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Abstract: The European Union has not been working
with the United States as a partner, but against the U.S. as
a global counterbalance. One of the main features of the
EU’s counter-strategy is its advancement of a non-NATO
defense identity, the Common Security and Defense Policy
(CSDP). The CSDP is not strengthening the transatlantic
alliance, instead shifting resources from NATO to the EU,
making it a rival military system. However, the Obama
Administration continues to praise this and other integra-
tionist policies as alliance-builders and historic milestones.
While anti-NATO developments on the part of the EU are
certainly milestones, they do not foster greater stability or
security. Heritage Foundation European affairs and trans-
atlantic security expert Sally McNamara explains how the
Administration’s current EU policy undercuts U.S. inter-
ests—and how it can change course.

Since the introduction of the European Union’s
Lisbon Treaty on December 1, 2009, the Obama
Administration has proclaimed the value of the
treaty—which significantly advanced the EU’s Com-
mon Security and Defense Policy as a defense alliance
separate from NATO—for the transatlantic relation-
ship. President Barack Obama welcomed the treaty’s
ratification, stating, “I believe that a strengthened and
renewed EU will be an even better transatlantic part-
ner with the United States.”1 U.S. Secretary of State
Hillary Clinton went further, describing the Lisbon
Treaty as “a major milestone in our world’s history.”2

In November 2010, the Obama Administration
agreed to a new Strategic Concept for NATO, which
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• Europe has not been a policy priority for Presi-
dent Obama. To the extent that Europe has fea-
tured on his Administration’s agenda, the
President has supported further EU integration. 

• The Lisbon Treaty has significantly advanced
the Common Security and Defense Policy as
an independent defense alliance, separate
from NATO.

• Rather than strengthening the transatlantic alli-
ance, the EU’s defense policies have resulted in
what former U.S. Secretary of State Madeleine
Albright warned as “the three D’s”—duplica-
tion, decoupling, and discrimination.

• The purpose behind the EU’s drive for a sep-
arate defense identity is not a military one,
but one of restraining American action on
the world stage. Therefore greater European
defense resources have not been, and will
not be, realized through the EU. 

• The EU is pursuing the “multilateralisation of
multipolarity” in order to refashion the inter-
national system into a highly regulated system
where U.S. power is constrained. 
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upgraded the EU to a “strategic partner” of the alli-
ance without restating the primacy of NATO in
Europe’s security architecture.12

Former British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher
described a separate EU defense identity as “at best
an alternative and at worst a rival military structure
and armed forces [to NATO].”3 Rather than
strengthening the transatlantic alliance, the EU’s
defense policies have resulted in what former U.S.
Secretary of State Madeleine Albright warned as
“the three D’s”—the duplication of NATO’s role and
structures, the delinking of the NATO and EU alli-
ances, and discrimination against non-EU members
of NATO.4

 In today’s age of fiscal austerity, the division of
defense resources between the EU and NATO repre-
sents a considerable challenge to the future of the
transatlantic alliance.

The EU has also found itself at odds with U.S.
interests on a number of strategic issues. EU High
Representative Catherine Ashton’s drive to lift Brus-
sels’s arms embargo on China, in contravention of
strong American objections, is but one example of
the growing transatlantic divide on important secu-
rity questions. The Lisbon Treaty has given the EU
greater latitude to pursue its wider objective of
refashioning the international system into a highly
regulated, multilateral system where U.S. actions
can be constrained. The “multilateralisation of mul-
tipolarity” approach that Brussels is pursuing dam-
ages America’s bilateral relationships with critical
European allies, undermines Washington’s leader-
ship of the international system, and threatens U.S.
sovereignty.5

The Obama Administration’s 
Europe Policy

Europe is not a priority for President Obama. As
the first self-identified “Pacific president,” President
Obama has often been ambivalent to America’s
strongest allies in Europe. His indifference to the
Anglo-American Special Relationship has been
especially marked. Beginning with an uncomfort-
able gift exchange with then-British Prime Minister
Gordon Brown—where President Obama was pre-
sented with an ornamental pen holder carved from
the timbers of the HMS Gannet, only to hand over a
box-set of 25 DVDs—the Obama Administration
compounded the diplomatic faux pas when a senior
State Department protocol official stated to a Sunday
Telegraph reporter: “There’s nothing special about
Britain. You’re just the same as the other 190 coun-
tries in the world. You shouldn’t expect special
treatment.”6 President Obama also refused five
requests to meet with Prime Minister Brown on the

fringes of the U.N. meeting in New York in Septem-
ber 2009. And in January 2011, President Obama
declared that France, not Britain, is the United
States’ most important ally.7 President Obama has
also neglected America’s previously strong ties with
Central and Eastern European nations in favor of
“resetting” relations with Russia, cancelling the
Third Site missile defense installations in Poland
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The division of defense resources between the 
EU and NATO represents a considerable challenge 
to the future of the transatlantic alliance.
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and the Czech Republic without any prior consulta-
tion with Warsaw and Prague.8

President Obama has also proved willing to let
the EU advance defense arrangements indepen-
dently of NATO. He is understandably frustrated by
Brussels’s frequent summitry—even going as far as
cancelling his attendance at the EU–U.S. biannual
summit in Madrid in May 2010. However, U.S.
interests in Europe are far too important to lose
focus. President Obama must be more sensitive to
new EU-led assaults on U.S. bilateral relations and
to the EU’s unpicking of the foundations of the
transatlantic relationship.

Obama’s EU Policy. To the extent that Europe
has featured on his Administration’s agenda, Presi-
dent Obama has supported further European inte-
gration. This position matches his instinctive
support for multilateralism as well as his gratitude
for European support before his election. His pre-
election speech in Berlin in July 2008 provided
then-Senator Obama with an international platform
to establish his fledgling foreign policy credentials.
President Obama’s election was certainly warmly
greeted in Brussels. European Commission Presi-
dent José Manuel Barroso declared that “This is a
turning point for the United States. It may also be a
turning point for the world.” He continued,
“Together we must stand up for a new multilateral-
ism that can benefit the whole world.”9

This warm welcome translated into quid pro quo
support for the Lisbon Treaty. In October 2009, Sec-
retary Clinton raised the concern with then-Shadow

Foreign Secretary William Hague that the Conserva-
tive Party might undo the Lisbon Treaty, were a new
British government to hold a referendum on it.10 In
January 2011, U.S. Ambassador to the U.K. Louis
Susman also told a meeting of European Parliamen-
tarians from the U.K., “Let’s be clear: all key issues
must run through Europe.”11 Publicly recognizing
the EU as a global foreign and security policy player
has been a consistent message of the Obama
Administration. Speaking prior to the U.S.–EU
summit in Lisbon in November, Assistant Secretary
of State for European and Eurasian Affairs Philip
Gordon stated that

The U.S.–EU summit…will be the first since
the EU strengthened itself via the Lisbon
treaty. Leaders will talk about a range of
issues, focused mainly in three categories.
The world economy, and the U.S.–EU eco-
nomic partnership remains one of the most
important to the world and certainly impor-
tant to the United States.…Security, includ-
ing the critical question of counterterrorism
cooperation and the threat we mutually face
from terrorism. And then finally, global
issues in foreign policy. We obviously work
very closely with the EU on a lot of major
foreign policy challenges, including Iran, the
Middle East, and Afghanistan.”12

The Lisbon Treaty
Assistant Secretary Gordon is correct that the Lis-

bon Treaty gives greater institutional and bureau-
cratic muscle to the EU in foreign and defense

7. “President Obama News Conference with French President Sarkozy,” C-SPAN, January 10, 2011, at http://www.c-span.org/
Events/President-Obama-meets-with-French-President/10737418775-1/ (February 10, 2011).

8. Nile Gardiner and Sally McNamara, “President Obama Must Not Surrender to Russia on Missile Defense,” Heritage 
Foundation WebMemo No. 2603, September 3, 2009, at http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/09/President-Obama-
Must-Not-Surrender-to-Russia-on-Missile-Defense.

9. Bruno Waterfield, “European Union: Barack Obama ‘Will Bring New Era of International Co-operation,’” The Telegraph, 
November 5, 2008, at http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/northamerica/usa/barackobama/3385456/European-Union-
Barack-Obama-will-bring-new-era-of-international-co-operation.html (February 10, 2011).

10. Tom Baldwin, Tim Reid, and Sam Coates, “Obama Administration Worried About Cameron Effect in Europe,” The Sunday 
Times, October 21, 2009, at http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/politics/article6883075.ece (February 10, 2011).

11. Martin Banks, “UK Urged to Rule Out Any Chance of Leaving EU,” The Parliament, January 26, 2011, at 
http://www.theparliament.com/latest-news/article/newsarticle/uk-urged-to-rule-out-any-chance-of-leaving-eu/ (February 10, 2011). 

12. Assistant Secretary Philip H. Gordon, “U.S.–Europe Relations and Upcoming Summits,” U.S. Department of State, 
November 17, 2010, at http://fpc.state.gov/151050.htm (February 10, 2011).
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policy. In fact, the supranationalization of defense
policy took its greatest leap forward to date with the
passage of the Lisbon Treaty. Lisbon formally abol-
ished the pillar structure created by the Maastricht
Treaty which had legally separated policy compe-
tences into spheres of supranational, intergovern-
mental, and shared competencies. Henceforth, the
theoretical distinction between the member states
and the European Commission’s control of this
policy area is no more, and the Obama Administra-
tion can expect to see Brussels leading the policy
charge in important areas such as counterterrorism
and defense. But rather than simplifying the EU’s
foreign policymaking processes, the Lisbon Treaty
has added further layers to an already over-
crowded bureaucracy.

Although the Lisbon Treaty claimed that it would
create a “one-stop EU foreign policy shop” that
America could call “to speak to Europe,” there are
now more, not fewer, actors involved in making EU
foreign policy. The EU’s new High Representative of
the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy,
Britain’s Lady Catherine Ashton, theoretically heads
EU foreign policymaking, but responsibility for key
policies such as humanitarian aid, enlargement, and
development remain awkwardly divided between
the EU diplomatic service and the European Com-
mission. As evidenced in the aftermath of the dev-
astating January 2010 earthquake in Haiti, the EU
could not decide whether Lady Ashton or then-
Development Commissioner Karel De Gucht
should take the lead. Deep internal divisions were
exposed when Lady Ashton declared that a visit to
Haiti would smack of “disaster tourism,” only to see
Commissioner De Gucht arrive in Port-au-Prince
days later.13

The EU Diplomatic Service. Under the provi-
sions of the Lisbon Treaty, Lady Ashton will preside
over a new EU diplomatic service. The European
External Action Service (EEAS) will number up to

7,000 personnel located in 136 international dele-
gations when it becomes fully operational. Begin-
ning formal operations on December 1, 2010, the
EEAS appointed its first ambassadors to Afghani-
stan, China, Georgia, Pakistan, South Africa, and
South Korea, among other nations, with Germany

receiving the prized nomination to Beijing. EU
Ambassador to China Markus Ederer’s salary will be
taken from the EEAS’s €475.8 million ($634 mil-
lion) budget for 2011. When it becomes fully oper-
ational, the EEAS will command a €3 billion ($4.1
billion) annual budget.14

Lady Ashton would not allow her ambassadorial
nominees to be publicly quizzed by the European
Parliament prior to their appointments. Her spokes-
man stated that “These hearings need to take place
in camera [in private], that has been accepted by the
European parliament.”15 This lack of transparency
prevented elected members from putting the highly
paid officials on record, especially on critical issues
such as the High Representative’s recent drive to lift
the EU’s arms embargo on China.

When the issue of lifting the embargo was raised
at a summit of EU leaders in Brussels in December,
they failed to reach agreement, but Lady Ashton is
working closely with France and Spain to take the
issue forward this year. She has described the
embargo as “a major impediment” to intensifying
relations between Brussels and Beijing, and with a
high-ranking ambassador working under her direc-
tion in Beijing, there is considerable scope for Ash-
ton to advance her agenda.16 It is difficult to see
how Ambassador Ederer will reconcile member
states’ opposition to lifting the arms embargo to

13. Vanessa Mock, “French ‘Sexism’ Blamed for Attacks on Baroness Ashton,” The Independent, February 16, 2010, at 
http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/europe/french-sexism-blamed-for-attacks-on-baroness-ashton-1900548.html 
(February 10, 2011).

14. “Q&A: EU External Action Service,” BBC, December 7, 2010, at http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-11941411 
(February 10, 2011).

15. “EU’s Ashton Refuses US-style Hearings for Ambassadors,” EUBusiness, October 5, 2010, at http://www.eubusiness.com/
news-eu/diplomacy-us-japan.6fc/ (February 10, 2011).
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Rather than simplifying EU foreign policy-
making, the Lisbon Treaty has added further 
layers to an already overcrowded bureaucracy.
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Lady Ashton’s encouragement to openly push for it.
This type of inherent competition between EEAS
diplomats and national diplomatic services was
revealed when EU Ambassador to the U.S. João Vale
de Almeida answered a journalist’s question of who
Washington should telephone if it wants to speak to
Europe, stating: “In this area code, you call me.”17

Lifting the EU’s 1989 arms embargo on China
would significantly damage the transatlantic rela-
tionship, and President Obama should convey to
Brussels that America’s regional security concerns
are grave. As Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
Admiral Michael Mullen recently observed: “Many
of these capabilities seem to be focused very specif-
ically on the United States.”18 Lifting the embargo
would also represent a contravention of several ele-
ments of the EU’s Code of Conduct on Arms
Exports, not least of all the commitment to “prevent
the export of equipment which might be used for
internal repression or international aggression, or
contribute to regional instability” and to take into
account the risks posed to friends, allies, or other
member states from arms sales.19

The EU: Security Partner or 
Competitor to the U.S.?

The question remains whether the Lisbon Treaty
has made the EU a more useful partner for transat-
lantic security, or whether Brussels is actively seek-
ing to balance against American interests. European
defense spending has not increased since the intro-

duction of the European Security and Defense Pol-
icy in 1999. Average European defense spending
has, in fact, decreased and rather than advancing
President Obama’s priorities in Afghanistan, the
Middle East, and elsewhere, an autonomous EU
defense policy will continue to duplicate NATO’s
roles, resources, and structures; decouple the NATO
and EU alliances; and discriminate against non-EU
members of NATO.

Duplication and Decoupling. Successive Admin-
istrations have warned of what former Secretary of
State Colin Powell referred to as “independent E.U.
structures that duplicate existing NATO capabili-
ties.”20 The question of duplication is especially
important to the United States because of the long
debate over inequitable burden-sharing within
NATO. Just three (France, Greece, and the U.K.) of
the EU’s 21 NATO members currently spend the
alliance’s benchmark of 2 percent of gross domestic
product (GDP) on defense.21 According to the Inter-
national Institute for Strategic Studies, just 2.7 per-
cent of Europe’s two million military personnel were
capable of overseas deployment in 2008.22 Presi-
dent Obama should be concerned that the declining
defense budgets of most major European countries
in today’s age of austerity means that valuable
resources will merely be diverted from NATO to the
EU’s Common Security and Defense Policy (CSDP).23

Nowhere has the question of duplication been
more fraught than over the question of an EU mili-
tary headquarters, which then-U.S. Ambassador to

16. Sally McNamara and Walter Lohman, “EU’s Arms Embargo on China: David Cameron Must Continue to Back the Ban,” 
Heritage Foundation WebMemo No. 3097, January 18, 2011, at http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2011/01/
EUs-Arms-Embargo-on-China-David-Cameron-Must-Continue-to-Back-the-Ban.

17. Andrew Rettman, “EU Envoy to US Flaunts New Powers,” EUObserver, August 11, 2010, at http://euobserver.com/9/30607 
(February 10, 2011).

18. “New Chinese Arms Aimed at US: Military Chief,” Defence Talk, January 13, 2011, at http://www.defencetalk.com/
new-chinese-arms-aimed-at-us-military-chief-31320/ (February 10, 2011).

19. “EU Code of Conduct on Arms Exports,” Arms Control Today, May 1998, at http://www.armscontrol.org/act/1998_05/eucd98 
(February 10, 2011).

20. “Bush Reaffirms Warning Against Undermining NATO,” Agence France-Presse, December 4, 2003, at 
http://www.spacewar.com/2003/031204173414.cstx6kk5.html (February 10, 2011).

21. Press release, “Financial and Economic Data Relating to NATO Defence,” North Atlantic Treaty Organization, June 10, 
2010, at http://www.nato.int/nato_static/assets/pdf/pdf_2010_06/20100610_PR_CP_2010_078.pdf (February 10, 2011).

22. Press statement, “European Military Capabilities: Building Armed Forces for Modern Operations,” International Institute 
for Strategic Studies, July 9, 2008, at http://www.iiss.org/publications/strategic-dossiers/european-military-capabilities/
press-statement (February 10, 2011).
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NATO Nicholas Burns described as “the greatest
threat to the future of the Alliance.”24 In January
2007 the EU formally opened a part-time civilian-
military Operations Center (OpCen) in Brussels.25

France continues to push for OpCen to be
upgraded to a full-time EU planning and command
capability,26 and has recently secured the critical
support of Lady Ashton, who had previously
opposed the idea.27 OpCen is a major step in
delinking NATO and the EU and represents a
desire by Brussels to permanently decouple the two
alliances. Former German Chancellor Gerhard
Schroeder’s declaration at the 2005 Munich Security
Conference that NATO “is no longer the primary
venue where transatlantic partners discuss and
coordinate strategies” reinforces the proposition
that the CSDP will come at the expense of the trans-
atlantic alliance.28

Europe should increase its force projection and
military capabilities, and especially its capacity for
long-term overseas deployments. The CSDP has not

resulted in greater defense resources or more
troops, however. Rather, it has allowed EU member
states to further reduce defense spending on the
grounds that pooled resources will go further. Pres-
ident Obama’s frustration that European nations
were not more forthcoming to support his surge
strategy in Afghanistan will become the norm rather
than the exception if the EU continues to divert
resources from NATO to the EU. Whether it is a
separate EU military headquarters or an EU stand-
ing army, no additional European resources are
available for the CSDP. Brussels’s elites remain long
on ambition and short on resources.

In terms of creating an EU army—which Ger-
many’s foreign minister, Guido Westerwelle, called
for at the annual Munich Security Conference in
2010—Europe remains desperately short of highly
trained expeditionary forces.29 Contrasting the
training of European troops with that of U.S. troops
reveals that only Britain and France have compara-
bly trained troops capable of large-scale expedition-
ary operations.30 Creating a duplicate standing EU
army would result in three potential scenarios, none
of which benefit the transatlantic alliance. First,
troops already committed to NATO will simply be
counted twice and EU military planners would have

23. Under the Treaty of Lisbon (passed in 2007, ratified in 2009), the European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP) was 
renamed the Common Security and Defense Policy (CSDP).

24. “EU Military Plans Under Scrutiny,” BBC, October 21, 2003, at http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/europe/3210246.stm 
(February 10, 2011).

25. Press release, “The EU Operations Centre,” EU Council Secretariat, at http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/
070228-EU_OpsCentre.pdf (February 10, 2011).

26. The “French White Paper on Defence and National Security” states: “The EU must have an independent European 
standing strategic planning capability. The growing number of EU interventions abroad also requires more military 
operational planning and command capability.” “French White Paper on Defence and National Security,” Council 
on Foreign Relations, June 2008, Chapter 7, at http://www.cfr.org/publication/16615/french_white_paper_on_defence_
and_national_security.html (February 10, 2011).

27. Bruno Waterfield, “Baroness Ashton Drops Opposition to Euro-Army Headquarters,” The Telegraph, March 10, 2010, 
at http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/europe/eu/7415352/Baroness-Ashton-drops-opposition-to-Euro-army-
headquarters.html (February 10, 2011).

28. Gerhard Schroeder, “Speech on the 41th [sic] Munich Conference on Security Policy,” Munich Conference 
on Security Policy, February 12, 2005, at http://www.druckversion.studien-von-zeitfragen.net/
Speech%20Ch%20Schroeder%2041th%20Munich%20Conference.pdf (February 10, 2011). 

29. Honor Mahony, “Germany Speaks Out in Favour of European Army,” EUObserver, February 8, 2010, at 
http://euobserver.com/9/29426 (February 10, 2011).

30. Jolyon Howorth, Security and Defence Policy in the European Union (Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007), 
and The Military Balance 2010, The International Institute for Strategic Studies (London: Routledge, 2010).
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Europe remains desperately short of highly 
trained expeditionary forces.
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to silently accept that the resources are unlikely to
be there if called upon. Second, the EU could
demand that member states put national troops on
stand-by for EU-only missions, effectively creating a
standing European army. Or third, in a worst-case
scenario, troops will be withdrawn from existing
NATO missions to fulfill separate EU missions at the
direction of Brussels’s military authorities.

Discrimination. Discriminating against non-EU
members of NATO has long been a concern for
Washington. Before the birth of the ESDP in 1999,
Turkey was an Associate Member of the Western
European Union (WEU), which provided a crucial
security link between Ankara and Europe. However,
when the EU assumed the WEU’s Petersburg tasks in
1997, Ankara was pushed firmly to the outside of
European defense. Ever since, NATO–EU coopera-
tion has been log-jammed, and accusations of dis-
crimination against Turkey have grown stronger.31

Turkey has been a NATO member since 1952,
and it has been one of Washington’s most critical
allies in the region. It is situated at the pivotal gate-
way between Europe, Russia, and the Middle East,
but legitimate questions are now being asked about
Turkey’s commitment to the West. Turkish and U.S.
interests in the Balkans, Central Asia, the Caucasus,
the Middle East, and the Persian Gulf have recently
diverged, and on its current trajectory, Turkey’s tra-
ditional strategic relationship with the West could
devolve into a looser affiliation while Turkey enters
into a closer alliance with Iran and other Middle
Eastern powers hostile to U.S. leadership.32

U.S. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates recently
stated that Turkey’s strategic drift away from the
West is due in part to the European Union’s reluc-
tance to grant Turkey full membership.33 Certainly

the EU is not negotiating in good faith, and the EU’s
contrived negotiating position has provided Tur-
key’s Justice and Development Party (AKP) with an
opportunity to pursue an agenda that better reflects
its leaders’ foreign policy and ideological prefer-
ences. Prime Minister Recep Erdogan and Foreign
Minister Ahmet Davutoglu are using the failing
accession process as cover for Ankara’s deepening
partnerships with regional actors that are hostile to
the West.

NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmus-
sen recently criticized the EU for its “unfair” treat-
ment of Turkey, citing its exclusion from the
European Defense Agency as an example of
Europe’s hostility toward Ankara.34 The U.S., in
concert with its European allies, needs to address
the serious differences that are emerging between
the West and Turkey. Turkey’s involvement in Euro-
pean security arrangements makes sense on a polit-
ical and military level as long as the West can have
full confidence that Ankara shares its commitment
to stopping Iran’s nuclear program, winning in
Afghanistan, and ensuring stability on Europe’s bor-
ders. The EU should start exploring Turkey’s mem-
bership of the European Defense Agency, provided
that Turkey demonstrates its commitment to the
West’s overall goals of global stability.

The EU and the U.S.: 
Diverging Strategically

It is impossible to imagine Europe’s post-war
prosperity in the absence of America’s security guar-
antees. In many ways, the U.S. is the institutional
architect of modern Europe, and successive U.S.
Administrations have supported further European
integration as an expression of the policy “a Europe
whole, free and at peace.”35 Washington has failed

31. Secretary Gates recently stated that Turkey’s strategic drift away from the West is due in part to the European Union’s 
reluctance to grant Turkey full membership in the organization. “US Defence Secretary Gates Blames EU for Turkey ‘Drift,’” 
BBC, June 9, 2010, at http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/world/europe/10275379.stm (February 10, 2011).

32. Sally McNamara, Ariel Cohen, and James Phillips, “Countering Turkey’s Strategic Drift,” Heritage Foundation 
Backgrounder No. 2442, July 26, 2010, at http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/07/countering-turkey-s-strategic-drift.

33. “US Defence Secretary Gates Blames EU for Turkey ‘Drift.’”

34. “NATO Chief Slams EU over ‘Unfair’ Turkish Treatment,” Hurriyet Daily News and Economic Review (Istanbul), July 7, 2010, 
at http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/n.php?n=nato-chief-slams-eu-over-unfair-turkish-treatment-2010-07-07 (February 10, 2011).

35. U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton described the passage of the Lisbon Treaty as “a major milestone in our world’s 
history.” “Remarks with EU High Representative for Foreign Policy Catherine Ashton After Their Meeting.”



No. 2521

page 8

February 16, 2011

to realize that strategic divergences have opened
between it and Brussels.36

The European Security Strategy. Brussels is not
seeking to become a military superpower. Rather, it
is seeking to become what EU analyst John McCor-
mick describes as a “civilian superpower,” based on
Immanuel Kant’s vision of an international rules-
based global order.37 The EU has been at the fore-
front of supporting global initiatives, such as the
Kyoto Protocol, the International Criminal Court,
the United Nations Convention on the Law of the
Sea, and other global treaties in order to realize this
multilateralist vision. Under the Lisbon Treaty, the
EU now has an official legal personality that can
sign international treaties in its own right, and in
December 2010, the EU formally became a party to
the U.N.’s Convention on the Rights of Persons with
Disabilities.38 The EU’s own think tank, the Insti-
tute for Security Studies, argues that Brussels should
continue to pursue this “multilateralisation of mul-
tipolarity” approach in order for Brussels to become
a major actor in global affairs and sit alongside the
United States as an equal player.39

The EU codified its grand strategic vision for
security in its 2003 European Security Strategy, “A
Secure Europe in a Better World.”40 The European
Security Strategy calls for “an international order
based on effective multilateralism,” and for the
strengthening of the U.N. as the ultimate arbiter of
international law.41 Speaking in New York in 2005,

External Relations Commissioner Benita Ferrero-
Waldner argued that security and prosperity are, in
fact, dependent on an effective multilateral sys-
tem.42 Europe does not possess the traditional mil-
itary tools to challenge the United States—but
neither does it want to. For the European Union,
security is not a question of soldiers, sailors, guns,
and tanks; for Europe, real security is about the cre-
ation of a system where decisions are made multilat-
erally and where no single power can dominate
militarily or politically.

Therefore it is wrong to assume that a separate
EU defense policy will ever result in additional
resources or a greater contribution to global stabil-
ity. The purpose behind the project is not a military
one, but one of restraining American action on the
world stage. The EU repudiates the principle of pre-
emption that President Bush outlined in the 2002
U.S. National Security Strategy.43 Supporters of fur-
ther European centralization argue that too much
military power has in fact made the U.S. less
secure—that Washington’s use of military force has
increased anti-Americanism in the world, for exam-
ple.44 Or, as U.S. commentator Robert Kagan sim-
ply puts it, Europeans are from (pacifist) Venus
while Americans are from (military) Mars.45

Whether it is by choice or because of its inherent
weaknesses, the EU is not trying to compete with
America in military terms; rather, it is trying to con-
strain U.S. power by balancing it within the interna-
tional system.

36. Frédéric Méranda et al., “What do ESDP Actors Want? An Exploratory Analysis,” European Security, Vol. 18, No. 3 
(June 28, 2010), pp. 327–344.

37. John McCormick, The European Superpower (Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007).

38. “EU Ratifies UN Convention on Disability Rights,” Europa, January 5, 2011, at http://europa.eu/rapid/
pressReleasesAction.do?reference=IP/11/4 (February 14, 2011).

39. Alvaro de Vasconcelos, “After Lisbon: The States of the Union.”

40. “A Secure Europe in a Better World,” European Security Strategy, Brussels, December 12, 2003, at http://www.iss.europa.eu/
uploads/media/solanae.pdf (February 10, 2011).

41. Ibid.

42. Benita Ferrero-Waldner, “Old World, New Order: Europe’s Place in the International Architecture of the 21st Century,” 
European Union Studies Center, City University of New York, September 15, 2005.

43. “The National Security Strategy,” The White House, September 2002, at http://georgewbush-whitehouse.archives.gov/nsc/nss/2002 
(February 10, 2011).

44. McCormick, The European Superpower, pp. 59–83.
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What the Administration 
and Congress Should Do

To ensure the security of the United States and
its allies:

• The Obama Administration should maintain
strong bilateral relations with EU states’ indi-
vidual embassies in Washington and abroad.
Secretary Clinton must ensure that America’s
long-standing diplomatic relationships are not
undermined by separate EU delegations.

• The U.S. government must defend America’s
sovereignty against EU attempts to reshape
the international system and counterbalance
U.S. interests. The Obama Administration must
not cede authority over America’s security or for-
eign policies by embracing the EU’s “multilater-
alisation of multipolarity” approach. It must
actively resist treaties that contravene U.S. sover-
eignty, including the Convention on the Elimi-
nation of All Forms of Discrimination Against
Women; the Convention on the Prohibition of
the Use, Stockpiling, Production and Transfer of
Anti-Personnel Mines and on Their Destruction
(also known as the Ottawa Convention); the Law
of the Sea Treaty; and the Rome Statute of the
International Criminal Court.46

• The Obama Administration and Congress
should oppose Lady Ashton’s initiative to lift
the arms embargo on China. President Obama,
Secretary Clinton, and the new chairman of the
U.S. House Foreign Affairs Committee, Ileana
Ros-Lehtinen (R–FL), should make clear that lift-
ing the embargo would fundamentally weaken
the transatlantic alliance. 

• Congressional oversight of the executive
branch on foreign and national security policy
should include an analysis of the Lisbon
Treaty’s new security and defense provisions.

A root-and-branch analysis of the EU’s post-Lis-
bon Treaty foreign and security policies should
be conducted, specifically stating how it affects
U.S. interests. 

• The Obama Administration should oppose the
upgrading of OpCen to a full-time indepen-
dent military headquarters in Brussels. Under
the terms of the Berlin-Plus Agreement, President
Obama and Ambassador Ivo Daalder (U.S. Per-
manent Representative on the Council of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization) must hold
Brussels to the terms of Berlin-Plus, specifically
the “coherent, transparent and mutually reinforc-
ing development of the military capability require-
ments common to the two organizations.”47

• The U.S. Secretary of Defense must clearly
state that any separate EU military force may
not undercut members’ commitments to
NATO operations. Specifically, the U.S. should
back its traditional allies, including the U.K., in
opposing the creation of a standing European
army. The Administration should further make
clear that Permanent Structured Cooperation in
Defense  must represent additional capabilities
for transatlantic security and should not under-
cut NATO’s transformational initiatives.

Conclusion
At the NATO summit in Lisbon in November

2010, the Obama Administration missed a valuable
opportunity to restate NATO’s primacy in the trans-
atlantic security architecture.48 Incrementally, the
EU is balancing U.S. power by creating a new inter-
national order whereby a highly integrated Euro-
pean Union sits alongside the United States and
speaks on behalf of its 27 members, especially on
matters of force. As Margaret Thatcher observed in
2002, “far from serving to strengthen the European
contribution to NATO, the EU countries under

46. Steven Groves, “Five Controversial Treaties to Be Wary of in 2011,” Heritage Foundation WebMemo No. 3069, December 
1, 2010, at http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/12/Five-Controversial-Treaties-to-Be-Wary-of-in-2011.

47. North Atlantic Treaty Organization, “NATO–EU: A Strategic Partnership,” at http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_49217.htm 
(February 10, 2011).

48. NATO, “Strategic Concept for the Defence and Security of the Members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization: Active 
Engagement, Modern Defence,” Item 32, November 19, 2010, at http://www.nato.int/lisbon2010/strategic-concept-2010-eng.pdf 
(February 10, 2011).
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French inspiration have deliberately embarked upon
the creation of, at best, an alternative and, at worst, a
rival military structure and armed forces.”49

As the EU appropriates greater competency over
member states’ foreign and security policies, the
U.S. can expect to see further duplication of NATO’s
roles; greater decoupling of the two alliances; and
the continued discrimination against non-EU NATO
members. It will not be possible to reconcile the
strategic divergences that are emerging between the
EU and America. Although America has a long tra-
dition of shared values and deep political connec-
tions with individual European nations, the EU is
not Europe. The European Union is a very different
model to the nation state, and its goals remain sep-

arate from its individual members. Unelected
bureaucrats want to create a new multilateral order
and constrain American behavior through complex
treaties and by restricting decisions on the use of
force to the United Nations. The deepest irony in
this debate is that the only reason Brussels finds
itself in a position to frustrate U.S. objectives is
because it continues to enjoy the hard power pro-
tection of the United States.

—Sally McNamara is Senior Policy Analyst in Euro-
pean Affairs in the Margaret Thatcher Center for Free-
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Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage
Foundation.
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