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Welcome to Issue 25 of
A Different View

he 25th issue of ADV is put under the

header “The EU and the US”, in the light of

Barack Obama's inauguration as the 44th
president of the United States of America (i.e. No.
44). The hopes that people and leaders around
the world put in Obama are well known, his
inauguration speech has been analyzed through
and through, yet nobody can predict what he will
actually accomplish in the next years.

In fact, it would be a great surprise if
Obama could change the world. One has to
consider that the US itself did not change just
because of an election. The people of America are
still the same; the only thing that changed is the
country's government, nothing more, nothing
less. Yet, even the government only changed
partly. Some of No. 43's warriors stay in power
(e.g. Defense Secretary Gates, and the
conservative judges at the United States
Supreme Court) and others are put back in power
who have already had the chance to serve their
country under No. 42 (Hillary Clinton, Rahm
Emmanuel, Eric Holder, etc.). Some people also
say that there are so many and different hopes put
in Obama that there is no way he can fulfill all
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those expectations and consequently will fail
automatically.

Still, No. 44's inauguration started under
a good star, and even though Obama is not
responsible for it already two conflicts ended
when he was sworn in: the gas conflict between
Russia and the Ukraine, and the Gaza conflict.
Concerning this issue, in the light of Obama's
inauguration, the articles we drew together will
deal with the transatlantic relationship, and US
American foreign policy.

The 25" issue of ADV starts off with the
second part of Thomas Bobinger's analysis on
developments within the European Union's
Justice and Home affairs. Itis followed by Moritz
Pieper's overview of transatlantic security
cooperation and his argument that the EU
should seek to distance itself from the US in
terms of security at least in its direct
geographical proximity. In the first article of the
academic section Dirk Schuchardt partially
opposes Moritz Pieper's view by highlighting the
German approach to transatlantic relations
which strives for a complementary development
of NATO and ESDP activities. André Moreira
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then outlines the fundamentals that shaped the
political systems of the three cornerstones of the
transatlantic relationship: the revolutions in
France, Britain and the US. Consequently,
Meredith Garagiola further explores one part of
this triangle: the special relationship between the
US and the UK. Her article is followed Iva
Venkova's contribution which poses the
question of whether there is convergence or
divergence in transatlantic security perception
after Obama takes Office. Lorenzo Cladi adds
to this by analyzing ESDP a highly contested
point of discussion in security perception from a
structural realist point of view. Afterwards our
regular contributor Sven Brendel analyses
Obama's philosophy of cautious liberalism by
contrasting today's American liberalism with
neoliberalism and socialism. Marianne S.
Batista will then come back to the question of
“Change, can we?” in her article about the Bush
legacy and the new Obama era. Finally, Ozgur
Erkan looks at one of the challenges that Obama
will face in transatlantic relations, namely the
WTO dispute about genetically modified food,
which the US wants to export, and which France
and Austria try to ban.

The editing team wishes all the readers
fruitful discussions.

Berlin, January 25th, 2009
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“The Cube® Partli
An Assessment of

Developments in EU
Justice and Home Affairs

Thomas Bobinger, LL.M
(Free University of Amsterdam)

the reader to the principles of mutual

recognition and the principle of availability,
which is supposed to become legally binding
through a framework decision currently
discussed by the EU Justice and Home Affairs
Council.

Even without this proposal, however, the
Treaty of Prim between Austria, Germany,
France Belgium, the Netherlands, Luxemburg
and Spain, which JHA ministers agreed to be
incorporated into EU law in the near future,
already provides for direct access to national
registers and data bases. The data that the states
are required to hold under Prim include DNA,
information on stolen vehicles, and finger prints.
The moral danger is that the Treaty of Prim does
not only aim at combating organized cross-border
crime and terrorism, but also illegal migration.
Thus, once again an illegal immigrant, who
comes to Europe across the Mediterranean,
risking his or her life, is put together with the worst
kind of terrorists a la Al-Qaida and mafia
organizations which are involved in the trade of
women and the trafficking of heroine'.

It is however still to be proven that

I n the first part of this series, | have introduced
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measures, such as the retention of
communication data, the inclusion of biometric
data in passports, increased video surveillance
and greater executive powers for law
enforcement agencies, are indeed necessary
and helpful to achieve greater security.
Governments still need to show the benefits of
these measures by presenting investigative
successes and indeed prevent terrorist attacks by
using these new measures. After all it was
possible to destroy the Sauerland-group in
Germany without the retention of all
communication data in the EU. It was also
possible to prevent the bomb attacks on trains in
North-Rhine Westphalia, Germany without
transforming the Bundeskriminalamt [German
Federal Criminal Police Office] into a US-style
FBI, as it was done by the German Grand
Coalition in December in the face of a powerless
opposition.

It is worrying that more and more studies
show that chauvinism and nationalism are
starting to permeate the centre of society. The
police and the secret service are not at allimmune
to such tendencies. Indeed the
Bundeskriminalamt (BKA), the most prominent
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German police institution, the interface between
all the other law enforcement institutions, has
national contact points in at least 24 countries
where citizens suffer from torture and
mistreatment by their national authorities. This
does not mean that the BKA is actively engaging
in practices such as torture, which is forbidden by
international law and even has been attributed
the status of jus cogens, the crown jewel status of
international law. Yet, it is part of the BKA's
mandate to participate in interrogations,
searchings, and other investigative practices in
these countries. However, most importantly, it
means that the BKA under the direction of the
Federal Ministry for the Interior, by way of
development aid in the police sector is helping
criminal regimes (e.g. Syria, Lebanon) to make
their police more efficient and is helping those
regimes to become more potent in eliminating the
opposition. It is sad that too often law
enforcement authorities, not only in Germany, are
showing a lack of distance to well-known terror
regimes, such as the one of Gaddafi, in Libya.

And yet, under the principle of a changed
notion of security and under the primacy of
security, the German Bundestag passed a law
which gives more power to the BKA and curtails
the rights of journalists to decline testimony
before court, and allow the searching of citizen's
computers at home by means of cyber-
technology (the “Federal Trojan”). Already the
European Commission has announced plans that
would involve Europol, allowing for an EU-wide
use of secret online-computer searching
techniques if those practices are permitted by
national law.

It is incomprehensible, how on the one
hand the German President, Horst Kohler, could
deny his signature to the Reform Treaty because
of “constitutional concerns”, which means the
ratification process is stalled until a verdict by the
German Constitutional Court. And on the other
hand, this man has no concerns whatsoever
about the BKA-law even though this law is
characterized as unconstitutional by human
rights lawyers all around Germany.

Maybe it is necessary to live with the
terrorist risk in order to enjoy a whole range of
freedoms. Just like everybody takes some risks
when he drives a car, or enters a plane, or walks
over the street. At all times, things might happen
on which the individual driving the car, sitting in
the plane, crossing the street has no influence.
We have to acknowledge that no-one is all-
powerful and in full control over every aspect of
his life. No-one can control the minds and
behavior of another person (and we should be
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thankful for that), and so we have to live with daily
risks, such as driving on a highway and being hit
by a log of wood that someone threw over the
bridge as has recently happened in Germany.

1. Aprinciple problem:

The principle of mutual recognition allows
for the assumption that a request for data
information by another Member State will be
legally justified and in accordance with their
national laws. Thus if a French officer accesses
an ltalian database (remember the Italians
wanted to fingerprint all Roma and Sinti!) it is
assumed that the French under their national
data protection and data processing laws are
legitimately retrieving the information. It requires
thus a high degree of trust in each other's legal
system, a trust which is not at all to be granted
lightly with respect to ongoing criticism of some
Member States' corrupt and inefficient judicial
systems and the widely divergent legal standards
and procedures before court.

Itis important to remember that one should
not operate such a data exchange system under
the assumption that all law enforcement agencies
are operating according to legal standards all the
time. Rather the danger of excessive access and
misuse is rising. To illustrate this point let me refer
to a Council study, which was conducted when
there were 13 Schengen Member States. At this
time there were 125,000 access points to the
Schengen Information System (SIS), meaning
125,000 authorities who could access the
sensitive date stored in the SIS. In the meantime
Schengen has grown rapidly involving 22 EU
Schengen Members plus Norway and Iceland.
Furthermore, the old SIS will be replaced by SIS
[I, which will widen the pool of agencies that is
allowed to access the stored data (meaning
customs authorities, secret services, police
authorities). It is expected that the number of
access points skyrockets and that there will be
millions of access points. Hence there is a real
danger of excessive access to sensitive data in
the form of fishing expeditions, meaning if one
throws a wide enough net one is bound to find
something even if it is merely an old shoe. In that
context the European Data Protection Supervisor
said that it is not sufficient to start from the
assumption that the police under all
circumstances and in all cases operates within
the legal limits of their legal obligations.

2. Why it affects you!

Currently citizens exchange their
insecurity from terrorist attacks against insecurity
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from the state and in their search for absolute
security some are willing to exchange theirrightto
privacy for a vague promise of security. They do
that when they are scanned by naked-scanners,
revealing genitalia, amputation of the breast,
scars etc. They exchange their freedom for a
false sense of security when they do not take to
the streets when under the EU Data Retention
Directive service providers (ISPs) are obliged to
keep and give access to records of all phone-
calls, mobile phone calls (and their location),
faxes, e-mails and internet usage. EU citizens
give up their freedom from the state when they
allow their governments to debate about taking
fingerprints from children, while the debate is not
about moral issues, but about technical feasibility
(Can we do it at birth, or is there a certain
minimum age due to technical difficulties?). Many
technological developments and innovations
happen in a moral vacuum. Another example that
came up in the media recently was the
development of little robots the size and shape of
insects that can be used to spy and monitor. Here
the reason why it is not introduced is not that
people reject an Orwellian society, but that the
engine is not yet efficient enough to support
longer flights.

Tony Bunyan, director of the UK NGO
Statewatch puts itin clear words when he says:

“Across the EU following the 2004
EU Directive - governments have, or
are, adopting national laws for the
mandatory retention of everyone's
communications data all forms of
communication (phone-calls, faxes,
mobile calls including locations) which
will be extended to keeping a record of
all internet usage from 2009 even
though few are aware this is
happening. This allows law
enforcement and security agencies to
get access to all traffic data in the UK
access s already automated. [...]

When traffic data including internet
usage is combined with other data
held by the state or gathered from non-
state sources (tax, employment, bank
details, credit card usage, biometrics,
criminal record, health record, use of
e-government services, travel history
etc) a frightening detailed picture of
each individual's everyday life and
habits can be accessed at the click of a
button™ .

In addition it is already possible to trace a
person's mobile phone in a way that it is signaled

05

when the person switches it on or off, and also

to register those numbers that he or she calls

evenifthe receiving end does not take the call.
The European Date Protection Supervisor

puts it even more drastically:

“If IP addresses are not deemed
personal data, they can be collected
and further processed without the
need to fulfil any legal obligation
arising from the two above
mentioned Directives. For example,
such an outcome would enable a
search engine to store for an
indefinite period, IP addresses
assigned to accounts from which, for
example, materials related to specific
health conditions (eg: AIDS) have
been searched”

It is extremely important to prevent private
companies (e.g. health insurance agencies) to
ever get access to those data. The character and
risk profiles that could be made using those data
would not only drive up insurance prices, but it
would also ultimately change people's basic
behavior and interests. If someone knows he is
monitored he acts differently. Just try and film a
person in their normal life, they will always try to
look their best. However, it is not the vanity of
people that is important here, but the self-
restraining behavior that goes along with the
attempt to behave like a model-citizen. People
who know they are monitored do not engage
freely in all activities that they would like to, not
because these activities are criminal but because
they might feel embarrassed or they expect
discrimination or other adverse effects from
insurances, credit institutions, and employers. In
the end constantly monitored people adapt their
behavior and thus curtail their right to pursue their
identity, their interests, and their hobbies. People
will feel put under pressure to change their body
movements out of fear that cameras at an airport
will otherwise report them as suspicious. This
includes people who are always nervous in public
places, or just those people who are nervous
because they are late to pick somebody up at an
airport.

Indeed, the German Federal
Constitutional Court has declared that through
the widened circle of agencies that are entitled to
retrieve data from the various national and EU-
wide data bases, the trust in the impartiality
[Unbefangenheit] and the constitutional
protection of electronic information exchange and
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the exchange of ideas through electronic means
is severely curtailed. According to an opinion poll
by the forsa-institute in June 2008, the mass-
retention of data has already changed the
communicational behavior of Germans. Half the
number of people asked would not use their own
telephone or computer when they want to get in
touch with a marriage counselor, a
psychotherapist, or a drug advice center. And the
German Federal Constitutional Court (one should
be aware that the Court in Germany is more often
than not the final fortress against which German
interior ministers clash for decades with their
sometimes unconstitutional ideas and has the
power to actively make and decide on politics
although he has to justify political decisions with
constitutional guidelines) also ruled that to levy
data giving information on the communication
between one citizen and a third person is
restraining the freedom of citizens because it
prevents an individual to communicate
unselfconsciously and in an unprejudiced way.

Finally, the primacy of security in the
discourse of our society should also be to the
concern of those people with a special
responsibility and obligation to privacy, the
lawyers, the doctors, the priests, and the
journalists. Itis obvious that:

“The monitoring of a lawyer's
communications and correspondence
could reveal the defence's case and
counter-evidence gathered
especially in cases which are
politically sensitive. A journalist's
contacts and communications could
be watched in order to pre-empt a
story or to prepare a plausible denial
in advance. While a group organising
a protest could find its preparatory
work undermined and disrupted and
its organisers targeted for detention or
arrest[...]”*

There are those people who claim they
have nothing to hide and that they have done
nothing wrong and hence they won't be affected
by the fundamental changes planned in the field
of police and judicial cooperation in the next
years. Those people will never realize they did not
get a job interview because the employer had
access to some discriminatory file, or that their
application for an insurance policy failed because
the company had access to their health record.

And in one of the worst cases, they will
never understand why their husband was taken
on an extraordinary rendition flight to Cuba,
because some terrorist suspect had called the
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wrong number, the call was traced and a
connection made by the security services
between the innocent husband and the terrorist
suspect under surveillance.

If personal data were worthless pieces of
information, they would not be stolen from big
telecommunication companies, and direct
marketing firms would not pay high prices to get
access to those data. For instance, Amazon has
adopted a very simple business model in this
regard: Store the purchases and interests of the
consumer, and then propose other articles that he
might be interested in. And have you ever noticed
products suggested under the heading: “buyers
who have bought that book have also bought
these books”? This is a very simple example of
how consumer profiles are used to enhance the
selling of products. It is not only Amazon; Google
as well suggests products according to the
searches you enter.

Returning to the issue of personal data
gathered for the purposes of law enforcement.
The big risk with the EU here is that in contrast to
its national units, the EU Court has only limited
jurisdiction over Justice and Home Affairs. Thus
without the European Court of Justice having
jurisdiction, this institution, which is supposed to
interpret European legislation, cannot strike
down Framework Decisions like the ones
discussed here with reference to the “human
rights commitments common to the Member
States” (Art. 6 EU). At the moment, the European
Parliament cannot even ask the Commissioner
for Justice and Home Affairs proposing those
outrageous laws to step down.

The big risk with the EU here is that in
contrast to its national counterparts, the ECJ has
only limited jurisdiction over Justice and Home
Affairs. Thus this institution, which is supposed to
interpret European legislation, cannot easily
strike down Framework Decisions like the one
discussed here. At the moment, the European
Parliament cannot even ask the Commissioner
for Justice and Home Affairs to step down.

Without the Lisbon Treaty, the architects of
the European House, symbol for European
values, a product that was designed against the
history of Hitler's totalitarian system, will in a
piece-meal approach undermine exactly those
fundamental freedoms on which we are so proud.

Notes

1. For further information on the securitization of immigrants
read: Bobinger Thomas, February 2008, The Double Paradox of
the European Union: Discrimination and Exclusion in an Open
Society: The Case of Schengenland, in: A Different View, Issue 20,
seen on: http://iapss.org/downloads/ADV/
ADV _issue20_february2008.pdf
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2. Tony Bunyan, 2008, The Shape of Things to Come, p. 55. Last
seen on http://www.statewatch.org/analyses/eu-future-group-
the-shape-of-things-to-come.pdf

3. Peter Hustinx, 2008, Comments e-privacy. Last seen on:
http://www.edps.europa.eu

4. Tony Bunyan, 2008, The Shape of Things to Come. Last
seen on: www.statewatch.org
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US/EU cooperation in the
21st century:

A critical assessment

hen Mihael Gorbazhev opened Soviet

society to market economy and

democratisation in the wake of his
reforms which had been widely applauded in the
Western world, he brought to an end an era that
had been shaped by the ideological antagonism
between two diametrically opposite superblocks -
between the Western capitalist liberal world and
the Soviet-ruled planned economic hemisphere.
The end of the Cold War was celebrated as “the
end of history” with the alleged final triumph of the
succesful hybrid between liberal capitalism and
parliamentary democracy.

But besides all the discursive rhetoric that
accompanied the ostensibly valiant victory of
'hyperpower' USA, it was overlooked that the
relatively calculable cohabitation between two
contrary superblocs guaranteed at the same time
a remarkable degree of security and stability for
Western Europe as NATO effectively functioned
as its military protective shield. European security
and defence strategies had been coordinated
almost exclusively in the framework of NATO - the
ideological counterpart to the Soviet-ruled
Warsaw pact. With the end of the Cold War, the
risk of war within states dramatically increased,
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while NATO seemed to have lost its raison d'étre
in the absence of the grand ideological enemy.
The subsequent unleashing of inherent ethnical
fragmentations in the Balkans, the disintegration
of Yugoslavia and the attacks of 9/11 blatantly
unveiled the fragility of the new balance of world
political power. The Western world painfully
experienced a transition period from the post-
Cold War period to a post-post-Cold War period
that ruthlessly confronted the short, monopolar
belle époque of US-American hyperpower with
an increasingly multipolar unfolding of powers.
Against the background of violent
outbreaks in the Balkans from 1991 onwards,
Europe, no longer automatically provided
security by NATO, realized that it had to start to
effectively coordinate its foreign policy, but did so
in the framework of NATO operations because it
had only a limited array of instruments at its
disposal. Security cooperation also made sense
since the majority of EC members were NATO
members as well. Once more, NATO turned out to
be the dominating coercive executive authority
for military operations. It was only with the
introduction of a Common Foreign and Security
Policy (CFSP) as the European Union's Second
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pillar in 1992 and a European Security and
Defence Policy (ESDP) in 1999 that Washington
became worried that a further strengthening of
the ESDP could undermine NATO. As this posed
an unfavorable competition to the US potential, a
military emancipation of the EU was
categorically suppressed. Initial US-fears of a
growing European military power rivalring NATO
were soothened when in 2002 both
organizations came to the “Berlin Plus”
Agreements which entailed the assurance of
coordinated actions, mutual reinforcement,
implementation of common security standards
as well as the EU's access to NATO assets and
capabilities.

However, when George W. Bush reacted
to the attacks of 9/11 with the US “war against
terrorism”, unleashing two wars in Afghanistan
and Iraq, the EU appeared as an obedient vassal
of the US, sending requested infantry and
military reinforcements to Bagdad, Basra or the
Hindu Kush. With precisely these two wars
turning into excessive wars of attrition (Iraq even
came to be compared to the US Vietnam war)
and the associated political faux pas of US
president George W. Bush (Abu Ghraib and
Guantanamo came to be tokens for torture of
detainees and an absence of the rule of law), the
image of the US as 'world police' hit the rock
bottom. Bush's “war against the Evil” obviously
was condemned to fail, only provoking hatreds
and outrages throughout the Islamic world.
Contrary to the USA beyond the Atlantic Ocean,
though, the EU is forced to live in immediate
neighbourhood to the gaping conflict regions.
The EU should commence to distanciate herself
from the US hegemon in the domain of foreign
policy - already out of geographical reasons. As
the end of the Cold War made obsolete the
politico-military hegemony of NATO over
Europe, the EU should start to effectively
coordinate its foreign and security policy on its
own. Believing in the insignificance of Russia
after the collapse of the Iron Curtain as well as of
other potentially very strategic partners, the EU
atactically passed over Russia's and other's say
too often inits adherence to the US.

Similarly did not all of the EU's military
operations since the formalization of CFSP in
1992 contribute to the EU becoming an
autonomous international political actor? Why
does the EU engage herself in Congo, South
Africa and other remote regions that do only
bespeak a humble obedience to the big strategic
partner USA? A fair-minded glance at the world
map reveals that the EU can impossibly
champion the same geopolitical interests as the
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US. It is a truism in contemporary politics that
there are no 'isolated conflicts' anymore-
interventions of a self-proclaimed peacekeeping
power USA with the backing of its faithful
European vassals in inherently fragile and
instrinsically different regions cast shadows and
provoke reactions worldwide. This should sound
alarming especially for the EU that inevitably
lives in osmose to the Middle East and thus the
Islamic world.

Furthermore, NATO-East enlargement to
include countries such as Georgia and the
Ukraine do inevitably evoke reminiscence of
ideological bloc-building on the side of Russia.
Recent demonstrations of force and muscles on
the side of Russia, like the intervention in
Georgia last August, have to be seen in this light
of atactical ignoration and provocation. Likewise
do American plans to deploy missile shields in
Poland and the Czech Republic inconveniently
remind Russia of mutual periods of deterrence?
Bush's argumentation, that the missile shield is
supposed to defend the American people from
nuclear attacks by Teheran or Pyongyang are
unmasked to be aridiculous pretense by another
glance at the world map - North Korea would be
ignorant to fire its missiles over the whole
Eurasian landmass instead of sending them
over the Pacific.

With a realistic stance toward geopolitics, it
proves thus to be imperative for the EU to take a
much more differentiated and individual position
in international relations. Negotiations with
strategically important third countries should by
no means be neglected. A new transatlantic
dialogue as well as a process of redefinition and
role specialization between NATO and ESDP is
needed. Maybe the accession to office of
President Barack Obama will bring about a
fortunate window of opportunities to realize
these goals.



A Different View - Issue 25

The German view on the
Relationship of NATO and
ESDP

Dirk Schuchardt
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most important international frameworks in

which German foreign policy takes place.
This is why the “creation of a European capacity
to act in the fields of security and defense policy
constitutes an essential concern” (former
German minister of defense, Rudolf Scharping,
as cited in Ludeke, 2002, p. 461) of German
foreign policy, besides the ongoing engagements
of Germany within NATO.

In fact, itis a basic German interest to form
the relationship of both institutions in a
complementary way. Every important document
concerning German defense and security
stresses the 'strategic partnership' and the
amendatory character of European security
policy and transatlantic relations. Examples are
the Defense Policy Guidelines 2003 and the
White Paper on German Security and the Future
of the Bundeswehr 2006 of the German Federal
Ministry of Defense and also the Coalition
Agreement of the present German
conservative/social-democratic
administration.The complementary character
can also be seen in three major fields of the
relationship, which are in particular the functions

The European Union and NATO are the two
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of both institutions, the respective geographic
area of action and the field of institutional
adaption and resources. It is possible to find
German influence in all three areas promoting a
complementary relationship. The goal here is to
further European integration and to create “real
equality” (Rudolf Scharping) with the United
States in the field of security and defense policy
through increasing European autonomy, but not
independence (Rudolf, 2005, p. 136).
Concerning the functions of both
institutions, Germany follows the approach of an
international division of labor and interlocking
institutions. However, this division is not officially
fixed and cannot be understood as a strict
separation of responsibilities. The EU should get
involved only in cases NATO is not willing or
capable to act and only after a close process of
coordination between NATO and the EU (Meiers,
2002, pp. 37-38). This division of labor is
functional because NATO remains the institution
responsible for collective defense and military
crisis management, while the EU should be
mainly in charge of civilian crisis management.
The creation of the civilian crisis management
instruments as well as the Committee for Civilian
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Crisis Management were based on a
German/Swedish initiative. They allow NATO
and the EU to act in parallel in the sense of
interlocking institutions. Former foreign minister
Fischer saw this “double approach” of military
and civilian conflict and crisis management as
the “trademark” of European crisis handling in
the 21* century. Therefore, the EU needs the
capacity for military engagement, which was
created with the European Rapid Reaction
Force (ERRF) and the European Battlegroups.
These forces are closely related to the NATO
Response Force (NRF) because of the “single
set of forces”- a concept, meaning that all three
forces use basically the same pool of national
contingents. Furthermore, the German
administration rejected the French proposal of
an independent ERRF (Meiers, 2002, p. 40) and
sees the NRF as the first choice force for crisis
management (Meiers, 2005, p. 154), which also
speaks for the complementary thesis. The
German interest in such a functional division of
labor can also be seen in the efforts of the
Federal Republic to implement a Modus Vivendi
for the usage of the capacities through NATO
and the EU. The results were the Combined Joint
Task Force (CJTF) concept and the so-called
“Berlin plus”™-agreement, whose conclusion was
mainly the result of German promotion (Kaim,
2007, p. 94; Varwick, 2000, p. 136; Sinjen &
Varwick, 2005). Hence, the EU can use NATO-
capacities and command structures, but the
Alliance still has the right of primary use, as well
as the “right of first refusal” with all NATO-states
having a right to veto. In praxis, this is most
important for the two countries which are most
skeptical about the ESDP, the US and Turkey. In
return, Germany might approve the idea of a
“Berlin-plus-reversed”, the possibility for NATO
to use EU civilian means of crisis management.
Geographically, Germany supported,
since the Prague Transformation Summit in
2002, the idea of a global operating NATO and
supports the Alliance, for example in Afghanistan
and Kosovo. In comparison, while the EU in
theory aims for capabilities to act world wide as
well, in praxis her operational area will be
constrained to Europe, the European periphery,
the Middle East and Africa. Operation Artemis in
the Congo was the first EU-mission without
NATO-support, and the latest EU-missions in
Georgia (EUMM) and Operation Atalanta at the
Horn of Africa confirming this claim as well.
Moreover, the operational range of the EU
Battlegroups is normally named with 3700 miles
radius around Brussels, which matches the
distance between Europe and the Cape of Good
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Hope. The mainly German demands to transfer
the former NATO led-missions in Bosnia (SFOR)
and Macedonia into the EU led-missions Althea
and Concordia  both relying on NATO support
and structures indicate that Germany facilitates
the geographically “separation” between NATO
and ESDP, preferring ESDP missions in certain
areas, but is also aware of the fact that NATO
support will be sometimes needed (Overhaus,
2004, pp. 46-47). However, this geographic
concept must not be misunderstood as the
creation of fixed spheres of influence, especially
since Africa became more significant for US
foreign policy, as for example the
implementation of a US headquarters for Africa
(AFRICOM) in Stuttgartin 2007 shows.

The European that means German,
French and Belgian efforts to establish new
institutions for ESDP, namely a largely
independent operational headquarters at
Tervuren in 2003, caused irritation among the
transatlantic community, especially the United
States and Great Britain. These states
condemned such an institution as an
unnecessary duplication of NATO command
structure and therefore a violation of Secretary
Albright's famous “3 D's”. As a result, Germany
approved a British compromise, which called for
the annexation of an EU planning cell to the
NATO headquarters SHAPE (Adams, 2002, p.
138; Overhaus, 2004, pp. 40-41). From that time
on, the EU was able to lead her missions in three
different ways: first, using the NATO structures of
SHAPE under the conditions of Berlin plus for
larger missions; second, using one of five
national Operational Headquarters (OHQs) for
low intensity missions; third, using the civil-
military cell, resulting from the British
compromise, for the autonomous leading of
smaller missions up to 2000 men (Hofmann,
2007, p.3). Another argument that indirectly
indicates the complementary character of NATO
and ESDP in the German security policy comes
from a look at the German resources allocated to
NATO. In the case that Germany would build up
the ESDP against NATO, these resources can
be expected to decrease rapidly, but in fact
Germany still pays around 18% of the NATO
budget and provides between 2200 and 5000
soldiers to the NRF; meanwhile, most German
forces serving abroad are under NATO
command. In April 2007, some 5900 German
soldiers were assigned to NATO missions and
some 2000 to EU or UN missions. Likewise,
Germany willingly took command of NATO
missions like ISAF in 2003 (Gareis, 2006, p.
146). These figures show the continuing German
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commitment to the Alliance.

In general, the German foreign policy
has always tried to fulfil the demands of
Secretary Albright's “3 D's“: ESPD should be
configured in a way that avoids duplication,
decoupling or discrimination between it and
NATO. But one has to say that the relationship
between NATO and ESDP in the field of security
and defense policy is far from conflict-free
(Stutzle, 2002, p. 161). In fact, solutions for many
problems have still to be found in the next years,
and a real 'strategic partnership' is still far away
(Lindley-French, 2008, pp. 161-188; Kramer &
Serfaty, pp. 191-211; Hofmann, 2007; Varwick,
2005). However, Germany can be expected to
be interested to solve these problems in favor of
a complementary relationship.

Because of this complementary style and
international division of labor both of course
more “ideal-typical” in the political-academic
debate thanin practice itis not possible to speak
of a German institutional preference. The EU,
becoming a “civiian power with teeth”, is
because of the enhancement of civilian means of
conflict management more in accordance with
the German foreign policy role perception than
NATO (Stutzle, 2002, p. 162; Miskimmon, 2001,
p. 101; Siedschlag, 2002, pp. 294-296; Hacke,
2002, p. 13). On the other hand, Germany is
aware of the fact that the ESDP will depend on
capacities and resources of NATO in the long-
term, primarily for missions of high intensity and
size. An indicator for this is the pure size of the
command structure of both institutions: while
NATO's personnel measures some 10,000, the
EU's includes barely 130. But a certain
adjustment of German security policy took place
during the last decade, which bolstered the
international role of the EU, but also stressed the
central role of NATO (Overhaus, 2003, pp. 49-
50; Ludeke, 2002, p. 190). Policy-makers in
Germany realized that German interest cannot
be implemented without or even against the
United States, and there is little to gain from
embracing Paris, Moscow and Beijing like during
the dispute over the Iraq War (Harnisch, 2005, p.
22; Haftendorn, 2004, p. 5; Maull, 2004, pp. 17-
23). But Germany will favor a Europeanization of
its foreign policy because of the expectation of
greater autonomy and greater influence and its
preference for civilian means of conflict
management - at least if the relationship with the
United States allows it (Maull, 2002, pp. 181-
182; Overhaus, 2003, p. 55). This is the
foundation for the policy of balance of the current
administration between transatlantic and
European partnership (Janning, 2007, p. 319).
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Finally, it becomes apparent that the aspired
relationship between ESDP and NATO has not
the aim to implement the former against the
latter.

References

Adams, R. (2002). Die Gemeinsame Auflen- und
Sicherheitspolitik der Europaischen Union nach dem
Europédischen Rat von Nizza. In G. Mduller-Brandeck-
Bocquet (Ed.), Europdische Auflenpolitik: GASP und
ESVP-Konzeptionen ausgewéhlter EU-Mitgliedstaaten
(pp- 134-149). Baden-Baden: Nomos Verlag.

Gareis, S. (2006). Deutschlands Aullen- und
Sicherheitspolitik. Opladen: Verlag Barbara Budrich.

Hacke, C. (2002). Die AufBenpolitik der Regierung
Schroder/Fischer: Zwischenbilanz und Perspektiven. Aus
Politik und Zeitgeschichte, B48, 7-15.

Haftendorn, H. (2004). Sicherheitspolitik im strategischen
Dreieck ,Berlin Paris Washington®. Politische
Vierteljahresschrift, 1, 1-8.

Harnisch, S. (2005). Deutsche AufRenpolitik auf dem
Prifstand. Die Kultur der Zuriickhaltung und die Debatte
Uber nationale Interessen. Streitkrafteamt, Informations-
und Medienzentrale der Bundeswehr (Ed.), Reader
Sicherheitspolitik, Ergdnzungslieferung 3/05 (pp. 10-24).

Hofmann, S. & Reynolds, C. (2007). Die EU-NATO-
Beziehungen. Zeit fiir ,,Tauwetter”. Retrieved Januar 15,
2009, from http://www.swp -
berlin.org/common/get_document.php?asset_id=4164

Janning, J. (2007). Bundesrepublik Deutschland. In W.
Weidenfeld (Ed.), Jahrbuch der Europdischen Integration
2006 (pp- 313-320). Baden-Baden: Nomos Verlag.

Kaim, M. (2007). Die deutsche NATO-Politik. In T. Jager
(Ed.), Deutsche Auflenpolitik. Sicherheit, Wohlfahtt,
Institutionen und Normen (pp. 87-105). Wiesbaden:
Verlag fur Sozialwissenschaften.

Kramer, F. D. & Serfay, S. (2008). Recasting the Euro-
Atlantic Partnership. In S. Serfaty (Ed.), A Recast
Partnership? Institutional Dimensions of Transatlantic
Relationship (pp. 191-213). Washington: The CSIS Press.

Lindley-French, J. (2008). NATO and the EU: Terms of
Engagement or Estrangement? In S. Serfaty (Ed.), A
Recast Partnership? Institutional Dimensions of
Transatlantic Relationship (pp. 160-190). Washington:
The CSIS Press.

Lideke, A. (2002). ,Européisierung“ der deutschen
AuBen- und Sicherheitspolitik? Konstitutive und operative
Europapolitik zwischen Maastricht und Amsterdam.
Opladen: Leske + Budrich.

Maull, H. W. (2002). Deutsche AuBenpolitik: Von der
Stagnation in die Krise. In W. Wagner & H. Hubel & K.
Kaiser & H. W. Maull & K. W. Schatz (Eds.), Jahrbuch
Internationale Politik 2001-2002 (pp. 177-188). Miinchen:
Oldenbourg Wissenschaftsverlag.



Schuchardt - The German view

Maull, H. W. (2004). ,Normalisierung“ oder Auszehrung?
Deutsche AuRenpolitik im Wandel. Aus Politik und
Zeitgeschichte, B11, 17-23.

Meiers, F. J. (2002). Deutschland: Der dreifache Spagat.
In H.-G. Ehrhart (Ed.), Die Européische Sicherheits- und
Verteidigungspolitik. Positionen, Perzeptionen, Probleme,
Perspektiven (pp. 35-48). Baden-Baden: Nomos Verlag.

Meiers, F. J. (2005). Germany's defence choices. Survival,
1,153-165.

Miskimmon, A. J. (2001). Recasting the Security Bargains:
Germany, European Security Policy and the Transatlantic
Relationship. In D. Webber (Ed.): New Europe, New
Germany, OIld Foreign Policy? German Foreign Policy
Since Unification (pp. 83-106). London: Frank Cass & Co.

Overhaus, M. (2003). Zwischen kooperativer Sicherheit
und militarischer Interventionsfahigkeit. Rot-griine
Sicherheitspolitik im Rahmen von ESVP und NATO. In H.
W. Maull (Ed.): Deutschland im Abseits? Rot-griine
AuBenpolitik 1998-2003 (pp. 49-63). Baden-Baden:
Nomos Verlag.

Overhaus, M. (2004). Deutschland und die Europaische
Sicherheits- und Verteidigungspolitik 1998-2003:
Gewollte Ambivalenz oder fehlende Strategie? In S.
Harnisch & C. Katsioulis & M. Overhaus (Eds.), Deutsche
Sicherheitspolitik. Eine Bilanz der Regierung Schréder
(pp. 37-59). Baden-Baden: Nomos Verlag.

Rudolf, P. (2005). The myth of the 'German Way': German
foreign policy and transatlantic Relations, Survival, 1, 133-
152.

Siedschlag, A. (2002). Deutschlands Rolle in der
europaischen Sicherheitspolitik. In H. Arnold & R. Kramer
(Eds.), Sicherheit fir das gré3ere Europa. Politische
Optionen im globalen Spannungsfeld (pp. 290-310).
Bonn: Dietz.

Sinjen, S. & Varwick, J. (2005). Deutsche Sicherheits- und
Verteidigungspolitik im Spannungsfeld zwischen NATO
und ESVP. In. R. Meier-Walser (Ed.), Deutsche
Sicherheitspolitik Rlickblick, Bilanz und Perspektiven (29-
37). Munchen: Hanns-Seidel-Stiftung.

Stitzle, W. (2002). Die deutsche Position zur ESVP und zu
einem europaischen Sicherheitsinstrument. In W. Hoyer &
G. F. Kaldrack (Eds.), Européische Sicherheits- und
Verteidigungspolitik (ESVP). Der Weg zu integrierten
europdischen Streitkrdften?(156-165). Baden-Baden:
Nomos Verlag.

Varwick, J. & Woyke, W. (2000). Die Zukunft der NATO.
Transatlantische Sicherheit im Wandel. Opladen: Leske +
Budrich Verlag.

Varwick, J. (Ed.). (2005). Die Beziehungen zwischen

NATO und EU. Partnerschaft, Konkurrenz, Rivalitéat?
Opladen: Budrich.

13



A Different View - Issue 25

The Triangle Great Britain,
United States and France and
the Legacy of Edmund Burke
About the Three Revolutions

he relations of power among the nations

have been a debated subject in the studies

of Political Science since the times of
Niccold Machiavelli's The Prince. In a world each
day more globalized, with governments and their
powers even more interlaced, it becomes once
more necessary to comprehend the origins and
the historical events that preceded our modern
times.

The solidification of contemporary nation-
states isn't a fact involving pacific events and the
historical legacy that the experiences of these
nations provide us is an instrument of
incommensurable importance to the
understanding of the politics in our days.

My objective is to focus in this article on
something heavily discussed throughout time in
the arena of Political Theory, but that always
needs more explanations and interpretations,
and that is completely rooted in the international
political life: the revolutions. | see appropriated
the use of Edmund Burke for this study, once |
noticed his immense contribution for the studies
of Political Science that have been helping to
illuminate the paths of international politics, and
especially if we think about the connections that
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we can establish among Great Britain, United
States and France.

In what concern the use of Burke as a
primary bibliography, we may remember that
Burke is considered one of the icons of the history
of British politics and one of the great
personalities of the eighteenth century. Burke
treated in his life external political affairs of Great
Britain, including the American Revolution and
the French Revolution, and it's also important to
emphasize the impact that one internal event, the
Glorious Revolution, had on his arguments about
the other events that occurred during his time.

It is perceptive of the relevance of the
study on Burke to understand the connection that
the three revolutions can have. As | will
demonstrate, though we can consider the three
events as revolutions, we shall see that they are
three distinct kinds, though sharing a common
point. The essence, then, is reflected on some
keywords to the enquiry of this problem; before
proceeding with the explanation, it has
fundamental priority to comprehend what Burke
meant with expressions such as the nature of
things, the natural moral law, the rights of
mankind and eternal justice.
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What Burke calls the nature of things is close to
what Adam Smith called the natural law. If for
Smith the interference of men changes the
natural course of things, for Burke it is also true;
in other terms: it corrupts and depreciates.
Governments may adjust their policies
according to the circumstances and do not take
action based on metaphysical abstractions.
Robert M. Hutchins argues in the same vein:
‘one of the great foundations of law is equity,
which rests on equality” (Hutchins, 1943, p. 140).
This expresses and condenses what Burke
understood by nature of things and its reflections
on the life of mankind, as he defined “the
inequality, which grows out of the nature of
things, by time, custom, successions,
accumulation, permutation, and improvement of
property, is much nearer that true equality, which
is the foundation of equity and just policy, than
anything which can be contrived by the tricks and
devices of human skill” (Burke, 1867, p. 126).

The nature of things is directly connected
with the natural rights of men, which are sacred,
for Burke, and no charter is necessary to confirm
them; man, then, is a creature of God “who gave
our nature to be perfected by our virtue” (Burke,
1999, p. 194) and thereby settled an immutable
law upon it. Once its homogeny aspect is
noticed, we can affirm that “the moral law is
universal” (Burke, 1788, p. 353). Once universal,
the natural moral law confirms “the rights of
mankind”, which “are not to be made
subordinate to the practice of government”
(Burke, 1788, p. 357). Although each
government constitutes its own reality and must
act according to its own circumstances, we find
here on Burke a congruent point about the life of
all nations and of all races. This connection until
here established among the nature of things, the
natural moral law and the rights of mankind is still
reinforced with a last point of great importance:
the Eternal Justice. The Eternal Justice is “the
attribute of the Great God of Nature before
worlds were” and “it will reside with him when
they perish” (Burke, 1788, p. 511). These points
taken together compound one of the
fundamental basics of Burke's thought and, once
comprehended, will help us to demonstrate the
relation among the three Revolutions and why
it's possible to explain the three events from a
common point of view.

If for the historians and for most of the
scholars the term revolution fits perfectly to
explain the events that | take as the main subject,
it can't be applied at all for Burke. It's notable and
well known the horror exposed by Burke in a
dramatic perspective about the French
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Revolution, once “with or without right, a
revolution will be the very last resource of the
thinking and the good” (Burke, 1999, p. 119). The
vision that he had from this revolution is
completely different from what happened in 1688
in Great Britain and also from those events that
succeeded in America. To use the Burkean
vocabulary, we can distinguish France from
Great Britain and America by the fact that these
two last nations didn't suffer a revolution, but
were reformed.

A revolution for Burke is nothing more
than a stage in which an established order would
be perverted by the means of metaphysical
abstractions, and these would lower the glory of
a State, since “the levellers therefore only
change and pervert the natural order of things”
(Burke, 1999, p. 139). Though the repudiation of
major changes is evident in the works of Mr.
Burke, we can't consider the Conservative State
as a stationary State, as “a State without the
means of some change is without the means of
its conservation” (Burke, 1999, p. 108). Once
more it seems explicit the importance of
customs, of history and of tradition for what we
can call “the practice of fair policy”.

Regarding the events of 1688, Burke is
categorical in his words and simplifies his
explanation with something that seemed difficult
for his rival, Richard Price, to understand. The
Glorious Revolution came to preserve the laws
and liberties of the 'ancients'; through the
principles evidenced by the history and by the
tradition of the British nation, the fall of James II
meant the preservation of history over
undesirable change. Although the eventinvolves
religious characteristics and this is an issue
unsolved by Burke and deserves its own specific
study , what is worth to clarify for the purposes
here, is that the Glorious Revolution prevented
James |l to establish the absolute power for the
Crown. In the formulation of the Bill of Rights, the
Parliament made solid an atmosphere which
warranted the equilibrium among the powers in
Great Britain and, then, corroborated to the
defense of liberty of the people under the light of
the historical legacy from the predecessors.

It is important to stress, in addition, the
similarity between the defenders of the absolute
power and the followers of the principles of the
Enlightenment, e.g. Richard Price. The common
point between the two sides is that both based
their arguments on immutable abstract
principles which in real life are impracticable, or
in other words, arbitrary. It's not a vindication
about forms of government, but a defense of the
history and the customs of a nation, as it is well
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known that for Burke the society is formed by a
contract between “those who are living, those
who are dead, and those who are to be born”
(Burke, 1999, p. 193) and the perversion coming
from the revolutionaries is nothing but selfish
thoughts, as “a spirit of innovation is generally
the result of a selfish temper and confined views”
(Burke, 1999, p. 121).

What is valid to argue is that both
attempts, on the one side of James Il to gain
absolute power, on the other side Richard Price
and the revolutionaries, corrupted the principles
defended by Burke as the natural moral law and
the nature of things. Once more it's valid to
accentuate that it's not about a battle involving
forms of government, but policies established on
metaphysical abstractions against policies
based upon circumstances and emphasized by
tradition and on the legacy of the history of a
nation.

Although the American Revolution is
marked with more dramatic contours than the
Glorious Revolution, the Burkean principles give
the possibility to support this event as fair
susceptible to the circumstances. As it is known,
the debate on the rights of sovereignty were
precipitated when the Americans resisted the
Stamp Act of 1765 and, afterwards to the
Townshend Act of 1767. The American
resistance against the policies of the empire
generated a repercussion which asked for quick
solutions for the question of sovereignty. As
Peter J. Stanlis argues, there were in principle
three ways to reach an answer: “to grant the
colonies outright independence; to compel
colonial obedience to Parliament through force;
or to conciliate the colonies by granting each
colonial legislative assembly considerable legal
sovereignty over its internal affairs, including the
right of taxation, while maintaining British
imperial sovereignty in external affairs” (Stanlis,
1997, p. 25).

Among the defenders of an outright
independence, we notice Josiah Tucker, Horace
Walpole and David Hume. Among those who
were believers in the metaphysical principles of
“natural rights”, we notice “a heterogeneous
group of Calvinist nonconformists, political
revolutionaries, ideological radicals and
Commonwealthmen, such as Richard Price,
Joseph Priestley, 'Junius', John Cartwright,
Brand Hollis, Tom Paine, Mary Wollstonecraft
and Catherine Macaulay” (Stanlis, 1997, p. 26).

Among those who argued in favor of a
policy based on repression, we find King George
[, his minister North and the public opinion. The
shared thought was that the Americans didn't
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leave any choice to the empire but the use of
force. The policy of force was based, more than
anywhere, on the legal foundations of the
constitutional law and what was introduced by
William Blackstone in his classical work
Commentaries on the Laws of England. As
Stanlis argues, for Blackstone the “ultimate
power must rest somewhere, and Parliament
was the place entrusted by the English
constitution for that sovereignty” (Stanlis, 1997,
p. 29). Samuel Johnson, a friend of Mr. Burke
and one of the founders of The Club, also was
another important man of this group. “Johnson's
political theory presupposed that government is
a matter of moral necessity for man, and not a
voluntary relationship between rulers and
subjects” (Stanlis, 1997, p. 29); the critique
against Locke and the origins of the social
contractis explicit.

In the third group, of those who defended
conciliation with the colonies, was Edmund
Burke. For Burke the conciliation was more
favorable than the independence, as from his
perspective this policy would be more beneficial
to both sides; we may see as evidence here that
the Americans only rebelled against the abuse of
power by the empire, which is justified once
“general rebellions and revolts of a whole people
never were encouraged, now or at any time.
They are always provoked.” (Burke, 1777, p.
170). As Hutchins says “the people have no
interestin disorder” (Hutchins, 1943, p. 144).

There was no conciliation as Burke has
wished. The policy of force was the one chosen
by the empire and soon a war occurred at
America. It's interesting to notice that Burke
never called this event “American Revolution”,
but “the American war.” Essentially, the critique
against the empire by Burke was indeed for two
reasons: “the violation of historical experience,
and the lack of moral prudence in the uses of
political power by Parliament” (Stanlis, 1997, p.
33). For Burke, the ministers of the King George
[ll, Grenville and North, based their policies
above all on abstract principles to tax the
colonies. It's important to understand that these
principles are repudiable in any circumstance: if
to support a revolution or to warrant the
sovereignty of a government. The war, as it may
appear, was not a conflict between the
defenders of monarchy and those who defended
the democracy, but a civil war, caused, mainly,
by the imprudence of the Parliament. The
Americans felt violated in what concerns their
liberties; the immutable rights, the natural moral
law, were being sacrificed in favor of selfish and
abstract principles by the empire. “Since taxation
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without representation required sacrifices of this
order, the Americans had a right to rebel”
(Hutchinson 1943, p. 142), because “when
tyranny is extreme, and abuses of government
intolerable, men resort to the rights of nature to
shake it off” (Burke, 1772, p. 110).

What is evident once more here in the
explanation used to justify the events is the
invariable presence of the natural moral law and
of the other Burkean principles. The perversity
by the Parliament is near from that one from King
James Il in the characteristics that we must
associate to the use of abstract principles to
justify the power and, especially, in the attempt to
pervert the immutable law of God and to block
the possibilities to men perfect themselves
through the State, once the State has the
‘necessary means to the happiness of men”
(Hutchins, 1943, p. 141) and, based upon the
nature of things, constitutes its base in the
“natural equality” and makes the “common good
its aim” (Burke, 1783, p. 411). Once explicated
abstract values and connected them with selfish
thoughts, the State finds itself corrupted and
degenerated. Through the policies of the
Parliament, this was the way which has been
drawn in America. In addition, it's also valid to
see how relevant the function of the rights of
mankind in this situation is, perceived the fact
that no nation should be submitted to slavery or
to any similar situation. Americans, in Burke's
vision, once taxed without being represented,
were victims of an abuse of power by Parliament
and this, according to the Eternal Justice and to
the rights of mankind, was unfair and, thus,
considerably condemnable and liable to a
justified rebellion.

For Burke, however, the French
Revolution is not justified. In addition of being
based upon abstract metaphysical principles, so
much repudiated in the works of Burke, the
French situation also adopted a unique aspect at
that very moment: Jacobins established their
ideas of the principles of Enlightenment and also
carried in their troops the flag of atheism. Though
Burke was a defender of the religious tolerance,
atheism couldn't be accepted. According to him,
what was happening in France was not only a
war against the order, the tradition and the
legacy of the ancient Frenchmen, but also a war
against the Heavens. It's interesting to observe
that this war against the Heavens can be
understood as mentioning the values of the
natural moral law and of the nature of things.

Frenchmen, just as much as King James
Il and the British Parliament in the American
case, were based upon metaphysics to justify
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their own acts. Yet here, more than in the events
described above, the dimension of the situation
was unique and never seen before, justifying the
horror of Burke to talk about that issue. The
rupture of order, tradition and of the history of
Frenchmen made Burke affirm that “the very
idea of the fabrication of a new government is
enough to fill us with disgust and horror” (Burke,
1999, p. 119). Although Frenchmen have
adopted beautiful principles, the way they
exercised them was through terrible methods.

For Burke, the Frenchmen could have
built a prosperous nation and make their country
a standard for humanity if they had valued and
utilized the knowledge from their predecessors
related to the constitution, to the institutions and
to the moral values. However, they despised
these values and started a new government. In
the language of Burke, the liberty when
persecuted is similar to the conquest of those
who never had it, like the slaves, but here the
situation is different as the Frenchmen had the
liberty, knew it, but threw it away.

When Frenchmen denied the nature of
things, they were perverting the reason of State
and denying the entire legacy of their ancestors;
instead of maintaining their traditions, they broke
with them. For Burke the French State was
unjustified, especially, because “government is
not made in virtue of natural rights” (Burke, 1999,
p. 151). The liberty for Burke is derived from the
history and not from abstractions. The liberty is
based upon the restrictions over the human
passions and is established by an external
power from the individuals. Jacobins exercised
in France the same what the British Empire
exercised in India. The domination of a group
under the power of another is unjustified and
destroys the rights of mankind and the Eternal
Justice. Tyranny can never be accepted and
opens possibilities for revolts and rebellions; in
the French case, the possibility for a counter-
revolution.

Although we can characterize the three
events as revolutions, we notice through a
Burkean perspective that there were three
distinct events and the only common point
among them that gives us the possibility to make
an explanation is established upon the principles
preserved on the works of Edmund Burke.

It's correct to affirm that King James Il in
1688, the Parliament in 1776-77 and the
Jacobins in 1789 acted in different ways, with
different purposes, but with one common point
which was to achieve their aims through the
means settled by abstract metaphysical
principles which did not correspond to the reality
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of the life of men. In addition, the British people in
opposition to the absolutist aims of James Il, the
Americans against the abuses of the Parliament
and all of those who were favorable to the
previous order in the revolutionary France were
defenders of the principles of the nature of
things, the natural moral law, the rights of
mankind and the Eternal Justice.

The defense of the British people, of the
Americans and supporters of a counter-
revolution in France does not reveal an
incoherency in Burke's thought. It is valid to
remember again that Burke did not lead his life
arguing in favor of forms of government, but in
favor of the immutable principles that are settled
by an external force and they do not allow for the
possibility of men to corrupt them.

The events in the late seventeenth
century and those in the eighteenth century are
fundamentals for a modern comprehension of
the power of our contemporary governments. It's
tremendously important to understand and to
interpret these historical events so we can be
able to analyze the policies and the
contemporary ideological movements and to
opine and suggest policies for our problems
which reflect in the international political life of
our days. Great Britain, United States and
France forms a triangle of extreme relevance to
the history of the Occident and the connections
among the three nations compounds one of the
fundamental requisites for those who are
involved in external and global politics.
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Two's Company; Three's a
Crowd? The Impact of the EU on
the Future of
Anglo-American Relations

l. Introduction

he precise nature of the “Special

Relationship” between Great Britain and

America has been the subject of debate in
times both recent and past, and as both countries
move into a 21% century that features a more
complex geopolitical landscape than either has
faced previously, there is abundant speculation
as to the role this Anglo-American relationship will
evolve into in the coming years. Considered from
a historical standpoint, the background beyond
the “Special Relationship” and the justification for
its evolution and continued existence is clearly
understandable, given the linguistic and cultural
ties that exist between Great Britain and its most
prominent ex-colonial offspring. The relationship
is likewise readily comprehensible when
considered in economic terms, given the
extraordinarily close trading ties the two countries
maintain, even in the face of both partners'
deepening trading connections with the
European Union trading block. It is in the realm of
foreign policy, however, where consensus on just
how special the “Special Relationship” has been
begins to break down, and additional questions
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arise as to whether or not it will be in the best
interests of Britain in the future to continue to
stand with the United States in issues of foreign
policy.

It is the position of this paper that what has
traditionally been celebrated as a unique and
“special” Anglo-American closeness in the areas
of foreign policy has in fact been the result of
differing trade-offs between two countries that
can each be deemed pragmatic players in issues
having to do with shifting balances of power on
both the national and international levels, with
Great Britain having to exercise increasing levels
of calculated pragmatism in attempting to
leverage its own position in the relationship as
time has gone on. While the nineteenth century
closed with the celebration of Queen Victoria's
Diamond Jubilee and the high-water mark of
British international power and prestige, by the
mid-point of the twentieth century the British
found themselves in a position of having to
manufacture for themselves a position of relative
importance in the eyes of their American
counterparts, an aim that never achieved the
desired level of political equality, despite the
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“special” denomination attached to the Anglo-
American title. To illustrate this, the paper will
consider as a case study the leadership of PM
Harold Macmillan and his relationship with his
American political counterparts. While this age
of Anglo-American association during the early
1957-1963 period of the Cold War has
historically been considered as the “Golden Age”
of Anglo-American cooperation, further
examination reveals it to have been a time of
significant political maneuvering and attempts to
secure greater individual autonomy on the part
of both sides, with the United States eventually
gaining the upper hand, in large part due to the
advantage engendered by its overwhelming
financial superiority in the area of defense
spending. Of the various descriptions that could
be employed to define this relationship, “golden
period” does not appear to ring true in the light of
contemporary scholarship. Following this
discussion the paper will then go on to consider
whether or not the future best interest of Great
Britain will be best met by following a U.S.-led
line on prominent issues of foreign policy,
arguing ultimately that at present the dominant
British line on key foreign policy issues at
present is much more in sync with European-
Union held position than those of the U.S., and
thatitis to be expected that the immediate future
will see a British move toward EU-directed
foreign policy initiatives rather than a closer
embrace of American policies.

Il. Glory Days Revisited

As a case study of Anglo-American
relations, the premiership of Harold Macmillan,
positioned between the political rock and hard
place experiences that were the Suez canal
crisis of 1956 and the Vietnam War of the mid-
1960's, at first blush appears as an exemplary
model of the “specialness” of the Anglo-
American relationship. Taken as a whole,
however, the period is rife with examples of
division between British and American
understanding of and strategies for dealing with
Arab nationalism, the role of the British in the
Middle East, and the proper conception of the
Eisenhower Doctrine as a method for bringing
stability to the region. As Nigel Ashton points out
(Ashton, “Golden Days?” 693-5), a strong case
can be made for the argument that this period
was actually one in which Britain felt itself to be in
a position of being the victim of American
bullying on the issue of Middle East foreign
policy. From this standpoint, Macmillan's
decision to make an about-face on the issue of
pursuing EEC membership was made as aresult
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of his sense of dissatisfaction with the Anglo-
American relationship, and as Ashton describes
it, his primary motivation was “his desire to find
an alternative European hedge for Britain's
international position.” (Ashton, 695) Macmillan
began his premiership with a clear desire to
return to the Anglo-American state of
cooperation that had existed during WWII, as
evidenced in his determined campaign for the
repeal of the 1946 McMahon Act that blocked the
sharing of nuclear information between the
United States and the United Kingdom. As
Ashton points out, the realization of this goal on
the part of Eisenhower coincided with the
successful Russian launch of Sputnik, and
stemmed from Eisenhower's sense that a
renewal of Anglo-American closeness was
necessary as a result of the perceived threat to
American technological superiority that Sputnik
represented (Ashton, 699-700). Here was an
instance of American pragmatism, not an act
motivated out of a sense of Anglo-American
obligation.

Macmillan's further goal, to achieve a
level of British independence on the nuclear front
through the ultimately cancelled Skybolt and
then the Polaris nuclear systems, was likewise
based on a desire for greaterindependence from
the Anglo-American relationship. He wanted
Britain to be able to maintain its own level of
détente with the Soviet Union after it became
clear that Washington intended the 1957
Declaration of Common Purpose as a method of
establishing greater control in their dealings with
Britain rather than as a means of further
strengthening the Anglo-American bond. When
he recognized that the Washington
interpretation of the declaration did not meet
these ends, he sought EEC membership as a
way out of what Ashton deems the “crisis of
interdependence” (Ashton, 695) that had
developed for Britain out of the Anglo-American
relationship, another example of the British
penchant for pragmatism in attempting to
address shifts in the balance of power. Whatever
the motivation, it is clear that the relationship
itself was not one of mutually desired
“specialness,” even during what was viewed
historically as a very successful period of Anglo-
American cooperation.

lll. Looking to the Future

In considering the future of the
Transatlantic relationship in general, and the
Anglo-American relationship in particular, it is
important to note the extent to which the post-
9/11 world has differentiated the paths toward
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which Europe and the United States seem most
naturally inclined to follow, as this has a distinct
impact on the extent to which it will be beneficial
or even possible for Britain to follow a U.S.-
directed course in any matter of foreign policy.
Onthe one hand, itis important to remember that
the economic ties which bind Britain and the U.S.
will ensure that the two nations will never drift
apart completelyBritain is the largest single
destination globally for US investment and in
2006 accounted for 32.4 per cent of all US
investment stock in the European Union, and the
U.S.inthat year was also the number one source
of British capital investment (US Department of
Commerce, 2007). However since there are
multiple complications that would arise in the
event of Britain trying to alter its trading
relationship with the U.S. by an action such as
joining NAFTA (something which has been
ardently endorsed by Euro-Skeptics such as
Conrad Black), and the U.S. is also unlikely to
support a course that would favor Britain by
means of antagonizing the E.U., itis unlikely that
any kind of significant structural change will be
coming about to further “specialize” the Anglo-
American relationship (Rachman, “Is the Anglo-
American Relationship Still Special”, 8-9).

Yet at the same time, the foreign-policy
orientations of these two countries, at a time
perhaps parallel, now look toward markedly
different directions, with Britain's falling much
more in line with the worldview of the E.U. The
U.S. looks upon a world of external threats to
domestic security that seem best addressed by
abandoning deterrence in favor of projecting
power abroad, in part through a policy of
preemptive strikes and tactical military
engagements designed to deal with specific
terrorist threats emerging from unstable
elements in the Middle East (Niblett, “Choosing
Between American and Europe,” 2007, 630).
Given that it still considers the world from a
great-power perspective, multilateralism is
considered somewhat warily, always with any
threat to American autonomy foremost in mind.
Americans may well best be regarded as
“‘multilateralists in principle and unilateralists in
practice.” (Kohut and Stokes, America Against
the World, as quoted in Niblett, 628). For
Europeans, on the other hand, the age of
multilateralism has dawned. Faced with an
environment of 27-member states that is
significantly different than the 15-member EU of
old, the twin impacts of economic globalization
and the attempts at better coordination and
consolidation that have come with enlargement
mean that EU members are in a better position
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than ever before to collaborate on collective
issues, most notably energy policy,
environmental policy, internal security, and
foreign and security policy (Niblett, 632).

These final two issues of security are
areas where Great Britain is most likely to be
pulled closer to the EU and further from the U.S.
in terms of policy formulation, for reasons both
ideological and pragmatic. In the area of
terrorism, for example, it is clear that Britain is
operating from the perspective of a very different
ideological thrust than that of the U.S., one that
takes a significantly less pro-Israel view on the
state of Arab-Israeli relations. There is also a
sense that terrorism needs to be addressed
more broadly, as evidenced in Tony Blair's
instance that the war on terror, as Harris states,
‘can be won only by eliminating another root
cause, the structural inequalities between the
wealthy West and the poverty- stricken Third
World,” (Harris, “The State of the Special
Relationship”, 3). Unlike the U.S., European
nations view terrorism as an internal threat, and
one that requires much greater levels of state-to-
state intelligence cooperation and coordination
as EU citizens enjoy freedom of movement
through porous EU borders. This line of thinking
is very much in sync with the British stance on
combating terrorism, and the intense domestic
fall-out following the devolution of the Iraq war
will likely only make multilateral and coalition-
backed military solutions more appealing in the
immediate future.

From an internal security standpoint, the
issue of Europe as a point of strategic interest is
another area in which the US and the EU have
divergent perspectives. For the former, the
strategic influence of Europe and its immediate
neighborhood is waning, while for the latter it is of
tantamount importance, especially as
enlargement has removed the cushion of neutral
border states and now presses the EU up
against troublesome areas, forcing greater
consideration of issues like the Russia-Ukraine
relationship, unresolved tensions in Balkans,
and instability in the eastern and southern rim of
the Mediterranean. British interests again fall
clearly within this second camp, as it spends a
vast amount of diplomatic energy dealing with
issues on the Continent and its periphery
(Niblett, 635). There is also the obvious
advantage for Britain of being able to shed the
‘junior partner” mantle that is perpetually
associated with the Anglo-American relationship
and to assume leadership positions, as for
example it has done in the development of the
Common Foreign and Security Policy.
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IV. Conclusion

There are those, like Robert Kagan, who
view the era of Anglo-European collaboration as
having ended, as when Kagan wrote that in
terms of “setting national priorities, determining
threats, defining challenges, and fashioning and
implementing foreign and defense policies the
United States and Europe have parted ways.”
(Kagan as quoted in Gordon, “Bridging the
Atlantic Divide.” 2003, 71) Ultimately, this is a
view that is too narrow-minded in scope to
consider the fact that the US and the EU face the
same set of global issues, and that both can only
stand to benefit from mutual collaboration. There
are certain areas, such as the future of NATO
and its role should the EU decide to take up the
issue of its own defense more actively, which
remain murky, but the issue of whether or not
continued alliance is desirable should be beyond
the scope of reasonable speculation. At the
same time, however, Britain's need to consider
where it is more advantageous to follow the EU
in issues of security and foreign policy is very
real, and in order to maintain its reputation as the
pragmatic player in the realm of political and
strategic alliance, it will most likely be best
served by approaching foreign policy from the
EU side of negotiations first, and the U.S. end
second. For global problems, the it appears at
present as though a European perspective is
likely to be a better fit for British needs than a US
one, and there seems to be no better time to
begin cultivating some manner of “special’
relationship with the EU, at least as far as foreign
policy is concerned.
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Transatlantic Divergence
And Convergence

Introduction
n the past eight years, transatlantic relations
have come under considerable strain by
wrangling over major security issues. This has
left a marked imprint on the relationship and is
one of the causes for the inability of both sides to
define a comprehensive common security
agenda.

According to many analysts, controversies
are due not only to diverging interests but also to
diverging views on security threats after
September 11. The object of this paper is to
retrace and analyze the broad outlines of security
perception gaps that have crystallized in strategic
thinking in recent years. For the sake of pithiness
and space limitations analysis will be confined to
cornerstone concepts and will avoid detailed
examination of specificissues.

The US security strategy

The most recent documents outlining American
security policy are the 2006 National Security
Strategy (NSS) and the 2008 National Defense
Strategy (NDS). Analysis will focus on these
strategies because they are the key documents
enunciating the policy of Bush's second-term
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administration.

The U.S. and the European perspective on
the global security environment have been
largely diverging. The NSS describes the existing
security environment as a global battleground
similar to the ideological battle during the early
years of the Cold War. The enemy, however, are
now violent extremist movements seen as a
“threat to the American way of life” like
communism and extremism (NDS, 2008, p.7).
Consequently, threats are coached in ideological
terms. Thus, the Security Strategy maintains that
‘a new totalitarian ideology now threatens' which
implies antagonism between democratic that
stand up for human rights and freedom, on the
one hand, and undemocratic, oppressive
ideologies, on the other. The 2008 NDS adds the
concept of the “Long War”. It regards the U.S. as
being in a state of war with extremism and
terrorism. The conflict is, however, global and
unconventional, multi-front and
multidimensional, protracted and irregular in time
and space.

The perception of such ideological
struggle and its analogy to the Cold War
antagonism of a universal nature seem to be an
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important point on which differences of view
emerge. In the American perspective, this
confrontation appears to be regarded as
fundamental and calling for action against all
governments that repress their own peoples and
undermine freedom. In fact, the 2006 NSS
describes the country's security as depending on
the global spread of democracy and liberty.
Therefore, the U.S should foster democracy and
freedom worldwide, which is, essentially, an
active policy of reshaping the security
environment. Conversely, although the
European Security Strategy and the recently
published Livre Blanc recognize the importance
of promoting democracy, freedom and human
rights as a means of enhancing European
security, they draw no such lines between
democracies and tyrannical regimes and are
devoid of any such 'Cold-War-type' vision.

As a consequence of that vision, the US
view on threats and goals in the security field
seems to be much narrower in scope and in
meaning than Europe's. The centerpiece of the
American strategy remains the struggle against
terrorism, which in itself forms part of the all-
embracing goal of helping to 'create a world of
democratic, well-governed states that can meet
the needs of their citizens and conduct
themselves responsibly in the international
system' (NSS, 2006, p.6). From this strategy
follows the order of threats according to priority:
violent extremism, quests by rogue states for
WMDs, challenge by major competitors, and
defusing regional conflicts. Although the NDS
indicates an increased awareness about other
threats, such as population growth, energy
shortage, and climate issues, unlike European
strategies, the NDS approach remains focused
on WMD proliferation and terrorism.

Answers to threats have also been
distinct on both sides of the Atlantic. Together
with the readiness to give a military response to
terrorism, the ESS maintains that the defense of
liberty and justice, including support for
democratic opposition, should be among the
pillars of US foreign policy on security issues. It
also states that the character of the regime of a
given country matters as much as the country's
power, and thus draws a distinction between
“those who are with us and those who are
against us”. Apart from the rhetoric calling for
global acceptance of the democratic model, the
two strategies proclaim that U.S. policy would
have a third pillar the promotion of free trade
grounded in the belief that it brings prosperity
and benefits to all.The NDS seems to tend
towards a deeper understanding of the need to
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further economic development and to engage in
post-conflict reconstruction but confirms the
preemption doctrine which has caused much
damage to transatlantic unity. It has been at odds
with European approaches which count on
effective multilateralism and backing UN
objectives (ESS, 2003, p.11) Alliance-building
has also done harm to transatlantic relations.
The NDS recommends that it should not be
limited to relationships of the past (NDS, 2008, p.
20) and should vary according to circumstances.
Finally, strategies used in relations with states
viewed as potential rivals, such as China and
Russia, have also hardly coincided with
European preferences. The NSS and the NDS
advance a strategy of “shaping and hedging”
which should be construed to mean urging China
and Russia to make responsible choices and
hedging against contingencies in which their
choices have not been the desired ones.

In contrast to U.S. preference for
deterrence and active shaping of the behaviour
of states Europe has often opted for softer and
more engagement-prone approaches.

The challenge of the french white book

As far as transatlantic relations are based
on common values, perceptions, and
assessments of threats, the French Livre Blanc
(White Book) on Defense published in 2008 has
presented a challenge both to the strategic
thinking of the US and to the possibility of forging
a common transatlantic vision not only because
it highlights the different strategic outlook of a
major European ally but also because it
competes with some of the basic underpinning
presumptions of how international security
should be addressed as set out in the U.S. NSS
and NDS.

First, this challenge concerns attitudes to
globalization. In contrast to the views articulated
in the NSS on globalization as universal
expansion of the sociopolitical model based on
democracy, free market and free trade, in the
Livre Blanc globalization is considered as a
process carrying risks and also having negative
ramifications. Thus, it is seen as capable of
spawning conflict and friction because of
inequalities between haves and have-nots that it
creates. Climate change and overexploitation of
natural resources which may also engender
conflict are also seen as an upshot of
globalization processes. Furthermore, since
globalization is perceived in some regions as a
Western attempt to homogenize the world
politically, economically, and culturally, it causes
resistance which could be the breeding ground
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for extremism. On this issue, the Livre Blancis in
harmony with the ESS which stresses that
“terrorism is also a part of our own society”(ESS,
2003, p.4).

Another challenge is the perception of
terrorism. Notwithstanding the clear
identification of terrorism as a security threat, no
Cold War-type vision of battle between
ideologies can be discerned. Besides, terrorism
is explicitly separated from Islamism.

The attitude to military force is a major
distinction between the philosophy of the Livre
Blanc and that of the NSS-NDS. The Livre Blanc
speaks of military intervention as of an approach
strictly anchored in international law,
unjustifiable merely on grounds of national
interest and predicated upon authorization. It
lays down a series of criteria that have to be met
before the decision on the use of military force is
taken. On the other hand, it affirms another type
of intervention the responsibility to protect
which is admissible on humanitarian grounds.

Further, the Livre Blanc argues against
some of the views set forth by the NSS by
asserting the value of multilateralism. The
defense of multilateralism stresses the pivotal
role of the UN and the importance of
peacekeeping operations, underscores the
particular responsibility of permanent Security
Council members and argues against UN
skepticism. Underlying this vision is the concept
of international order based upon international
law and legitimacy. In view of these criteria,
multilateral action is most appropriate not just
because it is more effective but because it is
legitimate.

As regards policy tools, unlike the NDS,
the Livre Blanc lays heavy stress on preventing
the emergence of threats in the broad sense.
Thus, prevention in the Livre Blanc differs from
the connotation it has in the NSS, and is
expanded to cover development aid and the tool
of international criminal justice.

The concept of NATO renewal enunciated
in the Livre Blanc poses another challenge to
U.S. views on transatlantic relations. Even
though the document acquiesces to extending
NATO mandate to deal with new threats and
embraces the idea of “globalizing” NATO by a
network of global partnerships, it poses the
precondition that the renewal should go hand in
hand with strengthening the role of the EU. It
postulates that both organizations are not
competitors but spells out the necessity of
providing for more autonomy of the EU as a
security actor, and states that no division of tasks
between them is possible, either based on the
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the type of mission or on geographical scope.
This quest for larger autonomy within NATO may
rekindle debate about the relevance of NATO
and on how to avoid rivalry and duplication
between both organizations. The challenge for
transatlantic relations is all the more significant
considering that French President Sarkozy has
been bent on both strengthening ties with
America and French standing within the EU, and
that the Livre Blanc has been adopted with the
ambition of serving as a first step towards an
integrated European White Book on s