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INTRODUCTION 

During a security conference in Munich in early 2005, the 
German Chancellor Gerhard Schröder surprised Germany’s 
NATO allies with a proposal to reform the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization (NATO).1 The German Defense Minister, 
Peter Struck, who has argued that NATO as an organization 
had not adjusted well enough to a changed geopolitical land-
scape and had outlived its purpose as the main organization 
facilitating transatlantic dialogue, presented Schröder’s new 
vision.2 The remarks were not well received within the Alli-
ance, and succeeded in upsetting Germany’s opposition parties 
as well.3 NATO Secretary-General Jaap de Hoop Scheffer de-
clared that NATO was fully capable, both militarily and politi-
cally, to meet all current challenges, and emphasized that 
NATO was still the body where major transatlantic consulta-
tions took place. Javier Solana, the High Representative of the 
Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) of the European 
Union, also stressed that NATO had not lost its relevance. The 
remarks by the German Chancellor came only a few days after 
the spring 2005 visit by U.S. Secretary of State Condoleezza 
Rice to Europe—a visit that had been generally well received 
by the European press.4 After her talks in Berlin, for example, 
Rice obtained a pledge from Schröder to do more to help in 
Iraq.5 The Chancellor highlighted the Iraqi need for democracy 
and stability and stated that Germany, which had begun train-
ing Iraqi police officers in the United Arab Emirates, was ready 
to offer help if the Iraqi government asked for it. Schröder’s 
surprising NATO declaration also came after NATO had 
agreed to expand its mission in Afghanistan during a February 
meeting in Nice,6 and after the Chancellor had told Rice that 
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Germany would “accept a new command structure for peace-
keeping and anti-terror operations in Afghanistan, under the 
condition that the two missions remained separate.”7 

At the same time, backed by the Alliance’s Secretary-Gen-
eral, Jaap de Hoop Scheffer, U.S. Secretary of Defense Donald 
Rumsfeld obviously pushed every NATO member to contrib-
ute to a NATO training mission in Iraq. NATO members by 
late 2004 had agreed to either send troops to Baghdad, to train 
Iraqi officers outside the country, or to donate to a trust fund 
financing the mission.8 Why the German Chancellor chose to 
make his surprising comments one week before the visit of 
President George W. Bush to Europe, in spring 2005, remains 
unclear. Was the Chancellor looking for a way to put his pro-
posal on the table before both a national and an international 
audience? During President Bush’s visit to Europe, French 
President Jacques Chirac expressed his support for the 
Schröder “plan.” Could the statement by the German Chancel-
lor also have been aimed at a domestic audience, possibly to 
deflect attention from growing economic and other problems?9 
In any case, at a previous security conference, held in Munich 
2002, the Chancellor chose to surprise Germany’s NATO allies 
when he made the suggestion that Germany and the Nether-
lands could assume the leadership for peacekeeping in Af-
ghanistan—a proposal that had not yet been heard of in The 
Hague.  

With regard to Germany’s domestic economic problems, a 
recent article on “Germany’s Dismal Future” identifies three 
main reasons for why the country is now facing an unprece-
dented level of unemployment, a level that is unprecedented 
since the end of World War II and that arguably resembles 
Weimar conditions. The article discusses domestic problems 
Germany currently faces:10 

The power wielded by its old-fashioned trade unions, Ger-
man unions insist on short hours, high wages, immense so-
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cial security benefits and conditions of work that make pro-
ductivity increases virtually impossible… The input of the 
EU bureaucracy in Brussels: The EU imposes endless rules, 
whose net effect is to stifle enterprise and squelch innova-
tion. The push toward a European superstate has proved an 
unmitigated disaster for Germany, which, despite its relative 
economic decline, is still the biggest net contributor to EU 
funds. Germany thus ends up financing programs such as 
the Common Agricultural Policy that work against its inter-
est. Germany pays the EU piper, while France calls all the 
tunes. Indeed, Germany’s subservience to France is one of 
the most astonishing and inexplicable features of today’s 
world. Chancellor Gerhard Schröder seems content to play 
the poodle to President Jacques Chirac in the most humili-
ating and groveling way, following tamely in courses that 
demonstrably work against Germany both at home and 
abroad. When Germany looked to U.S. leadership between 
1950 and the early 1970s, it prospered. Since Germany 
submitted to French direction, the country has plunged re-
lentlessly into the pit. Eventually, the German people are 
going to grasp the salient truth; when they do, the conse-
quences for Europe will be dramatic… Germany’s acute 
sense of failure and unhappiness. This is a collective psy-
chological depression that effectively prevents Germany 
from taking action to remedy its ills. The Germans agree 
they’re in a mess, and many see the obvious way out. The 
country needs to make the kinds of structural changes in its 
economy that Prime Minister Thatcher carried out in Britain 
20 years ago, changes that have completely transformed the 
performance and expectations of the British people. But, 
though most Germans know this, they lack the will—and, of 
course, the leadership—to carry it out….11 

In contrast, in January 2005 Chancellor Schröder made a 
case for national sovereignty, and this in the only area where 
the European Union had arguably successfully managed to 
transfer sovereignty to the transnational level: the economy. 
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Schröder “demanded that the EU’s near-defunct stability and 
growth pact be relaxed by exempting swaths of public spend-
ing from its budget-deficit ceilings. He added in a Financial 
Times article that ‘intervention by European institutions in the 
budgetary sovereignty of national parliaments [should be] per-
mitted only under very limited conditions.’”12 

In his sudden expression of support for national sovereignty 
with regard to fiscal and budgetary policy, the Chancellor 
seemed to intend to bypass decisions made recently by the 
German Bundestag to not lift the sanctions and the arms em-
bargo against China. His goal in this was to thus enable the 
European Commission to go ahead with the lifting of the em-
bargo. Schröder’s policy approach in supporting the lifting of 
the arms embargo must be seen in the light of strong national 
economic interests and Germany’s growing export depend-
ency, a situation that has put more stress on Germany’s econ-
omy.13 The issue of lifting the EU weapons embargo against 
China was discussed during President Bush’s spring 2005 visit 
to Europe, and promises to remain on top of the agenda with 
regard to future transatlantic disputes.14 It seems that growing 
economic tensions and rivalries between some European coun-
tries (such as Germany) and the United States might be at the 
center of future transatlantic problems.15 

On the other hand, whatever differences may have existed 
between the United States and some of its old allies on foreign 
policy issues ranging from Afghanistan, Iraq, and China to 
NATO and the common European foreign and security policy, 
President Bush’s trip to Europe seems to have highlighted the 
still crucial alliance between Europe and the United States.16 
He made sure to visit both international organizations that have 
emerged as the main actors with regard to the transatlantic and 
intra-European security dialogue: the European Union and the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization. President Bush empha-
sized the importance of a strong and united Europe, and char-
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acterized NATO as the “most successful alliance in the history 
of the world.”17 

Following his visit, an article appeared in The Economist of 
26 February 2005 titled “Are NATO and the European Union 
partners or rivals?” It argued that the European split over mili-
tary operations in Iraq had gone “far beyond the merits of de-
posing Saddam Hussein. It showed that there are two broad 
approaches to security within the EU.” The dispute about Iraq 
emerged within the European Union, and between old and new 
European NATO member-states by late 2002, and continued 
throughout 2003. As this paper will argue, the so-called intra-
European splits and divisions seem to have been one of the 
main fall-outs of the war in Iraq, along with the broader trans-
atlantic tensions that were exposed in the run-up to the war.18 
The troubled nature of German-U.S. relations has had a par-
ticularly negative impact: first, they adversely affected the 
process that has been dubbed NATO transformation; second, 
they have had a deleterious impact on intra-European relations. 

Two years after the declared end of major military opera-
tions in Iraq in 2003, it seems that U.S. foreign policy has been 
vindicated to some degree for a short period of time given the 
successful Iraqi elections held in late January 2005. The events 
of the past two months, which have seen dramatic increases in 
the number and intensity of insurgent attacks in Iraq—particu-
larly those directed at Iraqi civilians— are not undoing this po-
litical success, but show how fragile the whole situation still 
is.19 Nevertheless, the challenges of post-conflict reconstruc-
tion and peace- or nation-building in Iraq were obviously un-
derestimated by the Bush Administration, and will continue to 
place demands on the U.S. government and its allies in both 
NATO and the EU. 

An analysis of transatlantic relations (with particular atten-
tion to the issue of Iraq) over the past several years will be a 
helpful step toward understanding on how willing U.S. allies 
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may prove to be in the upcoming months to support U.S. policy 
in the larger Middle East, as well as in the continued project of 
nation-building in Iraq. To understand where transatlantic rela-
tions may be headed after the re-election of President Bush in 
November 2004, two years after the beginning of the war in 
Iraq, and more than three years after the events of September 
11, 2001, the following issues need to be discussed and taken 
into consideration: the core challenges for the process of 
NATO transformation; how different EU member states con-
ceptualize the European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP); 
and how these different views of what the transatlantic Alli-
ance should be about have affected, among others, intra-Euro-
pean relations and Germany’s recent foreign policy.20 These 
issues in question are even more important given the last round 
of NATO and EU enlargement in 2004, a process that in-
creased the number of countries that will be members of both 
organizations. These new member states are perhaps more 
likely to continue to be more supportive of a strong U.S. lead-
ership role, both globally and within Europe.21 

Given this background, what have transatlantic relations 
been like after the U.S. presidential election in November 2004 
and President Bush’s inauguration in early 2005?22 In addition, 
what will be the likely long-term impact of the national elec-
tions in Iraq in late January 2005 with regard to both the larger 
Middle East as a region, and on the future peacekeeping role or 
potential of the transatlantic alliance?23 This paper will attempt 
to reassess the challenges that currently confront the state of 
transatlantic relations, particularly between the two dominant 
actors in the theater: the European Union and the North Atlan-
tic Treaty Organization. The transatlantic alliance will be of 
enormous relevance in the twenty-first century, in the realms of 
security, human rights, and the economy. The following sec-
tions will discuss and analyze previous transatlantic tensions 
between the allies on both sides of the Atlantic, while provid-
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ing a special focus on the bilateral relationship between Ger-
many and the United States.24 
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NATO TRANSFORMATION, THE ESDP,  
AND SOFT- AND HARD-POWER 

CHALLENGES WITHIN THE 
TRANSATLANTIC ALLIANCE 

In remarks on 22 February 2005, following a meeting with 
President Bush at NATO Headquarters in Brussels, NATO 
Secretary-General de Hoop Scheffer articulated the importance 
of a strong and close partnership between NATO and the EU. 
While he generally embraced the argument that it might be 
necessary for NATO to take on a more prominent political 
role—a remark that could be interpreted as an acknowledge-
ment of Chancellor Schröder’s call for NATO reform—de 
Hoop Scheffer also emphasized the following: 

European integration, including in security and defense 
matters, is important, but in that area, it’s of the utmost im-
portance that that process also takes place in complemen-
tarity with NATO and without duplication. That’s important 
for NATO, it’s important for the European Union. That’s 
why I want this wide NATO-EU agenda that’s relevant. 
European integration is a great process, and I always say 
I’m an Atlanticist and I’m European. But here is the point. 
Where we are now standing in NATO Headquarters, where 
we see the primary forum for transatlantic security coopera-
tion, and we’ll do that at 26, and not at 24 plus two, or 25 
plus one.25 

During his speech at NATO Headquarters on 22 February 
2005, President Bush confirmed that the process of NATO 
transformation was well underway.26 On the previous day, the 
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president described the situation confronting the transatlantic 
alliance at the beginning of the twenty-first century in the fol-
lowing way: 

Today, America and Europe face a moment of consequence 
and opportunity. Together, we can once again set history on 
a hopeful course—away from poverty and despair, toward 
development and the dignity of self-rule; away from re-
sentment and violence, and toward justice and the peaceful 
settlements of differences. Seizing this moment requires 
idealism: We must see in every person the right and the ca-
pacity to live in freedom. Seizing this moment requires re-
alism: We must act wisely and deliberately in the face of 
complex challenges. And seizing this moment also requires 
cooperation, because when Europe and America stand to-
gether, no problem can stand against us. As past debates 
fade, as great duties become clear, let us begin a new area of 
transatlantic unity.27 

Approximately two years earlier, a so-called declaration re-
garding NATO transformation—dated 6 October 2002—stated 
that the North Atlantic Treaty Organization needed to be “ca-
pable of taking action whenever the security of its members 
was threatened, upon the basis of the United Nations Charter. 
By making it clear that there is no safe haven for those who 
would threaten our societies or for those who would harbor 
such people,”28 the deterrent element of the Alliance’s strategy 
would be strengthened. According to this declaration, the North 
Atlantic Council should decide actions on a case-by-case basis. 
Where NATO as a whole was not engaged, allies willing to 
take action should be able to make use of NATO assets, proce-
dures, and practices. The declaration stressed a set of high-pri-
ority goals held to be essential to the full range of Alliance 
missions, including the fight against terrorism. This new initia-
tive was to be based on firm national commitments with spe-
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cific target dates. National commitments were to be made 
transparent for parliamentary monitoring and oversight. 

The document stressed that priority should be given to pro-
jects maximizing multi-nationality, and which had the potential 
to become common NATO assets. NATO and European Union 
capabilities needed to be mutually reinforced and thoroughly 
harmonized through permanent coordination mechanisms and 
procedures in a spirit of openness. NATO was encouraged to 
redouble its efforts to reduce the fragmentation of defense pro-
curement efforts through the pooling of military capabilities, 
the cooperative acquisition of equipment, and common fund-
ing. It was also prompted to reduce to a minimum the obstacles 
to the sharing of technology. The Alliance had to be able to act 
wherever NATO’s interests were threatened, creating coali-
tions under NATO’s own mandate, as well as contributing to 
mission-based coalitions, concerning both old and new 
threats.29 As examples of such situations, the NATO Secretary-
General at the time, Lord Robertson, referred to NATO’s ex-
perience with post-conflict stabilization, in cases such as Kos-
ovo and Macedonia.30  

On 8 October 2002, Lord Robertson declared that an enor-
mous number of security issues on the Euro-Atlantic agenda 
required the highest possible level of communication and coor-
dination between Europeans and North Americans. In his 
words, the November 2002 Prague Summit should and would 
be a transforming event for the Alliance. It ended up covering a 
wide range of issues, from terrorism, to NATO’s military 
command arrangements and headquarters structure, to further 
development of the partnership among the NATO allies. The 
most prominent issues addressed at the summit dealt with the 
enlargement and improvement of NATO’s military capabili-
ties.31 

The question of capabilities in particular concerned the 
countries that are members of both NATO and the European 
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Union. Because each nation has only one set of military forces, 
it is necessary to make the best use possible of the scarce re-
sources, avoiding duplication and overlaps. The resulting mes-
sage was very clear: the European Capabilities Action Plan and 
NATO’s Prague Capabilities Commitment needed to be coher-
ent. Work in full transparency on capabilities issues was im-
perative if the EU–NATO impasse on missions of peace and 
security was to be avoided or ended.32 
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TW O YE A RS A FT E R  T HE  WA R IN  IR AQ:  
MISS IO N ST ILL  UN-A C CO M PLISHE D? 

DIS AGREE M ENTS  O VE R HO W T O 
ST AB ILI ZE IR AQ  AN D HO W  TO  WI N T HE 

WA R A GA INS T  GLOB AL  TE RR OR IS M 

As I will argue, the various national approaches to the Euro-
pean Security and Defense Policy (ESDP) in Europe have been 
remarkably different.33 Germany has promoted ESDP as soft-
power alternative to NATO. The British government has lob-
bied for a strong link between ESDP and NATO. Paris has 
hoped that the ESDP would create counter-balancing (hard 
power) structures independent from NATO.34 The French posi-
tion does not, however, seem new. When Paris proposed the 
creation of a European Defense Community (EDC) in the early 
1950s, it arguably was an attempt to avoid German rearmament 
within the framework of NATO. The French leadership hoped 
for a strong European defense pillar that was substantially in-
dependent from NATO. When the EDC was defeated in the 
French Assembly in 1954, the United States proceeded with re-
arming Western Germany. Western integration within Europe 
was thus—as it has been ever since—intrinsically linked to a 
strong transatlantic relationship.35 

With regard to recent developments, the following conclu-
sion can be drawn: Transatlantic disagreements and disputes 
within Europe about how to deal with Iraq and U.S. foreign 
policy in the aftermath of 9/11 seem to reflect a deeper struggle 
about security-related agenda-setting. The question seems to 
be, Who should be in charge of designing both the transatlantic 
and the European security agendas? Should Europeans contrib-
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ute more to the European pillar within NATO, and increase 
their defense budgets to prepare the Alliance for the challenges 
of the twenty-first century? Or should European states focus on 
strengthening their own, common (and possibly fully inde-
pendent from NATO) European Security and Defense Policy, 
including the establishment of their own army headquarters? 

Nothing highlighted these profound underlying questions 
more clearly than the rift, based in fundamental differences, 
which appeared in the transatlantic alliance over the issue of 
war in Iraq in 2002 and 2003. While the French reaction to the 
U.S.-led war in Iraq were probably not that surprising (al-
though the degree of diplomatic ‘warfare’ might not have been 
anticipated in Washington), what was clearly new was Ger-
many’s course and position.36 It can be concluded that, in the 
end, Germany’s alliance with France on this issue—openly op-
posing U.S. interests—represented a profound foreign policy 
shift, and an about-face from its Cold War and post-Cold War 
foreign policy positions throughout the 1990s. This “change in 
attitude and policy” completely changed the intra-European 
dynamic, and had a substantial impact on overall transatlantic 
relations.37 

In 1960, former French President Charles De Gaulle pro-
posed to former German Chancellor Konrad Adenauer that 
Germany and France should increase their level of bilateral co-
operation on all political, economic, cultural, and defense is-
sues, thus weakening U.S. leadership in NATO. When faced 
with the ultimate decision between Washington and Paris, 
Adenauer opted for protection from Washington.38 In 2003, 
German Chancellor Gerhard Schröder seemingly chose other-
wise, in the end prioritizing close bilateral cooperation with 
France on so-called European integration 

39 over a strong 
transatlantic relationship.40 This is a novelty in post-World War 
II Germany. When it comes to Germany’s future foreign policy 
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or diplomatic options, it is not yet possible to foresee the long-
term consequences of this decision. 

Was the shift of German foreign policy based on a con-
scious decision? Or did the German government stumble onto 
this new path because of unfortunate rhetoric that was em-
ployed during the election campaign in summer 2002—a fed-
eral election campaign where the government decided to play 
the anti-American card when polls taken early in the summer 
indicated a likely loss for the ruling coalition government of 
Social-Democrats and the Green Party. 

However, as the following analysis will show, German-
American problems did not end with the rhetoric of the cam-
paign. Still, in April 2003, at a so-called “mini-summit” of only 
four European allies and EU member states, Germany, France, 
Belgium, and Luxembourg announced their plan to launch a 
European defense policy and army that was to be fully inde-
pendent of NATO. While the war in Iraq was still going on, the 
four heads of state were obviously prepared to risk not just 
further divisions in NATO, but also the rise of what has been 
labeled a “two-speed Europe.”41 And, while the announcement 
was met with considerable resistance both in NATO and in the 
EU, an old question was raised again—namely how this Euro-
pean Union army should be financed, especially given the lack 
of British support and participation. New NATO and EU mem-
ber states from Eastern and Central Europe have been particu-
larly unhappy about frictions between the EU and NATO. They 
do not wish to be put into a position where they have to decide 
between the United States on the one hand, and an assortment 
of continental European countries on the other. Having good 
relations with both the United States and Western Europe is in 
their best interests, both in economic and security terms. 

How Europeans and the European Union as a regional or-
ganization will shape their security structures will have an im-
portant effect on the NATO allies’ capability to fight the war 
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against global terrorism, as well as on how the Alliance will 
adapt to the security challenges of the coming century. These 
challenges are (for example) outlined in the U.S. National Se-
curity Strategy of September 2002, NATO’s transformation 
declaration of fall 2002, and the European Security Agenda of 
December 2003.42 

Plans for EU military and defense structures that are inde-
pendent from NATO, however, seem to have suffered two set-
backs in December 2003. First, at a meeting of NATO foreign 
and defense ministers in early December, the decision was 
made not to include a defense clause in the draft constitution of 
the EU, and not to create a separate EU military headquarters.43 
Second, on 13 December 2003, the EU failed to agree on the 
constitutional draft, mainly because of Spanish and Polish re-
sistance. However, other smaller (future) EU member states 
both in the East and West expressed their reservations as well, 
such as the Netherlands, Denmark, and the Czech Republic.44 
Even though the European Union finally agreed on the draft 
constitution in 2004, the question remains of how many of its 
member states—both old and new—will actually ratify it in 
2005.45 The stakes for European integrationists seem to have 
become even higher with the increasing likelihood that France 
will vote “Non.” In such a case, however, a “two-speed 
Europe” might become an option, which would be troubling for 
further European enlargement.46 

With regard to intra-European or intra-EU relations, the dy-
namics seem to have changed after 11 March 2004, a day that 
witnessed Al Qaeda terrorist attacks on commuter trains in 
Madrid, events that prompted the fall of the Aznar government. 
Before 3/11, the strongest bilateral relations between Wash-
ington and individual European allies were with Great Britain 
to the north of Germany, Italy to the south, Spain to the west, 
and Poland to the east, thus forming a circle around France and 
Germany. After Spain was removed from the picture, given the 
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election of a new socialist government in Madrid, the parame-
ters of both transatlantic and intra-EU relations were altered yet 
again.47 

How important are such changing dynamics of alternating 
sub-alliances within the transatlantic alliance? U.S. Senator 
John Kerry in spring 2004, for example, referred to “foreign 
leaders” who wished him to win the U.S. presidential election 
in November 2004, because the world needed “a new policy.”48 
While the dynamics of these so-called sub-alliances within 
Europe seem to change frequently (whenever a new govern-
ment assumes power, on either side of the Atlantic), a better 
understanding of the implications of these shifts may provide 
indicators for shifts in national policy or for the prospects of a 
common allied foreign policy. 

In spring 2004, events within the EU and NATO community 
produced a number of new developments. Germany seemed to 
have realized that being the “junior partner of France” instead 
of the “junior partner of the United States” might actually have 
hurt its own national interests. Consequently, Chancellor 
Schröder tried to convince some of Germany’s neighbors that 
France and Germany were not intent on dominating the Euro-
pean Union, though Germany’s bilateral relations with France 
were a driving force for further EU integration. Corresponding 
visits by the German chancellor to both Poland and the Neth-
erlands, for instance, aimed at putting an end to the deadlock 
regarding the EU constitution.49 The then still new government 
in Spain reversed its opposition to the EU constitution; without 
Spain at its side, Poland followed suit and announced its own 
support for the constitution.50 Prime Minister Blair declared in 
April 2004 that he would initiate a referendum on the European 
constitution in Great Britain. German opposition parties wel-
comed such a move.51 

France on the other hand, with its strong ties to Italy, Brit-
ain, and Spain interrupted, did not necessarily depend on Ger-
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many any longer, and thus could theoretically have afforded to 
move closer to both the United States and Great Britain. A 
common peacekeeping mission with the United States in Haiti 
in 2004, plus the visit of President Bush to Normandy to cele-
brate the sixtieth anniversary of D-Day in June 2004, provided 
opportunities in this regard. An article in The Economist enti-
tled “Of Entente, Understanding, and Verständnis,” stated ac-
cordingly: “Meanwhile the French realize that, in a EU of 25, 
the Franco-German motor is not going to be enough to preserve 
their influence.”52 

Earlier in the year, The Economist described a joint summit 
of President Chirac, Chancellor Schröder, and Prime Minister 
Blair in Berlin in mid-February 2004 as a “ménage à trois.” It 
raised the question of whether Great Britain had tried hard—
and, in fact, whether it needed—to make certain that its own 
interests were added to the Franco-German agenda.53 Given the 
fact that Germany’s Chancellor Schröder and French President 
Chirac met on a bilateral level many times in 2003 and 2004, 
nobody should be surprised that other EU member states and 
neighbors were wondering what the two “big ones” might have 
been up to.54 

With regard to a common European foreign and security 
policy, the terrorist attacks in Madrid in 2004 arguably added a 
sense of urgency in Europe. Islamist terror had finally “hit 
home,” and was now of direct concern to European nations as 
well—whether simply due to their position as allies of the 
United States or otherwise. France, for example, though not a 
partner in the war in Iraq, nevertheless may feel uneasy given 
its own immigration problems and its fractious relationship 
with radical Islam. A law banning all religious symbols (most 
notably the headscarves worn by Muslim women) in public 
places, such as schools, along with the revival of anti-Semi-
tism, seems to highlight this.55 
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In spring of 2004, the European Union agreed on further 
anti-terror measures.56 A “Bin Laden tape” addressed to 
Europeans in April 2004 and the murder of an Italian hostage 
in Iraq57 might actually have provided an incentive for Europe-
ans to unite, instead of widening the split between the close 
allies of the U.S. and those countries that did not originally 
support the war in Iraq.58 In late 2004, the murder of Dutch 
film director Theo Van Gogh spurred further awareness of the 
potential for terror within Europe, and inflamed anti-Muslim 
sentiment in the generally liberal and open-minded society of 
the Netherlands, as well as more widely within Europe.59 With 
regard to the challenges of the nation-building effort in Iraq, 
while some countries announced that they would withdraw or 
reduce their peacekeeping troops deployed in Iraq after the 
January 2005 elections, others reaffirmed their commitment to 
stay.60 

Given the latest and largest enlargement round in both the 
EU (ten countries joined on 1 May 2004) and NATO (seven 
countries became new members on 29 March 2004), both 
structures seem to be moving closer together, at least conceptu-
ally.61 This trend—no matter what tensions between the United 
States and some of its European allies may occasionally 
arise—was arguably highlighted by the fact that, during his 
visit to Europe in February 2005, President Bush was the first 
president in American history to visit both NATO and the 
European Union in Brussels. So, should this kind of a trend 
ultimately prove so disturbing to Paris and Berlin (or at least to 
their respective current governments)?  

As argued before, French Gaullist ambivalence with regard 
to NATO is nothing new, and France has for that reason seen 
the ESDP as an alternative to NATO, which they feel to be a 
tool of so-called U.S. hegemony or unilateralism. With regard 
to Berlin, the German Foreign Minister argued that, after mili-
tary action against Serbia could not be avoided in 1999 over 
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the Kosovo situation, the only logical consequence of this kind 
of military intervention was further European integration and 
thus the creation of a common European foreign and/or secu-
rity and defense policy. The important distinction in policy 
between Paris and Berlin, however, is (or has been) that, while 
the Germans in the aftermath of World War II have portrayed 
themselves as abdicating power—particularly military power—
and “Europeanizing” their own national foreign policy, the 
same cannot be said of French foreign policy. France is still a 
nuclear power, with a permanent seat on the United Nations 
Security Council, and has one of the most capable militaries in 
Europe (or the world), deployable to multiple crisis zones, such 
as in Africa. To summarize, France—like the United States—
embraces its hard-power military capability and national sover-
eignty in the area of security and defense, while Germany’s 
current government has been promoting soft power and the 
“Petersberg tasks” that embrace civil crisis management and a 
somewhat more robust type of peacekeeping.62 

With regard to the new members of NATO and the EU, five 
countries—three Baltic states, plus Slovenia and Slovakia—
joined both the EU and NATO in 2004. Six of the seven new 
NATO countries, with the exception of Slovenia, supported the 
initial coalition effort in Iraq;63 in total, twenty of the twenty-
six member states of NATO were already involved in Iraq be-
fore NATO decided in early 2005 to provide peacekeeping 
training as an organization, either having supported the Polish 
contingent or having made individual contributions.64 While 
NATO took over the leadership of the International Stabiliza-
tion Force (ISAF) in Afghanistan in 2003,65 NATO also sup-
ported the Polish contingent in Iraq in 2003 and 2004. But the 
question remained of whether NATO as an organization would 
assume a larger peacekeeping role in Iraq. Did the NATO 
Summit in Istanbul in late June 2004 provide a definitive an-
swer to this question?66 
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While Senator John Kerry came out in support of a NATO 
role in post-war Iraq on 30 April 2004, President Bush outlined 
his vision for Iraq on 24 May 2004, foreseeing both a UN 
mandate and NATO involvement.67 A range of security-related 
problems in post-war Iraq has pointed attention at the impor-
tant question of whether the Bush Administration planned suf-
ficiently for the post-conflict transition process.68 The chal-
lenges confronting the coalition in Iraq concern, for instance, 
the civil-military interface, which NATO and the European-
U.S. allies seem to have managed better in the aftermath of the 
conflict in Kosovo in 1999.69 Before the election of President 
Bush in November 2000, supporters of and advisors to the (not 
yet elected) president expressed that the main aim of the U.S. 
military was to win wars, not to keep the peace or “accompany 
Bosnian children to the kindergarten.”70  

Was this to mean that the Americans were to win the wars, 
while their European allies would focus on “cleaning up” af-
terwards? Can such an important dichotomy be sufficiently re-
flected in the contrast between “hard power” and “soft power”? 
Is the distinction or division of labor in absolute terms even 
helpful? On the contrary, should not the intrinsic and necessary 
link between soft-power-related security and hard-power-re-
lated security, or the link between structural and operational 
security policy, be emphasized?71 In other words, security is 
the core challenge when nations or the international community 
try to protect and safeguard a long-term political transition 
process. Without enforcement of the rule of law and security, 
there is no lasting peace; without investing in education and 
cultural-political transformation, there will be no long-term se-
curity. 

After September 11, 2001, it seemed impossible that the 
United States and any U.S. administration would ever again be 
able to ignore what have been described as the “soft-power-re-
lated” elements of security policy—such as nation- and peace-
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building—when trying to transform former hostile regimes into 
peaceful societies.72 Back in 1999, John McDonald stated, 
“The exit strategy the U.S. military keeps talking about will 
work when the departing U.S. troops leave behind peaceful so-
cieties.”73 Correspondingly, Susan Woodward identifies secu-
rity as the top priority in any nation-building process.74 In a 
model designed to prevent the re-emergence of violence, Jane 
Holl identifies the establishment of security, economic well-
being, and justice as the core challenges in any post-conflict 
situation; all of these challenges demand long-term commit-
ment.75  
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ON PEACE- AND NATION-BUILDING 
CHALLENGES IN THE AFTERMATH OF 

SEPTEMBER 11,  2001 

In the aftermath of 9/11, Europeans asked themselves, “Are we 
all Americans?” What would happen to the foreign and secu-
rity policy issues that formerly led to misunderstandings be-
tween some European countries and the United States? Would 
European/EU–U.S. relations be strengthened by the response to 
the events of September 11? What can European allies and the 
European Union contribute to a coalition against terrorism and 
to related multinational peace operations? How would the con-
cept or policy of so-called coercive conflict prevention take 
shape?76 Would Europe have to shift even further from soft 
toward hard power? For many Europeans, like the Germans, 
one challenge seemed to be clear: They had to acknowledge 
and shoulder greater responsibility for hard-power tasks. Fol-
lowing September 11, Americans acknowledged that they 
needed the support of their allies, and ever since then the 
United States leadership has been expressing the wish for cre-
ating new alliances and strengthening old ones, as articulated in 
the United States National Security Strategy published in Sep-
tember 2002. 

Another critical question has been whether the events of 
September 11 would strengthen European commitment to 
NATO, or to a common European foreign and security pol-
icy.77 The fact that Turkey officially took over the leadership of 
ISAF peacekeeping troops in Afghanistan from the United 
Kingdom, followed by NATO’s assumption of organizational 
control of ISAF, arguably were evidence of the strengthening 
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of NATO. As the transatlantic dispute over the war in Iraq 
demonstrated, these questions never lost their relevance after 
9/11, and they recently were highlighted again during President 
Bush’s visit to Europe in early 2005. 

Based on research from 2000 to the present, the following 
conclusions can be drawn with regard to American leadership 
and Germany’s role as an ally and partner. During the pre-9/11 
Bush period—to be specified more fully below—the U.S. ad-
ministration was generally in favor of nation-building in Bos-
nia and Kosovo. Germany, on the other hand, still displayed a 
relatively strong antiwar attitude. Still, during the Kosovo in-
tervention, Germany’s Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer strug-
gled to balance the two principles of “no more war” and “no 
more genocide.”78 During the Bush era, the still new Bush Ad-
ministration in 2000 claimed to be against nation-building, and 
in early September 2001—just before the terror attacks on New 
York and Washington—even threatened to vote against the 
prolongation of NATO’s mandate in Macedonia. Germany 
showed a relatively strong pro-interventionist attitude toward 
the crisis in Macedonia, even though Britain and France clearly 
took the lead within the European Union in that case.79  

In the post-9/11 Bush era, the U.S. may not be able to avoid 
nation-building in its global war against terrorism. For Ger-
many’s part, Gerhard Schröder offered military support to the 
United States in its war in Afghanistan (although, as is known, 
not in Iraq). The question of to what extent Europe—and par-
ticularly Germany—would prove to remain on the American 
side, especially if the war was extended to other countries or 
lingered on, promised to be an interesting and open question 
early on, and has remained so throughout the post-9/11 phase 
of the Bush Administration. The serious transatlantic tensions 
and rifts over U.S. policy concerning Iraq seemed to have more 
than confirmed this assumption, which will be documented in 
more detail below.  
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The post-conflict peace- and nation-building challenges 
outlined above specifically refer to the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization, especially since it agreed to provide for joint 
peacekeeping training in Iraq in early 2005. In a world charac-
terized by globalization, the transatlantic community arguably 
faces an ever-increasing number of global and transnational 
threats, such as international terrorism, weapons proliferation, 
ethnic violence, intra-state instability, hunger, and the spread of 
diseases such as AIDS. The Atlantic Community, made up by 
members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and the 
European Union plus non-members, such as those Eastern 
European nation-states that have not yet joined either NATO or 
the EU, plus Russia, will have to deal with the global chal-
lenges presented by countries such as Iraq, Iran, the larger 
Middle East, China, or North Korea.80 

General Klaus Naumann, former Chairman of the NATO 
Military Committee, emphasized the necessity to outline a new 
transatlantic vision that would link elements of collective de-

Theses and Hypothesis in the post -9/11-Bush era

Short-term intervention / 
hard power

Long-term peacebuilding and 
reconstruction / soft power

• Unilateralism in US foreign policy 
proven unrealistic after 9/11

• Tabooing of the military in German 
foreign policy proven unrealistic after 
9/11

• Post-Cold War era declared over 
by US administration

• “Post-World-War-II era 
declared over by Germany

Soft power acceptance & hard power reluctance 
by the Europeans? Hard power acceptance & soft power 

reluctance by the US? Still after Sep 11, 01?
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fense with collective security.81 A renewed NATO vision 
needed to include the preventive elements developed in the 
1990s, but also deterrent aspects stemming from the Cold War 
period. Allies on both sides of the Atlantic shared more than 
values, and the long-term stabilization (and democratization) of 
the Middle East was in the national interest of allies in both 
North America and Europe. The 2002 NATO Summit in Pra-
gue provided a cornerstone for deliberations concerning the 
future of NATO. It was questionable, however, whether Istan-
bul would provide a definite answer about the role of NATO as 
an organization in post-war Iraq.82 

While the German government repeatedly stressed their res-
ervations about an expanded role for NATO in Iraq throughout 
2004, the German Chancellor and Foreign Minister also em-
phasized they would not veto such a NATO mandate. After the 
United Nations had agreed unanimously on a post-war resolu-
tion for Iraq, this important decision arguably provided the 
Iraqi interim government with more legitimacy, and thus gave 
the country a better chance for developing a successful political 
process, which was strengthened by the late January 2005 Iraqi 
national elections. In September 2004, NATO agreed to expand 
its role in Iraq and to create a military training academy, ex-
panding the NATO staff of 40 to 300 instructors. France, Ger-
many, Belgium, and Spain still insisted they would not con-
tribute personnel for the project, and also asked for assurances 
that the other members of the alliance would shoulder the bulk 
of the training costs. This meant that probably only twenty to 
twenty-two of NATO’s twenty-six member countries would 
contribute. 

The decision-making process within NATO, however, con-
tinued to be fraught with difficulty throughout 2004, since 
some NATO members—such as Germany and France—kept 
opposing the expansion of NATO’s role in Iraq.83 It was 
particularly the policy not to contribute to the NATO-led 



Peace- and Nation-Building in the Aftermath of September 11 

 

27

peacekeeping and training efforts in Iraq, which both France 
and Germany pursued in 2003 and 2004, which weakened the 
Alliance. Given this fact, any critical analysis is left with the 
question of why Chancellor Schröder recently criticized NATO 
for not having sufficiently adapted to the twenty-first century 
and for no longer being the main channel through which the 
transatlantic dialogue or transatlantic relations were facilitated. 

It is my conclusion that Germany should do everything in its 
power to support a long-term transformation or transition proc-
ess for NATO—whether in Afghanistan or in Iraq—precisely 
because of its own post-World War II experience under Allied 
protection.84 The D-Day celebrations in June 2004 marking the 
sixtieth anniversary of the Allied invasion of Normandy may 
have served as strong reminder of the following 

85: 

While the argument can be made that Western Germany in 
the aftermath of World War II benefited from a complex 
political and economic reconstruction process, it also seems 
fair to point out that this process had to be safeguarded 
militarily, arguably for four decades. Altogether, this al-
lowed West Germany to transform its political culture or 
system from dictatorship to democracy. Given such first 
hand historical experience, Germany in fact does have the 
potential and does face the challenge to contribute more to 
complex reconstruction and peace(building) processes. 
However, the contributions in question should not and can-
not exclusively focus on economic and political dimensions. 
They also need to focus on the military dimension, which 
guarantees safety during and in the aftermath of interven-
tions, as well as throughout the long-term peace process. It 
is precisely the history of Germany which enables it to play 
a constructive and active role together with its Allies and in 
the context of NATO and other regional organizations!86 
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METHODOLOGY  

This paper is based on research concerning tensions that have 
occurred in recent years between the allies on both sides of the 
Atlantic, while highlighting in particular German–U.S. rela-
tions. Overall, the goal has been to examine manifestations of 
conflict over various foreign policy and other issues of mutual 
interest to both Europeans and Americans. Such policy issues, 
for example, included sharing the peacekeeping burden in the 
Balkans, American plans for missile defense, and the Kyoto 
Protocol. While studying German–U.S. or European–U.S. re-
lations in recent years, the following three periods can be iden-
tified: the so-called pre-Bush era, the Bush era, and the post-
9/11 Bush era. 

The pre-Bush era dealt with the issues of long-term stabili-
zation in the Balkans and the prospects for a common Euro-
pean security and defense policy. The following exemplary 
questions were addressed: How “common” can the foreign and 
security policy of the European Union actually get? Does the 
United States want Germany to play a stronger role in the EU 
and NATO? How are these expectations perceived in Ger-
many? 

The Bush era lasted from the election of George W. Bush in 
November 2000 to September 11, 2001, including President 
Bush’s first two visits to Europe in early summer 2001. The 
main issues under discussion on these visits were missile de-
fense and NATO enlargement. Before the president’s trips to 
Europe in 2001, I had anticipated that the Bush Administration 
might need Germany in the EU and NATO because of Ger-
many’s partnership with France and its good relations with 
President Vladimir Putin of Russia. However, in the summer of 
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2001, the Bush cavalcade entered Europe via Spain and Italy, 
were warmly welcomed, and Britain—once saddened about the 
end of the former “Clinton-Blair axis”—had already experi-
enced a shift in attitude as well. Furthermore, the sudden rap-
prochement between Putin and Bush on NATO enlargement 
and missile defense seemed to come as a surprise to German 
political elites. Having “charmed” Britain, Spain and Italy, my 
core assumption during this research phase needed to be 
adapted, as follows: The Bush Administration could probably 
bypass Germany and France—within the transatlantic relation-
ship more broadly, and in both NATO and the EU more spe-
cifically. The continuing flare-up of “anti-Bush-anti-Ameri-
canism” within the German media seemed to put Germany on a 
confrontation course with its biggest ally already in July and 
August of 2001. 

This assessment served as the basis for further research in 
the aftermath of 9/11. How would transatlantic relations—and, 

Theses and Hypothesis in the pre-Bush era

Short-term intervention / 
hard power

Long-term peacebuilding and 
reconstruction / soft power

• Americans rethink their role as
‘global police’

• European uneasiness: American 
‘domination’ vs. European 
‘incapability’)

• International system changed:  
‘Cold War’ vs. ‘Globalization’)

• ‘Single basket’ theory / 
Interdependence of 
economics and security policy

‘Soft power acceptance & hard power reluctance’
By (some) of the Europeans
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specifically, German–U.S. relations—develop in the long term 
if the war against global terror lingered on or was carried to 
other countries, such as Iraq? 

The post-9/11 Bush era began on September 11, 2001—a 
day that arguably forever changed the parameters defining 
transatlantic relations. Policy issues that had caused tensions 
between the allies from day to day during the Bush era, such as 
the Kyoto Protocol, missile defense, or burden sharing, no 
longer topped the transatlantic agenda. Germany declared its 
post-World War II era over; for its part, NATO, when con-
fronted with the new threat of transnational terrorism, invoked 
Article V of the North Atlantic Charter for the first time in its 
existence. 

Therefore, by autumn of 2001, the NATO alliance—one 
lastingly transformed—had become the major focus of the re-
search project.87 In September 2002, NATO ambassadors 
meeting in Poland discussed enlargement and how to stream-
line their capabilities. NATO’s “Transformation Declaration” 

Theses and Hypothesis – in the Bush era

Short-term intervention / 
hard power

Long-term peacebuilding and 
reconstruction / soft power
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Soft power acceptance & hard power reluctance 
by (some) of the Europeans; hard power 

acceptance & soft power reluctance by the US



Michaela C. Hertkorn 

 

32 

of 6 October 2002 stated that NATO would go anywhere on 
the globe where a threat existed (also based on UN resolu-
tions). The U.S. proposition to create a NATO reaction force, 
which was accepted at NATO’s November summit in Prague, 
could and would in all likelihood have a lasting and possibly 
weakening impact on the development of the European Un-
ion’s rapid reaction forces.88 

Germany has arguably been more displeased by these de-
velopments than most nations. While Great Britain has obvi-
ously always perceived the common European security and de-
fense policy as being incorporated within the NATO frame-
work, Germany’s current government has regarded the ESDP 
as the ultimate soft-power alternative to NATO. France, as dis-
cussed above, has been suspicious about the United States’ 
leadership role in NATO for many years, and seems to have 
hoped that the ESDP would create hard-power alternatives to 
NATO.89 

Now, how should Europe—its nation-states individually and 
the European Union as a regional organization—contribute to a 
coalition against terrorism and to multinational peacekeeping 
forces, based for example in Afghanistan, but also possibly in 
the future in Iraq? Which domestic constraints might be placed 
on Germany’s current governing coalition’s ability to deploy 
more troops to either Afghanistan or other countries? Would 
the events of September 11 strengthen the European commit-
ment to NATO or to a common European foreign and security 
policy? These were some of the main questions addressed 
during the post-9/11 Bush era. 

Some of the core findings of my research conducted during 
the last three to four years outline the following developments. 
Two years after the end of major combat operations in Iraq in 
spring 2003, one unfortunate effect of troubled German–U.S. 
relations seems to concern the “European theatre” itself. What 
does this mean? Strong German–U.S. relations (even as late as 



Methodology  

 

33

the 1990s) seem to have contributed to intra-European stability 
in the past. In their absence, France began complaining about 
what it felt was an excessively strong British influence in the 
transatlantic theatre, suggesting that the European Union could 
formulate its own common policy on Iraq, which would then 
isolate Great Britain. On the other hand, after Chancellor 
Schröder did not succeed in London in late September 2002 in 
getting Britain’s Prime Minister Tony Blair to help him restore 
damaged U.S.–German relations, Schröder’s focus obviously 
shifted across the Rhine, to get France to join ranks to counter 
U.S.–U.K. policy on Iraq. 

My current and future research will focus on the following 
questions: Where do transatlantic and intra-European relations 
stand in 2005, more than three years after the attacks of 9/11? 
Where are we—the Atlantic community—now, given the re-
cent re-election of President George W. Bush in November 
2004 and the national elections in Iraq in January 2005? The 
following additional phases need to be considered. First, what I 
call the “Iraq-phases” (pre-war, the war proper, and the post-
war/reconstruction phase/post-2005-Iraqi-election phase); sec-
ond, the so-called second post-9/11 Bush era, following Presi-
dent Bush’s re-election in November 2004. To address and ex-
plore these phases, the following core hypotheses are currently 
being examined. First, allies on both sides of the Atlantic share 
more than common values. They share many common inter-
ests, most of all the long-term stabilization of the Middle East 
and the implementation of a reasonably comprehensive re-
sponse to the threat of global terrorism. Second, a division of 
labor between soft and hard power—with the United States fo-
cusing on winning the war and European allies possibly fo-
cusing on winning the peace—would neither be beneficial to 
any post-conflict peace-building or reconstruction process, nor 
to the Alliance as a whole. Third, the members of both NATO 
and the EU form ideal partners in a (possibly) more relevant 
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than ever Atlantic security community that will need to meet 
all the security challenges—both soft and hard power—that 
will confront the Alliance in the twenty-first century. Based on 
the questions and hypotheses outlined before, the major re-
search question I am currently grappling with is, How will re-
cent tensions within the Atlantic community affect the ability 
of the Western world to address the important challenges of 
post-conflict nation- and peace-building (in regions such as the 
Middle East, Iraq, and Afghanistan), which can be seen as one 
core element of tackling the threat of global terrorism?90 

Why is this topic of particular relevance? The analysis of 
German foreign policy on the issue of Iraq within the specific 
context of post-conflict nation-building might actually provide 
a perspective on how to make nation- and peace-building work. 
There are lessons the transatlantic community can learn from 
the case study of post-World War II Germany.91 Assessing 
what Germany’s specific contribution should look like—fifteen 
years after gaining full sovereignty with reunification, and 
sixty years after losing World War II and having been liberated 
by Western allies from a horrendous dictatorship and tyrannical 
regime itself—can offer insights on how nations, from Iraq to 
Afghanistan to (perhaps eventually) North Korea, can emerge 
from conflict, knit themselves together, and become part of the 
global community.  
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THE RELEVANCE OF GERMAN–U.S.  
RELATIONS IN THE CONTEXT OF 

NATO TRANSFORMATION AND POST-
CONFLICT NATION-BUILDING 

The following section discusses the challenges Germany will 
face as an evolving regional player and as a power in the center 
of Europe. Will Germany be willing and able to play a con-
structive role to help streamline, for example, the necessary 
processes facilitating EU–NATO cooperation? Or might the 
country continue to use its influence on the European Union 
(working together with France) to attempt to counter-balance 
the United States?92 

In my analysis, the impact of troubled U.S.–German rela-
tions—particularly, though not exclusively, on the issue of 
Iraq 

93—has been felt in two main areas. First, this tension has 
added to divisions within the intra-European theatre and within 
the European Union. Second, they continue to hamper the 
process of NATO transformation. As a key regional player, 
Germany needs to assist with the transformation of NATO, in-
stead of encouraging division within the Atlantic community 
and its international or regional organizations. This means that 
Germany should actively promote the streamlining of capabili-
ties and the closest possible cooperation between the EU and 
NATO in peacemaking and (post-conflict) peacekeeping. 

Furthermore, the processes of NATO and EU enlargement 
make the challenges ahead for the German government more 
obvious and crucial, as enlargement will in all likelihood en-
hance the number of member countries of each organization 
who are well-disposed toward the United States. A European 
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Union that aims—whether indirectly or not—at duplicating or 
decoupling from NATO will find itself almost by definition on 
a collision course with the United States.94 Such policy will not 
only harm the capability of the Alliance to meet the soft and 
hard power-related security challenges of the twenty-first cen-
tury, but also diminish the prospect of a functioning and well 
integrated common European foreign and security policy.95 To 
contribute accordingly to NATO or to strengthen the common 
European foreign and security policy cannot be a question of 
either/or, as contributions by European and EU countries will 
matter in how the Alliance adapts to a new security environ-
ment, and whether NATO stays relevant. 

A German foreign policy that is both constructive and re-
sponsible needs to take these inter-dependent factors and vari-
ables into account. By contrast, the diplomatic “stunts” the 
world witnessed in 2003 seem to have reinvented Germany as a 
problematic partner in the Alliance, and to have handicapped 
its role as the second-most important partner to the United 
States, next to Great Britain. It is clear that such an outcome 
cannot be and is not in Germany’s own national interest. It 
looks as if the current German government within a few 
months gave up on the fundamental principles that had char-
acterized German foreign policy ever since the end of the 
World War II and throughout most of the 1990s. Such princi-
ples were: Never go it alone; never make the ultimate decision 
between Paris and Washington; and never get into a geo-politi-
cal “two-front war” between Paris and Moscow (without other 
strong diplomatic ties with London and Washington). While to 
a large degree supporting French plans and policy on how to 
reform the institutions of the European Union, Germany fur-
thermore seems to have abandoned its role of protecting the 
interests of smaller EU countries within the Commission. 

Holding on to such principles ever since the 1950s had al-
lowed Germany to continuously mature into its growing role as 
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a partner in EU and NATO, under U.S. leadership and U.S. 
protection throughout and in the aftermath of the Cold War. 
The French–German partnership was initiated by the United 
States, and German reunification was possible only with the 
strong support of the United States. If the calls of the German 
Chancellor Gerhard Schröder for Germany to become a “nor-
mal” country mean the termination of a foreign policy that had 
functioned ever since the end of World War II, such “nor-
malcy” misses what is truly at stake for democratic Germany as 
the largest country in the EU. While Germany’s theoretically 
evolving role and potential—more than a decade after reaching 
full-fledged sovereignty—will be further discussed and high-
lighted below, the general challenges facing Germany can be 
characterized as burden-sharing and playing an integrating and 
organizing role as a central power.96 

So, has the German government in fact pursued a policy that 
is likely to divide the transatlantic community? Does Germany 
hide behind Europe, while Europeanizing its foreign policy?97 
Does it promote the concept of further European integration—
in the form of a federal super-state—to use the EU for its own 
national purposes, sometimes together with France, sometimes 
alone? Would such a perception by its neighbors not be very 
problematic and alarming? In contrast to a more nationalistic 
France, which pursues its foreign policy quite openly, is the 
soft-power oriented German coalition government trying to 
avoid the hard-power responsibilities and burden-sharing duties 
that are the foremost obligations of NATO membership? Why 
should such a policy be able to empower the EU after all? The 
answer is, it cannot and it will not—if Germany, which is geo-
graphically the largest EU member, is at risk of not meeting the 
security challenges of the twenty-first century as a sovereign 
member of the Atlantic community, this should concern both 
the EU and NATO as a whole.98 The Atlantic alliance, with the 
EU and NATO at its core, could not help but be weakened by 
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Berlin’s unwillingness to fully support NATO transformation. 
An interview I conducted at the American Enterprise Institute 
on 3 June 2003 pointed at the core problem with the help of a 
metaphor: “A French driver is driving a German vehicle. On 
the backseat are cowering smaller Western and Eastern Euro-
pean countries, while the French driver heads the German car 
full speed towards an American tank.”99 

In light of Germany’s de facto contributions to special-
forces operations, to ISAF in Afghanistan, and to other crisis 
regions in recent years, the Allied perception described above 
seems generally unnecessary, and becomes all the more unfor-
tunate.100 Must it be seen and explained in the context of 
Schröder’s 2002 election rhetoric? In any case, it seems to 
point at two concrete challenges that the current German lead-
ership faces: first, to reassure Germany’s allies that its foreign 
policy is still based on both a strong transatlantic link and 
European integration; second, encouraging a public debate 
within Germany about its national interests and its role in the 
world.101 

The fact that France and Germany could be perceived as un-
reliable allies within the EU and NATO had an impact on 
NATO’s transformation and the challenges outlined in its dec-
laration of 6 October 2002.102 This impact can be seen particu-
larly in discussions concerning softer and harder security pol-
icy, including how to deal with threats like internal conflicts 
and global terrorism. It furthermore had an impact on the proc-
ess of EU enlargement, the constitutional challenges the EU 
currently faces, and how the EU (both the Commission and the 
Office of the High Representative of the Council of Ministers) 
deals with crisis and conflict prevention and other security 
threats of the coming century.103 In particular, the success of 
NATO (and EU) enlargement, the streamlining of capabilities, 
and the creation of a NATO reaction force—to intervene in or 
out of area—will also depend on Germany, positioned at the 
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heart of Europe, between East and West. Zbigniew Brzezinski 
identified Germany and the United States as the main propo-
nents of NATO enlargement, and raised the question of what 
an ever-closer relationship between a reunified Germany and 
the United States would probably mean to France, which would 
be geo-strategically weakened by an eastward shift of Europe’s 
center.104 

U.S. leadership can still be regarded as a prerequisite for 
several European nations—particularly Germany—to continue 
maturing into their expanded roles on the global stage without 
being plagued by the so-called “Croatia effect” of the early 
90s, which saw Germany’s allies feeling nervous about its 
waxing economic and political might.105 Germans today are 
faced with the question of whether its current government is 
seriously prepared to change its underlying foreign policy of 
setting EU integration in opposition to a strong transatlantic 
link.106  

In addition is the question of which role the current coalition 
partners will play in the future when it comes to sending Ger-
man troops out of area, in cases where Germany participates as 
a NATO member in a coalition of the willing.107 While Ger-
many may continue not to live up to its theoretical and poten-
tial role in the Alliance (just as it may also continue to keep its 
public misinformed), new and future members of NATO in 
Eastern and Central Europe—such as Poland, Romania, and 
Bulgaria—have already stepped up to the plate to provide help 
in streamlining NATO capabilities. On the U.S. side, the deci-
sion seems to have already been made: the processes of re-
structuring NATO’s command and headquarters, as well as 
NATO enlargement, might best be matched by NATO struc-
tures physically moving eastwards as well. U.S. troops in Ger-
many will be partially redeployed from the former West Ger-
many to Poland and South-Eastern Europe.108 When Donald 
Rumsfeld invited France and Germany in June 2003 to con-



Michaela C. Hertkorn  

 

40 

tribute peacekeepers to a post-conflict Iraq, this clearly was 
meant as a signal that the window of opportunity was still open 
for Germany to be (or become once again) part of the new At-
lantic agenda. 
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GERMAN–U.S.  RELATIONS IN THE 
POST-9/11  BUSH ERA,  WITH A FOCUS 

ON IRAQ 

The following section will focus on the long-term aftermath of 
9/11 and the growing disagreements between the Bush Ad-
ministration and the German government over the issue of Iraq. 

The aftermath of 9/11 
As indicated above, after 9/11 the German government ulti-
mately acknowledged the need to shoulder more responsibility 
for hard-power tasks, with regard to both new and old security 
threats.109 While research in the pre-Bush and Bush eras 
showed that tensions between the United States and some of its 
European Allies (particularly Germany) persisted on varying 
issues up to September 11, 2001, the issue of how misunder-
standings and tensions on a range of potential topics would de-
velop over time in the post-9/11 world raised interesting ques-
tions for the later period. Therefore, we have to take a deeper 
look at how German–U.S. relations developed in the aftermath 
of September 11, and ever since. The following arguments will 
try to provide an answer, while highlighting the particular issue 
of Iraq. 

On 11 December 2001, the German Ambassador to the 
United States, Wolfgang Ischinger, characterized U.S.–German 
relations as follows: “I cannot remember a time, when that re-
lation was better.” On his first arrival in Washington in July 
2001, the relationship had not been nearly so positive. As 
Ischinger put it, “Your president was not given such [a] good 
description in [the] European media. We were faced with many 
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problems, like the Kyoto Protocol. After 9/11, I am faced with 
second-rate problems.”110 

Ambassador Ischinger had the following suggestion for the 
Bush Administration: “Being a world power brings many 
blessings. The question is not, how can you avoid to be hated, 
but how can you soften things? Whenever you intervene, you 
will hurt somebody’s interest. You cannot avoid that. The rec-
ipe—from a German perspective—is what you did in the post-
Second World War era in Germany and Japan. The UN was 
your creation. Use them! Set good examples. You will get 
maximum respect, and maybe some love.”111 

The previously described developments concerned the ulti-
mate aftermath of September 11. It seems important to stress 
that while Ambassador Ischinger was making these positive 
comments, the German government throughout December 
2001 was already providing contradictory signals. The Social-
Democratic and Green governing coalition in Germany refused 
to take over leadership of the multinational peacekeeping force 
in Afghanistan. Berlin thereby frustrated not only Washington, 
but also London.112 

The year 2002 and growing U.S.–German disagree-
ment over Iraq 
In early January 2002, the German media were preoccupied by 
the resignation of former Italian Foreign Minister Romano 
Ruggiero, which according to German Foreign Minister Jo-
schka Fischer represented a considerable setback to the process 
of European integration. In contrast, the then Prime Minister of 
Spain, José Mariá Aznar, supported the move of Italian Prime 
Minister Silvio Berlusconi.113 By late January 2002, the inhu-
mane treatment of U.S. captives in Guantanamo dominated the 
German headlines. It was suggested that the “shock of terror” 
had rendered the United States blind to the rule of law. Also in 
January 2002, Joschka Fischer declared, with regard to U.S. 
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policy on Iraq: “We won’t be treated as satellites.”114 During 
an interview I conducted with the desk officer for European 
Union affairs at the German Embassy in Washington in March 
2002, he expressed the following: “When it comes to Iraq, we 
are just not playing as the U.S. wishes us to do.”115 In inter-
views at the Stiftung für Wissenschaft und Politik (a German 
think tank in Berlin) in mid-April 2002, experts on the United 
States shared the view that “Global terrorism concerns the 
U.S., not Germany and not Europe.”116 

Overall, Iraq and the “peace process” in the Middle East 
seemed to have emerged as the primary conflict issues between 
the Bush Administration and the current German government 
in the spring and summer of 2002. Josef Joffe, a German jour-
nalist and an expert on German politics, provided the following 
diagnosis in an article in the German weekly Die Zeit: “Europe 
mobilizes against the U.S.; Germany’s Joschka Fischer and his 
colleague, Rezzo Schlauch, hold the Americans responsible for 
their own—the Germans’—feeling of helplessness. Doing so, 
they reaffirm what they want to fend off.”117 

It is fair to conclude that perceptions of threat in Germany 
and the United States are different. The political leadership in 
Germany has not articulated the sense that Germany or Europe 
is at war or in a warlike situation. However, given the consid-
erable number of troops that contributed to Operation Enduring 
Freedom off the Somali coast, the troops that have been part of 
ISAF, and the German Amber Fox forces deployed in Eastern 
Afghanistan, this perspective has been problematic from the 
early stages of the war on terror, and it still is.118 

President Bush’s speech to the German parliament in Berlin 
on 23 May 2002 was arguably an attempt to bridge the gap 
between the American and German political elites on Iraq and 
the Middle East as a whole. In non-provocative, clear language, 
the President’s message was basic: the terrorists were on the 
European map as well. The fact that the German government 



Michaela C. Hertkorn 

 

44 

praised the speech might have been an early indicator that Bush 
was trying to help prepare the ground for Germany’s center-left 
government—one with a strong pacifist tradition—to sell the 
global war against terrorism, not only to the German public, 
but also to the bases of their own parties. Following that logic, 
Joschka Fischer commented on the speech, saying, “If Bush 
really connects development aid [as a tool of soft power secu-
rity] with military force, then his speech truly was historic.”119 
During his visit in Berlin in 2002, Bush clearly promised not to 
put Iraq at the top of his foreign policy agenda before the Ger-
man federal elections in September 2002, and was given 
Schröder’s assurance that Germany would not openly oppose 
U.S. policy toward Iraq. Obviously, this promise was later bro-
ken for domestic political reasons during Schröder’s reelection 
campaign.120 

What followed, in the summer of 2002, was Schröder argu-
ing that Germany would not be pulled into “American adven-
tures” in Iraq or “click heels.”121 He highlighted the necessity 
of a German path in this regard.122 This not only caused irrita-
tion in Washington; it also—and this can probably not be 
stressed enough—made other European allies wonder about 
Germany’s overall reliability as an ally, friend, and partner in 
Europe and within the transatlantic community.123 The uproar 
that Schröder’s stand on Iraq caused in the U.S. could have 
served as an indication to the world that the United States val-
ues the opinions and support of its allies. No matter what 
opinion individual allies or member states in the European 
Union or NATO may have held with regard to Iraq, one obser-
vation shall be allowed at this point: German foreign policy can 
best be described as reactive to global developments, rather 
than proactive. In that sense, it could be characterized as Vo-
gelstrauß-Politik (“ostrich policy”). Correspondingly, an article 
in Die Welt on 27 September 2002 stated, “NATO’s Secretary-
General, Lord Robertson, worries about the relations between 
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Berlin and Washington. To stay away from the classified 
briefing by the U.S. Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld at 
the NATO [Ambassador] meeting in Poland, as German De-
fense Minister Struck did, and then to express that there was no 
new proof available [with regard to Iraq], does not show that 
the Germans take the situation seriously enough.”124 

Diplomatic wrangling in 2003 – the Iraq ‘war clout’ 
In the end, the German government kept to its ultimate opposi-
tion to any use of force, whether based on a UN mandate or a 
“coalition of the willing” forming a multinational force. For 
example, after a meeting between Lord Robertson and Joschka 
Fischer in early September 2002, the German Foreign Minister 
declared, “One should not expect any change of policy on Iraq 
by the German government. Schröder and I have already made 
up our minds.”125 This attitude prevailed in the end. Before the 
UN weapons inspectors made their report to the UN Security 
Council on 27 January 2003, the German government (together 
with France) strongly opposed any “war with Iraq” and 
stressed that the inspectors needed more time.126 On 5 February 
2003, before the presentation made by the U.S. Secretary of 
State Colin Powell to the Security Council, Schröder insisted 
publicly on his absolute “no” against war. 

In late January and throughout February 2003, U.S. diplo-
matic efforts for a short while seemed to be aimed at pulling 
Germany away from France. However, the joint French-Ger-
man-Russian memorandum on U.S. and British policy in Iraq 
sealed Germany’s diplomatic and foreign policy options, or 
ultimately bound them to French national interests. 

It is important to stress that not every representative of 
Germany’s governing parties supported the government’s 
course on Iraq. Hans Ulrich Klose, a foreign policy expert with 
the Social Democrats, declared in the Hamburger Tagblatt in 
July 2002 that, “Attack on Iraq: Bundeswehr will be present.” 
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He was convinced that the German army would participate in 
an attack on Iraq, and that such an attack would not even need 
another UN mandate. In February and March 2003, Germany’s 
opposition parties started to come out against Chancellor 
Schröder’s anti-American course. Angela Merkel, head of the 
largest opposition party, the Christian Democrats, argued in 
early February 2003 that she would have signed the letter of 
the eight European countries in support of the United States.127 
It is arguably tragic that the “generation of 1968”—of all gen-
erations—missed a historic opportunity to help end a dictator-
ship.128 Whether and to what degree Germany would be in-
volved in the post-conflict reconstruction and in the long-term 
transformation of Iraq into a stable and democratic society re-
mained an open question, and still is.129 

What did these problematic developments in German–U.S. 
relations mean for the transatlantic community as a whole in 
2003, and to a lesser degree in 2004? As has been observed 
above, increased tension in German–U.S. relations seems to 
have had a negative impact in two regards: for NATO trans-
formation, and for the further integration of the EU and the 
common European foreign and security policy. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

The Implications of Troubled German–U.S. Relations 
for NATO Transformation 
As I have argued above, the events of September 11, 2001 
changed the parameters that define transatlantic relations. On 7 
May 2002, Lord Robertson argued that the main, logical con-
sequences of September 11 would be NATO enlargement and 
the rise of the NATO-Russia Council. NATO as a diplomatic 
platform was transforming itself to meet new challenges.130 

The United States’ National Security Strategy of 2002 cites 
“strengthening alliances to defeat global terrorism and work to 
prevent attacks against us and our friends” as one important 
part of its international strategy “to defeat global terrorism and 
work to prevent attacks against us and our friends.”131 Accord-
ing to this document, while the United States will constantly 
strive to enlist the support of the international community, it 
will not hesitate to act alone, if necessary, to exercise its right 
of self-defense by acting preemptively against such terrorists, 
to prevent them from doing harm against its citizens and its 
territory. In leading the campaign against terrorism, the strat-
egy states that the United States will attempt to forge new, pro-
ductive international relationships and redefine existing ones in 
ways that meet the challenges of the twenty-first century. 

The U.S. proposition to create a NATO reaction force was 
accepted at NATO’s summit in Prague in November 2002.132 
Throughout the Prague Summit, the German media focused on 
the question of whether Bush and Schröder would shake hands. 
“Mr. Bush assailed nations that are ‘inward-looking or isolated 
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by indifference,’ clearly a reference to Chancellor Schröder’s 
use of his opposition to the American campaign against Sad-
dam Hussein as a centerpiece of his recent re-election cam-
paign,” wrote Serge Schmemann in the New York Times. 
“From John F. Kennedy’s ‘Ich bin ein Berliner’ speech, to 
Ronald Reagan’s controversial visit to the Bitburg cemetery, 
postwar American presidents have emphasized reconciliation 
and unity when speaking of Germany, not memories of war. 
This time, however, Mr. Bush seemed to be reminding Ger-
mans that Europe today stood shoulder to shoulder with 
America despite them, not because of them.’”133 

Particularly troubling was NATO’s blockage of shipments 
of defensive weapons to Turkey shortly before the commence-
ment of hostilities in Iraq in spring 2003.134 While NATO fi-
nally managed to overcome this deadlock, continued tensions 
between the Bush Administration and some NATO members 
on the post-conflict transformation in Iraq still seem to point 
toward more trouble on the Atlantic horizon.135 Concerning the 
question of which organization(s) should provide security for 
the European sphere, an article in NATO Review in the wake of 
Iraq accordingly reads: 

Yet it is also true that, for the United Kingdom and others, 
especially the recently oppressed peoples of ‘new Europe,’ 
the United States’ new mission is an Atlantic mission. They 
wish to keep the United States fully engaged in Europe. 
They are wary of a European Union dominated by France 
and Germany. And they are increasingly willing to be en-
gaged elsewhere in the world together with the United 
States. Now enjoying their first taste of the U.S.-led liberal 
international order, the Pax Americana, they have no inter-
est in creating a European ‘counterweight.’136 
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The Implications of Troubled German–U.S. Relations 
for Europe and the European Union 
Another unfortunate side effect of the fractious state of Ger-
man–U.S. relations concerns Europe as such. As explained 
above, a strong relationship between Germany and the United 
States has traditionally contributed to intra-European stability. 
In the absence of this relationship, France has become increas-
ingly worried about Britain’s strong influence in the transat-
lantic arena. This may have reinforced French policy through-
out early spring of 2003 to get the EU to formulate its own 
common policy on Iraq, which would then have served to iso-
late Great Britain. On the other hand, after Chancellor Schröder 
did not succeed in London at the end of September 2002 to get 
British Prime Minister Tony Blair to help him restore U.S.–
German relations, Schröder’s focus shifted across the Rhine, 
looking toward France to join ranks with Germany to counter 
U.S. and British policy on Iraq within the UN Security Coun-
cil.  

These are in my judgment some of the underlying dynamics 
of the diplomatic rifts and “drama” that the transatlantic com-
munity experienced on the issue of Iraq in the spring months of 
2003, within the EU, NATO, and the UN. Time provided the 
following analysis in this regard: 

The administration missed what was happening in Europe. 
In the summer 2002, to save his skin in federal elections, 
Schröder came out against military action in Iraq under any 
circumstances. He and Chirac had long had chilly relations, 
but last fall the French and German governments began to 
work toward a set of common positions on a variety of is-
sues. For the French, this was vital. With Germany set to 
take a seat on the Security Council in January, Paris would 
no longer be facing the Americans alone.137 



Michaela C. Hertkorn 

 

50 

When France and Germany came out against any military 
action on the basis of UN resolution 1441, one week before the 
UN weapons inspectors reported to the Security Council, this 
did not necessarily represent the common European policy on 
Iraq. By contrast, it made the splits within the EU, Europe as 
such, NATO, and the UN Security Council even more obvi-
ous.138 During an emergency EU summit on 17 February 2003, 
Chirac threatened Central and Eastern European countries that 
they would risk their future EU membership if they supported 
the United States on Iraq.  

Such an experience might induce smaller Western and East-
ern European countries to wonder whether France and Ger-
many should be allowed to impose their concepts of further 
European integration on the EU as a whole. A letter issued by 
eight European countries—some in the EU, some not—had 
obviously infuriated Paris, precisely because it highlighted the 
intra-European and intra-EU splits on Iraq, but also on other 
transatlantic issues. Such a divide was further illustrated when 
a summit of four NATO members decided on a purely EU-
based defense structure. Two years after the end of major com-
bat operations in Iraq, the long-term consequences of these in-
tra-European rifts cannot possibly be overestimated. Is it possi-
ble that they may loom larger, and for a longer time, than ten-
sions within the transatlantic alliance or NATO as such? The 
upcoming referenda on the European constitution will provide 
some indicators in this regard. Another issue that bears watch-
ing is how European member states (in the European Commis-
sion and individually) will decide on the lifting of the EU 
weapons embargo imposed on China. Is it possible that strong 
export and trade relations with China will become the first for-
eign policy issue where the EU will have no problem speaking 
with a truly common voice? Or will some countries—such as 
Poland, Denmark, and Sweden—still oppose the lifting on hu-
man rights grounds? One thing is for sure: the issues of trans-
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atlantic relations and the relations of the United States with its 
allies in Europe promise to remain interesting. 





 53

 
 
 
 

NOTES 
 
1 “NATO irritiert über Schröders Vorstoß. Opposition in Deutsch-

land befüerchtet neue transatlantische Spannungen,” Die Welt, 13 
February 2005; available at www.welt.de/data/2005/02/15/ 
463741.html. 

2 Ibid.; “Irritationen über Schröders NATO-Thesen. Münchner Si-
cherheitskonferenz,” WAMS.de, 15 February 2005, available at 
www.wams.de/data/2005/02/13/462935.html. 

3 “Stoiber: Kanzler schoß schlimmes diplomatisches Eigentor,” Die 
Welt, 15 February 2005; “Unionspolitiker mahnen bessere 
Zusammenarbeit zur USA an. Merkel und Schäuble plädieren für 
einen Neuanfang,” Welt.de, 21 January 2005. In late January 
2005, Germany’s largest opposition party called for better coop-
eration with the U.S.; See also “Die Grünen bemängeln Schröders 
UNO-Offensive,” Die Welt, 11 December 2004: “Die EU sollte 
versuchen, einen gemeinsamen Sitz im Sicherheitsrat zu bekom-
men. Sollte dies nicht gelingen, und Deutschland im Rahmen der 
UN-Reform einen Sitz erhalten, sind wir für die generelle Ab-
schaffung des Veto-Rechts.” The support by Germany’s Green 
Party for a common permanent seat for the EU on the UN Secu-
rity Council may stem from the realization that Germany will not 
likely obtain the necessary support for its own permanent Security 
Council seat (among the reasons for this are recent tensions with 
the U.S. and the lack of support from other European countries, 
such as Italy). “German FM regrets Italy’s Opposition to its UN 
Council Bid,” Agence France Presse, 25 September 2004; “Ger-
many Pushes for Permanent UN Security Council Seat,” Agence 
France Presse, 23 September 2004; “Brazil, Germany Bullish on 
UN Security Council Seats,” Agence France Presse, 18 Novem-
ber 2004. 



Michaela C. Hertkorn 

 

54 

 
4 “America and Its Allies. Condi’s Challenge,” The Economist, 12 

February 2005; “France and America. Condi’s Charm Offensive,” 
The Economist, 12 February 2005; “Remarks at the Institut d’ 
Etudes Politiques–Science Politique Paris,” Secretary of State 
Condoleezza Rice, Paris, France, 8 February 2005, available at 
www.state.gov/ secretary.rm/2005/41973.htm; “Rice Seeks New 
Chapter in Europe,” BBC News, 8 February 2005, 
http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/europe/4245381.stm; “After 
Thanking Britain and Wooing Germany, Rice Moves on to Po-
land,” Associated Press, 5 February 2005; “Rice Warns Russia on 
Democracy,” BBC News, 5 February 2005, http://newsvote/ 
bbc.co.uk/mpapps/pagetools/print/news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/euro
pe/4239445.  

5 “Rice Gets Pledge from Schröder to Do More to Help Iraq,” New 
York Times, 5 February 2005; “Neues Kapitel in Beziehung zu 
Deutschland,” tagesschau.de, 5 February 2005, available at 
www.tagesschau.de/aktuell/jeldungen/0,1185,OID4030968_REF
3_NAV,00.html; “Schily kündigt weitere Hilfen für Irak-Aufbau 
an,” tagesschau.de, 5 February 2005; “Die alten Zeiten kommen 
nie wieder,” tagesschau.de, 5 February 2005. 

6 “NATO Expands Afghanistan Mission,” BBC News, 10 February 
2005, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/south_asia/4254391.stm, “Alli-
ance to Expand Afghanistan Mission,” NATO Update, 9 February 
2005, available at www.nato.int. See also “Top US Team Presses 
NATO on Iraq,” BBC News, 8 February 2005: “When Mr. Rums-
feld meets his fellow defense ministers in Nice, he will try to per-
suade more doubtful NATO members to contribute troops to a 
mission in Iraq to train officers for the local armed forces. The 
training mission should number 300 personnel from NATO 
countries but there are fewer than 100 on the ground so far….” 

7 “Rice Seeks to Defuse Dispute on China Arms,” Financial Times 
London, 10 February 2005: “The German move to accept a dou-
ble-hatted command would go much of the way to meeting 
Washington’s demands to integrate the 8.000-strong NATO 
peacekeeping mission and the 18.000 soldiers of the US-led force 
in the country.” 



Notes 

 

55

 
8 Ibid.: “But Paris is unlikely to play along. French officials say any 

financial commitment will be made on a bilateral basis. France’s 
offer to help set up an Iraqi Gendarmerie, with a training site in 
Qatar, will similarly be outside NATO’s auspices. The stickiest 
issue, however, is likely to be France’s refusal to allow its senior 
officers assigned to NATO to participate in the Iraq mission….” 
See also, “Die Geschichte wird Berlin und Paris widerlegen,” 
Welt.de, 19 February 2005 (Interview with Richard Perle): “Sie 
irrten sich schon, als Reagan den Kalten Krieg überwand, und sie 
täuschen sich auch in Bush, meint der Amerikanische Vordenker 
Perle.” “Launige Worte von Old Rumsfeld,” Welt.de, 13 February 
2005; “Rumsfeld Safe from German Inquiry,” BBC News, 10 
February 2005. 

9 Craig Whitlock, “In Berlin Wall’s Dust, Germany Flounders. 
Economy, Politics Seen Bleak 15 Years On,” Washington Post, 9 
November 2004: “The most recent kick in the pants was Chan-
cellor Gerhard Schröder’s proposal last week to scrap German 
Unity Day as an official paid holiday to commemorate the reuni-
fication of East and West Germany in 1990. The purpose: to save 
money.” “Germany’s Generation Gap. Where have all the Fight-
ers Gone? Political Attacks on Joschka Fischer have been a Gen-
eration Thing, at least in part,” The Economist, 30 April 2005; 
“Interne Dokumente widersprechen Fischers Aussage. In Tirana 
auch noch 2003 massive Problems mit erschlichenen Visa–Aus-
senminister versichert: Fehler waren abgestellt,” Welt.de, 12 April 
2005, www.welt.de/data/2005/04/12/684798.html; “Grosses 
Stühlerücken im Auswärtigen Amt,” Welt.de, 12 April 2005, 
www.welt.de/data/2005/04/12/684796.html.  

10 “German Growth Goes into Reverse,” BBC News, 15 February 
2005; “Sluggish Economy Hits German Jobs,” BBC News, 15 
February 2005; “Slowing Exports Hit German Growth,” BBC 
News, 11 February 2005; “Corporate Governance in Germany. A 
Model Out of Time?” The Economist, 29 January 2005; “Ger-
many Seeks to Curb Far Right. The German Authorities Plan to 
Restrict Rallies by Far-Right Groups Intent on Undermining Offi-
cial World War II Anniversary Events this Year,” BBC News, 11 



Michaela C. Hertkorn 

 

56 

 
February 2005; “Stoiber macht Schröder für Erstarken der NPD 
verantwortlich,” Die Welt, 5 February 2005; “Germans Mark 
Bombing of Dresden,” BBC News, 13 February 2005. See also 
“German Visa Policy Sparks Furore,” BBC News, 15 February 
2005, which states: “German Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer 
has accepted political responsibility for an immigration scandal 
that led to an influx of criminals into the EU.”  

11 Paul Johnson, “Germany’s Dismal Future,” Forbes, 31 January 
2005. 

12 “Europe’s Stability Pact. A Case for Nationalism,” The Econo-
mist, 22 January 2005. 

13 Stephen Bierling, “Nur wer mitspielt, kann gewinnen,” Die Welt, 
21 January 2005: “Magnetschwebebahnen zu verkaufen, VW-
Produktionsstätten zu eröffnen sind keine Antwort.” The author 
critically discusses Germany’s position concerning China’s threat 
to Taiwan and concerning strategic resources, such as oil. “Sim-
ply to focus on the export of magnetic trains, to open up VW pro-
duction sites, or to lift weapons embargos was neither a sufficient 
foreign policy, nor acceptable.” “Germany Backs End to EU Ban 
on Arms to China; Hopes for Airbus Deal – Sources,” AFX.com, 
3 December 2004; “EU-China: EU Trade Commissioner to Visit 
China, 23–26 February 2005,” Brussels, 23 February 2005; avail-
able at www.europa.eu.int/comm/trade: “…Europe is China’s 
largest trade partner and China is Europe’s second largest trade 
partner….” “German Foreign Minister for Critical Dialogue with 
Russia,” Financial Times Information, 4 October 2004.  

14 “Merci y’all (But Why the Heck Are You Selling Arms to 
China?)” The Economist, 26 February 2005. “Chirac Defies Bush 
on China Arms,” BBC News, 22 February 2005, states: “US 
President George W. Bush has voiced ‘deep concern’ about 
European plans to lift an arms embargo on China—putting him at 
odds with the French president. Jacques Chirac said it was ‘no 
longer justified’ but Europe and the US should agree on condi-
tions for lifting it. Earlier, Mr. Bush warned that arms transfers to 
Beijing would ‘change the balance’ of China-Taiwan relations.’” 
See also Richard Fisher, Jr., “How May Europe Strengthen 



Notes 

 

57

 
China’s Military?” 15 January 2005, available at 
www.strategycenter.net/printVersion/print_pub.asp?pubID=61; 
Robin Niblett, “The United States, the European Union, and 
Lifting the Arms Embargo on China,” Euro-Focus 10:3 (30 Sep-
tember 2004); David Shambaugh, “China and Europe. The 
Emerging Axis,” Current History (September 2004).  

15 Zbigniew Brzezinski, “The Geostrategic Triad,” CSIS Significant 
Issues Series (Washington, DC: The CSIS Press, December 
2001): “Global stability in the early twenty-first century will be 
conditioned largely on how the United States handles its relations 
with China, Europe and Russia—the geo-strategic triad… Thus, 
the United States needs a well-defined strategy to manage to two 
‘Eurasian power triangles’….”  

16 “The President’s Trip to Europe,” 21 February 2005; available at 
www.whitehouse.gov/infocus/europe/2005/index.html. “Analysis: 
Transatlantic Tensions Remain,” BBC News, 22 February 2002.  

17 “President and Secretary General Hoop Scheffer Discuss NATO 
Meeting,” NATO Headquarters, Brussels, 22 February 2005; 
available at www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2005/02/print/ 
20050222-3.html. “President Meets with EU Leaders,” Brussels, 
Belgium, 22 February 2005; available at www.whitehouse.gov/ 
news/releases/2005/02/20050222/8.html. “NATO Leaders Pledge 
to Help Iraq,” BBC News, 22 February 2005. “NATO Leaders 
Express Unity on Iraq, Reaffirm Values,” NATO Update, 22 Feb-
ruary 2005; available at www.nato.int/docu/update/2005/02-
february/e0222a.htm. 

18 “Charlemagne: Let’s Talk–But Where? Are NATO and the Euro-
pean Union partners or rivals?” The Economist, 26 February 
2005: “One group of countries believes that their security ulti-
mately depends on the United States…. Another group, which in-
cludes France, Belgium and (in certain moods, and under certain 
governments) Germany, wants an autonomous European defense 
identity, as a key to achieving the ‘multipolar world’ that 
Mr. Chirac so often praises.” 

19 Robert Kagan and William Kristol, “A Realigning Election,” 
Weekly Standard, 21 February 2005; Reuel Marc Gerecht, “Birth 



Michaela C. Hertkorn 

 

58 

 
of a Democracy,” Weekly Standard, 21 February 2005. “Irak ist 
ein Land, das Träume hat,” Welt.de, 7 February 2005; available at 
www.welt.de/data/2005/02/05/458649.html?prx=1. John F. 
Burns, “Iraqis Begin Tabulating Results of Milestone Election,” 
New York Times, 1 February 2005; “Bush phones Putin, others for 
global outreach for Iraq,” Japan Economic Newswire, 1 February 
2005; “Bush discusses Iraqi election with UN chief,” Xinhua 
General News Service, 31 January 2005. “Democracy at Gun-
point,” The Economist, 29 January 2005; “It’ll soon be time, at 
last, to vote,” The Economist, 15 January 2005; “Iraq’s election. 
Messy but necessary,” The Economist, 15 January 2005; Tom 
Donnelly, “Swift Invasion, Slow Victory,” Weekly Standard, 17 
May 2004.  

20 Trevor C. Salmon and Alistair J.K. Shepherd, “Fifty Years of 
Failure,” in Toward a European Army. A Military Power in the 
Making? (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner Publishing, 2003). 

21 The new democracies in Central and Eastern Europe still vividly 
remember the experience of living under Nazi and Soviet rule; 
they see their national security as being best guaranteed by 
NATO membership, and are somewhat hesitant to give up their 
recently regained sovereignty as part of the process of European 
integration. 

22 Giuliano Amato and Harold Brown, “Six Attainable Transatlantic 
Goals,” FT.com, 6 April 2005; “State of the Union: Key Quotes,” 
BBC News, 3 February 2005; “President Sworn In to Second 
Term,” available at www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2005/01/ 
print/20050120-1.html; John Lewis Gaddis, “Grand Strategy in 
the Second Term,” Foreign Affairs (January/February 2005), 2-
16: “Four More Years. George Bush has a Radical Vision; This 
Time He Must Follow it Through,” The Economist, 15 January 
2005; “Now Unite Us,” The Economist, 6 November 2004. 

23 Reuel Marc Gerecht, “Birth of a Democracy,” Weekly Standard, 
14 February 2005; Stephen F. Hayes, “Sticking to His Guns. The 
Consistency of Bush’s Foreign Policy,” Weekly Standard, 14 Feb-
ruary 2005; “Irak ist ein Land, das Träume Hat. US Präsident 
Bush über die Zukunft des Zweistromlandes,” Welt.de, 7 Febru-



Notes 

 

59

 
ary 2005; James Dobbins, “Iraq: Winning the Unwinnable,” For-
eign Affairs (January/February 2005), 16-26: Edward N. Luttwak, 
“Iraq: The Logic of Disengagement,” Foreign Affairs (January/ 
February 2005), 26-37; “Democracy at Gunpoint,” The 
Economist, 29 January 2005; “Swift Invasion, Slow Victory. 
What’s Gone Wrong—and Right—in Iraq,” Weekly Standard, 17 
May 2004. 

24 Wolfgang Schäuble, “Entering a New Era of Transatlantic Coop-
eration,” speech given at the American Council on Germany, 
New York City, 3 March 2005; Alexander Graf Lambsdorrf, “Is a 
Strong Europe Really Good for the US?”, speech given at the 
American Council on Germany, New York City, 29 March 2005. 

25 “President and Secretary General de Hoop Scheffer Discuss 
NATO Meeting,” NATO Headquarters, Brussels, 22 February 
2005; available at www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2005/02/ 
print/20050222-3.html. 

26 “President Discusses American and European Alliance in Bel-
gium,” Brussels, 21 February 2005; available at 
www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2005/02/print/20050221.html. 

27 Ibid.  
28 “Declaration on NATO Transformation,” NATO Standing Com-

mittee, Brussels, 6 October 2002, www.nato.int.  
29 To achieve this, the following steps were held to be necessary. 

First, expansion of NATO’s membership to those democratic na-
tions willing and able to share the burden of defending and ad-
vancing NATO’s common interests. Second, ensuring that the 
military forces of NATO’s member states were able to make ap-
propriate combat contributions in situations of coalition warfare. 
Third, development of planning processes to enable those contri-
butions to become effective multinational fighting forces. 

30 Lord Robertson, Fox News, 1 August 2003: From August 11th, 
NATO would take over the command of ISAF in Afghanistan. 
With regard to Iraq, eleven NATO members had already pledged 
troops for the post-conflict stabilization and transition process. 
From August 2003, NATO nations, like Poland and Spain, with 



Michaela C. Hertkorn 

 

60 

 
the logistical support of NATO, would be on the ground in Iraq to 
share the burden. What Allies in the EU and NATO needed to do 
in general, was to learn more about how to deal with conflict in 
pre- and post-settlement situations. NATO was used to deal with 
the sharp edges of the killing fields of the Balkans. The Alliance 
faced the challenge of how to address post-conflict situations.  

31 Lord Robertson, remarks to the EU Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs, Human Rights, Defense Policy and Common Security, 8 
October 2002, NATO On-line Library, www.nato.int.  

32 Such an impasse may concern peacekeeping efforts, such as in the 
Balkans; out-of-area peacekeeping missions for NATO, such as in 
Afghanistan; or providing aid for reconstruction or police train-
ing, for example, in Iraq. See “Transforming the Alliance,” NATO 
Review (Summer 2002). 

33 Salmon and Shepherd, “Fifty Years of Failure”; “Kein Irak-Ein-
satz des Dänish-Deutsch-Polnischen Korps,” 28 May 2003, 
available at www.bmvg.de/sicherheit/030509_multinationales_ 
korps.php (web page of the German Defense Ministry). 

34 Peter Brookes, “Mending Fences. Euro-U.S. Ties: What to 
Watch,” New York Post, 8 November 2004; Nicole Gelinas, 
“Bush’s Mandate for Europe. Economic Reform—or More De-
cline,” New York Post, 8 November 2004: “The French will not 
accept the current global reality: That France, due to Western 
Europe’s economic and military stagnation, cannot greet America 
as an equal on the world stage.” 

35 An interesting question regarding the French-German duo seems 
to be, who uses whom more in the end: France–Germany, or 
Germany–France? Joachim Bitterlich, a former foreign policy ad-
visor to Chancellor Helmut Kohl, argued that, given recent 
French diplomacy in the EU, UN, and NATO, France had 
achieved its goal of reclaiming its position as “country number 
one” in Europe: “Frankreich, die Nummer eins,” Welt.de, 18 Feb-
ruary 2003. 

36 Elizabeth Pond, Friendly Fire: The Near-Death of the 
Transatlantic Alliance (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution 



Notes 

 

61

 
Press, 2004); Michael Stürmer, “A German Revolution Waiting 
to Happen: Visions of America after September 11,” in Visions of 
America and Europe: September 11, Iraq, and Transatlantic Re-
lations, eds. Christina V. Balis and Simon Serfaty (Washington, 
DC: CSIS, 2004); Guillaume Parmentier, “Diverging Visions: 
France and the United States after September 11,” in Visions of 
America and Europe; Jean-Marie Colombani and Walter Wells, 
Dangerous De-Liaisons: What’s Really Behind the War Between 
France and the U.S.? (Hoboken, NJ: Melville House Publishing, 
2004). 

37 Gary Schmitt, “Over There: America and Its European Allies,” 
Weekly Standard, 7 June 2004. 

38 Helga Haftendorn, Deutsche Aussenpolitik zwischen Selbst-
beschränkung und Selbstbehauptung (Stuttgart: Deutsche Ver-
lags-Anstalt, 2001), 73. 

39 It has to be pointed out that concepts and policy regarding further 
European integration vary enormously within the Union as well. 
Disagreements about the nature of the European Constitution 
point at that challenge. While Joschka Fischer has argued since 
1999 that the EU needed to develop into a full-fledged federation, 
polls in France in spring 2005 seem to indicate declining support 
for the constitution in France.  

40 Michaela C. Hertkorn, “The Relevance of Perceptions in Foreign 
Policy: A German–US Perspective,” World Affairs (Fall 2001), 
p. 65: During interviews in Berlin in January 2001, a representa-
tive of the Friedrich-Ebert-Foundation, one of Germany’s politi-
cal party foundations complained “that if he wanted to put to-
gether a workshop on current security policy issues, he would 
have a hard time finding twenty qualified people if he were to ex-
clude representatives of the foreign and defense ministry and re-
lied on scholars and representatives of the very few think tanks.” 
The same representative also expressed his view that the main 
foreign policy focus of the Schröder government lay in pursuing 
further European integration. In a speech at Georgetown Univer-
sity in September 1999, Germany’s Foreign Minister, Joschka 
Fischer, stated that the only logical consequence of NATO having 



Michaela C. Hertkorn 

 

62 

 
had to intervene militarily in Kosovo was further European inte-
gration.  

41 Paul Reynolds, “EU: Two Speeds Ahead?” BBC News, 14 
December 2003 Angus Roxburgh, “Analysis: Legacy of Summit 
Failure,” BBC News, 15 December 2003; Katja Ridderbusch, 
“Die Ergebnisse des Vierergipfels irritieren Freunde und Ver-
bündete,” Welt.de, 2 May 2003. 

42 “A Secure Europe in a Better World: European Security 
Strategy,” Brussels, 12 December 2003, available at 
www.europa.eu.int. 

43 Meeting of the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council in Defense 
Ministers Session, Chairman’s Summary, 2 December 2003, 
available at www.nato.int/docu/pr/2003/p03-151e.htm. Statement 
to the Press, by NATO Secretary-General following NAC Foreign 
Ministers Meeting, 4 December 2003; available at www.nato.int/ 
docu/speech/2003/s031204b.htm.  

44 Andreas Middel, “Die kleinen Länder machen ihrem Protest 
gegen die EU-Verfassung Luft,” Welt.de, 21 June 2003; Hans-
Jörg Schmidt, “Václav Klaus bleibt bei seiner Ablehnung der 
EU,” Welt.de, 13 June 2003. 

45 “The Great Debate Begins. Arguments over the EU Constitution 
Remain Largely National,” The Economist, 12 February 2005; 
“European Constitutional Debates. Yes or Nein?” The Economist, 
29 January 2005; “German EU Referendum Dilemma,” BBC 
News, 28 October 2004; “France Cools Towards EU Project,” 
BBC News, 28 October 2004; “EU Faces Dutch Grudge Test,” 
BBC News, 26 October 2004; “Czechs Delay Constitution Vote,” 
BBC News, 28 October 2004; “Irish Yes Vote Not a Done Deal,” 
BBC News, 29 October 2004; “Portugal Vague on EU Referen-
dum,” BBC News, 29 October 2004. 

46 “France’s EU Referendum. That Damned, Elusive Constitution,” 
The Economist, 30 April 2005. “Now that We Are All Bundled 
Inside, Let’s Shut the Door” (The Economist, 30 April 2005), 
stated: “A year after the new boys entered the European Union, 
the mood is a mite surly, and definitely unwelcoming.” 



Notes 

 

63

 
47 Christopher Caldwell, “Zapatero’s Spain,” Weekly Standard, 10 

May 2004; Nikolaus Nowak, “Irak: Zapatero und Schröder für 
Gemeinsame Initiative,” Die Welt, 29 April 2004; “Zapatero bei 
Schröder in Berlin, Madrid und Paris Planen UNO-Initiative zu 
Irak,” SDA–Basisdienst Deutsch, 28 April 2004; “Spain’s New 
Government Shifts the Balance in the European Union,” The 
Economist, 20 March 2004. 

48 “Four More Years. George Bush Has a Radical Vision; This Time 
He Must Follow it Through,” The Economist, 15 January 2005; 
“Now Unite Us. George Bush’s Victory Should Be Taken as an 
Opportunity than a Vindication,” The Economist, 6 November 
2004; “New Ads Call Kerry Rich Liberal Elitist,” CNN.com, 8 
March 2004; “After Iraq: French Foreign Policy,” The Economist, 
23 October 2004. 

49 Ray Furlong, “Schröder Holds Key Warsaw Talks,” BBC News, 
23 March 2004; available at http://news.bbc.co.uk; “The Future of 
the European Union–Debate,” Draft Constitution, 13 January 
2004; available at http://europea.eu.int/futurum/index_en.htm. 

50 Jan Cienski and Stefan Wagstyl, “Poland Will Probably Call Poll 
Over EU Constitution,” FT.com, 27 April 2004. 

51 “Blair Confirms EU Constitution Poll,” BBC News, 20 April 
2004. “Briten sollen über EU-Verfassung abstimmen,” Welt.de, 
20 April 2004; available at www.welt.de/data/2004/04/20. 
“Chirac Backs Blair over EU Vote,” BBC News, 10 May 2004. 

52 “French Foreign Policy: Of Entente, Understanding, and 
Verständnis,” The Economist, 10 April 2004. 

53 “The European Union: Ménage à Trois,” The Economist, 21 
February 2004. 

54 “Schröder: Deutschland und Frankreich in der EU entscheidend,” 
Welt.de, 15 April 2004; available at www.welt.de/data/ 
2004/04/15/. John Burgess, “Germany and France Driving EU, to 
Distraction of Other Members. Two Say Close Relationship Does 
Not Harm Europe’s Interests,” Washington Post, 22 February 
2004. 



Michaela C. Hertkorn 

 

64 

 
55 “Anti-Semitism in Europe. Always with Us?” The Economist, 29 

January 2005; Michel Gurfinkiel, “Can de Villepin Change His 
Spots? France’s Surprising New Hard-Liner,” Weekly Standard, 7 
June 2004. 

56 “EU Approves Anti-Terror Package,” BBC News, 23 March 
2004; available at http://news.bbc.co.uk/go. “Terrorism in 
Europe. Fighting Back,” The Economist, 10 April 2004; Gerard 
Alexander, “Europe’s Non-Strategy. The EU Isn’t Taking Terror 
Seriously,” Weekly Standard, 10 May 2004. 

57 Tamsin Smith, “Italy Grapples with Kidnap Ultimatum,” BBC 
News, 27 April 2004. 

58 Richard Bernstein, “Tape, Probably Bin Laden’s, Offers Truce to 
Europe. Leaders Dismiss Any Negotiations,” New York Times, 16 
April 2004; Mike Wooldridge, “Europe Unites at Madrid Memo-
rial,” BBC News, 17 March 2004. 

59 “Islam in the Netherlands. Another Political Murder,” The Econo-
mist, 6 November 2004. 

60 “Australia Boosts Iraq Deployment,” BBC News, 22 February 
2005; “Italy Hopes for Iraq Withdrawal,” BBC News, 16 March 
2005; William J. Kole, “Hungary Planning to Leave the Coali-
tion. Czechs, Dutch and Japan also May Exit,” Newark Star-
Ledger, 4 November 2004; “US Maintains Pressure on Fallujah; 
Blair to Explain Troop Request,” Deutsche Presse Agentur, 20 
October 2004; “CARE Stops Work in Iraq after British-Born Di-
rector Abducted,” Deutsche Presse Agentur, 20 October 2004; 
“Annan Urges Nations to Send Troops to Stabilize Iraq, Protect 
UN,” Deutsche Presse Agentur, 19 October 2004; “Iraq Attacks 
Aimed at Hurting Bush, Says Putin,” Deutsche Presse Agentur, 
18 October 2004. 

61 “Policy in the Balance,” Economist.Com, 29 April 2004; “A May 
Day Milestone,” Economist.Com, 29 April 2004; Simon Serfaty, 
“EU–US Relations Beyond Iraq: Setting the Terms of Comple-
mentarity,” EURO-Focus 9:3 (11 April 2003); Giacomo Luciani 
and Felix Neugart, “Toward a European Strategy for Iraq,” CAP 
Policy Paper (March 2003). 



Notes 

 

65

 
62 Michaela C. Hertkorn (2004), “Defining Preventive Diplomacy in 

Europe: September 11 and Its Impact on the EU’s Common For-
eign and Security Policy,” in Conflict Prevention from Rhetoric to 
Reality, edited by Albrecht Schnabel and David Carment 
(Lanham, MD: Lexington Books, 2004), 28.  

63 Information obtained at a Transatlantic Security Relations Semi-
nar, Center for European Studies, New York University (Presen-
tation by the Ambassador of the Republic of Estonia to the United 
States of America), 16 April 2004.  

64 The number in question takes into account the withdrawal of 
Spanish troops in spring 2004. The author is in the process of 
contacting the defense ministries of all NATO member states to 
find out whether the individual governments have been or are 
going to support NATO or the Polish contingent in Iraq, either 
before or after the transition of power in Iraq by the end of June 
2004. Post-transition, the potential contributions of individual 
NATO member states specifically concern the training of police 
and border control officers as requested by the Iraqi interim gov-
ernment. 

65 “Eurokorps für Afghanistan vorgesehen,” 16 May 2004, at 
www.bundeswehr.de/wir/einsatz/; “NATO Takes Over Afghani-
stan Command,” BBC News, 11 August 2003. 

66 Summit Meetings of Heads of State and Government, Istanbul, 
Turkey, 28–29 June 2004; available at www.nato.int/docu/ 
pr/2004/-04-0483.htm. 

67 “This Moment in Iraq is a Moment of Truth,” Remarks by Sena-
tor John Kerry, Westminster College, Fulton, MI, 30 April 2004; 
“President Outlines Steps to Help Iraq Achieve Democracy and 
Freedom,” Remarks by the President on Iraq and the War on Ter-
ror, United States Army War College, Carlisle, PA, 24 May 2004; 
“Iraqis to Have Veto Over Troops,” BBC News, 25 May 2004; 
“Fresh Iraq Plan Awaits UN Verdict,” BBC News, 2 June 2004; 
“Text: Iraq Draft Resolution,” BBC News, 2 June 2004; “UN En-
voy Defends Iraq Government,” BBC News, 2 June 2004.  



Michaela C. Hertkorn 

 

66 

 
68 “Iraqi Insurgents Claim More Lives,” BBC News, 27 January 

2004; “Bulgaria Mourns its Dead Soldiers,” BBC News, 1 January 
2004; “UK Could Send More Troops to Iraq,” BBC News, 13 
November 2003; “Italy Blames Al-Qaeda for Blast,” BBC News, 
13 November 2003; “Newspapers Echo Italy’s Shock,” BBC 
News, 13 November 2003; “Japan Postpones Iraq Deployment,” 
BBC News, 13 November 2003; “Handing Over the Keys in 
Iraq,” BBC News, 13 November 2003; “Iraq Weapons Unlikely to 
be Found,” BBC News, 10 July 2003; “Is There an Iraq Exit 
Strategy?” BBC News, 26 June 2003.  

69 Michaela C. Hertkorn (2002), Why Conflict Prevention Does not 
Exclude the Use of Force (Berlin: Mensch und Buch Verlag, 
2002), 116–39.  

70 Elsewhere, I have written: “The critical question seems to be 
whether a common European security and defense policy can be-
come more than a reflection of European concern in the aftermath 
of Kosovo. Is the creation of ESDP—as formulated at the Co-
logne EU summit of July 1999 and the Nice summit of December 
2000—an attempt to counterbalance US power, while theoreti-
cally facing the challenge of coercive prevention? Dobriansky and 
Rivkin state that the ‘United States can and must maintain a first-
rate military establishment capable of fighting and winning wars. 
President Bush articulated this fundamental truth in stating that 
the core US strategic mission is to deter war by preparing to win 
swiftly and decisively.’” Hertkorn, “The Relevance of 
Perceptions in Foreign Policy: A German–US Perspective,” 
World Affairs (Fall 2001), 63. 

71 Colin Powell, “No Country Left Behind: Development is Not a 
Soft Policy Goal, but a Core National Security Issue,” Foreign 
Policy (January/February 2005); “NATO-EU: A Strategic Part-
nership,” 10 February 2004, at www.nato.int/issues/nato-
eu/index.html; “First Joint EU-NATO Crisis Management Exer-
cise (CME/CMX 03),” 11 November 2003, at www.nato.int/ 
docu/pr/2003/po3-133e.htm. 

72 Michaela C. Hertkorn (2002), Why Conflict Prevention Does not 
Exclude the Use of Force (Berlin: Mensch und Buch Verlag, 



Notes 

 

67

 
2002), 126; Chris Seiple, The U.S. Military Relationship in Hu-
manitarian Interventions (Carlisle, PA: Peacekeeping Institute, 
U.S. Army War College, 1996).  

73 Michaela C. Hertkorn, Why Conflict Prevention Does not Exclude 
the Use of Force (Berlin: Mensch und Buch Verlag, 2002), 126.  

74 Susan Woodward, “Nation Building and the Division of Labor,” 
Nation-Building Brownbag Session, Lilian Vernon Center for 
International Affairs, New York University, 11 December 2003. 

75 Hertkorn, Why Conflict Prevention Does not Exclude the Use of 
Force, 133. 

76 Michaela C. Hertkorn, “Defining Preventive Diplomacy in 
Europe: September 11 and Its Impact on the EU’s Common For-
eign and Security Policy,” in Conflict Prevention from Rhetoric to 
Reality, edited by Albrecht Schnabel and David Carment 
(Lanham, MD: Lexington Books, 2004), 31–32.  

77 Ibid., 31: “The Prague Summit of November 2002 seemed to 
have strengthened NATO even further. The agreed-upon creation 
of a NATO reaction force could lead to more European or EU 
contributions to NATO.” 

78 Ibid., 32. 
79 Ibid., 32. 
80 Hans-Ulrich Klose, “Let’s Act in Concert. How to Respond to 

Iran’s Nuclear Program,” The Atlantic Times, April 2005.  
81 “NATO at the Crossroads – The Prospects for Success at the 

Istanbul Summit,” Speech by General (ret.) Klaus Naumann, for-
mer Chairman of the NATO Military Committee, Konrad-Ade-
nauer-Foundation, Washington, D.C., 30 April 2004. 

82 Richard Bernstein and Mark Landler, “German Leader to Oppose 
Sending NATO Troops to Iraq,” New York Times, 21 May 2004; 
Jeffrey Gedmin, “An Orgy of Anti-Americanism. They Hate Us. 
They Really, Really Hate Us,” Weekly Standard, 24 May 2004. 

83 At a December 2004 NATO meeting, the departing U.S. Secre-
tary of State, Colin Powell, criticized six NATO partners—
France, Germany, Belgium, Luxembourg, Spain, and Greece—for 



Michaela C. Hertkorn 

 

68 

 
not contributing to NATO’s future role in Iraq, charging that by 
doing so they risked weakening the alliance. CNN and Fox News, 
9 December 2004.  

84 Concerning the EU’s ability to act together, the example of the 
International Criminal Court may illustrate how rapidly EU cohe-
sion gives way to bilateral relations. When the EU Commission 
threatened Eastern European countries that they would endanger 
their future prospects for EU membership if they supported U.S. 
demands to provide ICC exemptions for its peacekeepers, Central 
and Eastern European countries chose NATO membership and 
good relations with the U.S. over possible EU membership. Also, 
Western European countries like Great Britain, Spain, and Italy 
granted the U.S. these exemptions, thereby breaking ranks with 
Germany. 

85 Those challenges concern so-called soft- and hard-power opera-
tions, and new and old threats. See Hertkorn, Why Conflict Pre-
vention Does not Exclude the Use of Force, page 142.  

86 The following is a comment complementing the long quote re-
ferred to in the previous footnote. Precisely because of the experi-
ences the young Federal Republic of Germany made as an occu-
pied country under the Marshall Plan, Germany today may be in a 
strong position to contribute considerably to complex peace and 
reconstruction processes. The Marshall Plan allowed Germany to 
transform from a dictatorship into a democratic and stable coun-
try, while being safeguarded militarily. Ideally, a peace process 
tries to establish security, well-being, and justice through military, 
political, and economic measures. 

87 Why did this happen? All former case studies could be subsumed 
under NATO’s role in peacemaking and peacekeeping, like in the 
Balkans. NATO would be of relevance for further rapprochement 
with Russia and the war against global terrorism. 

88 “Diplomatic warfare breaks out in NATO after a call by France, 
Germany, Belgium and Luxembourg for the creation of head-
quarters and planning staff from which a purely European Union 
based defense might emerge,” BBC News Online, 30 April 2003, 
available at www.bbc.co.uk. 



Notes 

 

69

 
89 “Wrangle over EU Rapid Reaction Force,” CNN.com, 14 Decem-

ber 2002; Johan Huizinga, “Greece Blocks EU Defense Force,” 
Radio Netherlands Wereldomroep, 11 December 2002, available 
at www.rnw.nl/hotspots; “Turkey Deal on Rapid Reaction Force,” 
BBC News, 3 December 2001; “EU Rapid Reaction Force Will 
Be Ready in 2003,” euobserver.com, 19 November 2001, avail-
able at www.euobserver.com/index; Chris Lindborg, “The EU 
Rapid Reaction Force: Europe Takes on a New Security Chal-
lenge,” BASIC Papers: Occasional Papers on International Secu-
rity Policy, No. 37 (August 2001), available at 
www.basicint.org/pubs/. 

90 Michaela Hertkorn, “Why German-US Relations Still Matter—
One Year after War in Iraq,” DIAS-Analysis 7 (August 2004), 
www.dias-online.org; Philip H. Gordon and Jeremy Shapiro, 
Allies at War. America, Europe and the Crisis over Iraq 
(Washington, DC: Brookings Institution, 2004); Christina V. 
Balis and Simon Serfaty, Visions of America and Europe. Sep-
tember 11, Iraq, and Transatlantic Relations (Washington, DC: 
CSIS, 2004); Stephen F. Szabo, Parting Ways. The Crisis in 
German-American Relations (Washington DC: Brookings Insti-
tution, 2004); Elizabeth Pond, Friendly Fire. The Near-Death of 
the Transatlantic Alliance (Pittsburgh, PA: European Union 
Studies Association, 2004); Colombani and Wells, Dangerous 
De-Liaisons; Stanley R. Sloan, NATO, the European Union, and 
the Atlantic Community. The Transatlantic Bargain Reconsidered 
(Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2003). 

91 Robert C. Orr, Winning the Peace. An American Strategy for 
Post-Conflict Reconstruction (Washington, DC: CSIS, 2004); 
James Dobbins, John G. McGinn, et al., America’s Role in Na-
tion-Building. From Germany to Iraq (Santa Monica, CA: 
RAND, 2003); Hertkorn, “Why German-US Relations Still Mat-
ter.” 

92 In January 2001, Karsten Voigt argued at the Auswärtige Amt in 
Berlin that NATO always had been about collective defense. 
ESDP would enable the Europeans to build capacities “next to the 
Americans.” He stressed the Petersberg tasks. Most crises within 



Michaela C. Hertkorn 

 

70 

 
European interest, such as the Balkans, needed just such focus as 
a stress on the Petersberg tasks would have provided. He could 
not necessarily imagine a potential conflict in Europe where more 
so-called hard-power security was necessary, where peacekeeping 
developed into peacemaking or full war. (Personal interview with 
Karsten Voigt, Coordinator for German-American Cooperation in 
the German Foreign Office, Berlin, 5 January 2001).  

93 Conflicts between the U.S. and Germany manifested themselves 
on a variety of alternating issues, from the Kyoto Protocol and 
missile defense to the ICC. See Michaela Hertkorn, “The Impact 
of September 11th on ESDP and Coercive Prevention: The Ger-
man Perspective,” Seton Hall Journal of Diplomacy and Interna-
tional Relations (Winter/Spring 2003). 

94 When contemplating what might concern the U.S. leadership, 
four scenarios can be envisioned. First, the U.S. does not lead, 
and the EU is unwilling or incapable to act. This was the case in 
Bosnia-Herzegovina in the early 90s. Second, the U.S. leads, and 
the EU is not capable of doing it alone or to contribute a major 
share. This arguably was the case during the Kosovo intervention. 
Third, the U.S. assumes and claims its leadership role, and the EU 
develops its own security and defense capabilities. This may be 
the intention of the ESDP, as promoted by the British, who have 
stressed the need for the ESDP to not decouple from NATO. Such 
an arrangement would likely strengthen NATO and see the trans-
atlantic relationship inter-related with further European integra-
tion. Fourth, the U.S. does not lead, and the EU continues to de-
velop its own security and defense policy. This carries the risk of 
the ESDP being perceived, at least by some European countries, 
as independent from NATO. This may lead to a sustainable divi-
sion of labor between NATO and the EU. France has aimed at 
developing European hard-power capabilities, separately from 
NATO. Germany—with its strong taboo against militarism as a 
domestic constraint—may have been tempted to regard ESDP and 
its Petersberg tasks as providing the ultimate soft-power alterna-
tive to NATO’s hard-power collective defense regime. How 
would these scenarios play out in the aftermath of 9/11 and 



Notes 

 

71

 
throughout the Iraq crisis? See Michaela Hertkorn, “The Rele-
vance of Perceptions in Foreign Policy: A German–US Perspec-
tive,” World Affairs (Fall 2001).  

95 Sabine Christiansen “Frage unter Freunden—Wohin geht 
Amerika?”, Sabine Christiansen, 7 June 2003, available at 
www.sabine-christiansen.de/2003/07/06/c_archiv.html: “Angela 
Merkel stressed, a Europe or European Union set in confrontation 
with the US would never be united.” 

96 Germany needs to become aware of the problematic impact the 
recent trouble in German–U.S. relations has had. The United 
States’ development of close relationships with nations in Europe 
that effectively surround Germany (Great Britain, Spain, Italy, 
and Poland) may illustrate the following: Germany has been out 
of the picture as a regionally integrating power at the geographic 
center of Europe, and therefore cannot help but miss its role as an 
integrating central power.  

97 The aftermath of Kosovo could be characterized by European un-
easiness about U.S. dominance, in contrast to U.S. uneasiness 
about European unwillingness or incapability to act without the 
U.S. in the Balkans. 

98 Michaela C. Hertkorn, in: Albrecht Schnabel and David Carment, 
page 36: “In summary, recent splits (and eventual failure) in the 
EU, NATO, and the UN with response to crisis prevention in Iraq 
seemed to have weakened the ability of the international commu-
nity to successfully use the threat of force as a means of crisis and 
conflict prevention. The fact that individual members in the trans-
atlantic community—within EU and NATO, or not—have not 
been able to streamline their policy on Iraq did not increase the 
chances for preventive diplomacy”.  

99 Personal interview with a representative of the New Atlantic 
Agenda project, American Enterprise Institute, Washington DC, 3 
June 2003. 

100 For statistics on missions abroad, see “Die Bundeswehr in 
Zahlen” and “Auslandeinsätze—aktuelle Zahlen der im Ausland 



Michaela C. Hertkorn 

 

72 

 
eingesetzten Deutschen Soldaten,” both available at 
www.bundeswerh.de/forces/einsatzzahlen.php.  

101 “Resolution der CDU/CSU-Fraktionsvorsitzenden der Deutschen 
Länderparlamente und des Deutschen Bundestages sowie des 
Vorsitzenden der EVP-ED-Fraktion im Europäischen Parlamaent 
zum Verteidigungsgipfel von Deutschland, Frankreich, Belgien 
und Luxemburg,” 29 April 2003; “Beschluß des Bundes-vorstan-
des vom 28.04.2003: Die Außenpolitischen Interessen Deutsch-
lands: Stabilität durch Partnerschaft und Vertrauen.” 

102 The fact that in early 2003 the supply of defensive weaponry to 
Turkey was blocked—even though Turkey had requested the as-
sistance in its status as a NATO member—proved to be most 
problematic. 

103 Michaela C. Hertkorn, “Why German-US Relations still Matter to 
the Transatlantic Alliance. One Year after War in Iraq” DIAS 
Analysis, August 2004, page 17, www.uni-duesseldorf.de/ 
HHU/DIAS.  

104 Zbigniew Brzezinski, Die einzige Weltmacht. Amerikas Strategie 
der Vorherrschaft (Berlin: Fischer, 1997).  

105 This response left Germany isolated in Europe after its recogni-
tion of Slovenian and Croatian independence. With regard to the 
post-9/11 world, see “Rot-Grün will Wehrpflicht überprüfen,” 
tagesschau.de, 7 October 2002; “Rumsfeld geht auf Distanz bei 
NATO-Treffen—Struck glaubt an Normalisierung,” DPA, 24 
September 2002. While German contributions to Afghanistan led 
to a vote of confidence in Germany’s parliament in late 2001, 
Schröder’s anti-American rhetoric concerning military action 
against Iraq in summer 2002 would do well to consider the fol-
lowing. The Social Democratic-Green coalition government 
might not have survived had it expressed support for another 
military intervention. Schröder’s decision, however, to sacrifice 
relations with the U.S. will come at a high price in the long term 
regarding the maneuverability of German foreign policy. How 
was NATO to be seriously expected to decide upon a German-
Dutch ISAF command in Afghanistan when the U.S. Secretary of 
Defense and the German Defense Minister did not even talk with 



Notes 

 

73

 
each other at NATO’s Ambassador meeting in Poland in Septem-
ber 2002, and Germany seemed to have forgotten to inform the 
Dutch government about its proposition? Still, during the Kosovo 
intervention, Germany’s Foreign Minister struggled to draw a line 
between the principles “no more war” and “no more genocide.” 
After 9/11, Schröder offered military support to the United States. 
How solid his “unconditional support” would prove, if the war 
against terrorism lingered on or stretched to other countries, al-
ready promised to be something worth watching, even as early as 
the end of 2001. 

106 “The Many Faces of Joschka Fischer,” BBC.com, 8 April 2003. 
107 Other questions are: What should be Germany’s real contribution 

to helping NATO deal with regional conflicts and terrorist threats, 
given its limited defense budget? What can Germany—with the 
largest population in the EU—do to deliver on closing the capa-
bilities gap? Maintaining the ability to work and fight together as 
Allies requires NATO member states to take the necessary steps 
to modernize their national forces. This is a particular challenge 
for Germany. 

108 Lawrence Korb, Editorial, New York Times, 1 August 2003; 
Information obtained during personal interview with representa-
tive at American Enterprise Institute, 3 June 2003. 

109 Global terrorism could be regarded as a new threat. Intra-state 
conflicts, such as those in the Balkans, could be perceived as ei-
ther old or new security threats, depending on one’s point of view 
and focus of analysis. The classical security threat refers to the 
bipolar international system during the Cold War. 

110 Wolfgang Ischinger, “Germany and the United States: Allies 
against Terrorism,” presentation at the World Affairs Council, 
Washington DC, 11 December 2002. 

111 Ibid. 
112 “Streit zwischen Berlin und London droht Afghanistan-Resolu-

tion weiter zu verzögern,” Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, 18 
December 2001; “Britain to lead Afghanistan force. Peacekeepers 
to coordinate with US,” The Washington Post, 11 December 



Michaela C. Hertkorn 

 

74 

 
2002; “Germany’s government: Still edgy,” The Economist, 24 
November 2001. While the German contribution to ISAF led to a 
vote of confidence in the German parliament, called for by 
Schröder to assure the majority within his own coalition, Ger-
many later offered to assume the leadership of ISAF together with 
the Netherlands during the NATO Ambassador meeting in Poland 
in September 2002. This seems to have come as some form of 
recompense for German opposition to U.S. policy in Iraq. 

113 Michaela Hertkorn, 2004, page 33; Michaela C. Hertkorn, “US – 
German Relations and their Relevance post-9/11,” International 
Journal of Politics and Ethics 2, no. 4 (2002), 338. 

114 Michaela C. Hertkorn, “Defining Preventive Diplomacy in 
Europe: September 11 and Its Impact on the EU’s Common For-
eign and Security Policy,” in Conflict Prevention from Rhetoric to 
Reality, edited by Albrecht Schnabel and David (Lanham, MD: 
Lexington Books, 2004), 31 - 32.  

115 Ibid., 33. 
116 Personal interview with a representative of the Stiftung für 

Wissenschaft und Politik (SWP), Berlin, April 2002. 
117 Michaela C. Hertkorn, “Defining Preventive Diplomacy in 

Europe” (2004), 33.  
118 “Amerika. Atlantische Aufwallungen. Bündnisfall Irak: Europa 

macht gegen USA mobil,” Zeit.de, 25 February 2002. 
119 Michaela C. Hertkorn, “Defining Preventive Diplomacy in 

Europe” (Lanham, MD: Lexington Books, 2004), 33. “In 
Reichstag, Bush condemns terror as a new despotism, seeks to 
reassure allies,” New York Times, 24 May 2002. 

120 Information obtained as participant in the 2002 Annual Manfred 
Wörner Seminar, Berlin, May 2002. 

121 Michaela C. Hertkorn, “Why German-U.S. Relations Still Matter 
to the Transatlantic Alliance,” DIAS Analysis 7 (August 2004); 
available at www.dias-online.org. 

122 The following are remarks by the author: By late summer/early 
fall of 2002, the rhetoric had escalated; Germany’s then justice 



Notes 

 

75

 
minister compared Bush’s methods with Hitler’s. In the U.S., 
Senator Helms called for U.S. troops to be removed from Ger-
many in case of Schröder’s federal election victory, the U.S. Sec-
retary of Defense Rumsfeld refused to meet his German counter-
part, to whom he referred as “this person” during a NATO meet-
ing; and former National Security Advisor Rice called German–
U.S. relations “poisoned.” “US condemns poisoned relations with 
Berlin,” CNN, 20 September 2002, www.cnn.com.  

123 Jacque Chirac’s proposal in early September 2002 to attempt to 
bridge the gap between the European allies and the U.S. on Iraq 
(and the strong support it received from Tony Blair) could have 
alarmed Schröder and Fischer of the following possibility: the 
U.S. might have proof of Iraq having weapons of mass destruc-
tion, or evidence linking the Hussein regime somehow to Al 
Qaeda. Another warning sign of Germany’s potential move to-
ward isolation in the EU and NATO (although it would later ar-
guably be joined by France) could have been Italy, Spain, and 
Poland’s rapid turn to declaring support for the U.S. intervention 
in Iraq. 

124 “Robertson sorgt sich um das Verhältnis Berlin – Washington,” 
Die Welt, 27 September 2002. 

125 “Stance on Bush policy could swing elections in Germany,” New 
York Times, 9 September 2002; “Blair assails Hussein, backs 
Bush on Iraq,” Washington Post, 4 September 2002; “French 
leader offers formula to tackle skepticism, and some support – 
Italy,” New York Times, 17 September 2002; “Polen: Verständnis 
für US-Militärschlag,” tagesschau.de, 24 September 2002. 

126 Even though both nations had endorsed serious consequences for 
Iraq for weapons violations in Security Council Resolution 1441.  

127 Angela Merkel introduced a plan to reshape, reformulate, and 
refocus German foreign policy, which needed to be based on six 
foreign policy issues of central importance to German foreign 
policy (speech in the German parliament, 3 April 2003; available 
at www.cdu.de). Wolfgang Schäuble, a foreign policy expert of 
the Christian Democrats, expressed his sense that a confronta-
tional course against the U.S.—together with France, or led by 



Michaela C. Hertkorn 

 

76 

 
France—was not in the German national interest (presentation at 
the Konrad Adenauer Foundation, Paris, 7 April 2003), available 
at www.kas.de.  

128 Was it not the 1968 generation in the Federal Republic of Ger-
many that had confronted their parents with the question, “Where 
were you during Hitler’s regime? Did you support or oppose Nazi 
tyranny?” At the beginning of the twenty-first century, this gen-
eration of former rebels against (untested) authority (arguably of 
dictators) missed a chance to demonstrate that they had learned 
the lessons of history and meant what they said, by applying it to 
real life. Helga Haftendorn, an expert on German foreign policy, 
expressed her distress about the anti-Americanism displayed by 
the Schröder government. She gave some credit to Joschka 
Fischer (Presentation at the German General Consulate, New 
York, 8 April 2003). See “The many faces of Joschka Fischer,” 
BBC News Online, 8 April 2003: [Fischer is] “the most deter-
mined opponent of the Anglo-American project—before Jacques 
Chirac.” 

129 Robert C. Orr, Winning the Peace; James Dobbins, et al., Amer-
ica’s Role in Nation-Building, 3 ff. 

130 Presentation by NATO Secretary-General Lord Robertson at the 
20th Manfred-Wörner-Seminar for German-American-Under-
standing, Brussels, 7 May 2002. 

131 The National Security Strategy of the United States of America, 
September 2002; available at www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/nss.html. 

132 Secretary Rumsfeld, while en route to a meeting of NATO 
ambassadors in Poland on 22 September 2002, outlined several 
initiatives for NATO. First, the Alliance should work at improv-
ing the capabilities that the NATO countries had already agreed 
on. Second, a NATO response force needed to be developed. 
NATO’s mixed capabilities needed to get together so that in the 
event of a problem, in or out of the NATO area, NATO would 
have a responsive capability that was real and functioned to-
gether. This was a good way to assure NATO’s continued rele-
vance. The third issue involved NATO’s command structure and 
headquarters. While the U.S. proposition for a NATO response 



Notes 

 

77

 
force was initially welcomed by Spain and Italy, German Defense 
Minister Struck announced that he needed to examine the initia-
tive carefully, with France highlighting the need for correspond-
ing UN resolutions. See Michaela Hertkorn, “German–U.S. 
Relations from Pre-Bush to post-9/11-Bush,” International 
Journal for Politics and Ethics 2, no. 4 (2002), 327 – 356. 

133 Serge Schmemann, “A speech recalls Europe’s ghosts,” New York 
Times, 23 November 2002. 

134 While NATO has overcome previous transatlantic crises and ten-
sions, this blockage arguably set a new precedent: never before 
had a NATO member been denied help by its partners and allies 
when help was specifically requested. For literature on this “near 
death” of the Alliance, see for example: Elizabeth Pond, Friendly 
Fire; Philip H. Gordon and Jeremy Shapiro, Allies at War; 
Stephen F. Szabo, Parting Ways; Christina V. Balis and Simon 
Serfaty, eds., Visions of America and Europe; Jean-Marie Colom-
bani and Walter Wells, Dangerous De-Liaisons. With regard to 
Turkish EU membership, see: “Turkey Turns on the Economic 
Charm,” BBC News, 14 December 2004; “Athens and Ankara 
Strengthen Ties,” BBC News, 16 December 2004; “Turkey’s US 
Embrace,” BBC News, 14 December 2004. 

135 “Kein Irak-Einsatz des Dänish-Deutsch-Polnischen Korps,” 28 
May 2003, available at www.bmvg.de/sicherheit/030509_ 
multinationales_korps.php (web page of the German Defense 
Ministry). 

136 Tom Donnelly, “Rethinking NATO,” NATO Review (Summer 
2003); available at http://www.nato.int/docu/review/2003/issue2/ 
english/art2.html. 

137 Time, Special Edition, 31 March 2003. 
138 See Michaela C. Hertkorn, “The Impact of September 11th on 

ESDP and Coercive Prevention,” Seton Hall Journal of Diplo-
macy and International Relations 4, no. 1 (Winter/ Spring 2003): 
83–114. 


	Content
	About the Author
	Disclaimer
	Introduction
	NATO Transformation, ESDP, Soft- and Hard-power
	Disagreements after the War in Iraq
	Peace- and Nation-building after September 11
	Methodology
	German-U.S. Relations, NATO Transformation and Nation-building
	German-U.S. Relations in the post-9/11 Bush Era
	Conclusions
	Notes

