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1. Summary 

The United States is currently preoccupied with Iraq and Afghanistan and it may 

appear that it has shifted its military posture away from Europe and the 

Mediterranean, but it has such a long history of security and economic relations with 

Europe and such strong and historical affinities with the military forces of European 

countries that it will be “coming home” to its old relationships when Iraq is over 

(Afghanistan may drag on for some time).  Most of the U.S. military forces—ground 

forces, especially—will come home to the U.S., where they will rest, recover, and 

reconstitute their strength.  The U.S. Navy, which has not been particularly strained 

by the Iraq war, will continued to deploy around the world, including the 

Mediterranean, on a regular basis, though they will focus on the Persian Gulf for a 

long time to come, perhaps until the oil in the area runs out.   

But in an overall sense, and with a new U.S. Administration beginning in 2009, the 

U.S. in diplomatic, economic, cultural, military, and political senses, will be 

reestablishing and reinforcing its engagement with the European countries—the 

common transatlantic home as it were.  The security tasks are much less demanding 

than they were in the Cold War and in the struggle of the 1990s to pacify the 

component states of the disintegrating former Yugoslavia, but those experiences 

remain the solid basis for continuing relations and operations together.    
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2. Background 

This is the third study in a series of three.  The first study, in 2005, was on the 

question of “what if Iran was to obtain nuclear weapons?”  This question remains 

excruciating timely.  It is unresolved, and the IAEA, the U.S., Europe, Russia, and 

China continue to ply their diplomacy to forestall the possibility.  The second study, 

in 2006, examined both the long history of multilateral activities on security matters 

in the European and Mediterranean context, as well the factors affecting the 

regulation of activities at sea.  In this study, retired U.S. Navy Captains Thaddeus 

Moyseowicz and Mark Rosen assisted Drs. Gaffney, Martino and Whiteneck.  This 

report is on “the changing American force posture and its implications for European 

and Mediterranean security.”  Dr. Gaffney and Dr. Whiteneck are associated with 

CNA in Alexandria, Virginia, just south of Washington, DC. Dr. Martino is 

associated with the CeMiSS in Rome, Italy.   

This series of studies is meant to explore the security implications for both the United 

States and Europe in the post-Cold War and post 9/11 contexts, given the added 

preoccupation of the U.S. with Iraq and NATO cooperation in trying to achieve peace 

in Afghanistan.  It is fortunate that peace in Europe and threats to Europe from outside 

are minimal these days—except for the constant, but highly dispersed threat of 

Islamic extremist terrorists, both as immigrants in Europe and coming from the 

Middle East.  The threats are elsewhere, notably in the unstable Middle East (to 

include the Maghreb, though it is relatively quiet at the moment).  

Given this situation, there arise doubts among some that the U.S. is as concerned with 

security in Europe and sustaining relations with European countries as it had been 

since World War II.  U.S. forces have been diverted from Europe to Iraq especially 

and the U.S. Sixth Fleet has only a few ships operating in the Mediterranean at any 

given time.  However, as we will attempt to point out in this study, the most valued 

relations the U.S. has in both security and economic matters in the world are the 

European countries.  The U.S. and Europe together are really at the core of the world 

civilization as it has emerged.  They share the determination that this civilization be 
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sustained and enhanced all around the globe.  Luckily, these tasks are no longer as 

heavily military as they once were, while the broader range of cooperative diplomatic, 

economic, and humanitarian activities are pursued by both governments and private 

organizations on both sides of the Atlantic, both in the immediate surroundings of 

Europe and further a field, building on the excellent relations of the past decades. 

In the proposal for the third step of the CeMiSS-CNA project, it was originally stated 

that the study might especially examine the posture and transformation of cooperating 

security organizations in the Mediterranean region. It asked: 

•  Specifically, what are the long-term impacts on US-Italian (and more broadly, 

US-allied) relations of the changing US force posture in the EUCOM AOR?  

•  How does this change the perception of US commitment and credibility in the 

region, and how will the European governments and militaries respond?  

•  How might the existing alliances collectively, or individual nations in 

cooperation, affect change in the area and to their force postures and structures 

(navies, but also coast guards, border policy, customs organizations, and other 

security organizations) through cooperative security activities or operations? 

While this approach can be done in detail—from the changes in posture and 

perceptions, to ameliorating measures to keep fruitful relations alive—the roles of the 

traditional military establishments, certainly in Europe and the United States, 

especially in their traditional roles preparing for big state-on-state wars, have changed 

within the globalizing world and its reduction of conflicts, notwithstanding the current 

distractions of Iraq and the Global War on Terror (conducted mostly against the 

terrorists by police work).   

Instead, outside of Iraq, we see the traditional militaries now getting more deeply 

involved in law enforcement (including in the maritime domain), in peacekeeping 

(which extends to counter-guerrilla operations, as in Afghanistan), and in 

humanitarian relief.  This makes them only one part of coordinated diplomatic, 

informational, military, and economic international efforts to provide some order and 

assistance in the global system where it might be needed.  In the meantime, the 
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traditional militaries may “keep their power dry” by maintaining their organizations 

and equipment and the ability to mobilize more of those, lest history reverse itself and 

state-on-state wars loom again—and even to deter those possibilities in the interim.  

This would be “defense for the future.”   

The Mediterranean area in this new global area cannot be totally detached from the 

greater global context, neither in economic terms, security terms, nor cultural terms. 

In particular, it can hardly be detached from the troubles at its eastern end, the Levant. 

The Levant in turn is now connected to the troubles around the Persian Gulf and Iran. 

The Middle East is presently a preoccupation of the United States (and this 

preoccupation of the United States becomes a subject of concern for everyone else in 

the world). It might not have been so great a concern if it weren't also for the 

extensive spread of extremist Islamic terrorists under the banner of al Qaeda and 

given their huge success at hitting the U.S. on 9/11.  

There is also now a concern for every country about global energy supplies, with 

focus on both the Persian Gulf and now Russia. The relation of force postures to 

energy supplies in Europe and the Middle East of the US, its European allies, and any 

other countries involved, whether supplier or consumer, would need to be clarified. 

We are accustomed to thinking of forces as lying in reserve and thus keeping some 

kind of stability without fighting (deterrence?), but the current situation, at least for 

the US, is utterly dominated by its involvement in the war in Iraq, which puts the 

question of US “posture” as a kind of static thing in abeyance for the time being. 

But there are other dynamics of security in the Mediterranean area beyond Iraq and 

for a future beyond Iraq that are also worth discussing. There is the recurrence of 

terrorism (recalling the PLO terrorism of the 1970s). There are the massive 

migrations, from the Muslim Maghreb peoples especially, into a Europe whose 

population is aging and diminishing, but for which it may compensate by absorbing 

more people from the south, mostly Muslims, which ties Europe even more into the 

spread of extremist Islamic terrorism. Yet whatever problems arise from these global 

shifts are not necessarily coped with by the American or other traditional military 

postures. Rather, we find that a range of “law enforcement” agencies (as opposed to 

traditional war-fighting organizations, but including elements of those organizations) 
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are to be involved, coordinated, and among whom cooperative arrangements are to be 

pursued in order to deter or curb unlawful activities.  

The basis for coordination and cooperation had been laid in the history of relations, 

especially including the United States in ways in which it had never before been 

involved, beginning with World War II, its aftermath, and the Cold War. These 

relations were reinforced, if haltingly, with the efforts of both the Europeans and the 

Americans to settle the conflicts in what had been Yugoslavia. The maintenance of 

the fragile stability there remains a project. 

In part two of the CeMiSS-CNA project, we had explored the roles of multilateral 

organizations in solving past security problems or maintaining stability and their 

current activities. Now we see NATO as an organization deeply involved in 

Afghanistan, far from the Mediterranean. There is a need to speculate in this follow-

on paper on the implications of this broader extension of “force posture” for the 

evolving and future security situation for both the US and Italy as key participants in 

the multilateral organizations. Key questions may lie in both the forces and their 

utilization for a much different picture of security than any of us had contemplated 

before. While concerns with the Maghreb are already wrapped into the Mediterranean 

security situation, a new factor is the belated American interest in Africa South of the 

Sahara, which is drawing both command interest and force posture considerations. 

This, too, should be covered. 

For the US especially, its preoccupation with Iraq is going to cloud thinking about 

future security for at least a couple more years. For the benefit of a European 

audience, and in particular an Italian audience, this project needs to examine the 

possibilities for the involvement of American military forces as well as other US 

agencies on the global scene once Iraq is over (or assuming continuing chaos and civil 

war in Iraq even if the US withdraws). This project can present a range of such 

possibilities, to include a strong retreat from the area for a while.  

These evolutions can be appreciated by taking broad looks at: 
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•  How the US involvement in the Mediterranean and Southern Europe areas—

its presence or posture—originally emerged and why the US military presence 

became embedded both physically and in the perceptions of the countries in the 

region. 

•  What has changed around the world-especially the end of the Cold War and 

the disappearance of the Soviet navy—that has affected the Mediterranean and 

Southern Europe area so as to affect the US posture. 

•  What the security situation today is, in a broad sense, that is, embedding the 

Mediterranean region within global changes and evolutions of security, and what are 

the particular problems affecting security in the whole reason (in a way, reviewing the 

picture from the summer and fall of 2006 and judging whether it has gotten worse or 

not).  

•  What the prospects may be for the security situation over the next several 

years, particularly assuming some resolution of the U.S. involvement in Iraq (but 

assuming that Iraq itself will be troubled for some years to come). (We would not 

address the longer-range future involving oil and gas scarcities, or even the more 

distant effects of climate change upon global warming.) 

•  And how security and force posture relations between the Southern European 

nations, the Maghreb nations, and the United States may unfold over the next several 

years to cope with these situations. That assumes that there is some resolution of the 

Iraq situation, and taking into consideration how the U.S. political system may adapt 

following Iraq. 
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3. Introduction  

3.1 What is “Posture”? 

While this report is on “the changing American force posture and its implications for 

European and Mediterranean security,” the term “posture” is not an entirely 

appropriate a description for U.S. forces since it is a rather static and timeless term, 

implying forces sitting in place.  This was not an inappropriate description for the 

Cold War, where the stationing of U.S. forces, along with those of its allies, opposite 

rather static Soviet and non-Soviet Warsaw Pact forces, seemed hardly to change 

from the mid-1960s when West German forces had reached their strength.  Yet both 

the Soviet Union and the United States also planned, equipped, and exercised 

reinforcing forces to come from their home territories.  Those who worked the 

reinforcing problem in Washington thought of all U.S. forces as “expeditionary,” able 

to move in force anywhere on the planet, but especially to Europe (and also to South 

Korea).  This cultural orientation is still rooted in U.S. defense planning.   

So the term “posture” is not altogether descriptive of what at least U.S. forces think 

about themselves.  Posture of U.S. forces at home implies “readiness”—being 

manned, maintained, and trained for fairly rapid deployment to other places in the 

world when order to by its political authorities.  Once out it in the world, they may 

assume a “waiting posture” until ordered into a conflict situation or to perform other 

tasks (e.g., humanitarian relief after a natural disaster), and they may then engage in 

operations (“use”).  But upon the experience of the Cold War technological 

competition with the Soviet Union, the U.S. also thought, planned, and developed for 

“the future,” improving, modernizing, and “transforming” the forces.  So “posture” 

for U.S. forces have always meant stationing, readiness, use in operations, and 

preparing for the future, and not just sitting in place.  The world changes and the 

United States wants its forces to change with it. 

The United States took the opportunity after the Cold War ended to reduce its military 

forces by 25-40 percent, including a two-thirds reduction of its forces in Europe upon 

the Soviet Union and its military collapsing.  It sustained much of its posture in East 

Asia since the confrontations in Korea and with China over Taiwan had not gone 
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away.  The U.S. kept what was essentially a smaller version of its Cold War force, 

while continuing the improvement of those forces by better connectivity among all the 

services in a joint context and greatly improving the accuracy of its weapons, 

especially by utilizing space (e.g., GPS).  This was called “transformation.”   

But the U.S. continued to deploy, station, and operate these smaller forces around the 

world in the 1990s.  It engaged its forces in combat or near-combat operations chiefly 

in Iraq (especially in Desert Shield/Desert Storm, along with allies), Somalia, Haiti, 

and in the wars over Bosnia and Kosovo and subsequent peacekeeping activities 

(along with NATO allies).  U.S. naval forces deployed regularly to three hubs—the 

Mediterranean Sea (hereafter “the Mediterranean”), the Persian Gulf/Indian Ocean, 

and East Asia (“the Western Pacific,” from a naval point of view).  The peaceful 

situation in Europe and the Mediterranean and the continuous activity in the Persian 

Gulf meant a switch in emphasis for the U.S. Navy and thus a dwindling of their 

presence in the Mediterranean—except that its Atlantic Fleet ships transited the 

Mediterranean on their way to the Gulf and also enjoyed port visits and exercises with 

allied navies in the course of those transits.   

U.S. commitments of its forces within the NATO context were long registered in its 

responses to the NATO Defense Planning Questionnaire (DPQ), highlighted on the 

naval side by the sustainment of two aircraft carrier battle groups in the 

Mediterranean.  As wars occurred in the Persian Gulf, one or both of these carrier 

battle groups were diverted from the Mediterranean to there, e.g., both in 1980 and 

then again in 1990 and early 1991.  With the collapse of the Soviet Union and the 

disappearance of the Soviet navy (not really replaced yet by the Russian navy), the 

forces have been “on a tether,” that is, the U.S. makes clear what time it would take 

for them to respond in case of an emergency in the NATO area (and more generally in 

the European and Mediterranean area).  Moreover, as a matter of practice, as we have 

found in our studies of the responses of U.S. forces to situations when ordered to by 

the President of the United States, U.S. forces have typically been only zero-to-seven 

days away from any situation.  

3.2 The Present Situation for U.S. Forces  
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At present, U.S. ground forces, with some support from naval and air forces, are 

preoccupied with Iraq and Afghanistan.  Thus, they have not been as visible in the 

European area as in the past (though the Persian Gulf area and Iraq have been a 

preoccupation of the U.S. and U.S. forces since Saddam Hussein invaded Kuwait in 

August 1990).  After Iraq and Iran, the ground forces at least will take some time to 

recover and to reequip before they would be ready to undertake any new major 

operations—which are not in prospect in any case. 

That is to say, aside from Iraq, Afghanistan, and Islamic extremist terror, the global 

situation is not very threatening.  The world is largely at peace—even the number of 

internal conflicts has diminished dramatically, though some internal conflicts, e.g., 

Somalia, are chronic.  For the U.S. and Europe (and especially for the U.S. with its 

concern for the survival of Israel), the Levant after the 34-day war of 2006 and the 

continuing troubles with Lebanon and Gaza, may well have added a new dimension to 

the long-standing concerns with Middle East peace.  The terror threat is otherwise 

widely spread, from the southern Philippines all the way over to the UK itself and 

north into Russia.  But the number of incidents is surprisingly small and they occur 

intermittently, though we all (Europeans and Americans) live in fear of the 

unpredicted and undetected next incident.  The U.S. for its part has put far more stress 

on its homeland defense that it ever has in the past, as visitors from Europe discover 

as they pass through U.S. airport security controls.   

Both the United States and Europe are embedded in—and are a crucial engine of—the 

growing global economy.  The economic growth in Russia, China, and India is itself 

perhaps the greatest stimulus to that overall global growth; though their growth rates 

of 6 to 10 percent a year do not add much more to global GDP growth than the 2 to 3 

percent growth rates of the United States, Europe, and Japan.  It is the 

interconnections among all these economies that represent a new dimension and 

dynamism in the world following the collapse of the Soviet empire and Communism.   

Under these positive economic developments and lesser threat evolutions, and leaving 

aside the war situations in Iraq and Afghanistan, there is good deal of police-type 

work being done by the countries to make sure the global economy continues to 

function. This is an important new aspect of “posture.” In this connection, for 
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instance, one of the authors (Dr. Gaffney) was a participant in a major study at the 

U.S. National Academic of Sciences of what was originally called “The Thousand-

Ship Navy” and is now being called “Global Maritime Partnerships.”  The basic thesis 

is not that the maritime spaces of the world are not ungoverned spaces—it turns out 

that there are all kind of regulations and regulating organizations and cooperation with 

the greater part of merchant shipping companies—but that there are gaps in 

governance that need to be filled.  Each country may well patrol its territorial waters, 

but those who are ungoverned—fisheries poachers, smugglers (including drug 

smugglers and people smugglers), and pirates—do not observe such boundaries, but 

cross them freely.  Thus cooperation is needed among all those government 

organizations responsible for policing the maritime domain, whether navies, coast 

guards, customs officials, port authorities, and so on. The terrorists have not gone to 

sea so far, but if they do, the new patterns of maritime cooperation that the U.S. is 

promoting mean that someone will be lying in wait for them. These law enforcement 

activities add new responsibilities to classic military organizations and stimulate 

cooperate among countries and among all their bodies.  They also give new 

dimensions to the functions of existing alliances and bilateral associations.   

3.3 The U.S. Posture Review by the New Bush Administration: Introduction 

As a result of the 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR), the U.S. undertook a 

comprehensive program to restructure its overseas basing posture.  This was the first 

systematic look at the U.S. global military posture since the drawdown of forces in the 

immediate aftermath of the Cold War. 

After three years of study, and many consultations with allies and partners, the Bush 

administration announced its changes in August 2004 in the Integrated Global 

Presence and Basing Strategy (IGBPS).  The new plan called for U.S. forces in 

Europe to be reduced from approximately 100,000 to about 62,000.  In addition to 

reduced numbers, the types of forces would be different as would their locations and 

basing infrastructure. 

The rationale behind these changes was that a new era of threats and alliance 

relationships called for a basic re-thinking of the U.S. posture, and that such changes 
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would be a part of a transformed U.S. military force that was lighter, faster, and more 

flexible in its ability to meet the challenges of the 21st Century. 

We examine these changes along three dimensions:  

• Their impact on U.S. global operations (because they were meant to be an 

integral part of a military able to use its comparative advantages of reach and 

mobility to meet the new threats after 9/11). 

• Their effects on U.S. military relations with European allies and partners 

(because U.S. leadership of NATO and security cooperation is a high priority 

for DoD). 

• Their ability to contribute to the transformation of military forces (because the 

new structure and posture of forces, as they are used in Europe on common 

training grounds and in exercises, could catalyze change in European forces to 

those more appropriate for military operations likely to be conducted in the 

new security environment). 

It is important for the future of U.S.-European military cooperation that the new 

posture and structure of forces succeed along all three dimensions.  This would 

reinforce the transatlantic military relationship, further the transformation of 

capabilities, reinforce the willingness among all allies, the U.S. included, to meet 

shared security threats in the new environment, and demonstrate continued U.S. 

commitment to working with its partners. U.S. global capabilities would be 

strengthened by the use of new infrastructure by deployed and deployable U.S. forces.   
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4. Where has cooperation between Americans 
and Europeans on security matters come from 
and what have we built? 
U.S. forces in Europe throughout the Cold War were remarkably static, consistent, 

and omnipresent in some areas.  Their numbers settled at about 300,000 for most of 

the Cold War, with most of the forces stationed in Germany, Britain, and Italy.  They 

were dominated by heavy land forces and combat air power in Germany faced off 

against Soviet armies, as well as a constant naval presence in the Mediterranean 

dominated by carrier battle groups. 

The only threatened disruption to this presence was during and after the Vietnam War, 

as the U.S. Congress underwent one of its periodic spasms of demanding that Europe 

do more “burden-sharing” in the Cold war struggle.  This battle, led by Senator Mike 

Mansfield, resulted in no significant changes in U.S. presence, but it did create 

increased alliance tensions from the late 1960s through the early 1970s.  There was a 

temporary diversion of one carrier battle group to the Persian Gulf when Iraq invaded 

Iran in October 1980.   

The fall of the Berlin Wall and the war with Iraq in 1991 sparked the first dramatic 

change in the U.S. military posture in Europe.  U.S. forces in Europe were reduced by 

about two-thirds by the early 1990s—not inconsistent with the plan for overall 

reduction of U.S. force numbers of 25 to 40 percent (according to service).  The 

reduced threat from the Soviets removed the rationale for a constant naval presence in 

the Mediterranean (so that by the late 90s, U.S. carrier strike groups spent only a few 

weeks at a time there on their way to and from the Persian Gulf and the North Arabian 

Sea).  Similarly, the unification of Germany in 1990 obviated the need for major land 

and air forces in Germany and throughout neighboring countries.   

Desert Storm reinforced this change in U.S. force posture in 1991.  As U.S. land 

forces went to Saudi Arabia and then on to liberate Kuwait (together with allied 

forces, including those from the Gulf Cooperation Council countries), they went from 

being victorious there to return straight to the U.S.  These forces did not return (for 
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the most part) to their previous bases in Europe.  The end of the 1990s reduced U.S. 

presence in Europe reduced to about 72,000 army troops, and about 10,000 navy and 

12,000 air force personnel. 

This force was quite adequate to continue a U.S. military role in Europe throughout 

the 1990s.  The end of the Cold War had removed the need for large numbers of 

forces, big bases near an assumed battlefield, and the assumption that the forces had 

to be constantly ready and forward-positioned for a Soviet-Warsaw Pact attack.  

NATO forces were needed only to conduct short air campaigns in the Balkans twice 

in the decade (for two weeks in 1995 and for 78 days in 1999). 

They were then needed to conduct peacekeeping missions in the aftermath of these air 

campaigns, using forces that numbered in the tens of thousands for monitoring and 

maintaining order in countries worn out and devastated by a decade of conflict.  This 

job was expertly performed by all of the allies, including the U.S. (about 15 percent of 

ground forces), with the U.S. also providing support in air and sea power, ISR 

(intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance), and communications, while the bulk 

of ground forces and policing units were provided by the Europeans.  This suited the 

NATO division of labor and the U.S. posture in Europe just fine. 

The Cold War ended 18 years ago (in late 1989) and the Soviet Union collapsed and 

broke apart 16 years ago (in December 1991). Can look back at the 1990 to 2001 

period as a period of some big adjustments: 

• NATO persisted, and expanded, and had a big “experience” in Bosnia and 

Kosovo—both of which semi-countries persist in the need for international 

control and administration. But NATO altogether was not quite sure what the 

alliance was to be all about, given the disappearance of the Warsaw Pact and 

Soviet threat—not that anyone wanted to dissolve it (except perhaps the 

Russians). 

• Absorption of the new East European members has been a big task for the 

alliance as they adapted their military structures and civil-military relations to 

NATO standards. 



 

 17 

• There was a lot of work to conceptualize and organize the NATO Response 

Force (NRF) and then its EU equivalent.  Both seem so small in the light of 

later circumstances, notably the deployment of other NATO troops to join the 

Americans there, but they did keep military staffs busy and the rotation of 

military personnel through these formations may keep alive military solidarity 

and habits of cooperation.   

• The U.S. reduced from its military personnel in Europe from 300,000 to 

100,000—most still in Germany, but the battalion at Vicenza in Italy grew into 

a brigade (the 571 battalion was expanded to become the 173rd brigade). The 

U.S. closed most of its bases in Europe. The U.S. kept its access to the air base 

at Sigonella and the facilities at Souda Bay in Crete.  Another air base was 

NOT built in Sicily. It consolidated its facilities in Spain at Rota.   

• The U.S. used to commit two carriers in the Mediterranean. President Carter 

broke that for a while with the new need to protect the Gulf after the Shah fell 

and Iraq invaded Iran, though the commitment “after a number of days” was 

maintained well into the 1990s.  

• Then there was Desert Shield/Desert Storm—but the end of the Cold War and 

Gorbachev’s support meant all attention could be given to that. 

• After the end of the Cold War, the U.S. Navy adopted a “three hubs” 

deployment pattern (its deployment pattern de facto existed that way before 

that, since the 1979-1980 events in the Middle East), but the need for a carrier 

in the Mediterranean went away in the 1990s, and it really became two 

continuous presence hubs (Gulf and East Asia).  

4.1 The Bush Administration and a Changing World 

Then 9/11 came, and the terror threat became the big U.S. obsession. There had been 

a series of terror attacks in the U.S., beginning with the first assault on the World 

Trade Center in New York in 1993.  “Only” six people were killed on that occasion, 

not much damage was done, and the terrorists were caught (the mastermind of the 

attack, Ramzi Youssef, was captured some years later.  There was the attack on two 
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U.S. embassies in East Africa in 1998, the attack on Khobar Towers apartment 

building in Saudi Arabia in 1996, and the bombing of the destroyer USS Cole in Aden 

in 2000.  No one had ever connected all the dots to al Qaeda and Osama bin Laden up 

to that time, but then it all came together on 9/11.   

Europe was not untouched.  The 9/11 terrorists originated in Hamburg, and later there 

were the attacks on the subway in London and the commuter railroad in Madrid.  

Other plots were uncovered.  Europeans realized that the many Muslim immigrants on 

the continent and in the UK included some terrorists, notably congregating at Saudi-

financed mosques listening to Saudi-financed imams preaching violence.  The UK has 

faced a particular problem from second-generation Pakistani residents, of whom 

400,000 make their way back and forth from Pakistan each year—some turning out to 

be terrorists. 

Russia, too, was attacked, mostly from spillover from the war in Chechnya.  In fact, 

Russia has suffered far more deaths from terrorism than the other European countries.   

The need for cooperation among all intelligence, police, financial, and homeland 

defense agencies, on both sides of the Atlantic, was fully realized, but the assembly of 

data bases of suspicious persons, the setting up of counter-terror fusion centers, the 

establishment of airport security controls, the inspection of containers before loaded 

on ships, and other measures have all taken a long time and considerable funds.   

• The U.S. went into Afghanistan one month after 9/11—and then added some 

European (including Turkish?) Special Forces help. The Taliban was routed 

and the Karzai government installed, following the Bonn conference to 

reconcile Afghan ethnic groups and parties.  But Osama bin Laden and his 

second-in-command, Ayman Zawahiri, escaped into the wild mountain 

regions on the border between Afghanistan and Pakistan. 

• In the meantime, U.S. Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld was conducting his 

review of the worldwide posture of U.S. forces. This review anticipated most 

U.S. forces coming home to the U.S., leaving 65,000 in Europe; taking some 

forces out of Okinawa, putting more bombers and submarines in Guam. But 



 

 19 

much of that re-posturing has been in abeyance pending the outcome of the 

war in Iraq (which means a new Administration would review it all 

themselves). Rumsfeld resigned in November 2006. 

• The terror threat brought new measures, including NATO’s Operation Active 

Endeavor (OAE) in the Mediterranean, the interception of boat people, the 

Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) to intercept ships and other means of 

transport of materials for the building of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) 

(the capture of BBC China with nuclear weapons materials headed for Libya 

came before that, but is related).  As a result of long negotiations and the 

discovery of the cargo of BBC China, Libya gave up its programs for nuclear 

and chemical weapons. 

• More importantly, there have been lots of coordinated international efforts to 

track individual terrorists around the world, and especially in Europe—and 

certainly following the incidents in London and Madrid. 

• The U.S. has also organized (with much bureaucratic confusion) a massive 

homeland defense effort, which is still shaking down (some lessons learned 

from the bad experience with Hurricane Katrina). 

But then came the U.S. invasion of Iraq, and the long, long war that is following; now 

heading toward its sixth year. 

• The Iraq war has certainly diverted the U.S. from almost any other military 

operation—though more on Afghanistan below, and the U.S. Navy continues 

to do small things around the world: OAE, the cruises of hospital ships or 

amphibious ships manned and equipped as hospital ships, the discussions 

about maritime security partnerships under the label of the “1000-ship navy,” 

etc. 

• At the highest policy level, though, the U.S. attention is mostly about Iraq 

since the fall of 2002 and especially so since the invasion of March 2003. 

The U.S. led the effort to place a much greater NATO effort in Afghanistan.  
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In the meantime, the U.S. and others have paid much more attention on Africa, to 

include the Maghreb, Somalia, the GSPC (now AQIM) operating in the Sahel, the 

attention to the insecurities in the Gulf of Guinea area, where the U.S. especially is 

sensitive to its dependence on oil supplies from there. See also CJTF HOA and CTF 

150 at sea. Darfur remains a raw wound, however. 

There was the Israel-Hezbollah 34-day war in the summer of 2006, which brought all 

the troubles and connections of the Middle East right to the shores of the 

Mediterranean.  

International administration continues in Kosovo and Bosnia, but the natives are 

getting restless. Russia blocks independence for Kosovo as they protect Serbia; 

partition seems inevitable. 

U.S. interest in the Black Sea region (beyond the sea itself, which is pretty quiet) grew 

in the period—perhaps mostly because Georgia was being threatened by Russia. But 

there were continued political troubles in Ukraine and the Russian cut-off of gas on 

January 1, 2005. NATO seemed on the fence about Georgian (popular among its 

people) and Ukrainian (unpopular among its people) admission to NATO. There were 

also pipeline politics and building (Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan and Blue Stream) and some 

greater international interest in the Caspian Sea. Turkey (there between the Black Sea 

and the Middle East) went through historic political evolutions, tempted as well by the 

possibility of EU membership—however reluctant Europe seemed about that 

accession.  

The EU itself seems to go through a process of closing into itself—making it difficult 

for new members to join. The Constitution failed (and would not seem to be needed in 

any case—the EU goes on). It has not been too successful in organizing its own 

response force. 

On the whole, after 9/11, and especially after March 2003, we have seen radical 

adjustments in U.S. foreign policy and relations, in part because of the distractions of 

the war in Iraq and the overall pursuit of terrorists. This has been to the neglect of 

older continuities. On the other hand, U.S. relations at the military level have 
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continued—there have been some very interesting reorganizations and adjustments in 

the U.S. and NATO command structures in southern Europe. 

Even before 9/11, the new Bush administration was convinced that it needed to 

change the U.S. global posture.  The 2001 QDR (written before 9/11) stated that the 

current overseas posture of the time was inadequate to address the challenges likely to 

be faced in the new strategic environment.  Forward deployed forces would have to 

provide capabilities to deter and defeat putative enemies (the rogues, which at that 

time included Iraq and Libya, as well as Iran and North Korea) based on increased 

flexibility, assured access to required logistics and battlespaces, expeditionary forces 

ready for prompt response in order to deny rogue states (none of them located near 

Europe) their initiatives and enhanced command and control capabilities to better 

connect all the forces, including improving interoperability with allies. 

The 9/11 attacks focused U.S. attention and the use of forces on Southwest Asia and 

the Middle East, and even back to the Horn of Africa, though some interest there was 

lost after the debacle of Somalia in 1993-94 and the subsequent withdrawal of U.S 

and UN troops.  The U.S. forged new relationships with the former Soviet republics in 

Central Asia, and it developed a rationale for increased cooperation with countries in 

the Black Sea and Caspian Sea regions (where U.S. planes could reach the new battle 

areas if necessary by refueling there). The 9/11 terrorists had used Europe for 

recruitment, housing, banking, and transit.  This shifted the focus of cooperation 

against a threat to intelligence and police work, not the traditional fields of big 

military forces.   

U.S. and European forces found common ground in this environment in expeditionary 

operations in Afghanistan.  They also were used for naval cooperation in the 

Mediterranean to hunt down terrorists and search the seas for suspicious ships that 

might be smuggling WMD materials to some country or conventional explosives into 

Europe for future terrorist operations. 

As the U.S. moved to engage its forces in the global war on terror, and then as it 

became involved in Iraq instead, the importance of new postures and structures for 

U.S. forces moved from generalities about capabilities to their application to specific 
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situations.  The 2002 National Security Strategy asserted that the U.S. would require 

bases and stations within its traditional areas of Europe and Northeast Asia, as well as 

the Middle East and beyond.  It would also require access to facilities for the global 

deployment of U.S. forces. 

Between the 2002 National Security Strategy, the 2004 IGPBS, the 2005 National 

Security Strategy, and the 2006 QDR, the objectives of the new U.S. global posture 

were quite clear.  The objectives were: 

• Reducing the numbers of soldiers at large, static bases surrounding the former 

Soviet Union and Warsaw Pact 

• Increasing flexibility of expeditionary forces and their bases and access to 

other countries facilities overseas 

• Reducing costs 

• Moving forces closer to the new battlefields in the war on terror 

• Increasing the force protection of U.S. troops both by reducing base footprints 

and by enlisting the cooperation of local law enforcement authorities, which 

meant extending consultations beyond just regular military authorities. 

• Maintaining good relations with allies and partners. 

The U.S. is now in the midst of carrying out this re-posturing project. It is anticipated to 

last for about 8-10 years, barring new and dramatic developments in the strategic situation 

of global security. The highly unlikely situation of some massive terrorist attack on the 

U.S., for instance, would lead to far more dedication of regular U.S. military forces to 

U.S. homeland defense. It will have to meet operational requirements for the U.S. military 

and political expectations of U.S. partners (old and new) throughout Europe, and it will 

have to maintain U.S. leadership in NATO to be successful.  We now turn to those 

specifics. 
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5. What is the current situation? 

The U.S. is likely to be in Iraq for a long time.  At the time of this writing, there does 

seem to be a substantial reduction in the violence in Iraq.  The Sunni Sheiks have 

turned again al Qaeda in Iraq in al Anbar province and are forming local militias.  A 

good deal of ethnic cleansing has taken place in cities, separating Sunnis and Shias.  

The Mahdi militias, led by Moqtada al Sadr, seem to have stood down for a while, 

possibly at the urging of the Iranians.  But the central government of Iraq seems to 

have little progress in governing the country.  The U.S. is about to pull out one of its 

20 brigades in Iraq, but further reductions may await even more progress. 

After seven years of half-hearted efforts, the U.S. is trying to get Middle East peace 

talks going again. 

There has been a mysterious Israeli attack on a Syrian-North Korean facility 

suspected of being some kind of nuclear materials plant. 

Operation Active Endeavour (OAE) has continued—with even a Russian frigate 

joining. Some people are concerned that the Russians moving back into their naval 

base at Tartus, in Syria, means some kind of newly assertive role, but (a) the Russian 

navy is still going to have trouble sustaining itself there, and (b) knowing the Russian 

navy itself, they really just want to play with everyone else.) 

U.S. finally has its forward operating bases in Bulgaria and Romania operating, with 

troops rotating in for training. 

NATO continues its operations in Afghanistan. 

We hear the NRF is finally organized, but without all the commitments of troops 

SACEUR says he needs, manning is only at 70 percent? The original Rumsfeld plan 

to permanently base only two ground force brigades in Europe has been doubled with 

the addition of two heavy brigades planned for Germany. 

The U.S. is forming its AFRICOM, which for a while will still be based in Stuttgart, 

Germany, until arrangements can be made for a location down on the continent (it 
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appears the Maghreb countries have rejected having such a headquarters on their 

soils—which is just as well; they are more Middle East than Africa).  

U.S. Navy ships, especially surface combatants, still operate and exercise in the Med,. 

Anti-terror police work continues in the area. The remnant of the Algerian insurgency 

known before as The Salafist Group for Preaching and Combat (GSPC) was operating 

in the Sahel, making one notable attack in Mauritania.  The U.S. has been assisting 

the local countries—Mauritania, Mali, Niger, and Chad, and in cooperation with 

Algeria, to hound the GSPC.  GSPC has now changed its name to Al Qaeda in the 

Maghreb (AQIM) seems to have returned to attacking Algerian coastal cities with 

suicide bombings. 

Morocco has conducted a reasonably successful election.  

The situation in Kosovo drags on as Russia proposes to veto the Ahtisaari plan at the 

UN. 

Turkey has had a new election reinforcing the AKP’s majority and Erdogan has 

installed his own person as president, with the military standing by—but the issue of 

secularism still hangs in a delicate balance. The trouble in Kurdistan and across the 

border into Iraq still simmers. 

Lebanon is a mess, with frequent political assassinations; but they did clean out a 

fundamentalist Sunni cell in the northern refugee camp—had we seen such a success 

by the Lebanese Army before now? 

There are continued troubles between Russia and Georgia. But Russia has been 

awarded the Winter Olympics in 2014 for Sochi and is making a big effort to expand 

the sporting facilities there—remember the Winter Olympics in Sarajevo, marking 

Yugoslavia’s joining the civilized world? 

U.S. is continuing active headquarters activities in the Med area, even if it doesn’t 

have many ships in the Med at any given time.  

5.1 Changes in the Posture and Global Operations of U.S. Forces 
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As part of the new global posture, the U.S. military in Europe would be more 

deployable, with greater emphasis on advanced training facilities, more flexible 

basing agreements, including at least bases in reserve closer to current and anticipated 

operations to the south and east, and maybe sites to meet new threats (e.g., ballistic 

missile defenses). 

The first step has been reaching agreement on new basing, or access to facilities, 

arrangements.  U.S. forces moved out of Germany, Britain, and other northern 

countries were moved out of bases that were ill suited for missions in the Middle East 

and Southwest Asia.  Throughout Operation Enduring Freedom and Operation Iraqi 

Freedom, the routes for critical logistics have been connected through the 

Mediterranean (Rota, Spain, to Italy, to Turkey, or to Akrotiri in Cyprus) using “en 

route infrastructure bases (ERI)”. New operating bases in Central Asia to support 

operations in Afghanistan could be reached without refueling by transport planes from 

bases on the Black Sea, not northwest Europe, while operations in Africa were more 

easily supported from the Mediterranean.1 

These new bases were more flexible because they were smaller, had fewer 

infrastructures, and were negotiated with fewer restraints on operational use by 

American forces while making country sovereignty clear.  Main operating bases were 

limited (Ramstein in Germany is the symbol for this type of base with its ability for 

logistics and medical support and its large resident population and connection to the 

local community).  The new bases were known as forward operating sites or 

cooperative security locations (CSL).  Forward operating bases were established near 

the conflict in Afghanistan, the Horn of Africa (in Djibouti—to support training and 

other assistance to local countries to help them counter terrorism), and the Pacific. 

Cooperative security locations were established as sites owned by the host country 

with no resident, permanent U.S. presence.  They would be used for contingency 

operations, security cooperation activities, and any infrastructure the U.S. has built is 

for pre-positioned equipment and expandability.  In Europe, the most recognized of 

                                                 
1 For Operation Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan, the U.S. initially got agreement from the countries 
for two air bases in Uzbekistan and one in Kyrgyzstan. Only the one in Kyrgyzstan (Manas) remains. 
The U.S. also has arrangements for transits through Tajikistan.     
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these new bases are in Bulgaria and Romania.  Bases in the Baltic, in Poland, or in the 

Czech Republic would not be any different than leaving the bases in Germany and 

elsewhere in northwest Europe as the main points for jumping off to new missions—

and with due regard for Russian sensitivities since the allies had agreed not to move 

other NATO countries’ forces closer to Russia. 

At its heart, this new system of basing will not only serve to support U.S. global 

operations, but will provide an ability to support rotating forces in theater for the 

NATO Response Force (NRF), and for bilateral and multilateral training. 

The second part of this operational change was the shift in the force units themselves. 

The new Army structure for the U.S. in Europe is still headquartered in Germany, and 

its four permanently stationed brigades will include two heavy and one Stryker 

brigades in Germany and one airborne brigade in Italy.  It also includes a brigade-

equivalent of forces rotating through the CSLs and ERIs to work with European allies, 

train at the new bases, and to be prepared for contingency operations outside of 

Europe.  U.S. Army headquarters in Europe has also been changed to reflect this new 

focus on expeditionary warfare.  Staff dedicated to plan and train for major combat in 

Europe has been reduced, and new deployable headquarters sized for brigade-level 

missions and leadership of combined, joint task forces have been created.  The Army 

has gone from over 50% of U.S. forces in Europe down to about 33%. 

The Air Force has assumed the position as the largest U.S. service in Europe.  Under 

the new plan it will account for about 40-42% of U.S. forces on the continent.  This 

reflects an emphasis on U.S. forces using Europe as a logistics hub to support 

operations to the south and east.  While the need for combat air power on the 

continent has certainly shrunk to the needs for training and interoperability and to 

assist transformation of European partners, the role of air mobility is most important.  

The large hub bases in Germany, Spain, and Turkey remain integral to support U.S. 

forces from Africa to Iraq and Afghanistan.  In addition, the U.S. mobility and lift 

assets in Europe support NATO allies participating in missions in Iraq and 

Afghanistan. 
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The role of the Navy has been the least changed from the 1990s.  The big change for 

the Navy took place after the Cold War, when carrier strike groups were no longer 

needed to defend NATO’s southern flank.  Since Desert Storm in 1991, the carrier 

strike groups were mostly in transit through the region, but they used the opportunity 

to schedule exercises with allies while passing through. The same is true of 

amphibious ships with Marines aboard transiting to the Gulf.  The U.S. naval 

commitment to NATO was maintained through its participation in NATO’s standing 

maritime groups and its ability to surge other maritime combat forces to support 

NATO expeditionary operations.2  The Navy’s presence was reduced in Britain, as its 

European headquarters there and the staff for the 6th Fleet (at Gaeta in Italy), moved 

to Naples as the home for a new consolidated staff.  The Navy maintained its base in 

Rota, Spain, and has made great use of its access to NATO bases in Italy and Greece, 

as well as the British base at Akrotiri.  These bases are also busy supporting American 

participation in Operation Active Endeavor (OAE), expanded activities to create 

maritime security in West Africa, and an occasional supportive role for new NATO 

allies in the Black Sea. 

The third aspect of the new posture in Europe was the creation of new sites to address 

new global threats.   

The issue of Islamic extremist terrorism is being addressed through increased 

cooperation between intelligence and domestic security agencies, as well as the use of 

naval forces to create maritime domain awareness around Europe.  The only 

potentially new threat that has been subject of discussion has been that of Iranian 

missiles armed with nuclear weapons—a distant prospect, but one for which the 

positioning of missile defenses is under discussion with two NATO allies (though not 

in the NATO context). 

The issue of new missile threats predates 9/11, going back to Iranian and North 

Korean cooperative missile developments in the late 1990s and the findings of the 

Rumsfeld Commissions on Missile Threats and Space in 1998 and 1999.  The U.S. 

                                                 
2 The U.S. has also kept the three ships of the Mobile Prepositioning Squadron (MPS) in the 
Mediterranean, usually loaded with equipment for the U.S. Marine Corps, although much of the 
equipment has been needed in Iraq.   
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has long maintained that a missile threat to the U.S. or Europe from a rogue state 

could lead to intolerable pressures on alliance members and restrict the political 

willingness of alliance members to engage those rogues in regional conflicts.   

To meet this potential threat, the Bush administration has argued that the best sites for 

missile interceptors are located in Poland and the Czech Republic and the best site for 

an early warning system is at Fylingdales in Britain.  While the U.S.-UK connection 

has been the subject of relatively minimal dispute, placing part of a global BMD 

system in the other countries has generated considerable controversy.  The U.S. has 

stressed the limited nature of the system and the future operational needs for its 

placement in these two countries.  Russian protests against the plan have been sharp 

and consistent, and the U.S. has spent the better part of the past three years working to 

create a posture and structure that will continue to be operationally sensible and 

politically acceptable to Russia. Resolution of the issue still is under consultation with 

all countries concerned—but the Iranian threat is some years off in any case.  
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6. What does all this portend for the future? 

6.1 The current situation for the posture of U.S. forces: November 2007 

As of this writing (November 2007), the future posture of U.S. forces around the 

world, to include in the European area, is quite unknown, given that the U.S. is 

bogged down in Iraq, the current Administration is in a lame-duck situation with only 

14 months to go in office, and a new Administration will have to decide what to do 

about Iraq and, assuming they find a way to phase down U.S. forces in that country, 

bring the forces home so their personnel can recover and their equipment can be 

restored.  Assuming U.S. operations in Iraq can be phased down; the new 

Administration in 2009 will still have to settle Afghanistan down, presumably along 

with the continuing force contingents from other NATO countries.   

In turn, the problems of Iraq and Afghanistan raise the problem of Pakistan, given the 

disintegration of Pakistani government control of the Pushtun tribal areas and 

Baluchistan, with the U.S., India, and the rest of the world worrying about the security 

of Pakistan’s nuclear weapons, and whether the whole of Pakistan somehow 

disintegrates.  A favorite scenario of the U.S. military establishment and those 

research organizations that receive contracts from the U.S. Department of Defense is 

the U.S. sending in forces to at least seize Pakistan’s nuclear weapons.  This is a total 

absurdity—after Iraq, a country of around 24 million, how the U.S. could pacify a 

country of 160 million boggles the mind.  And there is no way that American forces 

could get there faster than Indian forces.  But the whole Pakistan issue, added to Iraq 

and Afghanistan, reveals the distraction of American political and military thinking 

from considering what the future posture of U.S. forces may be.   

How the issue of future posture may engage American political thinking remains to be 

sorted out when a new Administration takes office.  In the meantime, the U.S. at the 

highest political levels is still fearful and obsessed with the next terrorist attack on 

U.S. territory, as well as the terrorists’ presumed domination of the whole internet and 

the media in Muslim countries and their dreams of establishing the caliphate of 14 

centuries ago across the whole Muslim world.  In practical terms, though, the pursuit, 
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containment, and preempting of al Qaeda and its political influence is a matter of 

close cooperative work among many countries’ police, judicial, and intelligence 

establishments and the instruments of the global financial system.  Aside from 

Afghanistan, these are not particularly matters to be undertaken by regular military 

establishments, except perhaps as Special Forces train local militaries and might even 

conduct the occasional raid.   

In the meantime, the U.S. Navy and the U.S. Air Force have only been in supporting 

roles to ground forces in Iraq and Afghanistan.  The bulk of their forces are not being 

used, except that air transports are being worked hard in resupply.  Overseas U.S. 

forces also continue to be stationed in Japan, South Korea, Germany, UK, and Italy, 

but some of the units in these countries have been depleted for the wars in Iraq and 

Afghanistan.  U.S. forces also transit the rest of the world to get to Iraq and 

Afghanistan—across the Pacific, through the Mediterranean, through air bases in 

Europe and Turkey, etc. So it’s not as if American forces are in retreat, not being seen 

around the world.  “Virtual” presence works.  That is, the world’s publics know all 

about the U.S. military from pictures, videos, TV news, etc, even if they never see 

them in person.  The reputation for military prowess of U.S. forces may have suffered 

because of their being bogged down in Iraq (less is noticed in Afghanistan), but this 

reputation is recoverable in a different political climate. 

6.2 Most U.S. forces will return to the U.S. if and when the wars in Iraq and 
Afghanistan are over 

Prior to the Iraq war, former U.S. Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld seemed to 

be aiming at moving most U.S. forces overseas back to the United States (to include 

the island of Guam).  Then a large part of them (over a million so far) ended up 

rotating to Iraq and Afghanistan).  For instance, he planned on reducing U.S. ground 

forces in Europe to 23,000, with only two brigades (a Stryker brigade—that is, 

equipped with the wheeled armored fighting—in Germany, and the 173rd airborne 

brigade in Italy.  At the moment, the U.S. plan announced by Rumsfeld’s successor is 

to keep two heavy brigades in Germany, plus the Stryker and airborne brigades, for a 

total of 44,000 ground forces personnel.  The U.S. has also begun to rotate units for 

training to the Bulgarian and Romanian bases under arrangements with those two 
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countries.  It should also be noted that the proposal to station 10 anti-ballistic missiles 

in silos in Poland, supported by an X-band radar in the Czech Republic, may be 

stalled, both because the countries may be reconsidering such stationing and because 

the U.S. Congress may cut the funding.   

Even if most U.S. forces were to return to the U.S., and unless there were some huge 

terrorist assault on U.S. territory and population thus to keep the forces at home to 

fight terrorism, all active U.S. forces are by nature “expeditionary.”  That is, they plan 

to deploy over the oceans to fight, train, exercise, or participate in whatever activity 

the President directs them to do.  Thus, they keep and exercise the capabilities to do 

so.  The U.S. has long set store on “readiness,” which means they are fully manned 

and trained to deploy at any time.  The U.S. Navy keeps its readiness and training up 

by deploying just about all its ships on a regular basis.  The most ubiquitous U.S. 

military presence in the world is the U.S. Air Force’s Military Airlift Command’s 

(MAC) channel flights that carry supplies and personnel to U.S. diplomatic and 

military missions in countries on every continent.3 

The U.S. political authorities and the U.S. military think all the time about the world, 

conflicts, and whether U.S. forces should deploy. After all, the U.S. doesn’t need 

defenses against Mexico and Canada, two of the largest countries with the smallest 

militaries in the world. As a result, the larger concept of the defense of the United 

States itself is that it should be as far forward as possible. Thus the U.S. has become 

intimately bound with the maintenance of stability in the world.  After the first and the 

Second World War, the U.S. military came home and largely demobilized, except 

after World War II with the occupation forces in its sector in West Germany and in 

Japan.  But then the Cold War crashed in, the Korean War crashed in, and the U.S. 

has ever since felt the need to share in the protection of those countries it felt it had 

helped to liberate.  In the course of those evolutions, it got used to being out and 

around in the world—not necessarily fighting (until Iraq, first in 1991, then 

sporadically across the 1990s, and then full-bore beginning in 2003).   

                                                 
3 Back in 1981, a delegation from Sharjah came to Washington to offer the U.S. a military base.  We 
all looked at each other and said, “Where’s Sharjah?”  Our Air Force colonel said, “”I’ve been there, on 
an Air force MAC flight.  It is one of the seven emirates of the UAE. 
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In U.S. attempts to maintain stability—first as containment of the Soviet empire and 

then, as it turned out, in support of peaceful economic globalization, the U.S. found it 

had developed persistent relationships and habits of cooperation and coordination 

with a great range of countries around the world, from formal allies through more 

casual connections.  The U.S. brings military personnel (and civilians) to the United 

States from over a hundred countries through its International Military Education and 

Training program (IMET) as well as through other education and personnel exchange 

programs with foreign officers.  We have the fullest expectations that these 

relationships will be continued and revitalized upon the recovery of U.S. forces after 

Iraq and with any new U.S. Administration. 

In our work for the former Director of Force Transformation, Vice Admiral Arthur 

Cebrowski, U.S. Navy (retired; now deceased), and in conjunction with the work of 

Thomas P. M. Barnett on globalization, we crudely divided the world into “The Core” 

and “The Gap.”   

The Core is really the advanced country of the world, and especially Europe and 

Japan. These countries have transitioned from being at the center of U.S. alliances to 

being the centers of global finance, business, and technology.  They are the most 

natural relationships the U.S. has. The U.S. will be reinforcing these relationships 

once it is not so distracted (and they have continued in the interim nonetheless).  For 

the U.S., revitalizing its European relationships is like “coming home.”  Though the 

predominant aspects of relations among the countries of The Core may no longer be 

matters of defense and the military, but largely economic, the military relationships 

persist.  They represent a visible part of relations at high levels among governments. 

At the same time, such relations are only a small part of the great volume of 

governmental and private transactions among the Core countries, however visible at 

the top they may be.4 The Core is being extended as well, though not without strains.  

                                                 
4  See Anne-Marie Slaughter, A New World Order (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2004). She 

documents the lower-level, less visible associations among the governments of the world. It might well 

be noted that the largest embassies in Washington are those of The Core countries, e.g., UK, France, 

Germany, Italy, Australia, Japan, South Korea, and others—not because there are big political issues to 

be discussed at top levels, but because of the mass of routine business between the U.S. and these 

countries. 
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Most prominently, the “BRIC” countries (Brazil, Russia, India, and China) are joining 

the Core with their economic, urban, and technological maturity. Turkey hangs right 

at the edge and represents a historical opportunity for absorption into the Core. Some 

of us also tend to add Mexico, Thailand, Malaysia, and Singapore.  It is also possible 

to consider South Africa a candidate as time passes.  In short, the future so far looks 

like an expanding Core—but not necessarily as extensions of the old Cold War 

military alliances.5   

The Gap, in Barnett’s definition, are those countries left out, falling behind, or 

otherwise poorly connected to the global economy.  Their economies lag behind, 

especially in providing fruitful employment for their people, they may well suffer 

from poor governance (including pervasive corruption and leaders too long in power), 

they may be in internal conflict, and they are generating migrants trying to find their 

way to The Core for better lives. For any discussion among the European countries 

and the U.S., the focus has been on proximate areas, but especially the Muslim 

Middle East, extending from Morocco to Pakistan (and including Afghanistan now as 

well).  The U.S. military is now heavily engaged in this area and is likely to continue 

to be for the foreseeable future.  The area is and will presumably continue to generate 

the Islamic nomadic terrorists loosely coordinated and inspired by al Qaeda and which 

are finding their way to Europe (though not to the United States, as far as we know).   

In a very literal sense, The Gap lies right across the watery seam of this world, across 

the Mediterranean, leaping across the Arabian Peninsula into the Persian Gulf, and 

then into the Arabia Sea.  The U.S. for its part has now historically (since World War 

II and its early aftermath) transited and kept its naval forces in the area, now thinly, 

but then augmented as events have arisen.  The Mediterranean is a nice place for 

                                                 
5.  With the current (2007) tensions with Russia, the term “The West” has come back into common 

usage.  This is unfortunate.  With the end of the Cold War and the end of  “The East,” we should not 

have needed the term “The West” anymore, since there were to be no more opposing “systems,” 

whether ideological, economic, or military.  The atmospherics at present are not good for setting a 

broader collective term, especially as Russia and China are busy sorting out their internal identities as 

well as making new connections out in the world—but they make it sound sometimes like “The West” 

is getting in their way. 
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sailors to visit, to be sure.  The Gulf is not.  The U.S. can never be said to have a 

grand strategy for these deployments.  Rather, they have been driven by 

circumstances and are likely to continue to be driven by circumstances in the future.  

And, unfortunately, given the nature of “The Gap,” the future is likely to contain more 

events.   

The Core countries rely on their businessmen to maintain steady connections in the 

global economy, occasionally facilitated by their diplomats to make trade agreements 

or solve disputes.  The militaries, including navies, may be there mostly to remind the 

local people that force does exist—but in a mostly vague way.  There is no reason that 

the European countries, together with the Maghreb countries, cannot police the 

Mediterranean themselves, though the U.S. in its command role at NATO’s Southern 

Command, has taken a catalyzing role.  The U.S. has, over many decades, gradually 

absorbed the major role in policing the Gulf waters—whatever unruliness may have 

been occurring on the land—but has had lots of allied naval company over the years.  

All of this may well continue into the future.   

We should also mention the curious presence of a European-style, Core country in the 

middle of this Gap—namely Israel.  The U.S. has taken a special role since the early 

1970s in supporting Israel, diplomatically, virtually, and in supply (Israel can 

otherwise defense itself army-on-army).  Some hope that an Israeli-Palestinian peace 

agreement and the emergence of a competent Palestinian state may “end war” in the 

near Middle East, that is, the Levant, but the future diplomatic activity is likely to be 

more occupied with process than with accomplishment.  In any case, there are not 

many elites in the U.S. who think they will not have to worry about Israel in the 

future.  In the meantime, it looks like Lebanon has no future other than disorder and 

political paralysis—but the U.S. would be very reluctant to intervene there.   

But, speaking of the military, it brings us to what kinds of disorders, conflicts, violent 

activities are likely to be present in The Gap in the future, leaving aside what role the 

Core countries may have in containing, responding, or otherwise intervening in them 

may be.  As noted above, we don’t really know what Iraq will look like down the 

road.  The U.S. wants to bring troops home.  The U.S. really do not want to have 

“bases” there in the sense of stationed ground or air forces, whatever old Soviet 
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propaganda now propagated by al Qaeda may claim.  It is to early to tell whether the 

U.S. would want to even station pre-positioned ground force equipment sets in the 

area—restoring the two brigades-worth of equipment that were in Kuwait and Qatar 

before the present war—a pathetic-sized force if there ever were one.  The U.S. will 

likely keep a naval headquarters in Bahrain (headquarters are not “troops” for 

fighting) and its base at Diego Garcia, far out in the Indian Ocean, until it is washed 

away as sea levels rise with global warming…   

Iraq could be in civil war for a long time.  Lebanon could be in disorder for a long 

time, with a renewed civil war.  The Turks and Kurds may be in constant low-level 

war unless the Turkish economy grows so prosperous that the Turks become tolerant 

of the Kurds (there are already at least a million Kurds in the Istanbul area).  Would 

Iran invade one of its neighbors?  We think not—it doesn’t do that sort of thing.  It 

has its own country to manage.  Is Iran threatening to displace U.S. influence and 

stabilization in the Gulf Area?  They may dominate a Shia government in Iraq and 

they have their outpost with the Hezbollah in southern Lebanon, but the inter-country 

politics of the region are not likely to be conducted by marching armies. The 

Palestinians could never generate more than guerrilla forces (and the assumption is 

that any international settlement for a Palestinian state will restrict their formal 

military structures).  The Maghreb may be relatively quiet for now, but if it too 

doesn’t provide growth and employment for its people, the countries could fall apart.  

In the meantime, both the Turks and the Maghrebis will be generating migrants 

heading for Europe.   

Note that, as far as the United States is concerned, the U.S. keeps being drawn back to 

the Middle East, and especially the lands that stretch from the Levant through 

Pakistan (the U.S. is much less engaged with the Maghreb).  We cannot predict the 

future of that mess—which can only mean staying ratcheted up to it in some ways in 

the hope that we may nudge it in useful directions, contain it (prevent spillover of 

local disputes) as necessary, and wait for markets to make a difference for the local 

people.  The alternative is to let those who want to return to a primitive life, without 

oil, without Western intrusions, without economies, only prayer, to take over.  We 

would say their chances are not any better than ours.   
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So if the future overseas posture of U.S. forces is relevant to anything about conflict, 

Europe looks more like a way-station.  It is the area U.S. forces transit through.  The 

U.S. will maintain the fore-mentioned brigades plus air facilities in Germany (and air 

facilities in the UK and Italy, plus the naval base in Rota) so long as the local 

countries want us. There is otherwise no strong impulse in the U.S. to bring all U.S. 

forces home from anywhere.  Rather, the next U.S. Administration at least will want 

to engage both Europe and the Middle East in a more civil (and civilian) way, to 

restore and strengthen relations.  The tasks of military engagement, as opposed to 

those on the economic, energy, and climate change side, do not look like grand 

strategic opportunities.  Rather, military relations would reflect continued satisfaction 

with the rewarding relations of the past while awaiting the call for any conflict that 

may arise.  

What U.S. forces will look like in the future, and thus what they may deploy from 

their overall force structure, remains an open question. The U.S. will go through a 

wrenching reexamination of its force structures when it finally leaves Iraq, if it ever 

does. The big choice for U.S. political and military authorities would be between a 

reversion to the high-technology structures that we had been cultivating before the 

war on terror and before Iraq, nominally keyed to offsetting Chinese technological 

advances, versus a concentration on ground forces and irregular warfare, as well as 

whatever it may turn out to be called—humanitarian or nation-building activities. This 

is going to depend on what the inclinations of the political system and leadership may 

be as to how they stay active around the world as well as the contemplation of 

circumstances as they arise.  

6.3 U.S. Forces, the U.S. Commitment to European Security, and Local Politics 

Changes to force postures and structures may be operationally sound and even 

advantageous in the global war on terror, but they will have very mixed results if they 

have adverse political impacts for the U.S. in NATO or for its relations with European 

allies.  We believe that the very strong transatlantic relationship will not be disrupted 

by changes in U.S. force posture and those U.S. commitments to NATO and 

cooperative security arrangements will be strong in the future. 
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First, the new bases in Eastern Europe clearly demonstrate that these states are normal 

members of the alliance and have the same responsibilities and privileges as any other 

member of the alliance.  When this process started early in the Bush administration, 

the EU was busy debating membership for new states and the rights and privileges of 

potential new members.  It was NATO that integrated these countries first.  They 

desperately wanted some sign of commitment to their inclusion in the West’s 

institutions, and this has helped both them and the U.S. to make that commitment. 

Russia has consistently opposed expanding NATO and its infrastructures (or any 

bilateral U.S. deals in these regions) since the end of the Cold War.  Yet NATO has 

always voted for gradual expansion and inclusiveness for European nations willing to 

meet its requirements for membership.  Russia’s opposition to the American use of 

bases in Eastern Europe does not reflect its desire to re-create a sphere of influence.  

We believe it represents an inability on the part of the U.S. and Europe to craft a long-

term strategy for integrating Russia into the West dating back to the early Nineties 

and Russia’s inability to define a role for itself as a “normal” European state. 

Second, the new U.S. posture does not “abandon” its traditional allies in Western 

Europe.  The U.S. and its allies, at the same time as forces were being reduced, began 

to create the NATO Response Force (NRF).  This force was created to close the gap 

between U.S. and European forces and rotate troops through the force to spread the 

benefits and lessons of interoperability and transformation.  The U.S. and its 

traditional maritime partners increased their collective action and interoperability in 

OAE beginning right after 9/11, and have worked together almost seamlessly in the 

Persian Gulf, the North Arabian Sea, and off the Horn of Africa to combat terrorism, 

weapons smuggling, and piracy for the past six years.  They improved information 

sharing and counter-terrorism force protection coordination as well.  NATO also took 

on the ISAF mission in Afghanistan and the U.S. has gone to great lengths to assist its 

partners where shortfalls occurred in mobility and reach and other critical needs.   

All of these steps have done much to reinforce to the Europeans the American 

political commitment to NATO.  No matter what speeches have been made and what 

articles are written about “Old Europe” and “New Europe,” or about American 

“unilateralism,” effective military and political work has continued by the 



 

 38 

professionals on both sides of the Atlantic.  If there is any doubt about those 

commitments, the continued presence of U.S. bases, headquarters, and serving in 

NATO leadership posts in Germany, Italy, Britain, Belgium, Spain, Portugal, and 

Greece should put them to rest. 

Third, the political issues that may have arisen as a result of the changes in posture 

have failed to materialize so far.  To begin with, there were over 20 high-level 

Defense and State Department missions to allied nations beginning in 2001, which 

consulted with governments that would feel the impact of the changes (especially 

Germany).   

In Germany, opposition to the closing of bases was limited to local governments who 

were faced with the costs of absorbing the impact of an estimated loss of 70,000 jobs.  

The national government opposition was muted by the length of the American plan 

for reposturing (8-10 years).  

The U.S. also moved its remaining air defense forces out of Iceland by 2006, after 5 

years of negotiations.  The economic costs were limited to 900 local jobs, but the real 

issue was defense.  U.S. forces on the island had been the only defense force for the 

NATO member, and no substitute force was in place or planned.  Even so, the 

“threat” to Iceland has to be deemed to be remote for now and the foreseeable future, 

if it can be imagined at all. 

In Britain, the U.S. had long ago moved many air forces out of the country, and the 

closure of the naval headquarters in London merely deprived Americans of a great 

tour of duty with their closest ally.  What remained was a huge intelligence center at 

Northwood and what it represented in the relations between the U.S. and its closest 

ally.  Also untouched were many exchanges and exercises and working groups that 

tied together the two partners at every level of security policy. 

Italy remained America’s key ally in the Mediterranean, with U.S. maritime forces 

and the 173rd Airborne Brigade firmly established in the country.  The main issues 

between the allies, reflected in reports by Italian national security officials and think 

tanks, have been operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, and the rendition of prisoners in 



 

 39 

the war on terror.  The re-posturing of U.S. forces and the American commitment to 

NATO and Europe remains unquestioned. 

In conclusion, a 2007 report on the U.S. role in Europe, after the completion of the 

conversion to the new posture, by a commission of the French National Assembly, 

found that the changes began before German and French opposition to the war in Iraq, 

that increasing the U.S. options for freedom of action for rapid deployment motivated 

U.S. decisions, and that the new U.S. posture could reduce the costs to the defense 

budget. 

6.4 The New Posture and Continued U.S. Leadership in NATO 

Finally, we deal with the issue of whether the U.S. can continue to lead NATO into 

the new era with fewer forces and a lower profile on the ground in Europe, and with 

its strategic focus shifted away from Europe.  We conclude that, far from hurting U.S. 

leadership, the new posture opens up new opportunities for the U.S. and for the 

Europeans, if they will seize them and push ahead.  The main reasons for which we 

say this are:  

• After centuries, the threat of great war among countries in Europe, including 

Russia has gone. There is no such threat.  Economics and the responsibilities 

of states to their citizenry rather than to their armies now make war a very 

dysfunctional policy.6  Strengthening social safety nets for citizens competes 

with defense budgets, and since the old defense budgets are no longer 

necessary, they have been reduced and the number of men under arms 

drastically reduced.  

• Europe and the United States are both connected in intertwining ways with 

the entire global economy and there is even a global culture, especially as 

reflected by the popular media.  As the currently major drivers of the world 

economy (and in the near future, China and India joining as drivers as well), 

both have responsibilities for sustaining, managing, and improving this 

                                                 
6.  Norman Angell, in The Great Illusion (New York and London, 1913), said that, given the economic 
stakes, countries’ leaders would be crazy to go to war.  They were.  We hope there will be no crazy 
leaders in the future, but we cannot guarantee it.  
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global structure—would also reduces the chances of war.  It has looked like 

the U.S., given its extensive global connections made across the Cold War 

while Europe was retreating from its colonies (see the UK’s abandonment of 

“East of Suez” in favor of NATO defense instead), still has the major job of 

tying the world together, but this is not a role for one country.  It is the role 

of all civilized countries.  

Was U.S. military leadership in the post-Cold War era based on having a significant 

number of static forces in place in Europe?  No.  Since the fall of the Berlin Wall, 

U.S. leadership (in an exemplary manner, not as a matter of planning) of the alliance 

in its military aspects was driven by its technological lead in areas appropriate for 

expeditionary warfare (i.e., moving forces great distances to fight).  That technology 

helped achieve decisive effects with low risk of both military and civilian casualties in 

the Balkans, in direct confrontations with the Iraqi Army in two wars, and against 

Taliban and al Qaeda forces in Afghanistan.  U.S. leadership also depended on its 

political willingness to invest in NATO’s institutions and push for both political and 

military evolution of the alliance after the Cold War.  The U.S. led the way on 

membership expansion, new strategic concepts, and enhanced partnerships with 

nations outside the alliance, interoperability, and operations outside of Europe. 

Not one of these factors would be changed by a reduction and reorienting of U.S. 

forces and bases in Europe.  The U.S. will retain its pre-eminence in technology 

necessary for expeditionary combat operations thanks to an R&D budget that outstrips 

all other member of NATO put together (global reach and mobility, advanced C4ISR, 

stealth, joint fires, and maritime power projection).  It will continue to occupy the 

command positions in Brussels, Naples, Lisbon, and Norfolk that help shape the 

evolution of NATO’s operational concepts and military structures.  The U.S. 

continuing to pay 24 percent of the NATO Common Budget buttresses this.  The 

countries of Eastern and Central Europe will continue to equate NATO membership 

with the continuing security guarantee by the U.S. as a member of NATO.  

In fact, as NATO’s missions outside of Europe dominate the time and energy of all of 

the members, the very capabilities and global perspective of the U.S. will be more in 

demand by those nations wishing to play a significant global role where necessary 
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alongside the U.S.  And as NATO interacts with new partners in the Persian Gulf 

(e.g., as part of the Istanbul Cooperation Initiative launched at the 2004 summit), 

Africa (NATO assistance to African Union peacekeeping missions), and in the 

Caucasus (Georgia and Azerbaijan), the U.S. global posture can be joined by those 

Europeans who see that NATO’s future may well lie outside of the peaceful confines 

of that continent—in order to keep that peace preserved. 

Another argument against the new posture has been that U.S. goals for security 

cooperation (increased interoperability and transformation between U.S. and 

European forces) would suffer with a smaller and more dispersed U.S. force presence 

in Europe.  It may be said that exercises with traditional allies would diminish and the 

lack of continuity from forces stationed in Europe would cripple the alliance’s overall 

military training and cohesion. 

On the contrary, we argue that the new era makes the capabilities of small, 

specialized, deployable forces aimed at new kinds of warfare much more desirable—

though the circumstances in which they might be used remain quite unclear.  Large, 

static ground forces and traditional combat air and naval forces ready to fight large 

land battles fit the world of 1985 very well, but not 2007, where state-on-state warfare 

has nearly disappeared.  The new force posture rotates precisely those types of forces 

into bases and locations for targeted exercises with niche forces of both old and new 

members.  

In addition, positioning forces at static bases, with rotations of personnel only every 

three years, insures that U.S. military personnel will be very proficient at working 

with allies, but the opportunities for that trading on that expertise may be narrowly 

focused to those units stationed in Europe.  We believe that interoperability and 

transformation are furthered when a greater variety of smaller units from the U.S. 

(specifically focused on counter-terrorism and counter-insurgency, stabilization, 

maritime interdiction, air support to irregular warfare, and counter-proliferation), 

work with a greater variety of small units from European partners trained to work or 

support those new warfare areas.  In this way, interoperability and transformation will 

be passed on among a group of rotating forces from both sides of the Atlantic, rather 

than being concentrated among a few units based in Europe for long periods of time.  
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This can expand the responsibilities and capabilities of U.S. allies, a key goal of the 

current U.S. National Security Strategy.  It can also meet the objectives of Europeans 

as their forces engage in expeditionary operations in the Congo, the Horn of Africa, 

and off the coast of Northwest Africa under the EU banner. 

A U.S. military force in Europe that concentrates on the U.S. advantages in C4ISR, 

mobility and reach, integrated air support to special operations, and maritime 

dominance sets an example for Europeans to specialize on capabilities that can fit into 

this construct.  Small nations have developed high quality niche capabilities (such as 

Chem-Bio detection and decontamination) and large nations have sought to downsize 

their forces and concentrate on more volunteers able to deploy outside of Europe for 

counter-terrorism, maritime interdiction, and peacekeeping.  Further progress on these 

lines can strengthen military cohesion, even with reduced American numbers.     

Military co-operation across the Atlantic is more than just exercises between forces 

that can speak on the same radio frequency or operate tactical units in the same way.  

It is dependent on staffs of planners and trainers and operators that have the same 

shared concepts of operations and strategic planning systems and understanding of 

how and when they have accomplished mission objectives.  These essentials of 

interoperability and transformation can be addressed without using large forces based 

in Europe.  ISAF, Active Endeavor, Kosovo, and the NATO Training Mission in Iraq 

are now the primary vehicles for reform, not exercises in forests of Germany.  
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7. Conclusions 

1. Right now (November 2007), the U.S. is bogged down in Iraq—though there has 

some recession in violence, while no political improvement.  The U.S., together with 

its NATO partners, are now struggling with a renewed Taliban force in Afghanistan 

while Karzai’s government is seen to be weak and riddled with corruption.  Pakistan 

could be falling apart and its tribal areas are even less under control than ever.  

Otherwise, there are no great security threats to Europe and America. 

2. These situations are far from Europe and the United States, but the greatest threat to 

European and American security these days seems to be that of the terrorists, and their 

home base is still Afghanistan and the Pakistani tribal areas, and Pakistan has nuclear 

weapons, so the terror threat may be more real to the Europeans and Americans as the 

years pass. 

3. When these situations are ended or under controll, the Americans can once more 

look to the future and re-engaging with its long, true allies, the European countries.  

Until that time, the U.S. cannot settle on its long-term posture and the configuration of 

its forces—whether classical conventional military forces or primarily counter-

insurgent forces.   

4. Nonetheless, the future is going to involve the U.S. and other cooperating and 

friendly governments operating around the world in the places that might strategically 

upset globalization, but with more balance among their diplomatic, informational, 

military, and economic involvements.  These balances may already have been settled 

upon in European governments, but the U.S. has tended to put by far the most 

resources into its military component. 

5. At the same time, there could be retreats in the security sphere by both Europeans 

and Americans to homeland defense—a kind of isolationism, as it were, at least in the 

military sense, given that the threats to their security, except for the nomadic terrorist 

threats, tend to be fairly distant from their shores—unless the internal turmoil in the 

Maghreb and Levant spread across the waters. 
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6. The general functioning of the global economy and its interconnections so as to 

continue to promote the growth of economies and the satisfactions of people are 

probably irreversible, though the arrangements among states are likely to be intensely 

negotiated and renegotiated over time—while private businesses continue to make 

most of the connections that improve prosperity. 

7. But this positive global activity is going to be challenged by possibly accumulating 

energy shortages and all the politics and economic consequences that flow from that.  

These energy challenges may well be followed by the realization of global warming, 

whose most dire effects for the U.S. and Europe may be the need to handle even more 

migration from the south to the north. 

8. A great dilemma in this global system is that classic organized militaries are still 

artifacts of the nation-state. They generally tend to stay at home in their country 

territories, until their governments, individually and collectively, decide to send them 

elsewhere. But the threats that they face, to include terrorists, criminals, and 

insurgents in internal conflicts—not to be exaggerated, to be sure, and rather 

disorganized and living on shoestrings—will be freely crossing borders, given the 

ease of movement afforded by globalization. States now crossing borders to attack 

other states seems obsolete (except for Ethiopia and Eritrea), but all those 

troublemakers we worry about cross borders as they please. 

9. At least the great European wars are over, but European militaries, except for the 

multifarious peacekeeping operations that they have participated in across the post-

World War II decades (and which have not really strained them), haven’t quite got 

used to the idea that they may be asked by their governments to be more 

“expeditionary,” even as they shrink. The whole notion of sitting around at home as 

defense postures seems to be unnecessary anymore, given no proximate conventional 

threats. It now looks like classic militaries are either museums or peacekeepers—and 

now even they might even take new roles as “nation-builders” (new colonialists?), for 

which they would seem ill suited in their classic conventional configurations. 

10. In short, there’s going to be a lot of soul-searching on both sides of the Atlantic as 

to what our militaries are for. “Postures” would then vary accordingly, as second or 
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third order questions beyond the main questions of what to keep in reserve in one’s 

own country on one hand and whether to actually deploy them into another country—

Afghanistan right now, for example—on the other.  

11. Some people might worry about “a resurgence” of Russia. They need not do so.  

The Russian military remains weak and unreformed.  The Russians really do not see 

any military threats to themselves, except that terrorists have assaulted them more 

than any other advanced country. The greater concern outside is whether they might 

use energy supplies as political weapons of some kind.  Some people worry about the 

Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) and its involvement in Central Asia as 

some kind of new military alliance to counter-balance NATO, but is not, certainly so 

far. It is said that SCO is an arm of the Chinese trade ministry.  

12. Should both Europe and America be worried about China? This would seem to be 

a question that goes far beyond the question of “posture in the Mediterranean.”  

13. Rather, the great security problem for the foreseeable future (if the future is at all 

foreseeable) is the Middle East, to include the Maghreb (though it is in some ways 

detachable—yet that brings up the fact that the Middle East is a whole series of 

different problems, maybe tied together only by those terrorists and oil). How much 

does the Middle East intrude on Europe, much less on the United States? Again, it is 

rather the terrorists, oil, and those Muslim immigrants between who would be some 

terrorists. What is to be done about it all? It certainly goes beyond questions of 

conventional military force posture… 

14. The good thing about US-Europe relations is that they go well beyond questions 

of the militaries and their postures. There are persistent institutions and habits of 

consultation and cooperation.  They are very likely to be renewed and reinforced once 

there is a new U.S. Administration in 2009 and U.S. forces leave Iraq and are re-

postured.  The U.S. Navy is very likely to be patrolling the Persian Gulf for some 

years to come, and part of those naval forces will be transiting the Mediterranean to 

get there, taking advantage of their transits to exercise with its allies and to visit ports.  

The U.S. will also be keeping forces on the land in the UK, Germany, and Italy, while 

participating as well in NATO staffs, and periodically exercising some forces in 
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Romania and Bulgaria.  U.S. forces are “expeditionary forces,” not homeland garrison 

forces (unless there were a true siege of terror in America, which is highly unlikely), 

and they are eager to continue relating to other countries in the world—though 

hopefully not in any more wars or hostile occupations.   

15. For the Europeans, the U.S. commitment must not just be one of money and 

technology, but one of politics and agreement to work together, even when there are 

some opportunity costs of doing so.  With this in mind, it is important for the U.S. to 

explore creative means of maintaining the transatlantic connections even as forces 

available for exercises and operations in Europe are stretched and reduced. 

16. For the U.S., it must balance the needs of homeland defense, dissuasion of a rising 

China from thinking it ought to build large classic conventional military forces, 

countering WMD proliferation by rogue states, and maintaining the global 

suppression of radical Islamic terrorism against maintaining its transatlantic 

connections to nations that are our natural partners in any global endeavor. The 

answer is simple: share these tasks. Fortunately, the U.S. can invest the time and 

energy necessary for creative responses to the issues raised by its reduced posture in 

Europe.  The U.S. and its allies can concentrate on transforming their defensive 

capabilities (beyond the military, to include all law enforcement organizations) to face 

the most imminent threat, which is the terrorists and those who may support them. 

 

  

 


