last century America reached
across the Atlantic to rescue Europe from itself.

Several American administrations have preferred that the European defense pillar be built inside NATO. At
the European Union’s 1996 Berlin Ministerial Conference, the Clinton Administration lent its support for the
European Security and Defense Identity (ESDI) with the ostensible objective of redistributing defense costs and
military responsibilities for peacekeeping and crisis management among NATO members. The United States
proposed that NATO create two combined joint task forces, each with a distinct composition. The first would use
a deployable NATO headquarters for contingencies outside the European member states. This task force would
be commanded by an American commander and have a visible American component. The second task force
would also use a forward-deployed NATO headquarters, but one dominated by European forces, with the
command handed to the ten-member Western European Union (WEU). In the second instance, the United
States pledged to contribute such assets as needed.

At the follow-up NATO Summit in Washington in 1999, the Clinton Administration continued to endorse the
concept of the task forces but added that it would not support any European Union (EU) moves to “decouple”
European defense from NATO or discriminate against NATO members not in the WEU. Turkey, for instance, only
an associate member of theWEUand an aspirant to the European Union, protested at being left out of the joint
task force decisionmaking process and threatened to object to reforms (labeled the “Strategic Concept”) the
United States proposed on the structure and combat mobility of future NATO units. One year earlier, the US
Senate went on record by supporting an amendment to the NATO enlargement resolution, offered by Senator
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John Kyl, calling on member states to be able to meet new and emerging security threats through the rapid
deployment of forces over long distances. The Kyl amendment urged NATO members to be able to operate
jointly with American forces in high-intensity conflicts.

Although not articulated by the Clinton Administration, there was trepidation at the acceleration of European
defense initiatives in part because of French noises that “neutral” EU countries—i.e., Finland, Austria, Sweden,
Ireland— would one day be in line for senior command positions in a future EU defense force. Both Republican
and Democratic opinion-makers feared that the neutrals would bring with them a worldview out of cultural and
political step with traditional notions of transatlantic security. The very prospect of a non-NATO commander
having access to NATO resources and intelligence prompted then-Senate Foreign Relations Committee
Chairman Jesse Helms to send a letter to the London Daily Telegraph in which he referred to the EU’s European
Security and Defense Policy (ESDP) as a dangerous and divisive means to check American power and
influence.

Transatlantic Capabilities Gap

The Washington Summit also introduced the Defense Capabilities Initiative (DCI). The DCI was designed
by the United States to force the alliance to recognize emerging security threats such as terrorism, civil disorder
colored by ethnic and religious tensions, and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. It was also
another warning to the Europeans that their infrastructure was in need of immediate revitalization. The DCI
addressed five core areas of concern:

1. Mobility and Deployability;

2. Logistics and Sustainability;

3. Effective Engagement across the spectrum from high to low intensity conflict;

4. Survivability—force protection through better intelligence collection, reconnaissance, and air superiority;

5. Consultation, Command and Control—enhanced interoperable communication.

The DCI was unanimously accepted by the members. That alone is an admission that the alliance needs
reform. The problem with DCI as it is with any talk of modernization is simple: Do the Europeans have the will to
address the deficiencies in their military capabilities? Indeed, with a combined defense budget that equals about
60 percent of that of the United States, NATO’s European armies provide only about one third of the alliance’s
total force. Since the fall of the Soviet Union, NATO’s European partners have allowed defense spending to
decline by 22 percent. Before the 11 September attacks, only Great Britain, Hungary, Norway, the Czech
Republic, Poland, Portugal, and Turkey planned to spend a higher percentage of their gross domestic product
(GDP) on defense in the next five years. It is instructive that three of these nations are NATO’s newest members,
having once stood on the eastern side of the Iron Curtain.

The left-center government in Germany released a Defense Reorganization Plan in 2000 designed to
modernize its tank-heavy army. Unfortunately, Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder’s government could not produce
the funding to meet its goals because of opposition within its ruling coalition from the Green Party. According to
the Congressional Research Service of the US Congress, Germany has sufficient heavy lift only to transport no
more than 6,000 men beyond its borders. Obviously, Germany has a domestic political history that is unique,
hence the reluctance to speak of moving a large force outside the Federal Republic. But while Germany is the
largest and richest European power, its military strength has been so degraded that it is hard to imagine a
significant change in its posture short of a dramatic reversal of power in the Bundestag. And without a sizable
German contribution, the European defense initiatives may very well founder.

Several years before the United States began to speak of NATO modernization in earnest, the European
Union took several concrete steps toward establishing a functioning defense force. A Franco-German Corps was
created in 1991 and later “grew” to include 50,000 troops from five EU members. However, the numbers of this
Eurocorps were fictitious in that they were drawn from numbers already committed to NATO, and subsequent
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developments have rendered even this effort extinct. In the same years, upon ratification of the Maastricht
Treaty, the EU agreed to develop a Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) with a single transnational
official to act as a Secretary of Defense (the office was assumed in 1999 by former NATO Secretary General
Javier Solana).

The stumbling block for the EU was always the reluctance of Great Britain to do anything that might interfere
with the special relationship London enjoys with Washington. Successive Conservative and Labour
governments rejected any proposal that might weaken the continental commitment to NATO by diminishing
Britain’s influence as America’s indispensable link to Europe. As long as the British remained outside, no
European defense force would be credible. This attitude changed when Tony Blair entered 10 Downing Street.
In 1998, Prime Minister Blair announced that Britain would support the establishment of a European defense
force. This statement was made in conjunction with a sweeping defense review undertaken by the Labour
government that underscored the need not only to modernize Britain’s armed forces but to develop an
expeditionary capability to permit London to react quickly to regional contingencies.

The British defense establishment was painfully aware that NATO’s European forces were on the verge of
becoming an irrelevancy after the Kosovo debacle. Another such spectacle might march Washington completely
out of Europe. Blair understood that NATO could not conduct a Kosovo-sized operation without American
participation. Britain also needed to reassert itself, since it stood to lose some influence within the European
Union because of its refusal to join the common currency. In a speech to the Royal United Services Institute, Blair
formalized the shift in policy with an eye to both Washington and to Brussels:

We Europeans should not expect the United States to have to play a part in every disorder in
our backyard. The EU should be able to take on some security tasks on our own and we will
do better through a common European effort than we can by individual countries acting on
their own. To strengthen NATO and to make European defense a reality, we Europeans need
to restructure our defense capabilities so that we can project force, can deploy our troops,
ships, and planes beyond their home bases and sustain them there, equipped to deal with
whatever level of conflict they may face.

Ironically, Britain’s about-face coincided with the stated French position on European defense. Next to
Britain, France is the only other European nation with the potential and the inclination to project its armed forces
abroad. This potential is coupled with a historic vision of France as a great power, plus a defense industry that
is among the world’s most prolific and advanced. Every French government since Charles de Gaulle established
the Fifth Republic in 1958—and subsequently took his country out of NATO’s integrated military command—has
attempted to maintain a semblance of France’s former status by goading the United States and publicly
questioning Washington’s leadership of the Western world.

France has always been the strongest proponent of European integration as a counterweight to American
political and economic strength. The remarkable rapprochement between de Gaulle and Konrad Adenauer after
World War II was in part the result of the French leader’s desire to create a Franco- German alliance that would
serve as the European answer to the coalition of les anglo saxons in Washington and London.

In spite of their pretensions, the French never denied the importance of the transatlantic partnership to
Western security. During major crises ranging from Berlin, Cuba, and the Euromissile debate of the 1980s,
France stood with the United States. Rhetorically, President Jacques Chirac promoted the European defense
capability as a chance to preserve the Atlantic Alliance and ensure that Washington remained tied to the future
of the continent. But there should also be no mistake: France views the creation of an independent European
security force as the capstone on its drive to see the EU, with France at its heart, as a world power to be given
the same deference afforded the United States. France’s strategic perspective is a reflection of the rabid anti-
Americanism among Europe’s chattering classes. Ironically, as the European Union continues to expand, the
sheer number of members may well dilute France’s influence on the continent as more centers of power emerge.
Should France hold the prospect of EU membership over the heads of NATO’s newest partners in exchange for
acquiescing in Paris’s drive for a diminished American role in Europe, the self-indulgent transparency of such a
play would be difficult for even for the French to sustain.

Capability Goals

In December 1998, Britain and France issued at St. Malo the Joint Declaration on European Defense that
balanced the competing worldview of each country. The French argued for an autonomous European defense
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force without the need for NATO assets. The British emphasized the unbreakable connection between NATO
and the EU. The British also argued that the EU not duplicate existing NATO functions but create the necessary
structure for strategic planning, intelligence collection, and independent strategic lift.

In December 1999, the EU convened a summit in Helsinki to lay the foundation for the European Security
and Defense Policy. The member states announced their formal decision to seek an autonomous military
capability, “and where NATO as a whole is not engaged, to launch and conduct EU-led military operations in
response to international crises.” An obvious avenue for EU military action would be Africa, where France, Spain,
and in some respects Great Britain have important national and cultural interests and may not be willing shoulder
the burden alone. The members were quick to point out that the proposed rapid reaction force would not be
duplicative of NATO processes or missions.

The Helsinki conferees announced several “Headline and Capability Goals” that the EU should be able to
meet by 2003. The first was to be able to deploy, within 60 days, 15 brigades (up to 60,000 troops) for the purpose
of performing the so-called Petersburg tasks (crisis management, humanitarian and hostage rescue, and
peacekeeping). This European Rapid Reaction Force, roughly equivalent to a conventional corps, would be self-
sustaining for up to one year and require an additional 100,000 soldiers for rotational purposes. In the simplest
terms, Europe wants an expeditionary capability.

The headline goals assumed that critical infrastructure needs would be met by having ready up to 500
aircraft and 15 ships. The ESDP requires its own EU-centered security bureaucracy, and three institutions have
been created in Brussels to meet those requirements: the European Military Staff, the European Military
Committee, and a Political and Security Committee. It was recommended that EU member states dispose of their
prohibitively costly conscript armies built along the mechanized Cold War model and transition to more mobile
light forces with an enhanced special operations capability. This request is problematic in some countries like
Germany that tend to use conscription to address social maladies, e.g. youth unemployment and services for the
elderly.

The following November, at a Defense Capabilities summit, the EU updated its military requirements to
include an additional 85 ships and 100,000 troops. This summit also noted that the EU was deficient in heavy air
and sealift and should immediately embark on the procurement of the A400M Airbus and troop transport
helicopters as well as the Boeing E-8 JSTARS air-to-ground surveillance system. The force is lagging behind the
United States in refueling aircraft, helicopter transports, and engineer, communications, maintenance,
transportation, and general logistics units. While most European countries have generally met their
commitments for ground forces, there is significant concern about their overall readiness and training as well as
their dual-hatted assignments to both the EU and NATO.

The headline goals on their face were inchoate in that the EU requires an expeditionary capability but made
no specific provisions for a European naval force, other than to say that Europe needed ships. Without a maritime
component, the EU is landlocked and of limited utility outside the continent. In 2001, the Chiefs of the European
Navies proposed a European Maritime Fleet as the capstone to an interoperable joint force. According to Admiral
Cees van Duyvendijk, Commander in Chief of the Royal Netherlands Navy:

We are disappointed about the emphasis that is apparent in the European Headline
Goal. The current situation in the world clearly proves that in the first phase of the
conflict the flexibility of maritime forces is the biggest enabling factor in responding to
the emerging crisis. This has to be firmly imbedded . . . not as a stand-alone element
but as an integrated component of the overall capability.

The naval chiefs propose a fleet expeditionary force that is “separable but not separate from NATO.” There
are already several models for non-NATO cooperation in place, such as the British/Dutch Amphibious Force and
the Spanish/ Italian Amphibious Force (both brigade strength). As with the land component, there is a serious
deficiency in strategic sealift, command and control, intelligence, and joint headquarters and doctrine. The
Europeans are also in need of seagoing oilers and fleet replenishment vessels. The European navies (Britain
and France being notable exceptions) have traditionally relied on multi-layered logistical support from the United
States.

British Defense Secretary Geoffrey Hoon, in testimony before the House of Lords Select Committee on
Defense, expressed Whitehall’s interpretation of Helsinki. Hoon noted that Britain viewed the European Rapid
Reaction Force as a tool to be used when NATO (read the United States) does not wish to be engaged. The
British have given every indication that they regard NATO as Europe’s primary military alliance and NATO as the
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first recourse in the event of any crisis. They also expect to use NATO’s assets to support the European initiative,
thereby linking future ventures to a permanent NATO/EU partnership.

The Bush Administration has echoed Britain’s concept of ESDP. In a joint statement issued with Prime
Minister Blair a month after he took office, President Bush welcomed ESDP as long as the European Rapid
Reaction Force was an adjunct to NATO and used primarily when NATO chose not to be involved.  Later in 2001
President Bush issued a joint statement with German Chancellor Schroeder, elaborating on the particulars of the
NATO/EU agenda. The President remarked:

The United States welcomes the European Union’s European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP), aiming
at making Europe a stronger, more capable partner in deterring and managing crises affecting the security of the
Transatlantic community. This involves:

Developing EU capabilities in a manner that is fully coordinated, compatible, and transparent with NATO;
The fullest possible participation by non-EU European NATO members in the operational planning and

execution of EU-led exercises and operations, reflecting their shared interests and security commitments as
NATO members;

Working with other EU members to improve Europe’s capabilities and [enabling] the EU to act where NATO
as a whole is not engaged.

So we are faced with an incongruous set of circumstances. The European Union is gaining in power and
influence as it seeks to bring the entire continent under a quasi-federal system—a system that already has a
common parliament, currency, agricultural policy, and courts. Yet as the EU’s economic power has increased,
so has the preeminence of the United States as Europe’s leading military force. As a result the question for the
future will be this: How do we manage the strategic relationship between the two most powerful forces in Europe?
How do we create the US-EU strategic partnership that as of 11 September 2001 must face the reality of staring
down aggression outside of its traditional arena while there is such a marked imbalance in the relative strengths
of the United States and its European partners?

Prerequisites for NATO-EU Defense Cooperation

The Europeans must take the first step if a new arrangement is to be molded. America will insist that NATO’s
primacy be maintained in accordance with the ESDP declaration that EU defense forces will be used where the
United States does not wish to be engaged. NATO’s psychological and emotional value is embedded deep in the
American political system. Successive Democratic and Republican administrations have reaffirmed the
centrality of NATO to America’s relationship with Europe while warning against the military and cultural
decoupling of America from Western Europe. However, NATO’s new missions may also require a revision to the
North Atlantic Charter to permit operations outside the European theater and the commencement of operations
when no member state has been attacked or directly threatened.

Britain’s conversion on ESDP was due in part to America’s reaction to the situation in the Balkans and the
notion that the United States had finally accepted the late Colonel Harry Summers’ admonition that “great
nations” do not become involved in “little wars.” The EU must accept NATO, in its whole, as its partner in any
future negotiations with the United States over security issues. The United States must also point out for the
Atlantic Community that the West’s security objectives and the military missions that will support them have
changed since the Cold War. Apart from the political necessity of military cooperation, NATO’s existing
command structure—i.e., SHAPE or the Combined Joint Task Forces as envisioned in ESDI, can immediately
integrate into or assist the EU military staff and command in future operations. The integrated staff should
promote and train in joint crisis management and contingency planning. There should also be regular interaction
between NATO and EU diplomats at the defense and foreign policy levels. As with alliance military technology,
the interoperability of command systems and nomenclature is essential. NATO nations also have formalized an
intricate system of multinational officer liaison exchanges at the combat arms and general staff levels, and so
should the EU and NATO establish a regular officer and diplomatic liaison system at the highest levels.

Since NATO assets will be used in European operations for as far into the future as we can see, operational
command should be handed to a European officer of commensurate standing within NATO. Even the French
Defense Minister, Alain Richard, has conceded, “In all probability this [operational commander] will be the
Deputy SACEUR if the operation falls on NATO assets and capabilities.” The French also point out that the
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converse should be true—if the operation does not involve NATO assets, then a commander from the member
state with the greatest interest in the operation should be chosen.

Although trade is not normally regarded as a national security issue, it is essential to regard it as such if the
NATO/EU partnership is to work. Policymakers on both sides of the Atlantic should ensure that there is an open
technology and arms trade among the partners. Multilateral trade regimes should be negotiated to ensure the
protection of classified technologies, but the emphasis of governments should be on compatibility of systems
and cooperative ventures among industries. There needs to be a fundamental restructuring of the European
defense industrial system.

The F-100 Spanish frigate is a classic example of the possibilities that exist on this front. The Spanish have
taken their Aegis-class program and developed with Lockheed and Spanish firm Izar an interoperable anti-
missile program that has the potential of making Spain a strategic partner with the United States. Spain
recognized and seized the political initiative to specialize in the air defense and anti-missile field, and addressed
the type of critical need that both the ESDI and the DCI recognized as fundamental if the European states are
to be reliable military partners. Spanish Prime Minister Jose Maria Aznar recognized that both the alliance and
ESDI are in danger if the European members continue to field 20th-century technology accompanied by 20th-
century land battle doctrine. This two-tiered imbalance can be redressed only through trade and investment.

The NATO/EU relationship must also factor-in a changed relationship with Russia. The 9/11 attacks on the
United States reverberated in the Kremlin. The United States should seize the opportunity and use NATO as the
vehicle to bring Russia into the Western world. The Russians have dropped most of their objections to NATO
enlargement and are now in active military cooperation with the NATO command. They also need NATO
technical cooperation to manage Soviet-era stockpiles of weapons of mass destruction as well as assistance in
intelligence on and surveillance of Islamic extremists along Russia’s porous southern borders. The EU has an
opportunity to advance the value of its security program by promoting European/Russian defense cooperation
and serving as a bridge for follow-on economic and technical assistance from Brussels. In many respects, the
greatest change in the strategic environment for the 21st century may be the addition of Russia to the Euro-
Atlantic community.

The Europeans must also close the credibility gap. The posturing of the Brussels leadership regarding the
size and goals of the ESDP and its progeny, the European Rapid Reaction Force, has to be seen as more than
political gamesmanship. The Europeans cannot presently meet the goals they established for themselves for
mutual defense, even though they have chosen to concentrate on peacekeeping and humanitarian missions that
are at the lower end of the military risk continuum. Currently there is no deployable capability for the European
Rapid Reaction Force. If the ESDP is to become a reality, then European defense budgets and modernization
programs need to be undertaken immediately. The United States and the European Union should insist on the
Strategic Concept becoming a reality. The British already have conducted a Strategic Defense Review that has
changed the composition and focus of their armed forces. Each NATO/EU state needs to do the same. The St.
Malo agreement is a good framework for EU members to follow on both the political and military fronts.

To conserve resources there is no practical reason that each major European nation should have, for
example, a field artillery school or an air defense artillery school. They should pool their resources and create
joint specialty schools where officers and soldiers can train in a multinational setting. Thought should also be
given to promoting specialization to reflect the changed nature of warfare in the 21st century. Instead of
promoting traditional mechanized combat arms, emphasis should be given to special warfare, psychological
operations, asymmetrical warfare, information warfare, and civil affairs, all of which are essential if the EU is
serious about its peacekeeping and peace enforcement missions. This of course requires a fundamental
reassessment as to what the new threat environment is and how force will be used to address it.

Onus on Europe

President Reagan’s fundamental axiom was “trust but verify.” A variation on that theme is necessary with
regard to America’s approach to its European allies. America must certainly encourage its NATO and EU
partners to move forward with the plans laid down for ESDI and ESDP. But make no mistake—the European
Union has the potential to become a strategic rival to the United States. It already has embarked on an
independent foreign policy. The EU, in general, opposes missile defense more stridently than does Vladimir
Putin. It also has attempted to establish itself as a broker in the Middle East, where it is often at odds with the
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United States on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict as well on the continuing hostility between the United States (and
Great Britain) and Iraq. Brussels’ foreign policy arm has engaged in a series of negotiations with anti-American
regimes in the Middle East that place it in opposition to American interests, even at a time when American lives
are on the line. Accordingly, Washington will have to watch European security advances closely, as befits a great
power.

Dire predictions that a more vigorous European security initiative will permanently separate the Atlantic
allies, however, seem to be misplaced. This perspective denies the economic, historic, and cultural bonds that
tie the United States to most of Europe. In addition, several of the more influential members of the NATO/EU
coalition—particularly Britain, Spain, Denmark, and the Netherlands, not to mention the newest members of the
alliance—will not consent to the sundering of the NATO partnership. It also remains to be seen if Europe will
sacrifice elements of its social welfare system in order to finance the military capability they envision in the rapid
reaction force.

Regardless of any hidden motives European leaders might have, 11 September 2001 altered the
correlation of forces. For the foreseeable future, our attention will be focused outside of Europe. We must take
the chance that the Europeans are serious about their own defense. If the Europeans want to be viewed as an
equal, they will have to match their capabilities to their rhetoric. America should demand that they pull their
weight in the fight against terrorism, because the combined economic and military resources of the United
States, NATO, and the EU might be required for victory. It is not lost on some in Washington that America
currently has 100,000 soldiers in Europe, many of whom are doing nothing more than throwing rocks in the
Rhine. America has to rethink the way it does business in Europe when there is a global war being waged, and
that means restructuring the current European force. One should also ask, What strategic sense does it make
for the United States to have an American Army with more generals on the European continent than it has rifle
company commanders there?

The proving ground may actually be where European pride came to grief in the 1990s—the Balkans. Peace
in the Balkans is at the top of the Brussels foreign policy agenda. Before the terrorist attacks on Washington and
New York, the Bush Administration had begun the gradual withdrawal of American forces from the region, and
American forces were gradually giving way to allied troops in operations in Macedonia. The EU must now be
painfully aware that it will have to backfill the American military and logistical presence in order to show the
international community that it has the capability to deal with matters on its own doorstep. But in order to be
successful in the region, the EU will for the foreseeable future still have to rely on command, control,
communications, intelligence, and logistical support from the alliance. The benefit for NATO and the United
States is that these operations might force the more prosperous continental states—Italy and Germany—to
accelerate military transformation and increase the percentage of their GDP allocated to defense.

Still, there are those on both sides of the Atlantic who believe that the European Union, as an old-fashioned
socialist bureaucracy, is “fundamentally unreformable” and also culturally hostile to the United States, therefore
making military cooperation impossible. Margaret Thatcher makes just such an argument in her book, Statecraft.
On the military side, her argument has merit: European defense is an idea in search of itself. It currently amounts
to a paper army with paper resources, and its battlefield is a desktop in Brussels. The paucity of command and
control assets and high-readiness units is potentially debilitating, as is the scarcity of high-end air units and
precision weaponry.

In sum, the onus for the successful transition of the Atlantic Alliance to the grim realities of the 21st century
is on the Europeans. For six decades they have prospered under the American nuclear umbrella and behind our
trip-wire conventional presence on the continent. If they will transform their enormous economic power into a
credible modern force, they might finally satisfy those such as the French Foreign Minister, who have been
embarrassed by the continent’s strategic impotence, and an America that can no longer justify a one-sided
commitment to the old order. The terrorist threat proves at least one thing: the military status quo is a dagger
aimed at the heart of the Western democracies. We need to reform now and manage a new and more robust
transatlantic relationship, or we all may face the specter of being executed in detail.
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In August 1982 the United States led a multi-national force into Beirut to provide security while Palestinian
fighters evacuated by sea following an Israeli invasion of Lebanon. The Marines completed their mission within
a month, but quickly returned following the massacre of Palestinian refugees by Israeli supported Lebanese
militias. The Marines now had an open-ended mission of stabilizing the country while the Lebanese government
regained control. They were still there on October 23, 1983 when a truck bomb blew up the Marine barracks,
killing 241 people. Less than five months later, the United States pulled out, washing its hands of the entire effort.

Ten years later, the United States led Operation Restore Hope in Somalia to provide security for
desperately needed famine relief operations. Although the relief operations went well, United States forces were
soon drawn into a nation-building exercise with which the warring Somali clans were far less willing to cooperate.
On October 4, 1993, a group of Army Rangers was ambushed and relief helicopters shot down, killing 15
Americans and subjecting the American people to the spectacle of American bodies being dragged through the
streets of Mogadishu. As in Beirut, the United States soon washed its hands of the whole effort, pulling out its
troop in March 1994.

 In both cases the United States gave up at the first significant setback. Why? The United States’ efforts had
enjoyed some level of success up to that time and, although the original missions of the operations had
expanded, the United States military could easily have increased its strength to prevent similar disasters from
reoccurring. The answer lies not in these areas of policy or strategy, but rather in understanding the role of
national will in the United States, its sources and most importantly, its limitations.

 The Role of National Will

Clausewitz proposed that national will—or, to use his term, passion—was part of a trinity comprising the
nature of war: passion, reason, and chance. Passion is the realm of the people, reason, expressed as policy, is
the realm of the government, and chance, expressed as the complexity and friction of war, is the realm of the
military commander. Each element of the trinity affects the others. National will both compels and constrains
policy makers. Commanders’ strategies indirectly reflect national will by linking military objectives to political
objectives. National will directly affects commanders through its impact on troop morale, recruiting, and limits on
acceptable losses for a given strategy.

Clausewitz’s concept of the role of will reflected the times in which he lived. He wrote from the perspective
of Napoleonic Europe where democracies were a novelty and war had been the normal state of existence for
several hundred years. He could not have imagined a superpower democracy like the United States where
limited war would be taken to such an extreme that it would no longer be war, but rather military operations other-
than-war. Under such conditions, his concepts of the role of will may no longer be sufficient.

National Will In
Operations Other-Than-War

Jeff Brown

JEFF BROWN is a Colonel in the United States Air Force. A 1998 graduate of the National War College in Washington,
Colonel Brown has held numerous command and staff assignments.
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Clausewitz argued that will should be kept in balance with the other legs of the trinity “like an object

suspended between three magnets”. To Clausewitz, the people’s passion was a spontaneous product of new-
born nationalism, to be used and controlled by sovereigns in response to threats.

Quite the opposite is true today in the United States where obeying the will of the people is the primary
concern of policy makers with an eye on the next election. For us, national will is not an equal member of the
trinity, but rather the preeminent leg— controlling, not under the control of, policy makers and driving them to
action or inaction with equal ease.

Clausewitz also argued that passions for war “must be inherent in the people.” His Europe was a place
where wars for the survival of the nation were the norm and colonization—the 18th century version of military
operations other than war—was, as much as anything else, a way to finance the military machine necessary for
survival in Europe. The national will for such undertakings was a natural outgrowth of the survival instinct. In the
United States, however, survival is no longer an issue. The will to employ military forces for operations other-
than-war must come from other sources.

Sources of National Will

National will can arise from sources internal or external to the people. Internal or core national will is the
manifestation of a nation’s desire to survive. It is Clausewitz’s “passion” directed upward from the people to
policy makers m the face of a threat. Its origins in the survival instinct make it the most potent form of will, the most
resilient in the face of adversity, and the most likely to make sacrifices acceptable. However, for the United
States, it is also rarely seen. Given our protective geography, the nuclear threat of the cold war and the threat
to the South’s way of life during the Civil War are perhaps the only two instances in our history where core will
has been felt.

Externally generated will can take three forms: reaction, political, or third-party will. Reaction will arises in
response to a dramatic event and usually takes the form of revenge, as with Pearl Harbor. Like core will, it is
upward generated, driving policy makers to action and, like Pearl Harbor, it can be sustained m the face of
adversity.

Political will is a downward directed will where policy makers attempt to create a national consensus for a
proposed policy. Consensus can appear as active support reflected in polls or Congress or, more typically, it can
appear as the absence of organized, vocal opposition.

In the former case, policy makers generally draw on emotional themes such as physical or economic
survival, democracy, honor, or opposition to totalitarian and communist regimes. The justification for Operation
Desert Storm typifies political will. President Bush painted images of both an honorable America defending our
allies and a demonic Saddam Hussein in order to induce Congress, reflecting national will, to formally support
the operation.

In the latter case, policy makers use the same emotional images, but emphasize the benefits and minimize
the costs and risks to create national acceptance for an action. Announcements of strict time limits on operations
or the use of overwhelming force m the face of seeming low threats are common ways to invoke this form of
political will.

Third-party will is created when the mass media or a special interest group usually acting through the media)
stirs national passions through a sense of outrage or guilt. It is the weakest form of national will, but, in the age
of CNN, it is rapidly emerging as a major force in the United States policy process. Recent operations m Bosnia
and Ruwanda are examples of third-party will where daily images of genocide created pressures to respond to
situations where no obvious vital national interest existed.
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Eroding Influences on National Will

Regardless of the source of national will, it is not a constant. Once aroused as a foundation to implement
policy, leaders cannot assume it will retain its intensity. To sustain a policy, national will must be constantly
refreshed in the face of the inevitable forces of erosion: time, information, and events.

Time is the most consistent enemy of national will. It takes a certain amount of psychological energy and
focus for a people to create and sustain the will for any policy. As other issues capture people’s attention or
people tire of the sacrifices demanded by the policy, public support erodes. In the absence of renewed stimulus,
national will eventually becomes national acquiescence.

Information flow in the era of live television and satellite feeds can quickly destroy national will. The same
CNN factor that can create third-party will can end it. The cumulative violence and carnage of modem battlefields
may be no greater than in the past, but the live, graphic images of battle beamed into our living rooms gives war
a gruesome immediacy absent in the glorified written accounts and newspaper photographs of previous ages.
Only an intense national will can withstand these images and remain focused on the policy objectives.

Finally, national will is subject to a continuous weighing of the costs and benefits of a policy. When the
benefit sought is national survival, national will can remain firm in the face of incredibly high costs. But when
national will stems from an external source, it exists far closer to the cost-benefit margins. Mission creep,
battlefield losses, terrorist attacks, or enemy propaganda can quickly change the cost-benefit calculation.

As eroding influences work, either individually or collectively, policy makers must constantly reassess the
conditions and assumptions that formed the basis for the original policy. For the United States, national will is a
critical “means” to a policy “end.” Even if ends and means are in concert at the beginning of an operation, as
conditions change policy makers must reassess their means and ends calculations, adjusting their policy if
necessary. Failure to do so invites the type of disasters that occurred in Beirut and Mogadishu.

Beirut and Mogadishu Revisited

Although our interventions in both Lebanon and Somalia resulted from a complex mixture of political,
economic, and humanitarian motives, a review of these operations— purely from the standpoint of national will—
highlights the interplay of national will, eroding influences, and the dangers of a disconnect between policy and
will.

In Beirut, political will predominated. The Reagan administration justified our 1982 deployment to Congress
and the public in terms of cold war conflict where Lebanon had become a battleground between our ally, Israel,
and the Soviet ally, Syria. It was to be a “short-term mission that could be quickly fixed and whose consequences
could be easily anticipated.” Policy makers successfully created a minimum level of political national will.

However, in the year that followed, our national will deteriorated to mere tolerance as eroding influences
began to have an effect. Above all, the cost/benefit ratio changed. What was originally justified as a clearly
defined, quick fix to allow the Palestinians time to evacuate, became a poorly defined, open-ended effort in
nation building. Regardless of whether or not the advertised benefit was still valid, the cost, in terms of time,
dollars, and potential risk increased tremendously. As an open-ended effort the simple passage of time without
a payoff also contributed to the erosion of will. Finally, the media played its part. After fourteen months of
watching our embassy being bombed, Marines being fired upon, usually without returning fire, and nationally
syndicated political cartoons depicting Marines as ducks in a shooting gallery, the arguments for a cold war
balance of power contest became a distant memory.

Together, these factors left our passion for political objectives in Lebanon fragile at best. When the Marine
barracks was bombed, our passion finally cracked. The cost exceeded the benefit to the extent that our national
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will reversed itself. Despite President Reagan’s desire to continue the mission, the rest of Washington
developed “pullout fever”, forcing the rushed withdrawal of our troops m February 1984 “amid ridicule from the
French [allies] and utter disappointment and despair from the Lebanese.”

In Somalia, third-party will predominated. A variety of outside influences worked on both the American
people and the government. Images of starving children, in what was called “a lovely television war” came into
our homes nightly, playing on America’s humanitarian self-image. American’s desire to be seen as religiously
and racially unbiased was also a factor, as Muslim nations pointedly asked why the United States was unwilling
to help Muslim people in Somalia or Bosnia. Finally, the United Nations, with the prodding of relief agencies,
passed a resolution calling for protection for relief workers, many of whom were American. The result was a
strong third-party national will expressed in a 79% public approval rating for the initial deployment in December
of 1992.

But, as in Beirut, artificially induced national will proved fleeting in the face of changing costs and risks. In
March 1993 the mission changed from a U S led relief effort to a United Nations led nation building effort, with
a drastically reduced US combat troop presence. At the same tune, the leading Somalia warlord, Mohammed
Aideed, decided a successful nation building effort might not leave him in charge and escalated the violence.
Yet, if the new mission, lower troop levels and increasing violence caused policy makers to reassess the costs
and risks, it was not reflected m the overwhelmingly passed Congressional resolution approving the new
mission.

However, as the American public saw the violence escalate it certainly made a reassessment. Media
scenes of starving, grateful people became scenes of looted warehouses. Scenes of overwhelming American
power and compliant Somalis became scenes of limited U S power and reemerging Somali violence in an open-
ended mission. Scenes of the United Nations promoting the noble cause of famine relief became scenes of the
United Nations taking sides in a civil war. Thus, by the end of September, just a week before the Ranger raid, only
43% of Americans approved of involvement and 46% disapproved. Time, an abundance of graphic information,
and dramatically altered costs and risks, had eroded national will to the point that continuing American
involvement reflected momentum rather than national will.

When the Rangers were attacked on 4 October, even the momentum disappeared. The attack could very
easily have reinvigorated our national will, in the form of revenge driven reaction will. In fact, President Clinton’s
announcement of an immediate doubling of American combat troop strength in Somalia seemed to anticipate a
fresh mandate for action. But the reaction will failed to take hold in the face of our continued inability to define
the mission in Somalia beyond taking revenge on Aideed. Thus, in the face of intense Congressional pressure
reflecting the now reversed national will to disengage, the Clinton administration, within a week of the bombing,
announced our complete withdrawal by the end of March 1994. The lesson of Beirut and Mogadishu is not that
the United States does not have the national will to conduct operations other-than-war in the face of setbacks.

The lesson is that in operations other-than-war, national will, while strong enough to initiate an operation,
is nonetheless fragile and does not necessarily stay strong enough to sustain an operation—especially in the
face of the mission creep to which the United States is so prone. As policy makers balance ends, ways, means
and risks, they must treat this fragile national will as if it were a means, subject to forces that degrade or destroy
it. As missions change, risks increase, or strategies evolve, policy makers must constantly assess national will
to ensure it still constitutes sufficient means to the desired end. And for that they must understand it. In war,
Clausewitz admonishes statesmen that their “most far reaching act of judgment” is to understand the nature of
war, but in operations other-than-war, it may be more important for them to understand the nature of will.
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Following the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, an essential component of the United States
government’s counter-terrorism strategy has been to identify, disrupt, and dismantle the financial networks of
terrorist organizations. The global effort to stop terrorist financing is fundamentally a preventive strategy. Simply
stated, if the United States, with the support of the global community, is able to impede the transfer of funds
needed to finance acts of terror, it can prevent the commission of future acts of terrorism, and, in the process,
prevent the killing of thousands of innocent people.

In a speech delivered on September 24, 2001, President George W. Bush unequivocally declared that the
war on terrorism would be waged on the financial front:

Today, we have launched the first strike on the financial foundation of the global terror network
. . . . We will direct every resource at our command to win the war against terrorists; every means
of diplomacy, every tool of intelligence, every instrument of law enforcement, every financial
influence. We will starve terrorists of funding, turn them against each other, rout them out of
their safe hiding places, and bring them to justice.

The Legal Underpinning to US Anti-terrorist Action

On September 23, 2001, the President directed the first strike against the financiers of terror by issuing
Executive Order 13224. That order, issued under the authority of the International Emergency Economic Powers
Act (IEEPA), declared a national emergency with respect to acts and threats of terrorism committed by foreign
terrorists against the United States. The order allows the United States to freeze assets subject to US jurisdiction
and prohibits transactions by US persons with any designated person or entity based on their association with
terrorists or terrorist organizations. Specifically, the order authorizes blocking all US assets and transactions of
foreign individuals, groups, and entities designated by the President, the Secretary of State, or Secretary of the
Treasury as committing or posing a significant risk of committing acts of terrorism threatening the US national
security, foreign policy or economy. The order also permits blocking the property of persons found to provide
support to, or to be otherwise associated with, any of these designated foreign persons, and forbids US persons
from doing business with those individuals. Executive Order 13224 includes an annex that lists 27 organizations
and individuals whose assets are blocked because of their ties to terrorism.

Results

Under Executive Order 13224, $138 million in assets have been blocked against 281 individuals and
entities. This includes the assets of organizational leaders such as Usama bin Laden, his key lieutenants and
terrorist operatives, financiers, and intermediaries around the globe. Moreover, the Executive Order applies to
all global terrorists and includes al-Qaeda as well as other terrorist organizations such as the Real IRA, Shining
Path, ETA, the East Turkistan Islamic Movement, Hamas, and Hizballah, among others. Of the $138 million in
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assets blocked, $36.4 million have been blocked in the United States through July 2003. The international
community is responsible for blocking $101.6 million.

However, progress in the war against terrorist financing should not be measured solely in the millions of
dollars of assets blocked. As the result of the public designation process, the international banking system is no
longer safe for terrorists to use. Thus, terrorists must resort to nonconventional, less reliable, and more easily
detectable methods of transferring money globally.

These anti-terrorist financing efforts have further had a deterrent effect. Many who formerly provided
financial support for terrorism have backed away for fear of being designated a terrorist and having their bank
accounts frozen. Additionally, entire terrorist funding networks have been dismantled, making it more difficult for
terrorist organizations to raise money to finance terrorist operations. For example, in November 2001, the US
blocked the assets of the Benevolence International Foundation, a corrupt Islamic charity which for years
funneled money to al-Qaeda.

International Efforts

Terrorist financing networks are global, and consequently, efforts to identify and deny terrorists access to
funds must also be global. Moreover, because the overwhelming bulk of terrorist assets, cash flows, and
evidence lie outside the United States, international alliances against terrorism are crucial. Recognizing the
importance of international cooperation, the United States has worked not only through the United Nations on
blocking assets, but also through multilateral organizations and on a bilateral basis to promote international
standards and establish protocols for combating terrorist financing. It should further be noted that currently 172
countries and jurisdictions have issued blocking orders against some or all of the names on the Treasury list of
terrorist financiers.

 United Nations

The United Nations has played a key role in the global strategy to starve the terrorists of funds. On
September 28, 2001, the United Nations Security Council unanimously adopted Resolution (UNSCR) 1373,
requiring all member states to “[f]reeze without delay funds and other financial assets or economic resources of
persons who commit, or attempt to commit, terrorist acts.”

On January 16, 2002, the Security Council adopted Resolution 1390, which modifies and continues the
international sanctions against the Taliban, Usama bin Laden, and al-Qaeda as set forth by UNSCRs 1267
(1999) and 1333 (2000). Resolution 1267 was adopted on October 15, 1999, and targeted the Taliban by
freezing its funds and other financial resources and those of any entity owned or controlled by it. On December
19, 2000, the Security Council adopted Resolution 1333 requiring member states to freeze “without delay” the
funds and other financial assets of Usama bin Laden and al-Qaeda associates.

Resolution 1267 further established a UN Sanctions Committee, consisting of all members of the Security
Council, which has proven to be a very useful mechanism for internationalizing asset freezes against the
Taliban, Usama bin Laden, al-Qaeda and those linked or associated with them. The names of targeted
individuals and entities are submitted to the 1267 Sanctions Committee for inclusion in the committee’s list of
terrorists and terrorist financiers. Once a name is placed on the UN list, member states are obligated to freeze
the funds and assets located within their respective countries.

The US has worked closely with the 1267 Sanctions Committee. For example, prior to being publicly
designated under Executive Order 13224, the names of individuals and entities are submitted to the 1267
Sanctions Committee through the US Mission to the UN. If no member of the Sanctions Committee objects, the
Treasury names are added to the UN list, and the assets of the suspected terrorist financiers are blocked
worldwide.

European Union

The European Union and the United States have worked closely together to ensure that terrorist financiers
designated by one party are also designated by the other. For example, in August 2002, Italy joined the United
States in submitting to the UN Sanctions Committee the names of 25 individuals and entities linked to al-Qaeda
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so that their assets could be frozen worldwide. Furthermore, in February 2002, the United States joined Spain
in designating 21 individuals linked to ETA, the Basque terrorist group.

G7/G8

The Group of Seven (G7) Finance Ministers and Central Bank Governors (the United States, Japan,
Germany, France, United Kingdom, Italy, and Canada) have played an important role in combating the financing
of terrorism. The G7 issued an Action Plan on October 6, 2001. In April 2002, it submitted a list of 10 names to
the UN so that the assets of those individuals would be frozen worldwide, and in September 2002 it released a
one-year report on terrorist financing.

      In June 2002, G8 (the G7 countries plus Russia) Foreign Ministers endorsed a revised set of
recommendations on counterterrorism, which included a commitment to full implementation of UNSCR 1373 and
the Financial Action Task Force (FATF) eight special recommendations on terrorist financing.

FATF

      Another good example of international cooperation in the war against terrorist financing involves the
Financial Action Task Force (FATF). FATF is the premier international body dedicated to the establishment of
legal and regulatory standards and policies to combat money laundering. Established by the G7 in 1989, FATF
has grown to 31 member states covering five continents. The fundamental FATF document is the FATF 40
Recommendations, which represent a set of international standards for countries to establish an effective anti-
money laundering regime.

Following the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, the FATF expanded its mandate to include terrorist
financing. Specifically, the FATF articulated eight special recommendations which, when combined with the
FAFT 40 Recommendations, establish the basic framework to detect, prevent and suppress the financing of
terrorism. One of the eight special recommendations encourages countries to implement legislation to authorize
the forfeiture of funds intended to be used to finance terrorism. FATF is monitoring compliance with its
recommendations. It has invited members as well as non-members to respond to a questionnaire on compliance
with these recommendations, and is assessing these countries’ needs for technical assistance.

      Most recently, FATF has established a Terrorist Financing Working Group to oversee FATF’s counter-
terrorist financing activities. The Working Group is currently chaired by the United States and Spain.

Bilateral Efforts

      The United States has worked bilaterally with a number of other countries in the fight against terrorist
financing. For example, collaborative efforts with Middle East countries have resulted in the United Arab
Emirates, Bahrain, Egypt, and Qatar enacting anti-money laundering legislation. Kuwait and Saudi Arabia have
established government entities to oversee charities and prevent abuse of financial donations.

      Additionally, in September 2002, Saudi Arabia joined the United States in submitting to the 1267
Sanctions Committee the name of a Saudi supporter of al-Qaeda so that his assets could be frozen worldwide.

Challenges Ahead

      As we approach the second year anniversary of the heinous attacks of September 11, 2001, the
challenge is to strengthen successful anti-terrorist financing initiatives and develop new and creative strategies
to starve the terrorists of funds. The international community must continue to play a central role in these efforts.
Finally, Islamic donor countries must assume a leadership role in developing policies, procedures and
regulations to govern Islamic charities and prevent them from being used to underwrite acts of terror.
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It has become something of a cliche that we whose business is the defense of the realm face some very
difficult and often bewildering challenges. This has been true, of course, since the old certainties of the Cold War
passed into the domain of the historian. But what was previously perhaps implicit has been forced into stark relief
by the events of the past two years. The international strategic situation has changed beyond all recognition. We
are now presented with new asymmetric threats that require a more flexible and agile response.

Industry, of course, plays a vital role in ensuring that we have effective and flexible Armed Forces able to
respond to this new environment. Just as governments must adapt, so must industry to the challenges, and
indeed the opportunities, provided by an increasingly global marketplace.

NATO and EU

In the European context, we are also witnessing the seismic political changes resulting from the
enlargement of NATO and the European Union. Both present challenges but must, in the end, strengthen both
organizations. As the Secretary of State for Defense, Geoff Hoon, made clear in his address to RUSI in June
2003, both NATO and the EU, in their differing but mutually supportive contributions to our security, will continue
to play key roles in our strategic planning.

Both organizations need, of course, to adapt to changing circumstances. We have already made a great
deal of progress. We have set the way ahead for NATO and agreed the reform of its structures and set in place
improvements in its military capabilities.

We have also achieved major milestones within the EU. In addition to the police mission in Bosnia, the first
military crisis management operations under the EU’s European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP) have been
launched in Macedonia and the Democratic Republic of Congo. We also agreed earlier this year the
arrangements, known as Berlin Plus, whereby the EU may call upon NATO’s planning and other capabilities. We
now have a strategic partnership in crisis management between the two organizations which is transparent,
complementary and mutually supporting, both operationally and in the force development process. This is a real
achievement.

The EU, however, cannot rest on its laurels. Above all, its Member States must improve their military
capabilities. We have made progress on the Headline Goal of Member States being able to deploy up to 50,000
to 60,000 personnel within sixty days for at least one year. The EU now has operational capability across the full
range of Petersberg Tasks, as the crisis management operations that the EU can undertake are known. But this
is limited by recognized shortfalls at the higher end of the operational spectrum. It is critical that Member States
now take action to meet these shortfalls by spending more on defense, or by focusing expenditure on capabilities
that enable the EU to deploy forces rapidly. The latter will entail some painful decisions. But it is essential.

Role of ESDP

ESDP has achieved much over the last twelve months but we and our EU partners must now look to take
it forward in the Inter-Governmental Conference on the new EU constitutional treaty. We believe the ESDP
should remain focused on conducting crisis management outside the EU’s borders and not seek to undertake
common defense. That is NATO’s responsibility.
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The EU should, however, be more flexible in the types of crisis management tasks it can undertake. In

particular, we would like to see ESDP taking a more proactive role in wider conflict prevention. That is not to say
that the EU should have its own forces. National military forces, declared under the Headline Goal, are offered
to the EU on a voluntary, case by case basis by Member States. There is no standing EU Army or rapid reaction
force, nor any EU agreement to create one.

European Defense Agency

While the provision of military forces must remain a national responsibility, there is a key linking role where
a more concerted pan-EU approach to the development of capabilities is required.

For years the EU has considered the creation of an armaments agency. Our vision is, however, of an agency
that is focused primarily on developing military capabilities, a European Defense Agency. The Agency would
improve defense capabilities by promoting harmonized and coordinated efforts across all areas that contribute
to operational effectiveness, including training and support. In conjunction with the EU Military Committee it
would produce coherent plans for capability development. It could also monitor whether planned capability
developments are being delivered and evaluate against agreed criteria those capability commitments given by
Member States.

We see the Agency being created in 2004 and headed by a senior political figure, in the view of the UK the
EU High Representative or his successor. It would be placed directly under Defense Ministers who, collectively,
would provide overarching direction. The Agency would also have a wider acquisition role, specifically a
commitment to encouraging cost-effective procurement primarily through OCCAR. It would also promote the
establishment of an internationally competitive defense equipment market. It would do this by encouraging the
EU-wide adoption of rules and procedures adapted from those negotiated on the Letter of Intent Framework
Agreement, to which I shall return later. But it must remain focused on capabilities and, by increasing co-
operation and improving coherence, enable Member States to make better use of their defense budgets.

The UK’s priorities in all of this are two fold: enhancing capabilities and improving interoperability.
The UK is an active participant in striving to fill the capability gaps identified in the Helsinki Headline Goal.

This has resulted in the European Capability Action Plan, where a number of panels were formed to address the
capability shortfalls of the EU force required to carry out the Petersburg Tasks. This work is now being taken
forward by Project Groups. Not all are involved in acquisition and, where they are, the work of these groups may
go far wider than procurement. ECAP work has the longer-term aim of fulfilling the Headline Goal capability gaps
by one of three means:

 “role specialization”, with a particular capability requirement being met by means of the national program
  of one participant;

co-operative acquisition, with a number of participants agreeing to procure (through bilateral or multilateral
 arrangements) an equipment developed by one nation;

collaborative programs based on an agreed, harmonized, military requirement. Such programs may be
 managed through the Organization for Joint Cooperation in Armaments (OCCAR) – of which more later.
 Alternatively nations engaged in a particular collaborative program might choose to manage the project
 under separate arrangements outside of OCCAR.

Within all three areas there are favourable prospects for enhancing European capabilities and improving
interoperability.

Industry

But if we in Europe are really serious about enhancing our capabilities, the European defense industry
needs to play its part.We want to see a strong European defense industry. But the nationality of its owners is no
longer the fundamental issue.We should focus rather on where the technology is created, where the jobs are
created and sustained, where the skills and the intellectual property reside, and where the investment is made.
The UK has benefitted by adopting this approach and we believe that there are significant benefits for both
European nations and Europe’s defense industry in doing the same. It is important that the UK and other nations
can call on a strong healthy European defense technological and industrial base.

That said, the European defense industry must be viewed in a global context and against the backdrop of
a more demanding defense market. Within this global environment it is primarily for industry to decide how to
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organize itself for commercial success. Thus it is right that the process of industrial restructuring and
consolidation in Europe has been led by industry based on their commercial judgements. The formation of BAE
SYSTEMS, European Aeronautic Defense and Space company (EADS), Thales and Agusta-Westland are
recent successful examples in this context.

Consequently it is important that the European defense industry has a forward-looking strategy that places
increased competitiveness and efficiency as the drivers behind the process of European industrial
consolidation. The UK has benefitted from this by securing significant inward investment such as the purchase
of RACAL by Thales.

It is unlikely that we have seen the last of these rationalizations and it would be premature to draw .rm
conclusions. However, I shall address briefly the area where government can play a positive role in this process,
namely, by removing artificial barriers to co-operation. This is a key part of the Letter of Intent (LoI) Framework
Agreement signed in July 2000 by France, Germany, Italy, Spain, Sweden and the UK.

LoI Framework Agreement

Our expectation is that this agreement will help to remove unnecessary obstacles to armament and
industrial co-operation and improve the efficiency of defense companies, which operate in two, or more, of the
LoI countries.

The LoI will result in a number of improvements including: simplified procedures for the transmission of
classified information and visits; greater security of supply; and simplification of the export licensing regime. It
will also assist in the provision of access to a wider technology base through more efficient arrangements for
multilateral cooperation on R&T and the harmonization of military requirements.

Focusing for a moment on this last element – the harmonization of military requirements (HMR) – the main
task is to identify potential co-operative equipment opportunities at the earliest possible stage. All six nations
currently participating in the LoI process have agreed to adopt a structured methodology. In essence, this
consists of the construction of a capability-based master database and the formation of a six-nation HMR Board
comprised of senior national capability representatives. The Board will select potential cooperative opportunities
from the database. The initial Master database has now been populated and our staffs are working to analyze
the results to identify potential co-operation opportunities. Initial scrutiny is encouraging and has revealed
coincidence in requirements that had not been previously identified.

I accept that industry has been very skeptical about the pace and achievements of the LoI. We fully
recognize the need to continue to drive it forward and look forward to the LoI being able to start to deliver some
real benefits over the next couple of years.

OCCAR

Of course, the LoI is only one framework that we are using to work closely with our European partners. We
continue to work closely with our French, German, Italian and, most recently, our Belgian colleagues in OCCAR.
I am very pleased to see the positive steps that this organization has taken in terms of establishing principles for
the effective management of cooperative programs. I am particularly impressed by the agreement to dispense
with the form of Juste Retour, where each nation expects a work-share rigidly based on its cost-share in a
program, whether or not all have the industrial expertise and capability needed to actually carry out the work. Too
often in the past we have seen Juste Retour resulting in inefficiencies where supply chains have been replicated
in a number of countries.

OCCAR’s agreement of a system of ‘Global Balance’, where work-share can be spread over a number of
programs and over a number of years, is a real step forward. But, for it to work effectively, it will require
governments to adhere, in practical terms, to what has been agreed in policy terms. We have worked hard to
ensure the success of OCCAR and welcome the recent start it has made on the A-400M Strategic Transport
Aircraft program. We see OCCAR as a valuable asset within the future management of European collaborative
programs.

Conclusion

The European nations must improve their military capabilities to meet the new threats and challenges we
all face. The European defense industry must be part of this process and improved collaboration and
interoperability will be key. But industry must not only be able to deliver the equipment our Armed Forces need
but provide value for money at the same time. To do so it must be efficient and competitive in a global
marketplace. UK industry has risen to the challenge and, I am certain, will continue to do so.
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The revolution in military affairs (RMA) is not a European concept but American, generated shortly after the
Cold War. Moreover, it was the Soviets and not the Europeans who introduced the term military-technical
revolution in the early 1980s. This semantical absence of Europe is not fortuitous. European political, military,
and analytical communities have been loath to recognize the R in RMA—the revolution. For good or ill, there has
been resistance to the idea that a quantum leap is occurring which can be compared to the impact of
technological breakthroughs such as gunpowder or, a few centuries earlier, the stirrup. There are reasons for
such skepticism, if only because these developments didn’t revolutionize warfare in a day. Gunpowder appeared
in Europe no later than 1249. The first cannons (bombards) were used in siege warfare on the continent no
earlier than 1314, and the first muskets entered battle around 1550. Lances, pikes, and swords were still the
weapons of choice at the beginning of the Thirty Years War (1618–1648). This sense of gradual change rather
than instant transformation tends to color European attitudes towards RMA. In a less conspicuous category of
inertia, we have the corporatist and bureaucratic interests of those who feel threatened by the revolution, but that
is not a European monopoly.

There is also a widespread tendency in Europe to put the emphasis less on strictly military change—the M
in RMA—than on the strategic transformation of truly revolutionary proportions evident from the end of the Cold
War. This has led one analyst to coin the expression revolution in strategic affairs: Lawrence Freedman’s well-
argued analysis is particularly revealing of European diffidence vis à vis RMA. Indeed, from a European
standpoint, the disappearance of the Iron Curtain and the Soviet armies from the center of Europe is indisputable
physical evidence of a revolution accomplished whereas RMA is a work in progress. Furthermore, the strategic
revolution continues to have a massive impact on pre-existing European force structures and doctrines, ahead
of and along with the consequences of the revolution per se.

However, these reasons for European aloofness should not be misinterpreted. First, the effects of the
strategic revolution and of RMA are generally mutually reinforcing; therefore the same steps tend to address
both. Second, European forces must often go through substantially greater change than has the US military. By
virtue of its geography, the American Cold War force posture relied heavily on offshore assets, notably in
Europe, and on force projection (reinforcement) capabilities from the continental United States, whereas
continental European force structures emphasized territorial defense based on conscription since the enemy
was next door. Hence the Europeans, in coping with the strategic revolution, have sometimes taken the lead in
certain aspects of RMA notwithstanding their comparatively narrow resource base. Third, there has been a
widespread acknowledgement in the European strategic and military community of the need to gear up to the
consequences of RMA, notably in light of the Kosovo and Afghanistan air campaigns. This recognition runs
against the twin obstacles of time and cost, but it is there nonetheless.

For analytical purposes, our appraisal of European performance will be divided into three categories:
battlespace management, essentially through command, control, communications, computers, intelligence,
surveillance, and reconnaissance (C4ISR); battlespace action, focusing on precision strike assets; and RMA-
capable force structures.

The Transatlantic Gap

Battlespace management is the most significant European weakness in terms of RMA and the hardest to
remedy. No individual country can command and control joint theater-wide force projections of greater than
divisional scope; furthermore no such ability exists in the collective framework of the emerging security and
defense policy (ESDP) of the European Union (EU). National strategic surveillance and reconnaissance assets
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are a tiny fraction of US capabilities. The reasons for Europe’s lag are manifold, and not all result from its own
failures. Foremost, there is the weight of the Cold War legacy, during which the only major contingency was the
possibility of war in Europe itself, with an integrated NATO handling the conduct of operations and US assets
playing an essential role. The newness of ESDP— which essentially began in 1999—and the lack of critical mass
of European nation-states individually come next. Finally, the United States has discouraged European
acquisition of independent strategic intelligence gathering, force planning, and collective theater-command
capabilities in no uncertain terms. Washington’s fight against “needless duplication” by EU may be justified
insofar as NATO or the United States may provide timely and unstinting access to the corresponding C4ISR
assets, although such a proposition would assume that an abundance of such assets already exists: but it would
be unwise to pillory the Europeans for their lack of C4ISR in the same breath. The real objective for the Allies is
to strike the best possible balance between European investment in C4ISR—a particularly costly and
demanding area—and the use of NATO and US assets.

In terms of access to force planning assets, current negotiations between EU and NATO illustrate this
process. What the Alliance denies or does not have, the union will have to provide on its own; and even where
access may exist, there are few areas where C4ISR is so abundant that the Europeans should do nothing.
Finally, the Europeans —especially France, Spain, Italy, and Germany —have also found that the quality of
access to US C4ISR assets can be improved if one has demonstrated the will and ability to acquire one’s own
capability. The French, in particular, believe that the acquisition of a dedicated reconnaissance satellite system
(Helios I from 1995 onwards) has enhanced French-US cooperation in strategic intelligence. Germany is
investing in radarsat reconnaissance (SAR Lupe), while France is due to launch its first Helios II satellite in 2004.

Although far behind the United States, the Europeans have also been improving their limited C4, with the
British followed by the French now able to project joint theaterwide national command capabilities for less than
corps-sized operations. They also have a reasonably good record in tactical intelligence-gathering unmanned
aerial vehicles (UAVs), which were heavily used in Kosovo, notably by the Germans and French. However, the
Europeans are only beginning to work with US and Israeli firms on long-endurance drones.

The gap between the United States and Europe is also substantial in terms of intelligent weapons and
brilliant munitions. And unlike the C4ISR situation, there are no good reasons. Today not a single country
possesses the equivalent of the American joint direct attack munition (JDAM), although France is due to have
its functional equivalent in 2004. Air launched cruise missiles (ALCMs) are under development but won’t be in
service before 2003–04. Stocks of laser-guided bombs (LGBs), where they exist, are insufficient. France had to
borrow a supply from the United States during the Kosovo air war. The situation is better with anti-radar missiles
and suppression of enemy air defenses generally. As for support aircraft, offensive electronic warfare assets are
scarce or nonexistent in most air forces. Inflight refuelling (IFRF) aircraft exist at just a tenth of US numbers (and
less in terms of overall fuel load), with only part of the difference with US capabilities being attributable to
Europe’s greater proximity to potential areas of operations. No technological barrier is involved in most of these
instances. European industry is capable of designing and producing global positioning system-inertial
navigation system (GPS–INS) kits, ALCMs, LGBs, and IFRF aircraft. Nor is cost a satisfactory explanation as far
as “shooters” are concerned: GPS–INS kits are cheap, and the current British-French air-launched cruise
missile development costs only a tiny fraction of platforms such as Eurofighter or Rafale. Neither is American
pressure an issue. One can only attribute the lack of RMA weapon systems to the inertia of vested interests, both
industrial and military. Platforms designed during the 1980s generate real production business today, whereas
work on precision guided munitions is largely developmental and unit costs are lower. Platform numbers and
promotion prospects tend to come together. In traditional air forces one doesn’t always earn one’s wings by
“flying” stand-off missiles or UAVs.

The above notwithstanding, Europe’s positioning in RMA capable force structures is less disadvantageous,
and in some instances arguably better than America’s. First, as already indicated, the Europeans have generally
faced far more radical force structure reforms than the United States. With the exception of the United Kingdom
since 1961 and tiny Luxembourg since 1967, at the end of the 1980s all European forces were not only conscript-
based but essentially focused on inplace defense. Moving to force projection thus involved dramatic doctrinal,
organizational, and structural reform. Such obstacles can naturally deter progress, and countries such as
Germany and Italy have yet to really bite the bullet; but once the process has been decided on, the result is akin
to a true zero-based transformation. There is little in common between France’s lumbering 293,000-strong
ground forces of 1989, with 60 percent conscripts, and today’s lean and mean army of 136,000 professionals.
Beyond the figures, the radical nature of the transformation lends itself to innovative approaches. The French
Army Doctrine Center, established in 1999, offers a good example of how the winds of reform and creativity have
been blowing in the West’s oldest military establishment.
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The Purple Culture

Secondly, jointness has been pursued energetically in some instances. The British lead the effort with a
Chief of Defence Staff possessing vast powers, commanding an organization with a relatively strong purple
culture that extends to war college training, doctrine (with the joint doctrine center up and running), and
procurement. France, although not as systematically, has moved to fully joint war college training and has had
an integrated procurement executive, an area where the United States remains extraordinarily unjoint, since the
early 1960s. Naturally, these reforms are not entirely attributable to RMA requirements as such. A narrower
resource base directs efforts towards jointness, whereas the post-Cold War strategic environment leads to
setting up theater-scale joint task forces. But the net result is in line with RMA.

Future prospects for the revolution in Europe will revolve around three interconnected issues: money,
interoperability, and Europeanization.

Money: Even without any increase in defense expenditure, the Europeans could introduce substantially
more RMA-relevant systems by changing the terms of the traditional trade-offs between shooters and force
multipliers on the one hand and guided munitions and platforms on the other. With structural reforms now being
completed in some countries, more attention can be paid to reviewing those trade-offs. This is particularly true
of France, which in the 1990s was saddled both with the costs of platforms ordered during the 1980s and with
the traumatic transformation from conscription to professionalization.

However, if the major countries will have ALCMs and JDAM-type bombs as well as new long-range air
transport assets (with the A–400 M) within a few years, the fact remains that Europe will need to spend more on
defense to be part of RMA. In particular, the gap in military research and development is unacceptable and
growing, with Europe spending $10 billion versus $50 billion for the United States in FY03.

Interoperability: Across the board budget increases will be necessary if Europe is to remain able to
interoperate with US forces. Since the latter are benefiting from massive spending increases (from a DOD low
of $276 billion in 1998 to $380 billion in 2003), the growing technological and capabilities gap between
transatlantic partners will make systems interoperability ever more problematic. Such a trend will be damaging
for all concerned. Politically, it will be difficult to sustain an alliance in which the United States does the sharp end
while Europe does the low end. The Europeans will therefore need to follow Washington in closing the peace-
dividend era. Symmetrically, the United States should encourage, not discourage, the Europeans in acquiring
high-end capabilities (notably in C4ISR) and also support pooling individual efforts into the collective framework
of European Community security and defense policy. Furthermore, the United States can boost interoperability
by improving access to its technology.

Europeanization: This is the new frontier of defense policy in Europe. Although it is sensible to use
existing NATO assets wherever possible, notably in terms of force planning, the Europeans need to generate
savings and efficiencies by pooling their assets. A European transport command building on the procurement
of the A–400 M by many air forces is one area of potential, as is development of a quasi-identical ALCM for
the British and French air forces.

The United States can play a positive political role in helping its allies be greater partakers of RMA by giving
its blessing to initiatives which add value to Western capabilities. Ultimately, however, Europe’s ability to play
a major world role will depend on its own efforts.
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 In 1918, Serbian soldiers, supported by their British allies, led the central assault to break the Salonika front
in the Balkans. The noted English journalist and historian, Gordon Brook Shepherd, wrote in his book November
1918 about their remarkable heroism. Together, they were victorious but at a tremendous cost: by the end of the
First World War, Serbia had lost approximately one-third of its male population.

Today, we have an opportunity, and an obligation, to ensure peace and stability in the Balkans. The new
Serbia and Montenegro stands ready to take our place among the family of peace-loving nations, ever-mindful
of our past, but confidant of our future, and committed to the values and ideals of all democratic nations. To be
sure, there will be many challenges ahead. But with help, guidance, and support, we will help make sure that
Europe, and indeed the greater world, never again has to witness the horrors of war.

Background

I was appointed Minister of Defense in early 2003, at the peak of one of the most traumatic crises my country
has faced in decades, brought about by the assassination of Serbia and Montenegro’s democratic leader, Prime
Minister Dr. Zoran Djindjic. Aside from the great personal loss I felt, it was a sad and difficult chapter in our
nation’s history – one whose lessons we are still learning from today.

At the time, I was a senior member of our parliament’s Select Committee for Defense, and rather unprepared
for duty’s call. Yet, as the Chinese word for ‘crisis’ is comprised of two characters, one meaning ‘danger’ and the
other ‘opportunity’ – I chose to emphasize the latter. I have always believed that dramatic times call for dramatic
actions. In order to meet the many challenges, overcome the innumerable obstacles before us, difficult decisions
would have to be made and serious changes sought.

Our task was made more difficult by several factors: for one, the army was heavily bruised after a decade
of more or less continual war, climaxing with the conflict against NATO. There was heavy physical damage,
destroyed facilities and other casualties from the bombing campaigns in 1999. Secondly, corruption was
rampant. The budgeting process lacked all transparency. Essentially, the army sent final figures to the
parliament, which merely rubber-stamped their approval. Illegal arms trade by criminal gangs flowed freely;
shady real estate dealings were widespread; nationalist fanatics held significant positions. A mentality of
isolation and conspiracy – including a deep-seeded suspicion toward the West – permeated the Ministry. The
internal structure was outdated, inefficient and overly burdened with failed ideological underpinnings. Officers
were impoverished; various security services competed with one another. Practically speaking, the Ministry of
Defense had virtually no power over the General Staff.

New Defense Policy for Serbia and
Montenegro: A Blueprint for

Peace and Stability
Boris Tadic

 BORIS TADIC is Minister of Defense, The State Union of Serbia and Montenegro. This essay is based on Minister Tadic’s
address to the Royal United Service Institute on 11 September, 2003.
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Reform

We have embarked upon an ambitious – if not risky – plan for change. With no tradition of civilian defense
experts in our country, the scope for finding sources of advice beyond the vested interests of generals or retired
officers was fairly limited. It is fair to say that we began our reforms acting mostly out of our own democratic
instincts.

For many decades, civilian control of our military was limited to its top General Staff’s strict subordination
to the leadership of the ruling party elites. It effectively amounted to an amorphous network of personal
asymmetric contacts between generals and high level party bureaucrats, devoid of long-term, concrete political
direction on matters of policy. Our first step was to place the General Staff under civilian control, making it
subordinate to the Ministry’s leadership.

The result is that for the very first time in over sixty years, our army is fully accountable, reporting to and
taking orders from the democratically elected government. Furthermore, I can personally attest to the fact that
this political decision was not merely declared and enacted, but has also been implemented in practice.

The Military Intelligence and Security Services, which for decades represented a ‘state within the state’,
previously acted without any legal definition or structure and carried out the personal, arbitrary policies of various
party henchmen. Today, they, too, are now under the direct control of the Ministry.

As I indicated earlier, when I first assumed my responsibilities as Defense Minister, the Ministry was rife with
corruption, at all levels, from the ground up. We took several steps to aggressively eliminate this conduct. First,
we set up a new department in charge of overseeing all finance-related activities. Second, we instituted a new
policy of complete transparency in procurement and proliferation procedures, as well as mandating detailed
public reporting. New legislation calls for all budgets to be detailed, scrutinized and approved by the parliament.
Third, extensive investigations were launched into previous wrongdoings, which have resulted in several arrests
and subsequent criminal charges.

Another important reform has been the introduction of ‘conscientious objector’ status, which allows our male
citizens the option of completing their national service by performing various forms of civil service. No longer will
they be forced to wear a uniform and join the armed forces. Rather, they can choose how best to contribute to
the future well-being of their country by taking into account their educational interests and individual capacities.
This, of course, also impacts the nature, size and scope of our military and rejects the broader plans for additional
military reforms outlined below.

Perhaps the most far-reaching and important changes have taken place within the actual staffing of the
military itself. I initiated a complete overhaul of the General and Officer Staff, retiring and relieving from duty
twenty-one generals and over 300 officers who, in our estimation, were incapable of understanding and
implementing the new security structure. Needless to say, this was not an easy task, but the result of a long and
arduous process. It was carried out after a careful review and extensive consultations with all the parties involved
and required particular sensitivity especially in the aftermath of Prime Minister’s Djindjic’s assassination. In their
place, we hope to infuse our military with the ‘best and the brightest’ – promoting young, talented officers, who
have the understanding of the new environment which complements our vision for the future.

However, despite many anomalies we have found in the defense system, we feel encouraged by a few
crucial facts. Having in mind the traumatic period behind us, our armed forces still have a respectable level of
professionalism and discipline; lower and medium rank officers are, for the most part, properly educated for their
jobs; and the quality of units’ training is acceptable, even excellent, in the case of special forces. The great
majority of young officers understand and support a new state orientation towards transatlantic integration. They
accept that process not only as a (delayed) logical step, but also as a professional and personal opportunity to
improve quality of life standards, as a consequence of being part of the democratic, transatlantic family.
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Finally, our great military tradition and the prestige of the military profession in our society could provide an

environment conducive to initiating major defense reforms. We need, and I believe we will get, all the necessary
support from different social groups, political parties, Church and NGOs.

Future

The new Serbia and Montenegro looks to the twenty-first century with a clear understanding that the world
around us has changed dramatically and so have our security needs. The threats we faced in the past are no
more. We do not perceive any threats from our neighbors, nor do we expect to fight any wars with them. Today,
our main threats are focused primarily on domestic and international terrorism, organized trans-border crime,
and the trafficking of illegal substances, weapons and humans.

Co-operation with our neighbors forms the core of our new security paradigm and we support all regional
security initiatives, including the Adriatic Charter, who we are eager to join. Collaboration and coexistence are
beginning to replace mutual fear and suspicion. We know change doesn’t happen overnight. All of this will take
time. But we remain resolved, committed to this process. Our neighbors know and we know it is in all of our
interest to build a partnership together with one another. There simply is no more important objective than to
achieve a regional defense partnership, beginning with the Partnership for Peace.

In our view, it is not merely desirable, but essential, in order to ensure peace and stability in the region. The
current situation in Kosovo is a striking example. There, the Serb minority is subjected to almost daily terrorist
attacks, which is of great concern to us. However, we have not taken unilateral action because of our belief in
the importance and necessity of resolving this issue together.

We support the commencement of the Belgrade-Pristina dialogue, as it is imperative we – Serbs and
Albanians – start working together on small issues of common interest, from municipal work to infrastructure
rebuilding, in order to build up trust. I am canfident that after we create a secure foundation, we’ll find it easier
to come up with solutions to the larger issues, including the protection of human rights, which are acceptable to
all parties. Regardless, there will be no attempts to resolve our differences by military means. We also strongly
believe that for the time being an international presence there is vital for stability, and we will do everything in
our power to support their stay.

NATO & PfP

Our absence from the Partnership for Peace – along with Bosnia’s – creates a gaping security hole which
prevents any meaningful approach to reliable, regional security. Furthermore, it precludes us from participating
in any joint maneuvers and exercises. For all of these reasons, we regard our entry into PfP as our highest
priority.

While PfP represents the prospects of a new beginning for us, our ultimate goal and desire is full NATO
membership. We strongly believe that our parliament will approve our eventual application with an overwhelming
majority. As US President Harry Truman said at the ceremony marking the establishment of NATO on 4 April
1949, ‘If there is anything certain today, if there is anything inevitable in the future, it is the will of the people of
the world for freedom and for peace.’ For us, entrance into NATO is not just about security and defense, but about
the philosophies that steer our course: our values, ideals and the embrace of democracy.

Despite the current dissonance within NATO regarding policies vis-a-vis Iraq, the future of the alliance, in
our view, is strong and certain. It is a uniquely effective multilateral military alliance precisely because it is a
political security community of countries with common values and democratic institutions. Our ambition to join
NATO represents a monumental step forward and speaks clearly and unequivocally about how we view our
place and role in the European continent.

In order to translate this vision into reality, we have taken several steps to work toward the eventual
interoperability of our forces with NATO. First, restructuring and resizing our armed forces. Changing realities
requires vigilance and adaptability. The end of the Cold War brought about the demise of any significant threat
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from the East. The need to maintain large armies and prepare for possible threats emanating from our immediate
borders has largely become a thing of the past. Reality dictates meeting new threats posed by multinational,
‘mega’ terrorism. We intend to create a leaner, more flexible, rapidly deployable, professional army that can best
respond to the ever-changing nature of the threats we face. While this planning is already underway, the physical
restructuring will begin early next year.

Second, Intelligence. In the post 9/11 world, the importance of accurate and timely intelligence is critical and
forms an important foundation of our new security structure. We are committed to enhancing our capacity to
gather and share information and resources with our regional and global partners and allies in order to provide
greater security at home and abroad.

Third, due to our geographical location, Serbia and Montenegro form the cornerstone of security in the
Balkans. But we know we live in a global community and understand our obligations to help ensure peace and
stability do not stop at the border’s edge. That is why Serbia and Montenegro have taken initial steps to join
international peacekeeping efforts. Our offer to send troops to Afghanistan is not without its costs – human,
economic and political. But make no mistake about it: this decision is not borne out of a desire to gain political
points or an attempt to deflect criticism of our immediate dark past from which we have emerged. Rather, it is
simply the right thing to do.

Moreover, it is part of our overall attempt to reform our military in word and deed and to serve as the embryo
of further reforms to come. The special anti-terrorist battalion that we decided to send will serve as the role model
of the future army of Serbia and Montenegro: lightly armed, highly professional, rapidly deployable and
completely interoperable with our NATO allies.

This decision also serves as a reflection of the sincerity and genuineness of our desire to help shoulder the
burden of responsibility that comes with eventual NATO membership. Hopefully, our offer will be approved,
accepted and will be the first of many other opportunities to provide peacekeeping troops to troubled lands and
areas of conflict throughout the world.

Conclusion

Serbia and Montenegro accept the responsibility for dealing with our past and in no way are attempting to
sidestep that solemn obligation. We have been and will continue to fully co-operate with the International
Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (ICTY). Again, we do this not out of political expediency but because
it is right. The crimes committed by Serbians were carried out by individuals and in no way reject the sentiments
of Serbian society at-large. However, that in no way diminishes or minimizes their dreadfulness.

At the same time, we are under enormous pressure from the prosecution to act on four new indictments. The
timing of these demands is counterproductive and compounds an already delicate situation. They place
considerable stress on us at a critical stage in our reforms, raising the political stakes and making it difficult to
pursue and support additional reforms with the specter of new elections looming in the not-too-distant future.

Finally, I should stress that, contrary to what one might expect given the 1999 conflict, there is great popular
support for our integration into transatlantic security structures. It is important to remember that throughout our
history, we have been united in common purpose much more than we have been divided. With the exception of
the Milosevic era our past is one of freedom, and we are committed to implementing whatever additional reforms
are necessary to further cooperation and provide mutual assistance to our neighbors and allies on the European
continent.

For some, it will be merely renewing old friendships, like between Britain and Serbia. From the shores of
Salonika to the new challenges we face together in the War on Terror, our alliance is strong, enduring and
reliable. For others, it will be building the foundation of a new and exciting enterprise. Whether old or new, we
resolve to be steadfast, dependable allies to our neighbors near and far. We are especially grateful for the
invaluable aid and assistance provided to us by the UK government, our official point of contact within NATO.

I shall close with the words of one of the twentieth century’s greatest figures, Prime Minister Winston
Churchill. They were spoken in May of 1940, at another point in history when Britain and Serbia were great allies.
I believe it best summarizes my current mission:

I take up my task in buoyancy and hope. I feel sure that our cause will not be suffered to fail
among men. I feel entitled at this juncture, at this time, to claim the aid of all and to say,
‘Come then, let us go forward together with our united strength.’
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