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This edited volume focuses on the security policy of the European Union (EU) in the 21st 
century. In the past there could have been no doubt that EU-US relations would have been in-
terpreted as a cornerstone of Europe's security policy. Today, the situation looks different.1 
We contend that transatlantic solidarity can no longer be taken for granted. Unlike other 
commentators, however, we do not believe that the most recent transatlantic rifts have buried 
the partnership and with it NATO which epitomized the relationship for more than half a cen-
tury.2 Tomorrow's security challenges can only be solved in tandem and with the help of a 
stable and multilateral world order. Therefore both sides need each other. In order to continue 
their successful cooperation the transatlantic allies should thus redesign the institutional 
framework of their partnership.  
Today's transatlantic partnership suffers from three fundamental power gaps. The first and 
best known is the hard power gap, which originated in the Cold War when the European allies 
became comfortably reliant on US military capabilities and dominated the transatlantic 
agenda in the 90s. Put most simply, the hard power gap is the result of diverging threat as-
sessments and spending patterns on both sides of the Atlantic. Most recently, NATO has un-
dertaken enormous efforts to address specific European shortcomings. The EU has introduced 
new capability provision mechanisms to achieve its Helsinki Headline Goals and some Euro-
pean countries have begun to increase their defense budgets. Furthermore, EU leaders have 
adopted a security strategy and agreed to establish an agency for defense capabilities devel-
opment, research, acquisition and armaments that will help improve procurement efficiency.3 
Although far from being accomplished, the good news about the hard power gap is that it has 
been identified as a shortcoming. The same can not yet been said about the remaining two 
power gaps. 
Second there is a soft power gap. Soft power, according to Joseph Nye, is a nation's (or group 
of nations) ability to influence events based on cultural attraction, ideology, and international 
institutions.4 Although hard power is most essential to win wars, and often to give credibility 
to strategic choices, soft power is all the more important to win and preserve the peace. Soft 
power is the very prerequisite for trust among people and states. Without trust a stable inter-
national order cannot be built and sustained. The soft power gap is not the result of a lack of 
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capabilities on either side of the Atlantic. Rather it stems from a growing proclivity of the 
transatlantic partners to use their soft power resources against each other in what seems to be-
come a rather fruitless soft power rivalry. This "gap in the minds" is even more alarming than 
the wake-up call to "mind the gap"5 with regard to diverging hard power capabilities. 
The third power gap is that between the Euro-Atlantic hard and soft power capabilities on the 
one hand and cooperative/institutional structures to integrate these capabilities on the other. 
Existing institutions of transatlantic dialogue have reached their limits.6 No institution rivals 
NATO's ability to address the military aspects of today's security challenges, but the Alliance 
is less well suited to address the non-military challenges of the 21st century. The US-EU dia-
logue has grown in importance to address the broader political agenda including such issues 
as the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and fighting terrorism. However, 
this institutional dichotomy is detrimental to the efficient and effective handling of the new 
security risks. There is thus an urgent need to complement existing transatlantic institutions 
with a new framework that helps overcome the second power gap identified above. 
The signing of a new Atlantic Community Treaty and the establishment of a new Atlantic 
Community Treaty Organization would address this problem by providing an umbrella that 
covers the hard and soft power capabilities of the transatlantic partners (as well as the candi-
date countries) while leaving unchanged existing competencies of NATO and the EU. The 
added value of this new body is two-fold: First, by bridging the hard and soft power divide, 
the new framework will facilitate broad-based joint assessments of threats and opportunities. 
Both perspectives need to be taken into account at the assessment level in order to avoid a 
bias in favor of one or the other at the level of implementation. Second, the new institution 
will facilitate the adoption of concerted strategies and actions to address the threats and op-
portunities thus providing a kind of "strategic guidance" for consecutive action in NATO, the 
EU and other Euro-Atlantic institutions.   
Because the hard power gap is well researched the remainder of this text looks at the existing 
soft power gap and the need to blend hard and soft power more effectively. To start we look at 
existing US and European sources of soft power. Then we turn to the new Atlantic Commu-
nity Treaty and the Atlantic Community Treaty Organization as a proposal to mute the trans-
atlantic soft power rivalry. We illustrate the value of this proposal by addressing some key in-
ternational issues. Our conclusion discusses the necessary steps that each partner will have to 
undertake in order to reinvigorate the transatlantic partnership. 
 
1. US Soft Power and the Unilateral Temptation 
US hegemony after 1945 was benevolent in the sense that Washington decided to cooperate 
with its allies rather than dominating them, that it agreed to tame its power by being locked in 
in multilateral organizations, and that its political system was open for interference by its al-
lies thus offering them the opportunity to influence US decision-making.7 As a result, Wash-
ington's leadership had to do with (hard and soft) power but did not solely rest on it. Leader-
ship is an interactive process where the leader is followed because he is able to convince the 
followers. By taking into account the needs and goals of its allies and by listening to and car-
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ing about their opinion, the United States managed to base followership on persuasion and 
normative consensus, or soft power.8 However, when the leader neglects to bring its soft 
power into play in support of military actions, would-be followers find the first occasion to 
deviate.9 This is exactly what has happened in recent years and what led to the most recent 
transatlantic crisis over Iraq. 
Unilateralism – whether in the rouge form deployed by the current Bush administration or in 
the more occasional, cushioned and velvet form of the former Clinton administration – is a 
clear sign of a shifting balance between reliance on hard and soft power in US foreign policy. 
It provokes criticism because it puts at risk the international normative consensus and under-
mines the institutional framework.10 Before September 11 and certainly afterwards the new 
Bush administration interpreted US sovereignty as non-negotiable11 thus refuting international 
commitments that might limit the administration's leeway or force it to seek the consensus of 
others where independent actions would be preferred. In the long run, however, this tendency 
undermines the attractiveness of the US political, cultural and societal model thereby threaten-
ing the core of US soft power. International public opinion polls conducted in the aftermath of 
the war on Iraq clearly underline this danger. According to a study conducted by the Pew Re-
search Center, the rate of those people that somewhat or very much disapprove the US in-
creased markedly in Italy, whose government supported the war, (38% in May 2003 vs. 23% 
in summer 2002), in France (57% vs. 34%), and Germany (54% vs. 35%). The same study 
also highlights a growing preparedness of these countries' population to loosen the NATO ties 
to the US. Equally alarming is the drop in esteem rates for the US in the Arab world. The 
most extreme shift was seen in US-ally Turkey where more than 80% (vs. 55% in summer 
2002) have an unfavorable opinion of the United States.12  
 
2. European Soft Power and the Preference for Rules-Based Politics 
Tensions about US leadership and the uncertainty about the course of US foreign policy in the 
future have put more focus on the soft power – and so far to a lesser extent the hard power – 
capability of the EU. The EU's soft power approach rests on the assumption that the law of the 
strongest can be successfully replaced by the strength of the law. In part thanks to the provi-
sion of security by the United States, the transfer of sovereignty and with it the adherence to 
soft power – rather than the build-up of hard power capabilities – have become Europe's pri-
ority. 
Europe's preference for rules-based politics is the outcome of its history and its societal, eco-
nomic and political complexity and not, as Robert Kagan posits, the mere result of a lack of 
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hard power.13 Kagan's analysis reflects the prevalent US understanding of sovereignty as 
bound to the state's monopoly of power over a territory and the uncontested rule of the na-
tional constitution and national political authorities.14 The experience of European integration 
has led EU member states to a postmodern understanding of sovereignty. They "allow outside 
interference in their domestic affairs because they get something in return: influence on a su-
pranational level of governance."15 As a consequence Europe's approach to security rests not 
only on the use of non-military instruments to deal with security problems but also on the ad-
herence to multilateralism and rule-orientation, a network centric approach to international 
politics and the close cooperation with non-state actors to tackle today's security policy chal-
lenges. In sum, the EU offers a unique soft power model that has so far not been offered by 
other states or group of states.16  
 
3. US and European Soft Power: Combine, don’t Compete 
With two sources of soft power and the most recent experience in the war on Iraq the scene 
looks set for a potential soft power rivalry between Europe and the United States.17 It is thus 
not surprising that some people in Brussels and other European capitals are increasingly will-
ing to capitalize on Europe's soft power via the European Security and Defense Policy 
(ESDP) to counterbalance Washington. However, nothing would be more damaging to the 
fate of the transatlantic relationship and the long-term international stability than this, because 
"no two regions of the world have more in common nor have more to lose if they fail to stand 
together."18  Americans and Europeans should join forces in launching a new initiative to re-
invent the transatlantic relationship to help them hammer out solutions to the most pressing 
global challenges in tandem with other leading nations and international organizations. 
At the core of this new initiative lies the reinvigoration of the transatlantic community of val-
ues by developing a new Atlantic Community Treaty.19 The purpose of this treaty would be to 
promote political, economic and security cooperation at all levels of intergovernmental and 
multinational interaction and ensure the effective NATO-EU collaboration in areas of joint in-
terests and activities.20 Politically it would shift the focus away from those issues that divide 
the transatlantic partners to that what they have in common. Functionally the treaty among all 
NATO and EU members would create a soft power framework of cooperation to complement 
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the hard power frameworks of NATO and the ESDP. Most importantly it would help bridge 
the current artificial gap between NATO discussions of security policy and US-EU consulta-
tions on economic issues and other ad-hoc fora (e.g., the group of four which includes the UN 
and Russia to deal with the Israeli-Palestinian conflict) by providing a cooperative platform to 
coordinate and harmonize political, security and economic activities. This in turn would lead 
to a better mix of existing hard and soft power capabilities of the transatlantic couple (see 
Figure 1). However, a new Atlantic Community would embrace, not replace, NATO in the 
overall framework of transatlantic relations. Because it would be a cooperative, not integra-
tive forum, it would not threaten the "autonomy" of the EU or undermine NATO's Article 5 
collective defense commitment. The added value rests in providing the transatlantic coopera-
tion with more opportunities for synergies, a broader perspective and increased flexibility. 
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Figure 1: From dichotomous to harmonious transatlantic cooperation 

 
Operation of a new Atlantic Community Treaty (soft power) Organization (ACTO) could in-
clude twice-yearly summit meetings among all NATO and EU members as well as all coun-
tries recognized as candidates for membership in those two bodies. The meetings could be 
scheduled in conjunction with the regular NATO and EU summits and would supplant the 
current US-EU summit meetings. The current US-EU agenda could be transferred to the new 
forum without excluding the opportunity to discuss specific US-EU issues in bilateral consul-
tations. The summit framework could be supported by a permanent council to discuss issues 
as they develop between summit sessions and working groups that meet as needed.21 To give 
the Community a representative dimension covering all aspects of the transatlantic relation-
ship, the NATO Parliamentary Assembly could be transformed into the Atlantic Community 
Assembly. Close cooperation with the Parliamentary Assembly of the EU and of the Organi-
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zation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) would be highly recommended to 
forge a common understanding on the most important issues.  
At the same time cooperation with the OSCE and the UN should be addressed. The OSCE 
brings together the members of the new Atlantic Community and all the other states of the 
Eurasian region who do not qualify for or do not seek Atlantic Community membership, inc-
luding most importantly Russia and Ukraine. Taking over the agenda of the Euro-Atlantic 
Partnership Council (EAPC), which deals with similar issues, would help strengthen the OS-
CE's main responsibility to deepen cooperative security and to expand confidence building 
and arms control measures, early warning, conflict prevention, crisis management and post-
conflict rehabilitation activities. In relation to the UN the new ACTO could make a three-fold 
contribution. First, if the transatlantic partners that contribute three of the five permanent 
members of the UN Security Council can use the new framework effectively to harmonize 
their position on international issues of peace and security they will greatly advance the effec-
tiveness of the world organization's key decision-making body. Second, direct contacts be-
tween ACTO working groups and the UN's special organizations can facilitate cooperation if 
they help bridge the gap between political declarations and the requirements of implementa-
tion. Finally, the new body can work effectively with organizations and important countries 
from other regions of the world through partnership arrangements thereby avoiding the im-
pression of a "transatlantic fortress" in the making.  
 
4. Elements of a New Atlantic Community Consensus 
Given the most recent transatlantic rift, reinvigorating common bonds is an end in itself. But, 
of course, it is not enough. The United States and its European friends and allies need to ad-
dress a number of issues that will be key to transatlantic relations and to international coop-
eration and stability. 
 
4.1. Terrorism, Failed States, and Development 
In the wake of September 11 US and European actions in the fight against terrorism have 
been converging. The new EU security strategy lists terrorism along with the proliferation of 
WMD, regional conflicts, failed states and organized crime as the key threats to international 
security. The draft European constitution explicitly refers to the fight against terrorism as a 
specific task of the ESDP and foresees a new "solidarity clause" in which member states that 
have become the victim of armed aggression shall inform other states and may request aid and 
assistance from them. Furthermore the EU declaration on non-proliferation of WMD envis-
ages, as an instrument of last resort, the application of coercive measures in accordance with 
the UN Charter.22 
In order to fight terrorism effectively simultaneous moves at all three levels of Joseph Nye's 
famous "chess board", i.e., at the level of military, economic, and transnational relations, will 
be necessary.23 To do so, Europe's emphasis on the causes of terrorism (e.g., bad governance, 
underdevelopment, authoritarian rule) must be blended with the US focus on the conse-
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quences.24 To accomplish this task the new ACTO provides the missing link that will help 
blend both perspectives. Two examples illustrate this: First, if there had been an Atlantic 
Community Council on September 11, it could immediately have established working groups 
to address all aspects of the campaign against sources of international terror. The North Atlan-
tic Council could have invoked Article 5 on September 12 just as it did. However, in the 
meantime, discussions in the Atlantic Community Council could have been coordinating the 
response of police authorities in Community countries, discussing actions to cut off sources of 
financial support to terrorists, developing public diplomacy themes to accompany military and 
diplomatic action, and beginning consideration of long term strategies designed to undermine 
support for terrorist activities and address its causes. Second, the recent "Winning the Peace 
Act" introduced by three US Senators is a promising sign of the potential to harmonize US 
and European peace-building activities and the treatment of failing states.25 The Act aims at 
strengthening US capabilities in the fields of security and public safety, justice, governance, 
and economic and social well-being. As the initiative targets the same focus areas that also 
build the core of the ESDP's civilian activities it opens the door for harmonizing the respec-
tive concepts and jointly developing the relevant resources. Both could be achieved under the 
umbrella of the new ACTO. 
 
4.2. Security Sector Transformation 
There is a growing consensus that most of the existing national and international security in-
stitutions are ill prepared to deal with today's security challenges. New security risks are 
transnational, originate within rather than between states and involve non-state actors which 
are ready to use force. They call into question key assumptions such as the clear separation 
between internal and external threats or the distinction between war and peace. What is thus 
needed is a fundamental overhaul of these institutions. Existing stove-pipe organizations must 
be overcome in favor of the logic of network centricity. Cross-organizational processes as 
well as interagency management and controlling instruments are necessary. At the same time 
traditional dichotomies between existing instruments of foreign, security, trade, development 
and other policy areas must be replaced by integrative approaches that favor increased har-
monization and synchronization of the respective actions. 
While the military side of the transatlantic partnership has already embarked on a challenging 
transformation agenda, the same can not yet been said for the civilian side. Again, the new 
framework can be instrumental to help avoid transformation asymmetries. It could be used to 
establish a transformation process that systematically links the US Department for Homeland 
Security with respective European authorities thus addressing an issue that becomes ever 
more vital. In addition it could help coordinate this agenda with NATO's military transforma-
tion activities. This is essential if we think of "dual use" capabilities such as the protection 
against chemical, biological, radiological or nuclear attacks or the provision of command and 
control.  
 
4.3. Debate New International Rules 
The general debate about the legality of the preemptive use of force notwithstanding, the ma-
jor problem of the Bush administration is not so much its reference to this basic political op-
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tion but rather its application for the purpose of regime change in a case of dubious proof of 
the basic allegations (e.g., the possession of WMD and the sponsorship of terrorism). That's 
why – and in stark contrast to the international intervention in Kosovo (1999) – the US-UK 
attack was criticized as being illegitimate. 
There are good arguments both in favor of and against reform of the UN charter's ban of the 
use of force. Supporters, mostly from the United States, say that the drafters of the UN charter 
did not foresee the new kind of transnational and asymmetrical risks and the advent of non-
state actors. Given the new capabilities to exercise threat at a worldwide scale anytime and 
anywhere it is no longer adequate to wait for an attack to happen; rather power should be used 
preemptively.26 By contrast opponents argue that alternatives presented so far to replace the 
concept of "imminent threat" are vague on all accounts, i.e., with regard to defining the cir-
cumstances, the objects and the means of the preemptive use of force.27 Furthermore they 
convincingly argue that a return of an opportunistic and extensive use of the "right of self de-
fense" will lead international relations to where it came from – the security dilemma in which 
uncertainty prevails.  
With the intervention in Kosovo (1999) and the War on Iraq (2003) members of the Atlantic 
Community have created two strong cases that deviate from the traditional understanding of 
the use of force. Therefore they should initiate and lead a discussion on the future of interna-
tional law in general and the use of force in particular. This debate should aim at finding new 
international rules for the use of force by taking into account the nature of new risks and 
strengthening, not bypassing, the role of the UN Security Council. By invoking this debate 
within the framework of the UN the members of the Atlantic Community would send a pow-
erful signal to the world that they remain committed to playing by a system of internationally 
accepted rules, as long as other nations and groups are willing to do so. 
 
4.4. Strengthen International Institutions 
By creating a new Atlantic Community soft power organization transatlantic allies would al-
ready make a powerful case in favor of international cooperation. This should be backed by 
sustained efforts to make existing institutions more flexible and to provide them with the nec-
essary resources commensurate with their tasks. By strengthening and advancing cooperation 
among them each international organization can help advance the soft power agenda.  
The UN remains the preeminent platform to debate all issues pertinent to the establishment of 
a new world order. Recently, the UN has embarked on promising ways to strengthen global 
governance by working more closely with non-state actors such as non-governmental organi-
zations and multinational corporations. Opening the international arena for the civil society is 
one of the strongest tools to strengthen soft power in the long run.  
The long-standing dichotomy between NATO and the EU could be overcome by establishing 
the new ACTO. This new organization would benefit from blending existing hard and soft 
power capabilities. The OSCE continues to play an important role by strengthening the root 
causes of soft power, i.e., establishment of democratic principles and institutions. Furthermore 
the OSCE's presence in such important areas as the Caucasus and Central Asia make it ex-
tremely well positioned to help the ACTO stabilize these potential seats of crisis in a coherent 
and concerted way. 
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Finally, international financial and trade institutions must be interpreted as instruments 
through which soft power bears economic fruits. To this purpose the international trade and 
financial architecture needs to be further developed by attributing more importance, inter alia, 
to the mutual dependencies between the transition to a market economy and the necessary cul-
tural and societal adaptations, the relation between trade liberalization and security policy 
(e.g., terrorists have benefited from the liberalization of financial and telecommunication 
markets) as well as intellectual property rights, health issues and regional development (e.g., 
role of pharmaceuticals in providing AIDS treatment to the developing world). 
 
4.5. Expand the Role of Cultural Diplomacy 
A key instrument in socialization and building up a common memory, cultural diplomacy has 
diminished in importance since the end of the Cold War. But the value of culture as a means 
of forging trust has been rediscovered recently in the form of "hearts and minds" campaigns 
especially targeted at the Muslim world. In dealing with the countries that have so far not 
benefited from the "Western model" and thus tend to oppose it, cultural knowledge is indis-
pensable to understand the complexities of these societies. Compared with other policy in-
struments, cultural exchange programs, education and training and other forms of cultural di-
plomacy are extremely cheap, but yield a high long-term return by broadening understanding 
and forging personal ties. For this reason Atlantic Community members should come up with 
a soft power culture strategy that identifies ways of opening our culture to other people and 
entering into sustained dialogue with them. Existing international cooperation schemes for 
key areas such as the Mediterranean region should be harmonized,28 budgets and existing in-
frastructure of embassies, cultural foundations and even trade associations could be developed 
cooperatively in order to yield maximum benefit for all participants, and civil society net-
works at home and abroad should be actively engaged and strengthened. 
 
5. The Age of Coziness is Over – Now Comes the Hard Work 
The implication for Europe's security in the 21st century that follows from our analysis is 
straightforward. Europe is no longer the prime strategic concern for Washington.29 Therefore 
it must continue along the way outlined in its security strategy and the constitutional draft in 
order to stand up for its own interests. This requires more political coherence, an increased 
readiness to cede sovereignty in foreign, security and defense matters, more efficient ways to 
provide the necessary capabilities, more joint action and ultimately more resources to over-
come identified shortfalls. The war on Iraq, however, has made it clear that Europe cannot be 
successfully constructed in a framework of transatlantic discord. Nor should strengthened 
European capabilities be interpreted as a means to counterbalance Washington. It would be 
more than troubling if opposition vis-à-vis the United States became the new objective of 
European integration. Rather than counterbalancing Washington Europe must actively pursue 
the fundamental interests that it shares with the United States and Canada.  
From the US side the equation does not look much different. Above all, the Bush administra-
tion should realize that "more Europe" in terms of foreign, security and defense policy is an 
                                                 
28  The OSCE's Mediterranean Partners for Cooperation include Algeria, Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Morocco, and Tunisia. 

NATO's Mediterranean dialogue covers the same countries and also includes Mauritania. The EU's Barcelona Process in-
cludes the OSCE's partner countries and the Palestinian Authority, Lebanon, Syria, Turkey, Cyprus and Malta. In addi-
tion, the EU maintains a complementary Middle East Peace Process and relations with Middle Eastern countries in the 
Gulf region. 

29  Stanley Hoffmann, The crisis in transatlantic relations. In: Lindstrom, Shift or Rift, pp. 13-20; James Thomson, US Inter-
ests and the Fate of the Alliance. In: Survival 4/2003-04, pp. 207-220; Daalder, The End of Atlanticism, p. 150. 
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indispensable precondition to reinvigorate the transatlantic relationship and to shoulder global 
challenges.30 European actions in these fields should thus be embraced not refuted or carica-
tured. Although the current administration has downplayed the value of sustained partnership 
and cooperation, long-term US interests demand a policy change. The American people do 
not want and will not support US policies whose consequences include sole responsibility for 
post-war reconstruction wherever US forces intervene to defeat dictators or ferret out terror-
ists. Likewise the implementation of legitimate foreign policy goals such as democracy, rule 
of law and human rights with illegitimate means can ultimately cause what the National Secu-
rity Strategy seeks to avoid: the emergence of a new power center to rival the United States.31 
The United States and Europe must find a way to move on. As suggested a new ACTO would 
provide a framework for bringing US and European soft power resources to bear on problems 
beyond Europe, where both have common interests. Such a soft power solution will, however, 
not remove the need for credible military options. But an effective marriage of US and Euro-
pean soft power resources could help prevent some problems from becoming military chal-
lenges. It could enhance the ability of the international community to deal with post-conflict 
scenarios in ways that promote stability. The question today is whether the United States will 
continue down a unilateralist, heavy on the hard power path, or will find a balance between 
the use of its hard and soft power that strengthens alliances, wins the hearts and minds of po-
tential adversaries and reduces the occasions on which the United States would actually have 
to use its impressive hard power capabilities. Establishing the new ACTO would be a decisive 
step in this direction. 
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30  Rob de Wijk, European Military Reform for a Global Partnership. In: The Washington Quarterly 1/2003-04, pp. 197-210, 

here p. 207. 
31  Thomas Risse, Es gibt keine Alternative! USA und EU müssen ihre Beziehungen neu justieren [There is no alternative. 
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