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|. Introduction

Sarko ‘the American’?

When the former French President, Chirac, leftceffin May 2007, some people in
the White House and on Capitol Hill might have lined private sighs of relief.
Chirac had become one of the main obstacles forntrenalization of Franco-
American relationship, even if this was not opemdiynitted. Expectations were high.
Had not the incoming French president, Sarkozyhibkname ‘Sarko I'’Américain’?
A nickname, as Sarkozy himself wrote in his bodb&émoignage’(Testimony), that
“was meant to kill (me)”.(1) In the same book Sankexpressed his great admiration
for the US. “I appreciate,” he wrote, “the sociabloility of American society. One
can start from scratch and have an extraordinacgess. (...) Merit is rewarded”.(2)
He also wrote: “I want to develop especially oulatienship with the US. Our
situation is special. Here is a country that a pérour elites publicly declares to
detest, or, at least, regularly criticizes in a wagt makes a caricature of it. This is a
bit strange, because it concerns a nation with vive have never been at war, which
is not often the case, which has come to help efend us, liberate us two times in
our recent history; with which we share a systemdefocratic values that are

extremely close; a nation of which our childrenasineto learn the way of life and to



share the passions. In addition, we are speakirigeofirst economic, monetary and
military power of the world. We are sailing the saotean. It is not necessary to be a
great strategist to understand that it is in ouergst to have the best possible
relationship with this country.”(3)

Expectations for improved Franco-American relatiops were high at both sides of
the Atlantic. The question, however, is if Sarkazgdmiration for the dynamism of
the US (which fits well with his own dynamic chaeg will result in a real and

enduring change in French foreign policy vis-athis United States.

ll. Paris — Washington: Starting with a Blank Slate?

Right from the start of his Presidency it was clixat Sarkozy was eager to normalize
Franco-American relationships. Very unusual for@nEh President, he spent his first
summer holidays in the US and used this opportutatyisit President Bush in
Kennebunkport. However, an improved personal @tatip between the leaders of
the two countries is not enough. For many obsertlegditmus proof of Sarkozy’'s
transatlantic engagement will be if he keeps hignpse to reintegrate France into the
military organisation of NATO, which France left bydecision of De Gaulle in 1966.
Such a rapprochement of France to NATO is not nds. predecessor, Jacques
Chirac, made a similar proposal to reintegrate ¢gaat the beginning of his
Presidency (4), on the condition that a Europeaadir French) officer would head
NATO’s Mediterranean South Command, a proposal wkas promptly refused by
the US. The question, therefore is, if the time wasripe for a French return into
NATO in 1995, is it the right time today? To answuieis question we should look at
three important developments that took place sit®@5, which have had a deep

impact on the way of thinking of the French poétiand military establishment:

1. A new French assessment of the emergmdfipolar world

2. A sense ofpowerlessnessf France, which — curiously — was matched by a
different sense of powerlessness of the US

3. The gradual transformation of a transatlaN#d O into a Global NATO’



A Multipolar World: How Chirac’s Dream Became Sarkozy’s Nightmare

In the beginning of the 1990s, after the demisthefSoviet Union and the victory of
the allied forces in Iraq in the (First) Gulf Wérbecamebon tonto speak of a unique
‘unipolar moment’in modern history. The United States had becomeititentested
global power, which was equalled by no countryhe world. The bipolar system of
the Cold War had been replaced by a unipolar sysidnth was considered to give
the US a unique chance to influence the new emgngorid order. Not everybody in
the West, however, saw this as a positive developnide French, especially, were
suspicious. It was the French Foreign Minister, éttilvédrine, who coined the word
‘hyperpower’ (hyperpuissance) for this new kindsoifper-superpower.(5) The word

was, maybe, meant to be neutral, but it got neetsis a negative connotation.

President Chirac openly attacked the unipolar wd6§ He heralded the coming of a
new, multipolar world order of which he considerédance to be one of the
instigators. His opposition in 2003 in the Secufityuncil against the War in Iraq —
together with Russia and China — was seen by him dgcisive moment in the
formation of a multipolar world. At that time | wies “The question is, however, if
Chirac’s obsession with multipolarity will not caus lot of damage: first to the
transatlantic relationship, second to the EU, wihsctieeply divided as a result of his
approach, and finally to France itself. Chirac’ewiof the virtues of a multipolar
world might be a little bit too rosy. Maybe he hasmind the mutually balanced
‘concert of nations’ of nineteenth century Eurofgut that period was a short
exception in Europe’s long, bloody, multipolar bist As Pangloss in Voltaire’s
“Candide”, who discovers that the real world is ttleé best of all worlds’, Chirac (or
at least future French Presidents) might find dwatt &8 multipolar world is not ‘the
best of all worlds’, but an utterly dangerous pl&@.

The last sentence now sounds almost propheticanlimportant speech on
foreign affairs to a conference of French ambassada 27 August 2007 in the
Elysée Palace (8), President Sarkozy signalled tisaice 1990 the bipolar
confrontation has disappeared.” In itself this dtidae a source of satisfaction. But is
it? Sarkozy skipped in his speech the unipolar mapm@bviously assuming that this

moment has already passed and went on to speak abo.reality which is not less



worrying: the world has become multipolar, but tmaultipolarity, which could
announce a new concert of the great powers, driftsvards a clash of power
politics.”(9) Chirac’s multipolar Garden of Eden‘vgorrying’ for his successor. And
it is not only the US that is accused by Sarkozwg ohilateral use of power, but also
two of Chirac’s former allies in his quest for altipolar world: Russia and China.
“Russia”, according to Sarkozy, “imposes its retom the world stage by playing
with a certain brutality (“avec une certaine britéd) its trump cards, especially oil
and gas.” He adds: “When one is a great powerhasdo abstain from brutality.” On
China he wrote: “. (it) transforms its insatiable search for raw miaterin a strategy

of control, especially in Africa.”(10)

Sarkozy’'s view of the emerging multipolar world asfar cry from Chirac’s rosy
dream world. It is not the best of all worlds, laudeeply dangerous place. This is not
only because the top players in the new world oaderiess kind and more rude than
expected, but also because middle sized counsiety as Iran (or North-Korea), by
acquiring nuclear weapons, could quickly becomeatd&zing factors. Sarkozy’'s
pessimistic view impacts the way the new Frenchegawent assesses NATO. For
President Chirac NATO had become the toolbox of anogant American
‘hyperpower’ which needed to be ‘counterbalancdebr Sarkozy NATO is the
common security organisation of Europe, Canada Aamgerica, which — as
democracies — have a common interest in defendiaegt&h values and should try to

shape an orderly organized multipolar world.

The Different French and US Experiences of Powerlessnes

French Ante-Bellum Ohnmacht Versus American Post-BellumOhnmacht

There is another experience that has brought niyt Brance, but also the US to
reassess the utility of NATO. This is an experienteelative powerlessness. This
powerlessness, however, was different in origin ad felt at different moments.
The French experienced this powerlessrmserean armed conflict, the US8fter a
successful military intervention. It is interestitigat the experiences of powerlessness
of both countries, although different in origin acldaracter, bring them to the same

conclusion.



French Ante-Bellum Ohnmacht

When in the 1990s ethnic wars started in the forvhggoslavia, the member states of
the European Union were forced to stand passivwelybwerless they had to watch a
diabolic tit-for-tat of ethnic cleansing and massrder taking place on their own
continent, without being able to intervene and dtop bloodshed. For the French,
especially, the apostles of an autonomous Europefence, it was a humiliating
experience that an intervention in the Balkans imecanly possible after the US —
reluctantly — had decided to step in. These casflishowed the relative
unpreparedness of the French army - at that timienrsastly a conscript army - to

deploy and maintain troops on short notice evamegrby European theatres.

After the War in Kosovo there waspaise de conscience Paris not only of the
guantitative, but also of the enormaysalitative gap between American and French
war-fighting capabilities. The French had to adafsb that they — unlike the British —
had been too late in professionalizing their ardi).Even more so, being outside the
military integrated structure of NATO, they had depd themselves of the
opportunity of making their army interoperable witiat of the US and their main
European allies. The self-isolation of France & &tlantic Alliance since 1966 may
have brought some political and commercial advagag third countries, but from a
military point of view it was a purely negative fac The French experience arfite-
bellum Ohnmachtthe relative powerlessness to intervene and teeprajs military
power in crisis situations and to work smoothly etbger with the US and its
European allies, was rather frustrating and maakerabells ring. This experience was
a second factor that led to a re-evaluation of NATi®tegrated military structure and

a renewed interest of France to be part of it.(12)

US Post-Bellum Ohnmacht

The US case was quite different from the French,ibbad - strangely enough -
similar consequences. For the US the War of Koseas a turning point. The
intervention was a NATO-led war, which the US fougigether with its allies. It was
for the Americans a highly frustrating experiené@stly, the necessity to find a

consensus not only before, but also during the eagnprendered it difficult to fight



the war, because there was a premium on being tablmake quick decisions.
Secondly, the US was frustrated because of théqadllimitations set by some of its
allies, especially the French.(13) Thirdly, the whowed the huge technological gap
between the US army and the armies of its allidgchvmade the interoperability

extremely difficult.

The Kosovo war was for the US a war conducted biiveu, who was helped, and
even more often hindered, by little dwarf§he big lesson the US learned from the
Kosovo experience was, therefore, that on a fubaaasion it would ‘go it alone’.
And that was what the US did after 9/11. After #teack on the World Trade Center
and the Pentagon the NATO allies immediately andtlie first time in NATO’s
history invoked Article V, offering their militargssistance. The US thanked them for
their friendly gesture, but then decided to figme tvar in Afghanistan alone — with
only minor roles for the UK and the Northern All@ a local ally. Afghanistan may
be considered as the beginning of the ‘unipolar exmwhich reached its apex one
year later, in 2003, with the attack on Irag. Hagain the US decided to go it alone —
equally with minor roles for the UK and a localyaliin this case the Kurdish

Peshmerga.

The US ‘hyperpower’ quite easily defeated the asmoé the Taliban and Saddam
Hussein. Problems arose, howe\adter the wars were won. In Afghanistan and in
Irag the US was confronted with terrorism, crimiastiacks, urban guerrilla warfare,
and waves of tribal and ethnic violence. At the eh@007, almost six years after the
intervention in Afghanistan started and almost fyears after the invasion of Iraq
began, the situation in both countries was stillffam stabilised. Political analysts
spoke about ‘quagmires’, where — in order to avanidoutright defeat - a permanent
military involvement of the US for the next ten twenty years might be

necessary.(14) Confronted with its relative poegshess after the military victories,
its post-bellum Ohnmachtthe US quickly rediscovered the utility of its ali not

only for peacekeeping and reconstruction purpdagsalso for combat tasks.

The interesting outcome, therefore, from both Fneaste-bellum Ohnmacht and US
post-bellum Ohnmacht, is that through these expee® of relative powerlessness

both countries have rediscovered NATO as an importadt @seful instrument of



their security policy. The US is moving from itsuggty ‘tool-box’ approach it
developed after Kosovo. The French are giving ugrtkelf chosen isolationism

which made its army lag behind the US and the UK.

Both countries are thus converging in their renevmégerest in NATO. The question,

however, is: converging twhat kindof NATO?

What Kind of NATO?
French ‘NATO Nostra’ Versus US ‘Global NATO’

Both the US and France rediscovered the utilitiNAfTO for their national purposes,
but what kind of NATO? That is, indeed, the big sfien. And in answering this
guestion we will see that the newly won convergesicboth countries immediately

starts to diverge.

Let us begin with Sarkozy’s view of NATO. This vieentains four components:

a. NATO isour NATO

b. Therefore Europeans should have more influencecbeently is the case

c. NATO is and should remainteansatlanticorganization, that primarily deals
with the security interests of Europe

d. NATO should remain aefenceorganization and should, therefore, not take

on new roles and tasks

NATO Nostra

‘NATO Nostra ‘NATO is Ours’. That could be the new adagiurh President
Sarkozy. For him NATO is not longer something ‘alje ‘Anglo-Saxon’, or
‘American’ as it was for his predecessors. On thetr@ary. “That Atlantic Alliance”,
he told his ambassadors in August 2007, “do we b@avemind you, is ours: we have
founded it, we are today one of the principal abators to it. Of 26 members, 21 are
members of the European Union.”(15) It is interggthow Sarkozy used the word
‘ours’ here in two different ways: in the first 4ence it refers to France and in the

second sentence to the EU. For him both meanirggg;tarchangeable. The message



is clear. France should re-appropriateoi organisation. Reintegrating France into
the military organisation of NATO is not a humilrad walk to Canossa, but it is, on
the contrary, a gloriousoming homeThis is, of course, only true if such a return
does not imply an acceptance of the existing stgus in which the US is the

unchallenged leader of this organization, whichlik to unilaterally set the agenda.

Changing NATO'’s Internal Power Structure: A Freréputy SACEUR?

Therefore Sarkozy’'s second point is that NATO lashtange. From its start in 1949
NATO has formally the structure of an organisatidrequal, autonomous members,
but the informal structure was quite different. iidormal structure was that of a
cobwebwith in the middle the US as a big spider that hdalteral contacts with the
individual allies, located at the different endstioé web. Between these allies there
was no organised contact and even if this wouldtekivould not help, because they
often disagreed on policies and preferred thereforereate and maintain a special
relationship with the superpower in the middle.1®62 President Kennedy already
promised to change this informal structure. In tyegsr, celebrated as ‘the Year of
Europe’, he pleaded for a Two Pillar NATO - a mewuilibrated structure with a
North American Pillar and a European Pillar. Kenne@s assassinated one year later
and his successors in the White House, draggedhanVietnam War, had other
preoccupations than building a two-pillar NATO. Tidea, however, regularly
surfaced again at the European side of the Atlaniicnot as an outright two-pillar
NATO, then in the disguise of a ‘transatlantic sd@gulialogue’ between the US and
the EU, as was, for instance, proposed by the Ge@mancellor Gerhard Schréder in
February 2005.

President Sarkozy, however, seems in the shortaue less interested to set up a
European pillar in NATO, as to directly strength@e national French position in
NATO. In a report of the French Senate on the diwmiuof NATO of 19 July 2007
there was a first hint of what the new French goreant was aiming at. In order “to
re-equilibrate the Atlantic Alliance in favour dfé¢ Europeans” the authors wrote, one
should think of “the possibility ‘to europeanizéiet function of Deputy SACEUR,
actually given to a Brit, attributing it alternatdb different European countries.”(16)

One could question the use here of the word tojeeeinize’, because the function, in



a certain sense, has already been ‘europeanizette 9978, when General Gerd
Schmueckle became the first German Deputy SACEUR,command has rotated
between Britain and Germany. When the defence cteenof the French Senate
proposed to attribute the function ‘alternatelydifferent European countries’, this
should not be read that France is prepared to aecéghuanian, Danish or Czech
Deputy SACEUR. French intentions became cleargdétober 2007, when Laurent
Zecchini wtote inLe Monde:“One suspects that Paris will claim the functidn o
Deputy SACEUR, but no official demand has yet bemade. NATO diplomats think

that the French initiative is, at this stage, alkir trial balloon to test the reactions in
the Atlantic Alliance, as well as at home.”(17) fiact, French designs have not
changed much since the beginning of the 1960s, \WeeGaulle proposed a Franco-
British-American triumvirate in NATO. The only sigicant change is that the

leading group it wants to join now includes a fburiember, namely Germany.

NATO’s main purpose should remain the securitywbpe

The third component of the French vision is that TDAs main purpose should
remain what always has been iitgsson d’étre: the security of Europe (and North-
America). This does not mean that France is opptés€dut of area’ operations,
conducted outside the territory of the Atlanticiafice, but these interventions outside
NATO territory should be directly or indirectly eslant for the security interests of
Europe, in areas such as combating terrorist threatsafeguarding energy supply
lines. This position has also an impact on the nestbp structure and eventual
partnerships of NATO. According to the French uisidNATO should restrict its
membership to the existing North American and Eeaopallies. After the recent
enlargements of NATO, France is reluctant to takadw countries, such as Georgia
and Ukraine, which have, again according to thenéhig no vocation to become
members of the European Union. NATO membershipurmge should coincide as
much as possible with EU membership, in order ®NIBTO as an instrument for the
European Security and Defence Policy.(18) For thmes reason France is very
critical of transforming the existing relationshipsith the so-called ‘contact
countries’: Australia, New Zealand, Japan and S#igirea, into fully-fledged
partnerships. It would radically change the chamaahd scope of NATO and prepare
the ground for the ‘global NATO’ the French do maint.(19)



NATO should remain a military organisation

Last but not least: in the French view NATO shoadohcentrate itself “on its most
traditional calling, which is essentially militat{20) The fact that NATO has taken
on more and more ‘soft power’ roles is regardedHognce as undermining the
essence of NATO which was created as an orgamisaficollective defence. The
French vision is that crisis management is mom@efor the the UNand for the EU,
which is better equipped for quick and short ‘Psterg’ interventions. It is regarded
as ironic that the only two times that the newlyrided NATO Response Force came
into action was for purely civil actions: in Septaen 2005 after hurricane Katrina hit
Louisiana, and in October 2005 after an earthquakaged Pakistan.

France is sceptical about the new ‘global approach’” mix of civil and
military operations - that is on the American agersince NATO established its
‘Provincial Reconstruction Teams’ in Afghanistanigfhcombine providing military
security with civil reconstruction and institutioouilding. In April 2004, Hans
Binnendijk, a director at the US National Defenseiv@rsity, wrote: “What Iraq
shows us is that NATO must supplement its comloaipis with forces that can begin
stabilization. This means civil affairs, medicatgeeering and intelligence units that
can pave the way for civilian nation-building.”(2Bjnnendijk acknowledged that
“European militaries have many of the building ledor these forces. The Germans
and ltalians are developing units that specializestabilization and reconstruction
missions (...).” He regretted that “unfortunately, N& is not organized to take full
advantage of the experience and training of thasemal militaries.” He suggested a
possible solution based on a stabilization andnstroction force: “This would not be
a clone of the NATO Response Force. That forcelatively small, ready to deploy
quickly and prepared to encounter heavy resistandée stabilization and
reconstruction force could be “larger, take longedeploy and could follow in the
footsteps of the NATO Response Force.”(22)

Conflicting French and US Visions of NATO

If we compare the French vision of NATO with thdttbe US administration (the

Bush administration — but equally an eventual ftDemocrat administration), then
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the differences immediately catch the eye. In masgects the US strategy is the
oppositeof the strategy proposed by France. The US ceytaicknowledges that the
security of Europe was the origirmalison d’étreof the alliance — and even that it will
remain one of its anchor points. However, afterdisesntegration of the Soviet empire
and the enlargement of the EU the security of theoean continent has become a
less urgent concern for the US — on the conditiat &n enduring pacification of the
former Yugoslavia takes place. US concerns haveeasingly shifted to other parts
of the globe: to hidden and omnipresent Al Qaidawoneks, to Iraq, Afghanistan,
Iran, the shimmering Middle East conflict, Leban®akistan, North Korea and, last
but not least: to a militarily more assertive Chimhis new world order is — contrary
to the vision of George Bush Senior - not a pldcegeace, prosperity and democracy,
but a potential dangerous theatre, full of emergiogflicts. In this context it was
quite logical for the US to broaden the scope ef Alantic Alliance. Not ideology,
but hard historical facts have already pushed NAJ@ of area’: first in the former

Yugoslavia, and later in Afghanistan.

The US wants to go further on this road and makeT®Anto aglobal security
organisation. It expects its European allies ttolits lead. Three main reasons can

be put forward to understand the American view.

Firstly, due to perceived commanterestsamong the members of NATOIn a
globalised world the security of Europe cannot beadipled from the security in the
rest of the world. The US and Europe have a comiminest to combat international
terrorism and destroy its safe havens, which arstijnon failed states. The US and
Europe equally have a common interest to halt toéferation of nuclear weapons
and to build countervailing powers if certain ragab powers become too dominant
vis-a-vis their neighbours (as, for instance, Rus&rsus the Baltic states, Georgia
and Ukraine; China versus Taiwan).

Secondly, because of commualues.Despite some shameful incidents and policies,
(such as ‘Guantanamo’ and ‘Abu Ghraib’) , the USsiders itself — together with
Europe — as the world’s main supporter of the afléaw, democracy and human
rights. In a world with instantly available, reahe information, where the US and its

allies have the possibility to intervene on shautice, it is no longer possible to
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passively stand aside when massacres and genotEdesplace that could be

prevented, or stopped at no great risk.

Thirdly, because of an appeal to the need for &idesticsolidarity. After World War

Il the US has offered the Europeans a military ldhiggainst the Soviet threat.
Western Europe has mainly behaved asrssumenf security, based on the provision
of a public good by the US. The US thinks it is dirthat Europe gives up its
consumer attitude and becomes a fully-fledged ocwiger and producer of security
(for instance by spending at least 2 percent ofGBP on defence) to share the
burden.(23)

[ll. Two Remaining ‘Wild Cards’: French Public Opin ion and Turkey

Apart from the above mentioned problems, causedofyyosing French and US
strategic visions on the future of NATO, the Fremneturn into the military integrated
structure of NATO could also be jeopardized by tether factors of which one is

internal and an otheexternal.

1. Theinternal factor is opposition from French public opinion amgart of the
French political elite.

2. Theexternalfactor is relationships with Turkey.

A Growing French NATO Lobby Versus an Anti-American Public Opinion

Voices in favour of a return of France into theitarly integrated organization of
NATO have become louder in recent years. Amongetlvesces are first those of the
French military, frustrated by the fact that therieh self-isolation within NATO was
hampering the modernisation and interoperabilityhef French army with the armies
of its allies. A second lobby is the industrial bgtthat hopes that French armaments
sales will be boosted after a return of Francéérilitary organization. Last but not
least, there is a political lobby, not only in Sari‘'s UMP, but also in the opposition
Socialist Party, that considers that France hast #olgain by giving up its special

position in the Atlantic Alliance.
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Although the pro-NATO lobby has been rapidly grogvin recent years, there remain
some big hurdles for Sarkozy. One of these is Frg@ublic opinion.In an opinion
poll for the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs, sducted in July 2007 — two months
after Sarkozy came in power — the percentage pbretents who thought that France
played a positive international role was 87 perc&armany was a good second with
82 percent. The US, however, got only 38 percedtended almosex aequowith
China (34 percent), a country that is not realip@del of democracy and respect of
human rights.(24)

In an other opinion poll, published in Septembed20y the German Marshall Fund
of the United States, one of the questions realdotil the EU address international
threats independently or in partnership with thetééhStates?” While 40 percent of
the Germans and 43 percent of the British respdedepted for a independent
European position, the percentage of the Frenchateeed was, with 58 percent,

considerably higher.(25)

We should not underestimate the force of Frenchligudpinion, of which anti-
americanism is a constant feature. According toRtench historian Philippe Roger
there are deep seated reasons for French attitodesds the US: “French anti-
americanism is not a short-term value. It is anelomn history, and very little
dependent on conjuncture. (...) It does not datk @ the War in Vietham, as one
often assumes, nor to the Cold War, nor even tol889s when it reached a high
point. Already at the end of the nineteenth cenalryhe ingredients are united.” (26)
These ingredients are that anti-americanism issensual’, and is not based on ‘left,
nor right’. It is based on a broad, bipartisan undeent of latent and manifest anti-
americanism in French public opinion, which coutgit be stirred up by the — still -
substantial part of the French political elite thamgs to France’s special position in
the Alliance.

These hard-core paleo-Gaullists cannot only bedanrSarkozy’s Gaullist UMP, but

equally in the Socialist Party and in the smallgtips on the right and on the left. We
should not forget that the socialist President éditind was, in his foreign and
defence policy, more Gaullist than the centristc@id d’Estaing, and, maybe, even

more than Chirac.(27) One of these ‘socialist Gstsll is Hubert Védrine, a former
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foreign policy adviser of President Mitterrand, wias a Minister of Foreign Affairs
in the government of Lionel Jospin. Curiously enoushortly after his inauguration
Sarkozy invited Védrine to write a report on Framacel globalization. In his report,
published on 5 September 2007,(28) Hubert Védamdhed a frontal attack da
tentation ‘occidentaliste’This ‘Western temptation’ (a virus, of which - ti#gi- he
might think Sarkozy to be infected) led in his eyes vision in which the common

values between the US and Europe were overemphasize

“According to its logic,” wrote Védrine in his regp “this school — strongly
developed in the UMP and in the industrial and defeworld, present in the PS,
significant in the media - thinks that the partasuposition of France in NATO is a
‘problem’. Until now the four first successors adrgeral De Gaulle have maintained
the essence of the decision that he was forcedk® in 1966 after eight years of
unsuccessful negotiatons with the United Statesliierate France from each
automaticmilitary engagement, while staying, of course,ha Alliance. Even if this
guestion was not the subject of public debatesdutie electoral campaign, nor after
the election of President Sarkozy, the temptatibra aeturn in NATO certainly
exists.”(29)

Hubert Védrine has clearly not much sympathy for this posiand he doubts the
argument that it would reinforce France’s positwsta-vis the US. “That would give
France,” he wrote, “an influence on the United &atcomparable with that of the
other allies, that is to say almost non-existeB0)(These remarks of Védrine are a
sign on the wall: not only at the right side of haitical spectre, but also at the left
side there are still many opposed to Sarkozy'sitd-in the French security policy.
This paleo-Gaullist elite is only waiting for thest cracks to appear in the newly
found Franco-American friendship to stir up a paldpinion that has never lost its

latent anti-American undercurrent. (31)

Turkey

There is still another, second wild card for Sagkdlzat could spoil his policy of
rapprochement to NATO and that is Turkey. In thesmfential campaign Sarkozy has

taken position against Turkish membership of the &\dl proposed instead that
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Turkey become a member of some nebulous ‘MediteemarJnion’. It was not clear
if this anti-Turkish stance was based on a deepicthon or on tactical calculations,
meant to attract the vote of the electorate ofetkieeme right Front National, a vote
he needed to become president. The last interfmetatay be supported because he
did not mention Turkey once in his campaign booksfimony’. However, in his
speech to the French ambassadors he explicithgdstidtat there are two possible
visions on the future relationship with Turkey: mmership or a ‘as close as possible
association’. He continued: “I am not going to bleypocrite. Everybody knows that
that | am only in favour of an association. Thathe idea which | have defended
during the whole election campaign. That is theiddich | defend since years.”(32)
So Sarkozy may have deep felt convictions on theieis Opposition to EU
membership of Turkey cannot only be found in thenErNational, it is also the
official line of Sarkozy’s UMP and can equally bmuhd in the centrist parties UDF
and MoDem. As there are relatively few Turkish igrants in France compared with
Germany or the Benelux, Turkey is the idéaiigelknabeon which anti-Islam
feelings can be projected without provoking a rneactof the local immigrant

population, which is mostly of Algerian and Moronaarigin.

The problem, however, is that when Sarkozy goeddaom his Turkey-bashing, that
this will undermine his strategy of rapprochementNNATO. Turkey is not only a
candidate EU member state, but also a longstarahngnportant member of NATO
(it has, after the US, the second biggest land apmthe Alliance). As a NATO
member it has a substantial influence on decisairthe Alliance. EU-led missions
that would make use of NATO assets according taBidin Plus agreement would,
for instance, need case by case approval of théhMdfantic Council. This would
Turkey give a possibility to use its veto right.igldloes not mean that Turkey could
block the return of France into the military intatgd structure of NATO, but it could
veto a proposal to appoint a French Deputy SACEWRch is the prize Sarkozy
needs in order to make his NATO U-turn acceptablerench public opinion.

The ‘Reflection Group’

In order to prevent the Turkish question becomingedous obstacle to plans to

reintegrate France into the military organisatidnNATO and to ‘europeanize’

15



NATO, Sarkozy proposed during the December 2007 &luhmit in Brussels to
install a ‘Reflection Group’. This committee of tarefully selected persons, chaired
by former Spanish Prime Minister Felipe Gozaled| prepare a report on the shape
and function of the European Union in the years020@30. This committee will
present its report in 2010. This means that Sarkdagnds will be free during the
French EU Presidency in the second half of 2008, égcoming debate in France on
Turkish EU membership will be referred by him te tlwork in progress’ of this
committee. Sarkozy has already indicated that tbgotmations with Turkey can
continue for thirty of the thirty-five chapters thstill have to be opened. These
chapters are in his view compatible with assoamtod do not necessarily lead to
membership. Given the fact that the other EU memskaes will appoint a majority
of committee members who will not share the Frgm&occupations, the final report
will certainly keep the door open for Turkey, adglsome minor caveats to please the

French.

Sarkozy is certainly an intelligent tactician, whr@pares his ‘coups’ well in advance.
During the French EU Presidency (which will be khgt French EU Presidency if the
Treaty of Lisbon will be ratified) Sarkozy wants re-launch the European Security
and Defence Policy. A central role will be playadébEuropean Defence White Book
for which he hopes the French Defence White Bdadt will be ready in June 2008,
will be the model. The European Defence White bslo&uld be an important boost
for the European Security and Defence Policy aBbeSummit of December 2008 —
when also the Franco-British European defenceainre of Saint-Malo celebrates its
tenth anniversary. By launching this new Europeafemtce initiative Sarkozy will

seek to silence any criticism inside France wheattempts to reintegrate France into
the military structure of NATO at the NATO sixtiedmniversary summit in April

2009. The final prize being a French Deputy SACES&ured in September 2009.
However, for this prize there is a price to pay,jalhis the acceptance of the long

term strategic goals of the US for the future ef Alliance.
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NOTES

1) Nicolas SarkozyTémoignageXO Editions, Paris 2006, p.62 (My translation,
MHVH).

2) Ibid. (My translation, MHVH).

3) Ibid., pp. 261-262. (My translation, MHVH).

4) Chirac’s defence policy was highly volatile. Faor analysis of the no less thsix
different, and often contradictory, phases in Ghiga&uropean defence policy, see
Marcel H. van HerpenChirac’s Gaullism — Why France Has Become the Dgvi
Force Behind an Autonomous European Defence Policy,

http://www.cicerofoundation.org/pdf/vanherpen chirgaullism.pdf

5) Védrine gives the following definition of the wb ‘hyperpower’: “The word
‘hyperppower’ expresses, according to me, thatAhmrican hegemony, to use the
word of Brzezinski, manifests itself on all levethe economy, trade, technology,
invention capacity, diplomacy, language, imagedoriation technologies. This
multiplicity is not contained in the notion ‘supesper’, which is too exclusively
military, nor in the notion of ‘great power whicks too classic.”Le Nouvel
Observateur28 May, 1998. Published in Hubert Védrif@ce a I'hyperpuissance —
Textes et Discours 1995 — 2003yard, Paris, 2003, pp. 117-118 (My translation,
MHVH).

6) As soon as 1978 Chirac already attacked theldaipvorld order. In his booka
lueur de I'espérancé€The Spark of Hope) he wrote : “The world has naoghio win
from the Soviet-American dyarchy. Opposing ourselieeit, we do not only defend
our independence and our interests, but also deeléims and the peace of the world.
Among all states France is one of the best placéaet the best placed — to take the
lead of such a resistance (..)". Jacques Chitaclueur de l'espérancd,a Table
Ronde, Paris, 1978, p. 226.
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7) Cf. Marcel H. van Herperi-rance: Champion of a Multipolar Worldn the
National Interest, Vol. 2, Issue 19, May 14, 2003

http://www.inthenationalinterest.com/Articles/Vos8uel9/vol2issuel9vanherpenpfv

8) Allocution de M. Nicolas Sarkozy, Président deRépublique, a I'occasion de la
conférence des Ambassadeurs, Paris, 27 August,, 200723, (My translation,
MHVH)

http://www.elysee.fr/elysee/root/bank/print/792&&h

9) ibid. p. (My translation, MHVH)

10) ibid. p.7. (My translation, MHVH)

11) They did so in 2002. The UK army was fully gsdionalised in 1963.

12) The technological superiority of the US armytai@ly was one of the ‘pull’
factors for Sarkozy to seek closer cooperation withUS. This factor is also stressed
by G. John lkenberry, who in a report for the NadibIntelligence Council wrote:
“To the extent that the United States continuesb& at the leading edge of
modernization, the other major states will ultinhatend reasons to work with and
engage the United States.” G. John lkenbeBtrategic Reasons to American
Preeminence: Great Power Politics in the Age ofpdiarity”, National Intelligence
Councill, 28 July 2003. Text available at

http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/cia/nic202Ggtgic reactions.pdf

13) The intervention in Kosovo was the first NATGlitary operation in which

France participated since De Gaulle withdrew frév@ military integrated command
in 1966. More than a hundred French warplanes foak in the bombing. But
General Wesley K. Clark needed French permissiorafstrike in Montenegro. Cf.
Kenneth R. Timmermarhe French Betrayal of Americ&rown Forum, New York,

2004, pp. 216-218.

14) This argument is, for instance, developed by Robediackson and Philip Towle

in the last chapter of their bodlemptations of Power — The United States in Global
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Politics after 9/11(Palgrave, Macmillan, Basingstoke & New York, 2006hich —
tellingly — has been given the title: ‘Creating Quares: Winning the Wars, Losing

the Peace’.

15) Speech of Nicolas Sarkozy of 27 August 200théoAmbassadors, o.c. p. 7. (My
translation, MHVH).

16) Rapport d’Information fait au nom de la commissi®s Affaires Etrangeres, de
la défense et des forces armées sur I'évolutioHQIEAN, Par MM. Jean Francois-
Poncet, Jean-Guy Branger and André Rouviere, senfffoench Senate, No. 405,
Annex of Protocol of the Session of 19 July, 20@754.

17) “La France concrétise par quatre propositi@ngaonté d’un retour complet dans
'OTAN” (France expresses by four proposals its limgness to completely
reintegrate into NATO)L.e Monde 10 October 2007.

18) It is interesting to note that NATO membershiptil recently, has played an
important role as an incubator for EU membershipe hew EU member states
became NATO members before becoming EU member$ thét anti-Turkish stance
of President Sarkozy and the debate on the sodcalerstretched ‘absorption
capacity’ of the EU, this role of NATO enlargemesgems to have come to a

standstill.

19) Some US defence analysts, such as Ivo Daafdkdames Goldgeier, even want
to enlarge further than only with the four contaountries. “NATO must become
larger and more global,” they wrote, “by admittisugy democratic state that is willing
and able to contribute to the fulfilment of theiallce’s new responsibilities.” These
democratic countries would include “Australia, Bkadapan, India, New Zealand,
South Africa and South Korea”. Ivo Daalder and Jar®ldgeier, “For Global
Security, Expand the Alliance”, innternational Herald Tribunel2 October, 2006.
http://www.iht.com/articles/2006/10/12/opinion/edttier.php?page=1

20) French Senate Report, No. 405, o.c., p. 47.
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21) Hans Binnendijk, “Postwar planning : A new, betcessary, job for NATO”, in:
International Herald Tribune9 April 2004.

22) ibid.

23) In the US there is great bitterness, and sonestiopenly expressed repugnance,

at the low key involvement of most of its Europ@dires in Afhanistan.

24) TNS SOFRESQObservatoire de l'opinion sur la perception de lalipque

étrangere de la France, July 2007.

25) The German Marshall Fund of the United Stalesnsatlantic Trends Key
Findings 2007 p.15. Curiously enough, in the same survey 55 pérokthe French
view NATO as essential for their country’s secufi@gual to Germany: 55 percent).
But, maybe, this is because no question was adkeult ahe reintegration of France
into the military organization of NATO.

26) Cf. Philippe Rogerl.’ennemi américain — Généalogie de I'antiaméricamés
francais,Paris (Seuil), 2002, p. 10. (My translation, MHVH).

27) Cf. Marcel H. van HerperChirac’s Gaullism — Why France Has Become the

Driving Force Behind an Autonomous European Defdpmlecy, 0.c.

28) Hubert VédrineRapport pour le Président de la République sur farfee et la

Mondialisation www.iris.france.org/docs/pdf/rapport-mondialisati®®07.pdf

29) Ibid., p.37 (My translation, MHVH).

30) Ibid., p.38 (My translation, MHVH)

31) A comment on Sarkozy's platy Yves Boyer, Deputy Director of the Paris-
based Foundation for Strategic Research, giveadjra taste of the coming debate.
Under the heading ‘ France and NATO or the RetoriCanossa’, Boyer criticizes

this return into an organisation that is in a ‘dymem of decline’. Our allies,
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according to Boyer, “would furtively make jokes tme come-back of an arrogant
nation that finally acknowledges that it was wrargl at last understands that it was
playing in a category above its means. France ball'normalised’. It will not be
going to Canossa, but something like it.” Yves BoyelLa France et TOTAN ou le
retour a Canossa — La défense francaise n’a rgagaer a une intégration aux allures

de ‘normalisation’ », in Le Monde25 September 2007.

32) Speech of Nicolas Sarkozy of 27 August 200theoAmbassadors, o.c., pp. 6-7.
Also in an article published imhe National Interesafter the presidential elections,
Nicolas Sarkozy was rather clear. “Whether Turkeseta the conditions for entry or
not,” he wrote, “does not solve the problem. Os thatter | have always been clear: |
do not think Turkey has a right to join the Eurapednion because it is not
European.” Nicolas Sarkozy, “Liberté, Fraternité..odérnité?”, in:The National
Interest,No. 90, July/August 2007, p.15.
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