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B FrRoOM THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

s the Transatlantic Academy completes its sixth fellowship year and

has developed a substantial network of over sixty former fellows,

we have decided to publish the first of what we plan to be an annual
survey of transatlantic relations drawing on the expertise and analyses of this
impressive group. The Academy brings together scholars, policy analysts,
journalists and practitioners from both sides of the Atlantic to examine
themes central to the transatlantic relationship and to offer perspectives
from both North America and Europe. Past themes have included
immigration, Turkey’s new foreign policy, the shift in global power away
from the West, the competition for natural resources, and the challenges to
the liberal order at home and on the international level. These themes and
others are examined in this publication. We hope the reader will gain not
only a sense of what of significance occurred in the transatlantic world in
2013 but what we should be looking for in 2014.

The past year in transatlantic relations was dominated by the revelations

of Edward Snowden and the damage they have done to Europeans’

trust in the United States. As a number of the commentaries point out,
beyond the basic revelation that America is spying on its closest allies, the
perception that the U.S. government is oblivious to the rights of citizens

in allied countries and seems unconcerned about taking actions to change
the situation has undermined trust and the sense that the Transatlantic
Community is a value-based one. It risks undermining cooperation against
terrorism as it has become clear that the National Security Agency’s activities
could not be linked to counter-terrorism alone, but reflected a distrust of
such key partners as the German Chancellor and representatives of the
European Union. It also carries real economic costs, especially to American
information technology companies and possibly to the big transatlantic
economic project, the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership
(T'TIP). Talk of a separate European “cloud” is a metaphor for a deeper
split and separation. The impact is most significant in Germany, which has
clearly emerged over the past several years as Europe’s indispensable power.

All of this occurred in the context of an announced Pacific pivot by the
U.S., which unsettled many Europeans and followed warnings from leading
Americans that Europe would have to play a larger role in its neighborhood
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and beyond. As NATO looks forward to a post-Afghanistan strategy with
a new leader, the Alliance and the larger transatlantic relationship are now
confronted with the unfolding situation in Ukraine and the questions it
raises for the West’s approach to Vladimir Putin’s Russia.

Beyond Snowden and Russia, the problem of a lack of Western cohesion
and leadership remained a concern. Europe was on hold until the German
national election and its long aftermath. It took three months to form a

new government, but Angela Merkel remained Chancellor. While no major
national elections are on the 2014 agenda, with the exception of Turkey,
critical elections for the European Parliament (EP) are set for May, to be
followed by a new European Commission and EU High Representative for
Foreign Policy, as well as a new NATO Secretary General. The prospect of a
major increase in anti-EU parties in the EP will have important implications
for Europe. Immigration combined with continued slow to no economic
growth is raising serious questions for not only the EU but even more its
member states. Italy has a new government but has not resolved its political
instability and seems likely to remain on the margins of Europe, while
France has a weak President at home and has been marginalized in the

EU but remains an important geopolitical player abroad. The UK. faces

a referendum on the independence of Scotland and remains a marginal
player in the EU. So it comes back to Germany and whether the new Merkel
government will be willing to play a more active leadership role.

Given that the Academy spent a year on Turkey, it is not surprising that it
gets a good deal of attention in this survey. Clearly, 2013 was a turbulent
year in Turkey and reopened a lot of assumptions about that country’s
domestic stability and foreign policy, especially in the Middle East. Turkey
will have three elections in 2014, but it is unclear if they will resolve a serious
political crisis. Turkey has emerged weakened both at home and abroad with
implications for its transatlantic partners, especially the United States.

Energy and natural resource supplies remain a main driver in shaping

the transatlantic future. The combination of the North American energy
revolution, the German Energiewende, and the new questions about
European dependence on Russian gas and oil have fundamentally shaken

up the strategic environment and have made energy a strategic tool. The
development of gas and oil fields in the eastern Mediterranean has also
begun to unblock the stalemate on Cyprus and opened up major possibilities
in that region. Climate and environmental policy is also confronted with
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new challenges regarding renewable energy sources and the climate
implications of shale exploitation and increasing German reliance on
American coal, not to mention the implications for Canada’s relationship
with the U.S., Asia, and Europe.

Finally, global challenges like immigration, development assistance and
democracy promotion are clearly on the agenda. The creation of the
European Endowment for Democracy may a be an important step in
promoting the liberal values of the West while immigration continues to
challenge these values and remains a stalemated area on both sides of the
Atlantic. The world beyond, especially in the Middle East, Africa, and
Asia, remains afflicted with major difficulties — from resource scarcity

to resurgent authoritarianism, from insurgencies to the specter of inter-
state conflict — which pose important challenges for transatlantic policy.
While Europe and North America face major problems of their own, the
transatlantic world still looks good in contrast to these regions and remains
the hub of the global economy. How it handles its ambitious TTIP project
will be one of the big stories to watch in the coming years.

Great thanks to Ted Reinert for editing and pulling this report together.
Thanks as well to Academy interns Konstantinos A. Kanellopoulos and
Leonie Willenbrink for their work on the timeline and the artwork,
respectively, and to Jessica Hirsch for administrative support. Finally,

the Academy would like to thank its partners and other donors for their
continued support. The caliber of the contributors to this report is a
testament to the continuing and building legacy of their confidence, ideas
and encouragement.

Stephen E Szabo
Executive Director
The Transatlantic Academy
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B TIMELINE 2013-2014

— CoMPILED BY KONSTANTINOS A. KANELLOPOULOS

Jan. 1 Jan. 17 Feb. 12 Feb. 22 Mar. 24
Ireland takes EU launches U.S. President Nicos Cyprus strikes
over the rotating training Barack Obama Anastasiades last-minute EU
presidency of operation in Mali announces wins the run-off bailout deal
the Council of launch of presidential
the European negotiations election in
Union with EU for Cyprus

Transatlantic

Trade and

Investment

Partnership

(TTIP)
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Apr. 27

Enrico Letta
forms a coalition
government in
Italy after weeks
of political
deadlock

May 28

Protesters

in Istanbul,
Turkey contest
the urban
development
plan for Gezi
Park

Jun. 11

Luxembourg

PM Jean-Claude
Juncker resigns
over a spy
scandal after 18
years in office

Jun. 17

U.S. and EU
announce

the official
launch of TTIP
negotiations at
the G-8 summit
in Lough Erne,
Northern Ireland

Jun. 19

President
Obama visits
Berlin on

the 50th
Anniversary of

President John F.

Kennedy’s “Ich
bin ein Berliner”
speech

Transatlantic
Academy
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B TIMELINE 201 3—2014 — CONTINUED

Jul. 1 Jul. 1 Jul. 12 Aug. 30 Sep. 4
Croatia joins Lithuania takes U.S. and EU U.K. parliament President
the EU over rotating conclude first rejects military Obama visits
presidency of round of TTIP action in Syria Sweden on the
the Council of negotiations eve of the G-20
the EU in Washington, Summit in St.
D.C. Petersburg
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Sep. 5

39th G20
Summit in St.
Petersburg,
Russia

Sep. 14

U.S. and Russia
reach deal to
destroy Syria’s
chemical arms

Sep. 22

Federal
Elections are
held in Germany,
Chancellor
Angela Merkel’s
CDU receive 41
percent of vote,
but coalition
partners FDP
are knocked out
of Bundestag

Oct. 1

U.S. government
shuts down for
two weeks

Oct. 4

Second

round of TTIP
negotiations

is cancelled
due to the U.S.
government
shutdown
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B TIMELINE 201 3—2014 — CONTINUED

Oct. 18 Oct. 27 Nov. 15 Nov. 19 Nov. 21

EU and Canada Der Spiegel U.S. and EU European Ukraine

sign agreement reports conclude second Parliament rejects signing
in principle on that leaked round of TTIP approves EU’s landmark
Comprehensive documents talks in Brussels long-term Association
Economic and indicate budget (MFF) Agreement
Trade Agreement Chancellor 2014-2020 with EU

(CETA) Merkel’s phone

(among many
others) was
tapped by U.S.
since 2002
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Nov. 22

“Euromaidan”:
a wave of
demonstrations
begin in Ukraine
demanding
closer EU
integration

Nov. 24

Major powers
reach deal with
Iran to freeze its
nuclear program

Nov. 27

Angela Merkel
forms German
“grand coalition
government

”

Dec. 2

Greek
Parliament
approves
construction of
Trans-Adriatic
Pipeline (TAP)

Dec. 15

The EU
suspends talks
with Ukraine
on Association
Agreement
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B TIMELINE 201 3—2014 — CONTINUED

Dec. 20 Dec. 25 Jan. 1 Jan. 1 Jan. 20

U.S. and EU Turkish Latvia joins the Greece takes EU agrees to
conclude corruption Eurozone over rotating launch military
third round of investigation presidency of operation in
TTIP talks in forces three the Council of Central African
Washington, top ministers to the EU Republic (CAR)
D.C. resign
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Feb. 7

2014 Winter
Olympics open
in Sochi, Russia

Feb. 14

Italy’s PM Enrico
Letta resigns

Feb. 20

EU foreign
ministers agree
on sanctions
against
Ukrainian
officials after at
violence in Kiev
leaves at least
26 dead

Feb. 21

Deal brokered
by EU foreign
ministers in
Kiev in effort to
end standoff is
signed after at
least 77 killed
in three days;
President Viktor
Yanukovych
leaves Kiev

Feb. 22

Ukrainian
Parliament
votes to oust
President
Yanukovych;
former PM Yulia
Tymoshenko is
released from
detention

continued »
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Academy
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B TIMELINE 201 3—2014 — CONTINUED

Feb. 22 Feb. 28 Mar. 1 Mar. 4 Mar. 5
Matteo Renzi Ukraine Thousands of U.S. pledges EU offers
sworn in as announces Russian troops $1 billion aid Ukraine $15
Italy’s new PM interim mobilized to Ukraine, as billion in aid

government in Crimea Secretary of

with Arseniy to “protect State John Kerry

Yatsenyuk as Russia’s Black lands in Kiev for

acting PM Sea naval fleet” talks with the

as Ukraine new government

tensions soar
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Mar. 16

In referendum,
Crimea votes

to secede from
Ukraine and
join the Russian
Federation

Mar. 17

U.S. and EU
announce
sanctions
against Russia

Mar. 18

Russia annexes
Crimea and
Sevastopol

Mar. 24

Nuclear Security
Summit (NSS)
takes place in
the Hague

Mar. 25

EU-U.S. Summit
in Brussels,
Belgium
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B TIMELINE 201 3—2014 — CONTINUED

Apr. 5 Apr. 6 May 22-25 May 25 Jun. 4
Afghanistan Hungarian European Ukraine 40th G-8
presidential and parliamentary Parliament presidential Summit in
parliamentary elections elections election Sochi, Russia
elections
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Jun. 28 Jul. 1 Jul. 1 Jul. 31 Aug. 2
100th First Plenary of Italy takes Anders Fogh Turkish
anniversary the European over rotating Rasmussen’s presidential
of the Parliament’s Presidency of term as NATO election
assassination of 8th Legislature the Council of Secretary

Archduke Franz (2014-19) the EU General ends

Ferdinand
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Sep. 4 Sep. 18 Nov. 4 Nov. 9 Dec. 31

U.K. hosts Scottish U.S. midterm 25th Anniversary U.S. and allied

NATO Summit independence elections of the fall of the combat troops

in Wales referendum Berlin Wall to withdraw as
ISAF mission
Operation
Enduring
Freedom ends in
Afghanistan
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THE OBAMA ADMINISTRATION AND
THE ATLANTIC LINK

CHARLES A. KUPCHAN,

CoOUNCIL ON FOREIGN RELATIONS AND

\ EpMuNnD A. WALSH SCHOOL OF FOREIGN
‘- . SERVICE, GEORGETOWN UNIVERSITY

2013-2014 Liberal Order in a Post-Western World

United States has been pivoting back to Europe, prompted by Russia’s

bold grab of the Crimean peninsula from Ukraine. In a manner
uncomfortably reminiscent of the Cold War, transatlantic diplomacy focused
intently on the containment of Russian ambition and the imposition of costs
on Moscow for its aggressive behavior. NATO began to beef up capabilities
on its eastern frontier —a task that its newer members have been calling for
since they joined the alliance. Albeit for an unfortunate reason, Europe is
back in vogue in Washington.

B fter years of strategic focus on the Middle East and East Asia, the

The attention that the Obama Administration has recently been paying

to Europe is not, however, altogether new. The successful conclusion of a
transatlantic free trade pact has been a top priority since the opening of
Barack Obama’s second term. Indeed, Obama’s discovery of the merits of
Atlanticism took place several years ago — in the middle of his first term.
The pivot to Asia—and the NSA scandal — notwithstanding, America’s
economic and strategic partnership with Europe has been flourishing during
the Obama presidency. The transatlantic coupling has proved remarkably
resilient, and is now even more so due to renewed concerns about the
Kremlin’s intentions.

To be sure, Obama’s initial arrival in the Oval Office did prompt speculation
that he would be a “post-Atlanticist” president. His multicultural
background and his readiness to seek new partners beyond America’s
traditional allies suggested that a more diversified U.S. diplomacy was in
the offing. Moreover, Obama was frustrated by Europe’s unwillingness to do
more in Afghanistan, its embrace of economic austerity when Washington
was calling for more fiscal stimulus, and an EU that seemed to be spending
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more time sorting out quarrels among its member states than addressing
global challenges.

Well aware of Washington’s impatience, Europeans worried that Obama
might forsake the Atlantic link in favor of a “G-2” — a global condominium
between the United States and China. At a minimum, EU member states

were anxious that Washington was losing interest in the Atlantic connection.

Such anxieties, however, soon proved to be unwarranted. Washington
discovered that working with China, India, Turkey, and other rising
powers was tougher than initially expected. It soon became apparent that
Europe, despite the inward preoccupations resulting from its financial
crisis, remained Americas go-to partner for addressing most international
challenges. As Obama explained in a New York Times op-ed in advance of
the 2010 NATO Summit in Lisbon, “our relationship with our European
allies and partners is the cornerstone of our engagement with the world,
and a catalyst for global cooperation. With no other region does the United
States have such a close alignment of values, interests, capabilities, and
goals” In May 2011, Obama spent a full week in Europe, primarily to stress
the enduring value of the Atlantic link.

Obama’s focus on Europe in his second term is thus a sign of continuity, not
change. The priority assigned to negotiating a free trade pact with the EU

is novel, but that move is aimed at stimulating growth and demonstrating
transatlantic solidarity; it will not come at the expense of U.S. engagement
in East Asia. Indeed, the United States is simultaneously pressing ahead with
the Trans-Pacific Partnership, and the successful conclusion of an Atlantic
trade pact could well help convince nations in other regions that they too
need to tap into the benefits of trade liberalization. Market-opening deals
across the Atlantic and the Pacific may be just the medicine the global
economy needs to get back on its feet.

In response to the crisis in Ukraine, some gaps in transatlantic perspectives
did appear, with the EU somewhat more reluctant than the United States

to confront Moscow with economic sanctions. But on balance, this most
recent bout of Russian adventurism will do more to strengthen than weaken
the transatlantic link by reawakening concern about the need for strategic
solidarity to counter more traditional geopolitical threats.

For both Americans and Europeans, transatlantic solidarity has traditionally
produced an outward-looking perspective rather than a fortress mentality.
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The same is true today. Europe and the United States have both been
internally preoccupied as they have confronted economic sluggishness and
political malaise. Should transatlantic teamwork succeed in stimulating
growth and consolidating strategic cooperation, the result will be greater
activism and internationalism on both sides of the Atlantic. As the saying
goes, the United States is not pivoting away from Europe to Asia, but
pivoting with Europe as both deepen their engagement in Eastern Europe
and the Asia-Pacific.

The old debate in the United States between “Europe firsters” and “Asia
firsters” is today a historical artifact. Washington will for the foreseeable
future continue to nurture its special partnership with Europe, even while
Asia day by day looms larger in America’s —and Europe’s — economic and
strategic future.
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THE LONG TAIL OF THE
SNOWDEN SAGA

MARK LEONARD,'

EUROPEAN COUNCIL ON FOREIGN RELATIONS
Bosch Public Policy Fellow, 2012-2013 The Democratic
Disconnect: Citizenship and Accountability in the
Transatlantic Community

he National Security Agency (NSA) scandal over phone tapping

in Europe was the biggest story in transatlantic relations in 2013.

Although the initial fuss has died down, the public outrage that the
affair has spawned could potentially be more damaging to the transatlantic
relationship than the Iraq War was a decade ago.

If it was all up to leaders, it might be easier to manage the fall out. After
all there have been few concrete implications since Edward Snowden’s
revelations were made. But governments — along with their intelligence
services — are increasingly boxed in by a public opinion that can be easily
mobilized, and that no longer has the reflexive Atlanticist identity that its
predecessors had. It’s not the spying or the lying that European citizens
find most hurtful. It is the perception that U.S. agencies are as oblivious to
the rights of allies as they are scrupulous at upholding the rights of their
own citizens.

Seen from Europe, the NSA saga is another episode in the long-running
story about the asymmetry of power across the Atlantic. A decade ago,
the fight was about Iraq. In an influential essay, Robert Kagan saw Europe
and America as archetypes for power and weakness. “Americans come
from Mars and Europeans from Venus,” he said. But President George W.
Bush’s invasion of Iraq did not “shock and awe” the rest of the world into
submission. It was, in fact, a graphic illustration of the limits of American
power, accelerating the arrival of what Fareed Zakaria called a “Post-
American World?”

! This piece is adapted from an article that was first published by Reuters.
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Kagan was honest enough to admit, after the Iraq War, that Europeans
helped rein in American behavior by challenging its legitimacy. “If the
United States is suffering a crisis of legitimacy;” Kagan wrote, “it is in
large part because Europe wants to regain some measure of control over
Washington’s behavior”

The Franco-German response to the hegemony of the NSA has echoes of
their response to the “Global War on Terror” European citizens were not
shocked that the NSA spies, but they were surprised by the power and reach
of American intelligence.

When I interviewed José Ignacio Torreblanca, a Spanish foreign policy
expert, he compared the NSA’s approach to data to the Library of
Congress’ approach to books. When he asked a librarian about the
Library’s acquisitions policy, he learned that it didn’t have one. “We just
buy everything,” the librarian told him. He compares this approach to
the NSA probing the emails of all European citizens and justifying the
purpose afterward.

One of the few unwritten laws in international politics is that when a
country reaches a level of power that is out of control, other countries will
come together and balance it. Although American power in other spheres
is subsiding, it remains supreme in the intelligence would. What is more,
two European institutions — the unelected European Commission and the
unloved European Parliament — have the power and the incentive to try to
take on the region’s closest ally.

The most obvious possibility for this is cooperation on counter-terrorism.
After the revelations surfaced, the European Parliament voted to suspend
the SWIFT agreement, which governs the transfer of some bank data from
the EU to anti-terror authorities in the United States. Although the U.S.
does not always take Europe seriously as a military power, it does care about
cooperation on data-sharing and the regulations that govern it — including
bank data. This is one reason why the former American ambassador

to the EU, William Kennard, was the former chairman of the Federal
Communications Commission (FCC).

As the latest revelations show, Europe’s intelligence agencies have often been
willing co-conspirators with their counterparts across the Atlantic, but they
will now be under much stronger public pressure not to comply.
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There could be commercial implications to the NSA’s behavior. In Germany,
politicians are encouraging private companies to develop a “eurocloud” or
“Schengen Routing” to stop German emails being taken across the Atlantic.
Furthermore, the European Commission is the most powerful regulatory
body in the world, and it has the strength to impose its will on America’s
corporate titans. In 2004, EU regulators hit Microsoft with a record fine

of $613 million for violating European Union antitrust laws. Five years
later, they used the same tactics to force Microsoft to unbundle its Internet
Explorer from Windows.

Sebastian Dullien, a German economist, argues that some people might call
on the European Commission to use these sorts of tactics against American
tech companies. “If they really wanted to hurt the United States, they could
pass a law which said that any company that gives personal information on
European citizens to foreign intelligence agencies would have to pay a fine
of one million dollars per instance,” says Dullien. “If that happened, it might
force many of the tech giants to shutter their operations in Europe”

The European Commission, together with the European Space Agency,
successfully funded the $5 billion Galileo project to develop a European
answer to GPS. In the wake of the NSA scandal, there are calls for

the EU to use similar tactics to develop safe cloud servers for Europe.
Such a move could lead over time to a balkanization — or at least a de-
Americanization — of the Internet.

Third, there will be consequences for the much vaunted Transatlantic
Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP), which some have argued would
usher in a “New Atlantic Century.” Both sides have called for a “deep” and
“comprehensive” agreement to create jobs and forge a “free, open and rules-
based world.” But whatever deal that European and American negotiators
agree on will have to be ratified by Congress and the European Parliament.
The NSA scandal will probably not scupper a deal, but it will make it more
difficult to agree a comprehensive one. Fears about data privacy will make it
more difficult to have mutual recognition of regulations on digital services.
The same is true of government procurement. There will be resistance to
give American companies access to European government programs if they
leave the back door open for American intelligence agencies. Rather than
become the economic foundation for a new Atlantic century, the deal that
emerges could look more like a piece of Swiss cheese — so riddled with opt-
outs and exemptions that it has little effect.
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The real toxicity of the NSA revelations is that they replace a sense of
shared values with deep public mistrust on both sides of the Atlantic.
As Torreblanca argues: “Americans do not seem to realize that powers
of surveillance that are used not just for counter-terrorism but also for
commercial advantage could put them in the same category as China”

The scars of the Iraq war live on long after the protagonists of that episode
have moved on, as we saw in the debates about intervention in Syria. But
the NSA scandals have the potential to leave an even deeper impression on
an already weaker transatlantic alliance. The intelligence relationships that
did so much to unite allies in the Cold War now threaten to blow up their
relations during a time of peace.
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FrROM MR. KAGAN TO MRS. KAGAN:
MARS AND VENUS, PART II

ANNEGRET BENDIEK, STIFTUNG
WISSENSCHAFT UND POLITIK (BERLIN)
Bosch Public Policy Fellow, 2013-2014 Liberal Order in a
Post-Western World

well-established security community — with NATO as its institutional
basis and democracy as its firm normative foundation. The growing
conflict between the U.S. and its Asian allies on the one side and China one
the other has underlined that both sides of the Atlantic have, in principle,
a lot in common, recently shown in the opening of the negotiations on the

The United States and the member states of the European Union have a

Transatlantic Free Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP).

All too often, the transatlantic partnership is taken for granted and it is
assumed that citizens on both sides will continue to support the relationship
as they did before the revelations in 2013 of spying on Europe by the U.S.
National Security Agency (NSA). The question to be asked, though, is

how far away — to paraphrase a frequently quoted thesis by Robert Kagan
(2002) — “Venus Europe” and “Mars America” really are from each other?
And what are the implications of the transatlantic rift for future cooperation
between the EU and the United States?

People in Europe and the U.S. share basically the same norms and values.
The political systems are established on democratic principles, the rule of
law, and a deep commitment to human rights. Although the revelations
over the spying practices of the NSA did provoke a broad political debate,
the transatlantic partnership is of strategic importance for both sides and
without any realistic alternatives.

It is also true, however, that the very different approaches of the U.S. and the
EU to countering non-state security threats have put the partnership under
significant strain. Both partners differ in their evaluations of the challenges
posed by terrorism and in their choices of adequate means for meeting these
challenges. Ever since 9/11, the United States has considered terrorism as
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an existential threat to its security. The military interventions and drone
attacks in Afghanistan, Pakistan and Yemen and the broad activities of the
NSA are evidence for this perception. The EU and its member states, on
the other hand, view terrorism first and foremost as a problem of internal
security to be dealt with by selecting appropriate policing measures. This
difference of opinion is not simply a matter of international coordination.
Quite the contrary.

U.S. allies clearly no longer trust the United States and American companies
as much as they did before the NSA revelations. In response to the
revelations, Germany and Brazil have drafted a non-binding resolution at
the United Nations calling for the protection of civil and political rights

in the digital era. The resolution reaffirms the International Covenant on
Political and Civil Rights, to which the United States is a party, and also calls
for rights enjoyed offline to be protected online, in particular the right to
privacy. Its adoption expresses a profound loss of trust between the United
States and its allies.

In Europe, there has been an increase in government and public mistrust

of American intentions. The justice and home affairs committee of the
European Parliament recommends holding U.S. tech firms accountable to
European law. Germany and France are pushing for “safe communication
networks” in the EU in the wake of the spy scandal. And subsidies are being
considered for European firms to challenge the technological advantages of
their U.S. competitors and to retain European data on European soil. The
European Parliament is demanding that the safe harbor agreement be put
on hold and wants to have a new umbrella agreement on data protection
with the U.S. Some have even suggested reconsidering TTIP. European
Commissioner for Justice Viviane Reding is demanding the establishment of
a European intelligence agency.

The German government has also been pressing in recent months to grant
to German — and, by implication, European — citizens the same rights

of judicial redress as U.S. residents if their personal data is mishandled.
Germany’s Bundestag has set up an investigation committee on the NSA
surveillance. It has also reactivated the notion of “technological sovereignty;”
emphasizing stronger data protection and reducing cyber vulnerability.
Germany’s main communications provider, Deutsche Telekom, is already
doing research on an “Internetz.” This policy comes after the government
tried, and failed, to get the U.S. to agree on a “no-spy” agreement, as well as
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the inclusion of France and Germany in the Five Eyes intelligence sharing
group (constituted by the United States, United Kingdom, Canada, Australia,
and New Zealand).

It is an irony of history that in February 2014, when recordings of U.S. and
EU diplomatic conversations with ambassadors in Kiev were leaked (with
Russia or the Yanukovych regime as suspected culprits), it was Robert
Kagan’s wife, U.S. Assistant Secretary of State for Europe Victoria Nuland,
whose words caused a storm. Telling U.S. Ambassador to Ukraine Geoffrey
Pyatt that she wanted a UN diplomat to go to Kiev to seal an accord on a
new government, Nuland said: “So that would be great, I think, to help glue
this thing and have the UN help glue it and you know, f*** the EU” In the
other recording, a senior EU foreign service official, Helga Schmid, says to
Jan Tombinski, the EU Ambassador to Ukraine: “But what you should know
is that it really bothers us that the Americans are going around naming and
shaming us” The statements are snapshots in transatlantic diplomacy but
underline the lack of understanding in the current relationship.

After Edward Snowden leaks, the Obama Administration and U.S.
businesses have declared their intention to restore trust and confidence.
Doing so will require concrete policy changes and strong democratic
oversight in the pressing debate about transatlantic principles and norms.
President Obama’s speech and presidential directive of January 2014 on
NSA regulation can only be a very first step in improving relations. Under
the Obama directive, U.S. spies can only target foreign leaders after a due
process that weighs up the two sides’ “economic and strategic alliance” In
February 2014, the justice and home affairs committee in the European
Parliament recommended consenting to TTIP only if the final text does
not intrude on matters of data protection. Because U.S. engagement is
more global in scope, the threats to U.S. security are thought to be more
serious than those faced by Europe. For this reason, the EU (Venus) and
the U.S. (Mars) are unlikely to find common ground on data usage and data
protection in the near future.
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he reports of intelligence activities by the U.S. National Security

TAgency (NSA) in Germany and particularly targeting the
communications of the German leadership have once again brought

to the surface simmering disagreements between Germany and the United

States and a widening disconnect on matters of principle. The German

public has reacted to these reports with an emotional intensity and a

level of anti-Americanism not seen since the early years of George W.

Bush’s presidency. It has seen the “NSA spy scandal” as further evidence

of American hubris and as a manifestation of an unequal partnership.

Chancellor Angela Merkel was outspoken in her condemnation saying

that spying among friends was unacceptable. Echoing the transatlantic

recriminations over the Iraq War, the German leadership and public once

were again united in feeling betrayed, misled, and not taken seriously. There

is a general bipartisan feeling that trust had been violated and was eroding

fast. Naive or not, that was the reality during the second half of 2013 and in

the early months of 2014.

Policymakers and officials who in the past had not wavered from the cause
of Atlanticism, even when there was a heavy political price to pay for
domestically, have felt —as they see it —a massive violation of trust almost
more than anybody else. For those who are skeptical about the United
States, the behavior of the Obama Administration is only a confirmation
of their deeply held beliefs. These skeptics simply turn away when they
hear the government proclaim that the transatlantic relationship continues
to be of the utmost importance for Germany. This is very well true, but
the trust gets lost as major parts of the public are up in arms and as the
American leadership, both in the White House and in the Congress, does
not seem to understand how bitter many Germans feel about the affair.
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Worse, many Germany have the impression the U.S. simply does not care
about them. So even while the German government and the chancellor in
particular denounced “unacceptable” and “illegal” U.S. behavior, they tried
to make sure that, from their standpoint, lasting damage to the relationship
was avoided.

But two things conspired to turn this into an almost fundamental challenge.
Firstly, how the Obama Administration handled the crisis in the relationship
with Germany was seen here as a demonstration of self-righteous negligence
and lack of interest. And it did not help when a senior U.S. official thought
it was wise to tell Germans that they allegedly still failed to understand

the consequences of “9/11” for Western intelligence operations and the
threat posed by Islamist terrorists in general. When Secretary of State

John Kerry and Secretary of Defense Chuck Hagel addressed the Munich
Security Conference, the Germans in the audience were stunned — not by
what they said, but by what they did not say. Neither secretary even briefly
touched the NSA issue. It was reported that the chancellor was furious
about this deliberate omission. A second factor was in substance totally
unrelated, but was immediately amalgamated into a broadening perception
of a United States that was outrageously arrogant. It was a remark by a
senior U.S. diplomat who was overheard commenting on the EU’s policy
toward Ukraine: “F*** the EU,” was what she had to say. Chancellor Merkel
immediately vented her anger, calling the remark “totally unacceptable”

By now, quite a few things have become unacceptable in the transatlantic
relationship. And so, when German Foreign Minister Frank-Walther
Steinmeier visited Washington in late February, he was simply resigned
to the fact that the disagreement with the Obama Administration over
the scope and depth of foreign intelligence operations by U.S. agencies is
simply here to stay. It is remarkable that this and other disagreements are
acknowledged openly, publicly, and matter-of-factly. It is not pretended
anymore that U.S., Germany and other members of the Atlantic community
always agree on principle and on serious policy matters. Actually, we
disagree a lot. One may come to the conclusion that less than a year after
President Obama’s visit in Berlin, the German-American relationship
needs a “reset””

Angela Merkel will visit the White House and meet with Barack Obama
later in the year. She will not be shy to let her disappointment be known, he
will not apologize to his visitor, of course not. Maybe he still does not even
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see the damage done. So pragmatism will reign in a relationship among the
two leaders that is already not the most cordial. They will turn to the future,
devoting time and energy to global and regional flashpoints, from Syria to
Ukraine. Very well, but is there something else?

Obviously, Germany and the United States have reached another crucial
moment in their relationship. And there is a paradox: The economic and
commercial interconnectedness between the U.S. and Germany profoundly
dwarfs that between the U.S. and any other mature economy. Both countries
call themselves allies and friends. But this is only part of the story. The

U.S. is interested in partners whose values are measured in capabilities

and willingness to resolve major problems, both regional and global. This
sounds logical, but the U.S. political leadership is interested less and less

in the partner itself (while the American public may be interested for

the most part in German luxury cars and state-of-the-art manufactured
products). Germany, on the other side, is showing more self-confidence and
assertiveness than it ever has since the Second World War (sometimes on
weak grounds, for example in energy transformation). Germany’s handling
of the sovereign debt crisis is a case in point. On the basis of a remarkably
strong and resilient economy, German leaders brushed away American calls
not to insist so unrelentingly on austerity measures. They simply could not
care less.

Apparently, we finally grasp the long-term consequences of the end of the
Cold War. The old glue is gone. Nothing positively forceful enough has
replaced it, and neither have the new threats and risks — or so it seems. Will
Vladimir Putin do the trick to bring the “old West” back together?
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013 was possibly the least eventful year in NATO’s post-Cold War

history. No major crises or dazzling achievements spring to mind.

This is of course not to say that the Alliance did nothing in 2013 — in
fact, as highlighted in the Secretary General’s Annual Report for 2013,
NATO did what it could be expected to do— “protect our common values
and our shared security”? In many ways 2013 was a good year, albeit a rather
uneventful one in terms of headlines, characterized by the implementation
of past decisions and continued engagement with long-standing issues.

However, despite the apparent absence of significant developments, it is
possible that 2013 will enter into the history books as the year when tectonic
shifts started to become visible in the transatlantic relationship, which
inevitably will have important implications for the Alliance and which ought
to (but probably won’t) be on the agenda for the upcoming Summit in Wales
in September 2014. Two developments can be rated as especially significant
in this regard — the commencement of negotiations for a Transatlantic
Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP) between the U.S. and EU and the
revelations of U.S. National Security Agency (NSA) spying on Europe.

? The report highlights many activities, such as “keeping the situation in Syria under close
review;” replying positively to Libya’s request for assistance with building up its security
sector, and continuing working with partners. It also lists encouraging areas of progress:
in Afghanistan, Afghan forces assumed lead responsibility for security across the country;
NATO’s command structure has been reformed; progress has been achieved in Kosovo; there
has been a significant reduction in piracy; and several new Smart Defense initiatives have
been launched.
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Tectonic Shifts

NATO’s traditional narrative portrays a strong and cohesive Alliance that

is characterized by trust among its members. The remarkable success of
NATO is often attributed to common security interests and shared values.
Yet paradoxically, if there is anything that can be rated as significant
developments in the Alliance in 2013, it is precisely a growing divergence in
security interests (but convergence in economic interests), coupled with a
sharp decline in the level of trust following the NSA revelations.

The commencement of negotiations for TTIP is widely regarded as a

major achievement and a successful conclusion to the negotiations will
undoubtedly provide major benefits on both sides of the Atlantic. However,
NATO should be aware that TTIP signals a fading significance of security
cooperation as the main expression of the depth of the transatlantic
relationship. This is a shift that should be seen in the context of the
American “pivot” towards Asia and the American intention of “leading
from behind” in possible future security operations in the European
neighborhood. Both developments highlight the fact that American

and European security interests no longer fully align. At the same time,
transatlantic economic interests have converged in recent years, as it has
become increasingly clear that both sides of the Atlantic face growing
economic competition from Asia. A successful TTIP could further shift the
essence of the transatlantic relationship from its traditional focus on defense
and security to trade and investment. Such a change would constitute
nothing less than a tectonic shift in how transatlantic relations have been
conducted so far.

In many ways, this is a development that should be welcomed as a sign

that the original security challenges have largely been alleviated and that
Europe now is (with a few important exceptions) whole and free. In a mature
relationship, it should not be either a surprise or a problem that Asia is
more of a security problem for the United States (which after all is tied to
the region through a number of defense treaties) than for Europe (who is
not), and that Ukraine, the Middle East and North Africa are more pressing
security challenges for Europe than for the United States. However, it is
important that these fundamental changes are incorporated into NATO’s
official narrative in a positive way and that they are reflected in NATO’s
actions, which is not the case at present.
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The time has come to acknowledge the increasingly diverging defense and
security interests, and to appreciate that the U.S. and Europe may sometimes
prefer different approaches and solutions. It would be sensible to agree a
division of labor based on pragmatic geographic considerations and actual
security interests. In this sense, NATO needs a new narrative that more
accurately reflects the Alliance of today rather than a mirage of the Alliance
in the past. Such an undertaking would always be a challenge because some
Allies still cling to that mirage. However, if the change could be framed as

a normal development of a healthy and mature relationship, there might

be a chance for the Alliance to move on. The problem is that such an
undertaking requires more than ever a relationship based on trust and
shared values — something that the 2013 NSA revelations have disturbed.

The NSA revelations signaled that the transatlantic relationship is not —as
Europeans perhaps naively have assumed — based on trust, friendship and
common interests. After all you do not spy on your friends and you do
not eavesdrop in a relationship based on trust. Moreover, the American
reluctance to impose meaningful legal restrictions on their surveillance
activities on foreign nationals only served to underline that the United
States is not willing to compromise on its national interests for the sake

of transatlantic relations. But if that is so, would the United States then be
willing to compromise on its national interests in other situations — most
importantly to honor its security guarantee to Europe if that were called
for? These are the kinds of worries that have always marred the transatlantic
relationship, but which have been alleviated by the belief that the
transatlantic relationship was built on sound foundations of trust, shared
values and common interests. Clearly the NSA revelations bring these
foundations of the relationship into doubt.

Towards the 2014 Wales Summit

The Summit in Wales should set out to address the “trust deficit” caused
by NSA and to more clearly agree upon a division of labor between the
two sides of the Alliance in order to end the uncertainty brought on by
the divergence of transatlantic security interests and the convergence

of economic interests. The Strategic Concept agreed in 2010 certainly
provides a good foundation for doing so and as there seem to be few new
and pressing issues for the Summit agenda, the Wales Summit could be
an excellent opportunity for the Alliance to reflect on how the Alliance
might best move forward. The aim should be for a frank discussion of
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some of the underlying tectonic changes outlined above in order to finally
launch a NATO narrative that accurately reflects “real NATO in the real
world” — rather than the NATO that is only a mirage from the past. Open
and frank discussions are not NATO’s key competence, but residual anger
from the NSA debacle may serve to spur the Allies on.
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economics and politics, despite the restructuring of the world order
that has taken place following the end of the Cold War. The present
balance of geopolitical power in the global economy shows a distinct

Transatlantic relations continue to play a significant role in global

superiority of the Atlantic partners in terms of size and strength — both
economic and military.

The combined weight of the United States and the European Union in

world GDP, although falling, still reaches 45 percent. The key emerging
superpowers — China, Brazil, India and Russia—add up to close to 20
percent. Japan is not included in either camp. Similar differences persist in
defense budgets despite the limited European contribution. However the
trends in the next couple of decades play out, the predominance of the West is
unlikely to be seriously affected so far as the measured indices are concerned.
Qualitative factors, in particular the economic vitality, social inclusiveness and
cultural appeal of the Atlantic powers, may exert greater weight on the future
course of the competition for global influence between the West and the Rest.

In recent years, the reputation of Western economics has been severely
damaged by the global financial crash, while the eurozone is facing
unprecedented financial and political strains and the United States’ political
system shows signs of dysfunction, reflecting deeper social divisions.

Against this background, two developments stand out in 2013 so far as the
transatlantic relations are concerned.

First, the growing difficulties encountered by President Barack Obama in
overcoming Congressional opposition to implementing his second-term
agenda. The specter of a lame-duck President is limiting the scope for
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substantial initiatives in either domestic or foreign fields which might help
restore the West’s leading power. Such initiatives would include the speedy
implementation of the trade liberalization pacts with the EU and the Pacific
powers — the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTTP)

and the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) — global financial reform, and
development assistance policies in line with the Millennium Development
Goals, as well as more effective intervention in resolving problems affecting
global or regional security, such as the Arab-Israeli conflict, Iran’s nuclear
program and Syria’s civil war.

Second, Angela Merkel’s triumphant reelection for a third term as

German Chancellor and the creation of a grand coalition government.

This development helps to confirm German supremacy within the

EU while also making likely that the eurozone will persist in applying
intergovernmentalism and incrementalism in addressing Europe’s economic
and political weaknesses. This, in turn, would reflect Germany’s self-
centered approach, consisting in promoting narrow national interests and
retaining control over economic policies, both at home and — thanks to its
preeminent position — in the monetary union as a whole.

So long as Germany and the other countries of the eurozone’s core continue
to block significant moves to economic and political integration and also
insist on the universal pursuit of austerity policies, the monetary union

is unlikely to escape from its present stagnation and growing internal
disparities, notably between the North and the South.

Developments in 2014 should be viewed within the context indicated by the
above remarks. No elections are expected to take place — barring unforeseen
events —in any major country that forms part of the Atlantic community,
with the exception of the U.S. mid-terms for Congress. Domestic politics
will tend to follow established patterns. The U.S. economic recovery is likely
to gradually gather pace while the eurozone’s core economies will also start
to move out from the recession, albeit in a hesitant way partly owing to
constraints posed by restrictive fiscal policies and undercapitalization of the
banks. In peripheral economies output fall seems to have hit the bottom, but
recovery will be limited, with Italy and Greece also facing social tensions and
political uncertainties.

In the international field, no major development is in sight. Trade
negotiations in the framework of TTIP and TPP will proceed at a slow pace
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while progress in other areas such as financial reform and development
assistance will be limited. Europe’s banking union will enter the first stage
of implementation, marking a step in rationalizing the eurozone’s system of
economic governance. However, the step is a timid one as extensive powers
will be retained by national supervisors.

Transatlantic cooperation in resolving global or regional conflicts will
continue, as in the past, constrained by domestic resistance to foreign
intervention and Europe’s overall weakness and political fragmentation.
Domestic factors prevented President Obama from acting more decisively
against Syria’s use of chemical weapons allowing Russia to emerge as a

fair international arbiter. Parliamentary opposition cancelled the U.K.
government’s intention to join forces in the planned action. France was
left out in the cold waiting for guidance from the United States. Germany
consistently refrains from taking or joining military initiatives in the
international field, wary of domestic controversy and constitutional
restrictions. Though public rhetoric on the subject is evolving in a positive
direction, perceptible changes in attitude are unlikely. Weak European
military budgets are further curtailed by recession and fiscal austerity and,
together with political disunity, underline EU’s foreign policy impotence.
France, by consistently showing decisiveness in deploying forces abroad in
association with the U.S., looks like the exception that proves the rule.

The overall picture is not a happy one. The transatlantic relationship falls far
short of exhausting its potential for cooperation and related synergies, and
displaying its leadership capabilities. International economic coordination
is stumbling while global or regional security problems get less attention
than they deserve and are, thus, allowed to eventually produce threats for
stability and peace. Relations with China and Russia are also left relatively
unattended as the U.S. “pivot,” or rebalance, to Asia is proceeding slowly
and the “reset” with Russia failed to lead to meaningful results — stretching
beyond Dmitry Medvedev’s presidential term — while European policies
towards these two superpowers are guided more by economic than by
political considerations.

2014 looked as if it would not produce game-changing events in the
transatlantic space. However, history has a tendency to outsmart political
analysts, in much the same way as economists are often proven wrong in
their predictions, and the Ukraine crisis may yet serve this role.
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ETA (the Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement) is now
an important focus of Canadian political discourse. All of a sudden,
it is economics that is at the heart of the Canada-Europe relationship,
a relationship traditionally characterized as much by sentiment and
shared security.

Changes in Canada, in Europe and the United States all have fostered this
new Canadian approach to the relationship. The maturity of European
integration has been an obvious spur. EU institutions are now seen as “the
someone to talk to in Europe” that can manage issues of concern to Canada
in this important economic relationship (second only to that with the United
States). Codifying the relationship now is possible. It is also opportune.

For five decades, Canadian governments (especially Liberal governments)
have seen diversifying away from our economic and security dependence
on the U.S. as a key national objective. The modern Conservative party,
on the contrary, has historically championed that relationship. The
government of Brian Mulroney concluded the 1988 Canada-United States
Free Trade Agreement to cement it. The FTA was supposed to guarantee
Canadian access to the U.S. market. What it has delivered is still the subject
of controversy, but there is no doubt that it had a powerful psychological
impact on Canadian business. The downturn of 2008, subsequent “Buy
America” legislation, and the controversy that continues to surround the
access of Canadian heavy oil to the United States have, however, been very
sobering, and the current Conservative government, mid-mandate, re-
designated itself as the champion of trade diversification. CETA, an idea
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they first pooh-poohed in favor of more intense engagement with the Asia-
Pacific region, was their first significant accomplishment in pursuit of that
goal, and they are making the most of it to buttress their economic record.

Wide support for the agreement is not a given, especially as the terms are
not yet finalized, nor are they public. It may also be less automatic than in
the past as Canada is becoming increasingly less a European society. The
weight of non-European immigration has created powerful constituencies
for a focus on other regions, particularly East and South Asia. Not only is
Asia demanding more attention, but the sentimental links that tied many
Canadians to their European homes of origin are also fading. Second

and third generations no longer live with the trauma of World War II or
Soviet oppression that had colored so much of Canada’s security and social
engagement with Europe into the 1980’s.The emotional default that would
have been strongly in favor of closer ties with Europe (including but not
limited to economic ties) a few decades ago is much less in evidence.

Nor is the Government really helping to build it. Rather it is seeking symbols
of Canadian identity in the country’s history but doing so, paradoxically,

in a way that leaves many Canadians of European ancestry cold. The
Government’s “roots” project has been at pains to highlight only the British
character or our past, giving much attention to the Crown (an institution

of fading relevance to most Canadians), to the point of placing a picture

of the Queen in the reception hall of our foreign ministry. While Great
Britain is, of course, in Europe, it is, and is seen in Canada, as a “distinct
society” within Europe. Privileging our relationships with the U.K. implicitly
downgrades the relationship with the rest of Europe, and more so with

the EU.

All this aside, CETA is virtually certain to be approved without much
controversy, including by the provinces, which had all participated in
negotiating it. The agreement may have a somewhat more rocky passage
in European capitals. Most European governments have seen Canada fade
from their world over the past decade. Some have grievances, particularly
against the Canadian visa regime that targets illegal refugees from Eastern
Europe. Some are obliged to temper their approach to Canada by pressure
from animal rights groups protesting the traditional harvesting of seals in
the Maritimes, Newfoundland and by the Arctic Inuit (not so much with
Norway). The development of the Alberta Oil Sands is the source of a
more serious public antipathy in some European states. Some of Canada’s
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traditional “middle power” partners in global affairs have lost interest in an
indifferent Canada (to the point that Portugal beat out Canada for what had
been its traditional UN Security Council seat when it was last eligible). What
continues to interest Europeans in Canada, however, is very important. It

is Canada as the “other advanced North American state,” which makes it

a potential bridgehead for investment in North America, a position that
CETA, with its investment and patent protection regimes, is intended to
reinforce. CETA is, furthermore, helpful to the EU in establishing aspects of
an eventual deal on an agreement with the United States (however far that
prospect recedes without Fast Track).

CETA is not, therefore, the fulfillment of the vision of a “third option”
pursued by previous governments, but it is the first substantive step towards
a new, more focused transatlantic relationship, one based on mutual
economic interest.

26 TRANSATLANTIC ACADEMY



U.S.-RussiA RELATIONS

JAMES GOLDGEIER,
SCHOOL OF INTERNATIONAL SERVICE,

AMERICAN UNIVERSITY
2010-2011 Global Shift: How the West Should Respond to
the Rise of China

of the Cold War, forging an agreement on Syrian chemical weapons

removal that staved off a U.S. military strike and strengthened the
Bashar al-Assad regime despite the West’s long-standing demand that he
step down. Russian President Vladimir Putin’s masterful performance at the
G-20 in St. Petersburg in September and Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov’s
skillfulness on the world stage enabled Russia to drive the narrative on

The big story of 2013: Russia’s finest diplomatic triumph since the end

Syria’s future.

The big story of 2014: Russian military deployments in Ukraine create the
most significant crisis in U.S.-Russia relations since the end of the Cold

War, threatening to isolate Russia in Europe and globally, and leading the
G-7 advanced industrialized countries to state that Russian actions were
“incompatible” with the premise of the G-8. Only days before the Russian
occupation of Crimea, Lavrov promised U.S. Secretary of State John Kerry
that Moscow would respect Ukraine’s sovereignty and territorial integrity.
The savvy Russian foreign minister was uncharacteristically silent as Russian
troops moved forward.

The roots of both stories are similar, though the endings may prove
dramatically different: Putin has assessed his strategic interests as much greater
than those of U.S. President Barack Obama. In Syria, he has sought to ensure
that the opposition does not succeed in taking power, and despite Western
calls for Assad’s departure, there is enough general concern about Islamist
extremism that Putin’s approach has prevailed. In Ukraine, Putin believes that
a pro-Western government threatens his core interests, particularly his larger
goal of establishing a Eurasian Union, and he has strongly flexed Russian
muscle while claiming both the need and legitimacy to defend the Russian-
speaking community in the southeastern region of the country. But his
triumph in Syria has given way to a potential deep morass in Ukraine.
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The United States’ reticence to intervene in the Syrian civil war enabled
Russia to take the lead. Obama painted himself into a corner by declaring
that Syrian use of chemical weapons would cross a “red line,” but, once the
red line had been crossed, the president continued to have little desire to
strike the Assad regime and hoped to identify an alternative to military
action. The agreement on chemical weapons satisfied both Obama and
Putin’s aims, at least in the short term, though it has not succeeded in halting
a civil war that continues to slaughter or starve thousands and send refugees
fleeing. As the key figure in the agreement’s implementation, Assad’s

future as Syria’s president was much less in doubt after the agreement was
signed, despite continued Western calls for his departure. Given the lack

of external pressure — to say nothing of the vast support Russia and Iran
have provided the Syrian government — Assad has lasted longer than most
prognosticators in and out of government in Washington believed possible
two years earlier. Significantly for Putin, the United States decided not to use
force, which would have occurred without United Nations Security Council
authorization, as appeared possible in late August. Russia thus approached
the Geneva negotiations in early 2014 from a position of tremendous
strength and continues to block any real effort to settle the civil war or to
protect the Syrian civilian population.

Putin’s diplomatic triumph in Syria has faded rapidly with his risky move
into Ukraine. While in the short term he demonstrates his willingness

to do whatever it takes to prevent the new Ukrainian government from
building close ties to the West, it is difficult to fathom how Russia’s military
deployment will strengthen him over time. Perhaps he believed that the costs
from the 2008 Russia-Georgia war proved insignificant, but his unprovoked
action in Ukraine is likely to be more damaging to him, particularly if the
West imposes serious economic costs on Russias elite.

Obama first term was marked by a reset policy that sought to demonstrate
shared interests in order to rebuild the U.S.-Russia relationship. Obama
shelved the George W. Bush missile defense plan in favor of one that appeared
less threatening to Russia, retreated from the Bush policy of pursuing NATO
membership for Ukraine and Georgia, and offered Russia an arms control
treaty. Russia in turn provided the United States with a new supply route into
Afghanistan and support for increased sanctions against Iran.

That policy has run its course. Obama canceled his summit with Putin last
summer not just out of pique with Moscow’s willingness to grant asylum
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to Edward Snowden, but because the two sides had nothing to accomplish
at their meeting. Putin has engaged in a systematic effort to repress (at
times violently) civil society at home and pursue a foreign policy strongly at
odds with Western interests — first in Syria and now in Ukraine. As Putin
continues to pursue a tough policy at home and abroad, Obama will have to
decide how far he is willing to go to isolate the Russian president. If the past
is any indication, the answer is “not very,” but Putin’s recent military actions
may yet jolt the United States into taking a stronger stand.
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s this publication is going into print in early March 2014, every

major news agency is busy with live updates on the on-going crisis

in Ukraine: an explosive mixture of the Russian military occupation
in Crimea, civil unrest in other parts of the country, imminent economic
collapse, and energy insecurity, including energy transit to Europe. Ukraine’s
future will have a major impact on the geopolitical situation in the whole
of Eurasia.

How did this nation of 45 million that seemed on course towards greater
European integration turn into the theatre of the worst great power
confrontation in the region since the end of the Cold War?

The tragic sequence of events was prompted by the refusal by Ukrainian
President Viktor Yanukovych to sign the painstakingly negotiated
Association Agreement with the European Union at the EU-Eastern
Partnership Summit at the end of November 2013. The agreement was
seen by many Ukrainians as the ultimate guarantee against further
autocratic consolidation by President Yanukovych and a safeguard against
the lawlessness and corruption associated with his regime. What started
as a relatively small peaceful protest against this decision grew into an
unprecedented mobilization of Ukrainians, first in the capital and then
throughout the country. Over the three months — between November 21
and February 18 — the protests evolved from a peaceful demonstration into
a revolution that ousted President Yanukovych.

This revolution may well be a historic chance for the country to complete its
half-hearted transition to democracy initiated in 1991 after the collapse of
the Soviet Union. The nation-wide civic mobilization may be a sign of the
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changing civic and political culture and may give rise to a new generation of
reformers the country needs. Like any revolution though, it also leaves the
country extremely fragile and its democratic gains highly uncertain.

In addition, the recent Russian de facto military occupation of Crimea and
the unrest in eastern and southern parts of the country that clearly shows
signs of Russian meddling may well be the final piece of Vladimir Putin’s
grand design for the future of Russia’s “near abroad.” Russian moves since
the ouster of Yanukovych leave no doubt that Putin spares no means to
exploit the fragility of this situation; they also raise concerns over how far he

is prepared to go in occupying Ukraine’s territory.

Whether Putin’s aim is to destabilize the country or to go as far as open
military aggression beyond Crimea, the transatlantic community has an
important role to play. Proper coordination and concerted action will prove
key. Both sides of the Atlantic have to appreciate the gravity of the situation
and learn from their past mistakes.

Over the past two decades, the EU’s mode of engagement with Ukraine,
and indeed with the whole region, has been markedly technocratic, aimed
at forging gradual governance reform and convergence with European rules
and procedures. Despite recent efforts to boost its “eastern” policy, the EU
and most of its member states seem to have been largely disinterested in
the former Soviet states. As the crisis in Ukraine unfolded, the EU came
out as largely unprepared and the habitual divisions between member

states resurfaced, especially on the question of what constitutes an adequate
response to Russian bullying of its neighbors. It is now imperative that the
EU clarifies its geostrategic position on the region and finds a way to forge a
consensus on ways forward.

The U.S., on the contrary, maintained a more pro-active and explicitly
political stance on the region during the 1990s. Its more recent retreat
towards a policy of putting its weight behind the EU’s efforts should not

boil down to a knee-jerk reaction to the crisis. U.S. policy should evolve into
a more effective strategy of coordination with the EU. Recent attempts at
dissuading Russia from military aggression on Ukrainian territory make it
clear that U.S. sanctions, if not complemented by similar steps by the EU, are
unlikely to yield much.

The crisis seems to have left major international players bereft of leverage
over Russia. Both the EU and the U.S. seem to have misread completely
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Putin’s understanding of Russia’s strategic interests in Ukraine, as well as of
its role in Eurasia more broadly. The question of whether the EU and U.S.
will be able to alter Putin’s cost and benefit calculations remains unclear, yet
the joint arsenal that these countries possess, including their ability to act via
multilateral organizations, should not be underestimated.

At the moment a number of diplomatic moves are being discussed: the U.S.
announced the suspension of military cooperation with Russia; the EU can
suspend its on-going negotiations on visa regime liberalization and a new
trade agreement. While the U.S. threatened an arms embargo, there seems
to be no consensus on the issue in the EU. Asset freezes and visa bans that
are being discussed could put additional pressure on key Russian elites but
for these measures to work the EU has to be fully on board. A number of G8
members have suspended their participation in the preparatory meetings
before the Summit scheduled to take place in Sochi during the summer. This
can grow into Russia’s expulsion from the club. Russia can also be turned
down from joining the OECD and the International Energy Agency.

Taken together, these moves are likely to have a negative impact on the
Russian ruble, provoke capital flight and worsen Russia’s economic situation.
The international community, however, should be well advised not to push
for the total isolation of Russia through sanctions. As other precedents show,
this will only help Putin consolidate his grip on power domestically, and the
price will be borne by ordinary Russians, not the country’s elite. Pressure

on Russia should also be accompanied by the wide-ranging and generous
assistance to Ukraine, including economic assistance, support for urgent
political reforms, and for confidence and security building measures.

Whether any of these steps are likely to make Putin change his policy
towards Ukraine remains a big “if” Yet not showing concerted action will
certainly send him the signal that there is no price to pay for his aggressive
actions in the region. Not drawing clear red lines in these early stages of the
crisis will alter the balance of power for good. It remains to be seen whether
the Ukrainian crisis will help forge a new transatlantic reset, but the fast-
evolving crisis in Ukraine may certainly become a point of no return.
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Margvelashvili, and the new Prime Minister, Irakly Garibashvili,

assumed their offices. The new government led by the Georgian
Dream coalition announced a radical break from some of the policies
implemented by the previous government led by the former president
Mikheil Saakashvili’s United National Movement. Yet the one area where
Georgia’s new government has continued the policy of its predecessor is
a commitment for European integration and NATO membership. The
government has repeatedly signaled that this commitment is steadfast.
Garibashvili stressed at a press conference on January 16 that “our foreign
policy is unchanged. It remains aimed at the Euro-integration and NATO
membership”” In light of the upcoming NATO summit in September 2014,
the Georgian government maintains realistic expectations. In relation to the
hopes of being granted the Membership Accession Plan (MAP), the Prime
Minister stressed that the government aspires to avoid repeating the mistake
of its predecessor, which created unrealistic expectations.

Three months have passed since Georgia’s new President, Giorgi

However, Georgias road toward Europe and NATO might not be easy. The
Georgian government does not exercise effective control over approximately
one-third of Georgia’s internationally recognized borders. The secessionist
republics of South Ossetia and Abkhazia, which so far have only been
recognized by the Russian Federation, Nicaragua, Venezuela, and the
microstates of Nauru and Tuvalu, are under strong Russian military and
economic influence. Russian military forces have been engaging in a so—
called “creeping occupation” — gradually expanding the territory occupied
as a result of the 2008 Russia-Georgia war and installing barb wire fences
around it. The halt in the construction of the fence, which supposedly was
installed to guarantee security at the Sochi Olympics, turned out to be
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temporary. Immediately upon the end of the Olympics, Russia resumed
the “creeping occupation” In February 2014, a new fence was built in the
village Atotsi, occupying about 10 acres of agricultural land and leaving
approximately 11 families without access to their property.

Upon coming to power, the Georgian Dream Coalition announced its
objective of stabilizing relations with Russia. President Margvelashvili gave
an exclusive interview to the Russian TV Program Voskresnoe Vremia on

the ORT Channel and declared, “we took the first step aimed at reducing
tension. We said that despite the problems Russia is not the object of

our aggression. We have declared our objective that we will attempt to
transform our dialogue with Russia from aggressive to rational framework.”
On November 1, 2012, the Georgian government created the post of

Special Representative for Relations with Russia and appointed Georgia’s
former ambassador to Moscow, Zurab Abashidze, to the position. The
Georgian government resisted the pressure to protest the holding of the
Olympic Games in Sochi and to decline to send the Georgian team to the
competition. Even in response to the new fence construction around the
occupied territories, Georgian government leaders have maintained peaceful
rhetoric. “Georgia will not fall for any provocations, we will no longer allow
emotional and spontaneous steps,” Margvelashvili announced during his trip
to one of the villages torn apart by the occupation.

However, Russias expanding occupation of Georgias territory is a dilemma
for the Georgian leadership and the Euro-Atlantic leaders alike. The
Georgian government has repeatedly signaled that military response to
Russian actions is out of question. Yet, solely diplomatic responses that do
not lead to demonstrable results are not effective safeguards for Georgian
residents whose security is affected by Russia’s policies. Thus, domestic
constituencies demand the government’s performance yield tangible results.
Although Georgian leaders have appealed to their Western partners to halt
the so-called “creeping occupation,” and the U.S., NATO and EU leaders
have made statements objecting to the erection of fences on occupied
territories, these statements have had little impact. Moreover, in light of the
recent instability in Ukraine and the statements by U.S. leaders in relation

to Russia’s intervention in Ukraine, it is less likely that Euro-Atlantic leaders
will want to exacerbate the tensions with Russia in relation to Georgia. Yet, if
the Georgian government’s continuous and persistent dedication to Euro-
Atlantic aspirations won’t be acknowledged at the upcoming NATO summit,
it will find itself alone facing Russian expansionism and domestic discontent.

TRANSATLANTIC ACADEMY



The EU approach to the membership of Cyprus is often mentioned in
Georgia as an example of successful balancing between territorial integrity
issues and EU membership. The Government of Cyprus concluded an
Association Agreement with the EU in 1972. The occupation of the
Northern Cyprus in 1974 created difficulties, but it did not prevent Cyprus
joining the EU 32 years later in 2004. The EU has recognized the territorial
integrity of Cyprus and has been supporting diverse diplomatic and
economiic initiatives for conflict resolution. Although the situation at hand is
different, the challenges posed in Georgia also call for proactive, principled,
and creative solutions.
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lections for the European Parliament will be held in late May. Every

five years, all adult citizens of the European Union’s 28 member states

can cast their vote for one of their national parties — who together
build the EU’s parliamentary factions. This time around, the elections
are more important than ever before because the Parliament has gained
considerable influence as a result of the Lisbon Treaty. After May, the
Parliament will be co-deciding on most EU policies — on an equal footing
with the Council of the European Union; i.e. the ministers representing
their national governments. In effect, voting results for the Parliament
have serious consequences. If past experience is anything to go by, we
should, however, expect turnouts that do no justice to these new powers.
The previous elections, in 2009, saw an average turnout of just forty-three
percent, the lowest rate ever.

At the same time and somewhat paradoxically, the European elections
present an opportunity to populist parties who rally against Europe. Their
agendas are varying compilations of such issues as: the loss of national
sovereignty and presumed concentration of power in the hands of Brussels’
elites and bureaucrats; the alleged negative economic effects of having a
common currency and the ensuing bail-outs of bankrupt Southern member
states (notably Greece); and the freedom of movement for workers from
the newer member states (namely Romania and Bulgaria) and the possible
resulting resettlement of impoverished and welfare dependent migrants in
the “old” member states in the West. It should be noted that these parties
are not in all cases right-wing extremists; they include the United Kingdom
Independence Party (UKIP), the Dutch Socialist Party (SP), the Italian Five
Star Movement (M5S) or the Spanish (or rather Catalan) Popular Unity
Candidates (CUP), which strives for Catalan autonomy.
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These parties do have agendas in common with populists of the far right,
however. Apart from blaming European elites and bureaucrats for national
ailments, they identify marginalized groups within society as further sources
of their problems: Muslims as they think Islam to be a backward religion or
vile ideology; non-immigrant minorities such as the Roma who they see as
fundamentally alien and crime-prone people; poor migrants and refugees
from outside of the European Union who are depicted as trespassers into
prosperous welfare states. Among the oldest and best known representatives
of such sentiments are the French National Front (FN), Flemish Interest
(Vlaams Belang) from Belgium, and the Austrian Freedom Party (FPO),
while the Freedom Party (PVV) of the Netherlands is a more recent model.
Initiatives from some of these party’s leaders to join forces, e.g. in order to
build a joint faction in the EU’s parliament and benefit from the financial
and administrative benefits coming with it, met with enthusiasm from some
populists group but were turned down by others such as the UKIP. In other
words: not all populists are willing to join into a single parliamentary family
akin to those uniting the Christian Democrats, liberals or socialists. One
consequence is bound to be that the anti-Europeanist voice is not going

to be as loud as it theoretically — with the estimated support of a fifth to a
quarter of the voters — could have been.

On the national level, room for populist politics is not likely to decrease

any time soon. For what can be said about these movements on a more
abstract level? Populism as it currently manifests itself in Europe usually
takes aim at one or a limited set of symptoms of much wider issues (ones
that defy immediately effective political interventions). Those symptoms
are either real in that they affect the lives of a sizeable part of the population
or are suggested to be real. Example of the first type would be the effects

of immigration and an ensuing cultural and religious diversification of

the national population as it manifests itself in certain distinct — usually
urban — settings, or competition on the labor market when cheaper or better
qualified workers are preferred over those who were previously employed.
In populist rhetoric, beneficial effects for other parts of the population or
overall macro benefits are simply ignored or being set aside as belonging to
“the political elite” who, always, are the “others” One example of the second
type would be instances in which “Islam” is framed as a threat undermining
liberal values or as a breeding ground for terrorism. Another instance is
where “mass immigration” is being invoked as requiring urgent attention.
This fear is constantly voiced by the Dutch Freedom Party, despite the fact
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that actual net-migration rates for recent years lay close to zero. Moreover,
about three-quarters of all immigrants are either from other EU member
states (and can thus not be subjected to restrictions) or Dutch nationals. Of
the remaining immigrants, a sizeable share consist of expats, students and
others whose skills are indisputably of considerable value to Dutch society
and a threat to no one.

Not only should it to be expected that the political room for populist
parties will persist because the symptoms they rally against also persist.
These parties are also likely to gain in influence. In a number of the

older EU countries, mainstream political parties are gradually losing

their natural voting bases. Growing secularization undermines Christian
Democracy — once or still a stabilizing factor in many EU countries —and
social democrats too lose support, to parties focused on the interests of
the middle class or to more radical “socialist” ones. This fragmentation
potentially increases the political leverage for new parties with radical
agendas. In some of the newer member states in Central Europe, the same
holds true but the causes are not entirely similar. Nationalism and notions
about traditional — religious — values appear high on the agenda and work
to legitimize radical thought about outsiders, be they national minorities or
immigrants, and actions against them.

Are meaningful responses to populist policies and rhetoric feasible?
Structural causes of political friction defy quick-fix solutions but sometimes
their symptoms can be dealt with better than they are today. The European
welfare state of old can play an important role in this respect. Populist
rhetoric is hard to counter because balanced opinion always requires patient
ears. However, it would seem ill-advised to copy such rhetoric, for it would
require making promises mainstream liberal politics is unable to keep. It is
the populists who will reap the benefits of failed promises.
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ermany may be of this world, but is it in this world? Doubts may be

permitted, if one looks at Germany’s position in international affairs

in early 2014. In Europe, Berlin’s contribution to efforts to cope with
the crisis in the Eurozone consists in pushing simultaneously for European
and national solutions. European solution are advocated — and rammed
through — by Berlin to deal with the public and private debt overhang in
the southern periphery countries. They are expected to conform to the
German recipes for international competitiveness and fiscal responsibility,
with all that implies for those countries’ institutions and societies. At the
same time, Germany is pushing essentially national solutions for refinancing
Europe’s indebted banks. This rather contradictory approach conveniently
ignores two fundamental truths. First, reducing public debt through fiscal
austerity will at best allow anemic growth, and at worst produce continued
stagnation or further declines in economic activity, with all that implies
for unemployment and social stability. The second inconvenient truth is
that avoiding to tackle head-on the problem of indebted banks and thus
to cut the pernicious ties between banks and their treasuries will continue
to throttle economic activity even further and particularly damage the
backbone of economic resilience and revival, small and medium enterprises.

With such a bleak outlook for the future of the southern periphery, it is

a mystery how Germany expects the political support in those countries

for further European integration to come about. Berlin seems to trust
governments and politics in those countries to secure monumental feats

of institutional and social reform within a few years against all odds. Yet at
the same time, Germany itself demonstrates how timid governments have
become vis-a-vis vested social interests and well established lobbies: not only
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have recent governments refused to develop and tackle a reform agenda
for Germany, but the ruling parties have also continued to channel public
money into handouts for pet projects of their respective constituencies.

Beyond the Eurozone crisis, the previous government at least seemed to
have lost all interest in Europe, busily pushing its own, narrowly defined
national interests but resisting any temptation to provide vision, impulses
and leadership towards a reinvigorated European project. This lack of
commitment has been particularly damaging for the Common Foreign
and Security Policy and its military component, the Common Security and
Defense Policy.

In other words, Germany’s resolute focus on the Eurozone problems has
produced a serious case of tunnel vision in Berlin’s perspective on Europe.
Something similar has also happened in Germany’s relations with the wider
world. Here, Berlin’s vision has zoomed in on its “strategic partnerships”
with big emerging economies, above all China. Officially, this has been
justified as a necessary complement to Germany’s traditional alliances and
dressed up in ambitions to contribute to a strengthening of the fabric of
international order. In fact, however, those strategic partnerships seem to be
mostly about the promotion of German export and investment interests.

While Berlin thus busily has been catering to its own economic concerns and
those of its strategic partners, it has for all practical purposes ignored some
unpleasant realities and trends in international relations. Among those are
the unresolved challenges of state failure and state building in the Balkans,
in Africa and in central Asia, the persistence of violence, civil war, terrorism
and organized crime, and the revival of virulent nationalism in East Asia.

In Berlin’s global tunnel vision on world affairs, nasty, violent aspects are
ignored so as to be wished away; for every problem there exists a political
solution, but please refrain from bothering Germany too much with it. True,
the German government has, somewhat reluctantly, kept its old pledges and
provided significant contributions in money and personnel to NATO’s and
European military efforts in the Balkans and in Afghanistan — but it also
clearly has been loath to enter into any new commitments.

Finally, tunnel vision also seems to be a problem in Germany’s most
important “strategic partnership” and alliance beyond Europe, that with the
United States. Here, Germany refused to recognize to what extent American
society has changed, and how American government has mutated since
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September 11, 2001 into a new national security state, driven by its own
obsessions with the fight against global terrorism. This innocent, indeed
somewhat romantic but hardly realistic view of America in large segments
of the German elite and German society has been neatly caught in Angela
Merkel’s annoyance at having her own cell phone hacked and monitored

by the National Security Agency (NSA). There can be no doubt that
America has become an awkward partner and ally, but it continues to be
indispensable for any serious German/European effort to play a meaningful
role in world politics.

So far, Berlin has failed to overcome its own disappointment about an
America, which has turned out to be different from what Germany thought
it was. Tellingly, it has responded by pushing the idea of a transatlantic
free-trade agreement, the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Project — yet
another foreign economic initiative, presented as a “strategic” response

to the disarray in the transatlantic relationship. Beyond that, it demands
(and, to the great discomfort of its own spy agencies, apparently expects)
the American government to conform to German law and refrain from
impudent attacks on German privacy.

Will Germany be able to shed its tunnel vision under new management?
The new grand coalition government gives reasons for hope. First, the

last coalition of this kind in 2005-2009, also chaired by Angela Merkel,

did a rather better job on foreign policy than its successor government.
Second, the Social Democrat Foreign Minister of this grand coalition is the
same as the one in its previous incarnation, and Frank-Walter Steinmeier
has sounded quite a few promising notes since this return to the helm

of the Auswirtiges Amt, including the remarks he made at the Munich
International Security Conference in January 2014 along with President
Joachim Gauck, and Defense Minister Ursula von der Leyen (one of

the leading contenders to follow Angela Merkel as Chancellor). Third,
Germany will again assume the chair of the G8 in 2015, which provides the
government with an opportunity to demonstrate initiative and leadership.
Against this, foreign policy making, which has tended to migrate away from
the Foreign Ministry to the Chancellery over the last two decades, will likely
continue to be shaped by Angela Merkel, who is profoundly skeptical of
strategic visions and notoriously risk-averse. Hold your breath, and say a
prayer for the patient.

THE STATE OF THE TRANSATLANTIC WORLD — 2014

43




44

FRANCOIS HOLLANDE’S FRANCE

JONATHAN LAURENCE, CENTER ON
THE UNITED STATES AND EUROPE,

THE BROOKINGS INSTITUTION
2008-2009 Immigration

ntil the recent public airing of his complicated love life, French

President Francois Hollande’s record-setting unpopularity could

mostly be explained by the difficult economic context. No one is
emerging unscathed from this — except German Chancellor Angela Merkel.
Like Germany in the early postwar decades, France frankly faces a situation
of constrained choices. If the Federal Republic was long the “semi-sovereign
state,” then France is today’s semi-sovereign economy.

President Hollande’s most promising way out of his difficulties at home has
been to play an outsized role on the international stage, where he encounters
much less resistance than at home. The timing of the recent state visit to

the United States couldn’t have been better nor the metaphor for Francois
Hollande’s presidency more apt: in the midst of a crisis on his “domestic
front” —in all senses of the word — the French President changed the subject
by projecting continuity and growth of French influence abroad.

Hollande has been consistently assertive of French national interest,
appealing to those who retain “une certaine idée de la France” He has been
active in memorializing and honoring past French service and sacrifice. This
has not been merely a recitation of past glory: his mandate has coincided
with a set of round number anniversaries: 100 years since World War I, 70
years since World War II, 50 years since Algeria, and 50 years of the Elysée
Treaty with Germany. Despite the publication of an unfortunate photo of
him reading “French History for Dummies,” the President’s handling of
these events was seen positively.

More critically, Hollande has also been actively involved in writing

new chapters of French glory: his commemorations are being done in
combination with genuine involvement in foreign affairs and dedication
to current global commitments in Mali, Syria and the Central African
Republic. It is possible to see Hollande and his Foreign Minister Laurent
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Fabius concentrating on areas where a distinctly French impression can
be made, projecting French military strength and tracing the contours

of France’s 21st century humanitarian mission. Hollande’s actions on the
world stage command his voters’ respect: 64 percent approved of the Mali
intervention (i.e. three times as many as approve of him personally).

If Sarkozy wound up being known as 'Américain, Hollande could do worse
than wind up being known as Hollande I'Africain. In December, President
Hollande personally opened and chaired a Summit for Peace and Security
in Africa in Paris, receiving African leaders as a “chef de guerre” Today’s
“devoir d'assistance” is the French national consensus over Responsibility
to Protect (R2P). The military has intervened efficiently to stem genuine
tragedies; to prevent failed states, and avoid power vacuums that favor the
spread of terrorist networks. The fact is, there is a gendarme role for France
to play, although it would perhaps prefer the word “Pompier” (fireman).
France sent thousands of troops to Central African Republic — the second
time France has boosted its presence there, and Hollande’s second African
campaign in a calendar year. France has also tried to continue tightening ties
with Algeria as the country celebrates 50 years of independence and stands
on the brink of politically significant generational change. Prime Minister
Jean-Marc Ayrault has led the flow of ministerial visits. The first Renault
cars made in Algeria have started to come off the production line.

France remains one of the few remaining countries with a powerful
executive with real military powers. Hollande enjoys a hard power advantage
over his British, French or American counterparts, even if his powers are
enhanced by those same allies: he doesn’t have to consult his legislature
before small scale military interventions. And French public opinion has
recently shown itself more tolerant of belligerence and casualties. As the
French armed forces have deployed (on a small scale) at will, liberating
hostages and staring down regional bullies, the French defense ministry’s
white papers of the early 2010s still mean something important in spirit if
not in letter.

France is punching over its geopolitical weight class abroad but faces serious
obstacles in the Eurozone. Hollande has demonstrated underwhelming
influence within EU: he has never successfully sold his message of
“croissance” (growth) across the Rhine. Hollande is eager to see Europe’s
interest prevail over national parliamentary objections — including

those of the Bundestag. But despite Hollande’s occasional assertiveness
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vis-a-vis counterparts in Berlin and Brussels, the reality is that when it
comes to Eurozone governance he is constrained on spending (less) and
taxation (more).

This has domestic political consequences, making it harder for Hollande

the domestic politician to distinguish himself from the offerings of his
predecessor (and possible successor) Sarkozy, who negotiated in March 2012
a very similar policy package to what Hollande was endorsing six months
later. As the French center-left has had to swallow the ideology of austerity,
the fall of ideological axioms has not gone unnoticed by the remaining few
party members and faithful.

In such polarized times, where the center sags and the National Front is

has the support of a quarter of voters ahead of upcoming EU parliament
elections, Hollande concentrated on promoting the EU as the future home
of French foreign policy and as a clear alternative to the populist Le Pen
dynasty. He has demonstrated realism, supporting a Europe with “variable
speeds” organized in different “circles”: an “avant-garde,” “precursor states,”
and a “hard core” While paying rhetorical respect to the preservation French
sovereignty, Hollande has also said that the French government supports a
“better coordination of economic policy and should make decisions country
by country” He has called for monthly meetings with heads of state and
government of the Eurogroup and has made bold predictions: budgetary
union, banking union, social union — and, over time, political union.

These are all timely reminders that Hollande is the direct heir of Jacques
Delors — along with party ally Martine Aubry, Delors’ daughter.

The recurring spectacle of public intellectuals’ public pessimism has become
an annual ritual. The recent additions to the funeral pyre include Alain
Finkielkraut’s “End of French Civilization” and even Frangois Heisbourg’s
“End of the European Dream,” which provided a road map out of the Euro.
But like the Mayan calendar predicting the end of time, definitive French
decline seems to have been announced and passed on multiple occasions.
But as Hollande noted in a recent interview in Le Monde, the greatest danger
the country faces at present is “Nationalism, not Nation,” and “the absence of
Europe, not the European Union.” Given the rise of populist right, these are
choices the French public will soon have the chance to weigh in on.
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ince 1994, Italy has never enjoyed government that was both stable

and efficient. Often stability was bought at the price of a lack of

implementation of policies that might encounter obstacles and
produce reactions in a highly divided, corporatist and selfish society. The
dissatisfaction with all the parties, with party politics, and with the political
and non-political nomenklatura dubbed “the Caste” by two successful
journalists found an outlet in the February 2013 elections. In its first
appearance, the Five Star Movement (M5S) led by the comedian Beppe
Grillo won an astounding 25 percent of the national vote. M5S’s total
unwillingness to join any governmental coalition produced a prolonged
parliamentary stalemate. Following two rounds of inconclusive voting
for the President of the Republic, the stalemate was broken in favor of
incumbent President 88-year-old Giorgio Napolitano. For reasons personal,
institutional (not to create a precedent), and related to age, Napolitano had
made it clear that he did not want to be re-elected. But for the sake of the
political system, he felt obliged to accept the request humbly made by the
major parties (with the exception of M5S), chastising them and posing
some conditions.

The new government had to be supported by the Democratic Party, by
former prime minister Silvio Berlusconi’s People of Freedom, and by former
prime minister Mario Monti’s Civic Choice. Led by the Democrat Enrico
Letta, the government had two overriding goals: 1) to formulate a new
electoral law and to reform the institutions and 2) to reduce unemployment
and to create the premise for renewed economic growth. The so-called
“broad agreements” lasted until October when Berlusconi was found

guilty of bribery, sentenced to several years in jail (subsequently reduced

to two), and deprived of his senatorial seat. His decision to abandon the
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governing coalition was followed by a split in his own party that gave birth
to a minor parliamentary group, the New Democratic Center, indispensable
for the survival of Letta’s government. In December 2013 the Democratic
Party replaced its secretary through a popular vote involving almost three
millions of participants. The young mayor of Florence, 38-year-old Matteo
Renzi, decisively defeated the old guard. He won a triangular competition
in a landslide, receiving 68 per cent of the vote. Always critical of Letta’s
government for its slowness and lack of audacity in tackling those very
problems, institutional and socio-economic reforms, which it had been
created to solve, and bolstered by his success, Renzi started playing the role
of a challenger. The new secretary’s agenda appeared immediately quite
different from the governments.

A sudden acceleration of events led to the resignation of Letta and his
immediate replacement by Renzi, not even a member of Parliament. In

line with the average tenure of the more than sixty governments Italy has
had since 1946, Letta’s government has lasted 9 months and 25 days. The
shrinking of the spread between Italian and German state bonds must

be considered its most important achievement. The new government led

by Matteo Renzi was formed in less than a week. It relies on the same
parliamentary majority as its predecessor’s. With one exception, the
important Minister of Internal Affairs, all the Ministers are newcomers.
Also they are rather young and half of them, in a major achievement, are
women. The problem is that they are all inexperienced, none of them having
previously held a governing office, not even at the local level. The Prime
Minister himself is an unknown entity on the European scene. Only the
Minister of the Treasury, Pier Carlo Padoan, can boast a distinguished career
in several international organizations.

Italian foreign policy will continue as usual. The new Minister of Foreign
Affairs, Francesca Mogherini, and Minister of Defense, Roberta Pinotti, have
superficial knowledge of their fields. Italy needs the European Union more
than the European Union needs Italy, whose governmental instability and
economiic failure would, nevertheless, seriously affect the Union. Farfetched
is Renzi’s ambition to change and reshape EU’s economic and social policies,
especially in the light of the fact that only one undersecretary has personal
and specialized knowledge of the working of the EU. Starting July 1, the
Italian Prime Minister will serve as President of the so-called European
semester in charge of drafting the agenda in the wake of the very important
elections of the European Parliament to be held at the end of May.
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In many fields the best prediction of future Italian policies is “more of

the same” However, the young Prime Minister has promised to make
important and decisive changes in a short period of time. Velocita (speed)
is his mantra. It remains to be seen whether he will be capable of guiding

a sustained reformist effort. At the time of writing, his “boundless” (his
own adjective) ambitions and his proposals for change seem to go well
beyond his capabilities and his political and parliamentary support. If
Renzi fails, but even if he is simply made prisoner of the far too numerous
political, social, and economic players with veto power who remain alive
and well in the Italian political system, not only will governability continue
to remain a chimera, but negative institutional consequences may follow.
Since 2006 the Italian political system and its democracy have benefitted
from many intelligent decisions made by President Giorgio Napolitano
and from his international credibility. Though the topic is not being openly
discussed, his possible resignation and early retirement may open a serious
institutional crisis.
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A n

hose who remember the discussions in 2012 on whether or not to
Tpartly boycott the Euro 2012 soccer championship, jointly hosted by

Poland and Ukraine, due to the imprisonment of Yulia Tymoshenko
and other Ukrainian opposition leaders, would not believe their eyes today.
Ukrainians resisted Russia’s devastating economic sanctions and after
almost four months of strikes, conducted in crackling cold with European
Union flags in their hands, they finally dismissed Viktor Yanukovych, their
corrupted president for whom the EU appeared to be just a pawn in a game
aimed at maintaining his own power and financial benefits. Though this
impressive manifestation of the people’s will escalated to bloodshed on
the Maidan, and though the future of Ukraine seems very unsure, Europe
should quickly draw important lessons from these events.

First, despite gloomy pictures of the EU’s southern indebted countries,

the rise of Euroskeptic parties across the continent, and declining support
of further supra-national integration, the European dream is still alive

and can be reinvigorated. If only the EU can admit that it is still an open
project, it could have a powerful effect in its neighborhood. The EU makes
a difference, especially when its foreign policy is really common and it is
exercised jointly with the U.S. It is already visible in the Balkans and partly
visible in the countries of Eastern Partnership (EaP), an originally Polish-
Swedish project adopted by the EU in 2009 to guide relations with six former
republics of the Soviet Union. Even in case of Turkey, when the EU offered a
genuine promise of accession, a position also strongly advocated by the U.S,,
it proved to have enormous leverage.

Ukraine is not the only Eastern Partnership country where the EU has
made a real difference. Before the 2013 Vilnius EaP summit, there were
many people who proclaimed that Yanukovych’s unwillingness to release
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Tymoshenko de facto led to the Eastern Partnership’s death. Despite many
EU attempts, both Belarus and Azerbaijan have not made any steps towards
abandoning their autocratic systems. The democratic transformations of
Georgia and Moldova have also started to erode. Shortly before the summit,
Armenia had turned its back on the EU, instead choosing to integrate with
Russia. Many experts have persuasively argued that putting six very different
countries into one basket was its original sin. The situation soon appeared to
be even worse.

When President Yanukovych decided to halt the deal on an Association
Agreement (and with it the so-called Deep and Comprehensive Trade
Agreement) with the EU and instead started to talk to Russia and China
about financial loans, only a few countries dared to note that both Georgia
and Moldova had in fact initialed such agreements. It was not a bad sign,
taking into account recent developments in both countries and Russia’s hard
retaliatory trade measures to punish them for their European aspirations.
Then the surprising events in Ukraine unfolded.

In hindsight, the Eastern Partnership has been moderately successful.
Having a very modest financial endowment at its disposal and the lack
of real engagement by a majority of EU member states, the output is just
measured. Imperceptibly, the EaP has become a competitor to bellicose
Russia and its Eurasian Union.

It is surprising how Russia misjudged events. The former empire hasn’t
stopped treating the area in between its borders and the EU as its own “near
abroad” At the very beginning of EaP, Russia completely underestimated the
concept. For some time, Russia was even invited to the so-called “group of
friends” of the Eastern Partnership. It ignored this idea, but did not actively
work to prevent it, as it saw the EaP as an unimportant Polish invention.
From Russias point of view, it had huge assets of its own in the “near
abroad”: trade relations with EaP countries, military bases, visa facilitation
regimes (or visa non-existence), a familiar language and media 