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Terrorism: Afghanistan and Beyond

September 11 and its impact on American Foreign Policy and the transatlantic relationship

Contributions made by group members:

1. The events of September 11 have revealed that the transatlantic paradigm no longer exists.

2. NATO and Europe are no longer the primary focus of American foreign policy.
3. It would be wrong to pretend that we could return to the original state of the transatlantic relationship. The United States and Europe have worked well together in the post World War II era and in the Cold War, but this type of cooperation needs to be revisited and modified according to new threats and the war on terrorism.

4. September 11 was not the changing point in transatlantic relations, it just unveiled old controversies in foreign policy objectives between the United States and Europe.

5. The differences between the EU and the U.S. are much deeper than simply the gap between military capabilities.

6. American foreign policy over the next ten years will include the following agenda items:

· to stabilize Afghanistan and other failed and instable states;

· to deal with states who own or seek to produce weapons of mass destruction (WMD)

· to take pre-emptive measures in order to prevent rogue states from obtaining and possessing weapons (WMD).

7. It is widely acknowledged that the two sides are drifting apart. We still try to play-down the existing differences when in fact we should consider the following points:

· work on defining the issues that offer opportunity for cooperation, and

· determine what the added value of this cooperation could be.

Threats

Contributions by group members:

1. The term “threat” has never been a useful category in Europe and therefore “threats” have never changed the nature of European foreign policy.

2. The U.S. views threats differently than Europe and thus has changed its foreign policy in order to deal with the new threats. In the U.S. the question is not whether to deal with the threats or not, but rather how to deal with them. 

3. The transatlantic partners are currently discussing the following options:

· Should a multilateral or unilateral framework be explored?
· Should military or economic/diplomatic tools be used?
Shifting coalitions
Contributions by group members:

1. How do long-term alliances such as NATO coalitions, compare to new partnerships?  New partnerships (i.e. with Pakistan) do not have any long-term meaning.

2. The list of countries the U.S. has partnerships with after September 11 clearly reveals that these new partners, countries like Pakistan, the Philippines, Indonesia or Saudi-Arabia, can play a role and influence any potential US action.  

3. Although Europe and NATO haven’t lost all their geopolitical importance, American interest in both has dwindled.

NATO and NATO reform

Contributions by group members:

1. NATO has been reforming. NATO is a defense alliance which suddenly projected power beyond its borders: in Bosnia and in Kosovo; it worked together with the European Union to prevent a new bloodshed in Macedonia, for the first time with the shelter diplomacy of Mr. Solana.

2. Furthermore NATO reformed its command structure.

3. Further steps in the integration of the militaries of the various member states of NATO need to be examined.

The Consequences for NATO of 9-11

1. The events of 9-11 have created a new momentum in World politics and triggered a global debate on threat and threat perceptions. 

2. The greatest danger seems to arise from weapons of mass destruction and the  production of such weapons. The current security instruments and organizations, such as NATO and the UN, have to prepare themselves for this arising problem. This will be their mandate for the near future.

3. What is now important is to have a joint multinational logistic center in order to face the challenges of the future.

NATO still matters

1. NATO still has an important role to play as the institutional basis for creating and maintaining peace in Europe. NATO has also helped to stabilize one of the most unstable parts of Europe, the former Yugoslavia.

2. NATO has just established a new relationship with Russia which is important for Europe’s future. Through NATO, Russia will develop into a democracy. EU enlargement is happening faster, primarily due to the partnership programs in NATO.

3. NATO provides a degree of inter-operability between U.S. and NATO member forces that is useful if we are to ever think about joint military action anywhere in the world.

4. NATO faces new challenges with new member states and has to define its changing mission. If NATO wants to remain relevant it will need to have a global reach. We do not need a new institution created in place of the current one. 

Various strategic situations

1. The discussion should not so much focus on the role of NATO, but rather on the current transatlantic situation: America and the EU are in different strategic situations in a way that they have not been since the Cold War. It is important to now address this growing strategic gap.

2. The Europeans should at least try to increase their capabilities. The development of humanitarian assistance is not enough. 

