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SECURITY POLICY IN THE CONTEXT OF NATO, THE EU AND THE UN:
ITALY’S GROWING BURDEN OF CHOICE

by Roberto Menatti

The present aticde will atempt to identify the key feaures, and some unresolved
dilemmas, of ltdy's diplomatic and security policdes | will fird describe, in brief, the
tripatite inditutional setting (NATO, the EU, the UN) of the country’s fundamenta
choices this continues to provide the foundation for curent policdes but is dso
undergoing maor changes that creete avery unpredictable internationa environment.

| will then show how the evolving security agenda, certain choices made by key dlies
(beginning with the United States), and domedtic political forces, condantly interact to
produce pressures on Itdian decisonmekers and defense planners. Resource condraints
are a mounting concern, but the country has yet falled to make dearcut choices based on
inevitable tradeoffs — opting indead for an uneasy mix of continuity and change (due to
the palitical orientation of successve cadition governments).

Introduction: enduring framework and objective constraints

NATO, the EU (previoudy European Communities) and the UN conditute the
framework of Itdy’'s foregn and security policy snce WWII, embodying both the
condraints and opportunities that have characterized the country’s internationd action.
However, a common feature of NATO and the EU is that they have changed amost
beyond recognition snce the Cold War era, which implies that they can hardly represent
ardliaole set of points of reference.

NATO is the traditiond environment in which Itdy has developed its security and
defense policy, dso providing the multinationd channd  through which a cdose bilaterd
relationship with the US has been cultivated. In practical terms, NATO has conggently
provided most of the security assets that proved crucid to Itdian foreign policy for a
leest haf a century — ds0 serving as a “power equdizer” in Europe, thus affording Itay
asort of overestimated relative weight.

The Alliance (as wdl as the bilaterd Italy-US rdationship within it) has undergone a
rgoid adjugment in the course of the 1990s, moving from a datic defense pact
protecting well defined territorid frontiers (land and maitime) to a much more dynamic
organizetion cgpitdizing on the vaued added of interoperability across a wide range of
potentid deployments.

However remarkable this evolution (and perhaps precisdy because of its rgpid pace), it
hes left some important questions unanswvered for the dlies, paticulaly with regard to
vey different lessons learned on the two ddes of the Atlantic. on the pat of the US
(expecidly the Pentagon) mgor resarvaions have teken root towad “war by
committeg’; among the Europeans a better goprecigion of the need to deveop
autonomous  cgpabilities a lees for limited contingencies on the European continent or
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for rdatively smal UN-mendated missons'. A more profound difference of approach
concerns specificdly the use (and the usefulness) of military force we might say thd,
patly as a reaction to 9-11, the US views the offensve goplication of military power as
one important indrument in a wider toolbox. In contrast, most European governments
would have a hard time arguing to their voters that there is indeed an gpprecidble vaue
added (in terms of security) to be gained from each additiona euro spent on the defense
budget, especidly in countering terrorismrelated threats. This inevitably relegates
military force — paticularly combat operaions — to the very margin of the avalable st
of policy options. Therefore, in Itdy as wel as esawhere in Europe, there is a srious
danger that a vicdous crde has been st in mation: flat defense budgets condrain the
goplication of military power, which in turn leads to policy choices desgned manly to
minimize militay commitments in combat roles this ultimady reduces the politicd
usefulness of raising defense budgets.

The widening Transatlantic “cgpability gap” that has resulted may truly become a
politicad and strategic cancer for the Alliance.

Some of the unanswered quedions over NATO's man functions (and the capabilities
required) are currently being tackled on the ground in Afghanigtan, precisdy in terms of
both avaladdle resources and the paliticad will the deploy them in combat roles This
ongoing misson will inevitebly determine much of the future evolution of the Alliance
and, by implication, Italy’ srdeiniit.

The EU is a latecomer in the security and defense arena, and its complex reaionship
with NATO (paticulaly with the US) reflects severd unresolved ambiguities which
continue to afect Itay’'s options Rome is an active paticipant in the complex
devdopment of more coherent links between the EU (through the Europesn Security
and Defense Policy, ESDP) and NATO - formdly bassd on the “Belin Fus’
arangement but precticaly in a sae of continuous flux’. However, given Itay's
budgetary condraints there is acute sengtivity for the potentid conflict between the
NATO priority of ensuring adequate nationd contributions to the Nato Response Force
(and the Trandformation concept more broadly), on one hand, and the EU priority of
fully equipping the Battle Goups® as an expanding operationd asset, on the other.

We will return to this very delicate issue when assessng the overdl bdance of Itdy’s
security policies.

In the UN context, the commitment to peacekesping and UN-mandated dabilization
operaions has been a hdlmark of Itdy’s internationa projection since the 1980s. Over
the past few years the issue has become intertwined with the debate on reforming the
UN Security Council: Itdy has put forth its candidacy and a pretty complex reform

! The benchmark for such “robust peacekeeping” missions has become, somewhat unexpectedly, the
French-led operation in the Republic of Congo.

% Infact, in can be argued that the Berlin Plus arrangement is not sustainable, although attempts to
circumvent it through purely European initiatives are almost certainly doomed to fail. A more realistic
path would be to renegotiate the EU-NATO deal inin away that gradually expands the EU’ s areas of
direct responsibility while al so strengthening, rather than weakening, NATO as a potentially global
organization. See Roberto Menotti and Paolo Brandimarte, “It’ stime to clarify the ‘ constructive
ambiguity’ inthe NATO-EU security relationship”, Europe’ s World, n.5, pp. 32-25.

3 An EU Battle Group is a battalion-size (1.500 troops), mostly multi-national force, based on
interoperability and high deployability, tasked with supporting existing forces; preparing the ground for
larger forces; and implementing small scale rapid response missions.
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proposd tha would have fulfilled its aspiration. However, the internationd
congddlaion of interess and dignments practicaly forced Rome to engage in a
defensve diplomdic betle (according to some critics, to the point of obstructing
reform, a least in some vaiants). In essence, the key Itdian interest has become to
prevent the “quick fix", or any other UNSC reform proposd which would discriminate
it in favour of Germany and Jgpan — dthough, to be fair, Itdy has conggently
supported a solution that would make a common European seet more likdly.

In the process, Rome has consgently worked to somehow compensate for the falure to
obtain a permanent UNSC seet by behaving as a mgor contributor in the same league as
Jgpan and Germany. It did so modly by capitdizing on its experience with complex
multinationd missons, paticulaly in aess where it has didinctive assts of specid
vaue such a gendameie forces (Carabinieri). Itdy is involved in 24 ongoing
operdtions aoad (of widdy vaying szes), 6 of which ae fully United Naions
missons (out of the 18 ongong UN missons in the world)®. This implies the
deployment of gpproximately 9,000 soldiers

This drategic choice — in conjunction with the continuing contributions to NATO and
growing pledges to ESDP — has put very serious srains on both the armed forces and,
more broadly, on the domestic consensus underpinning Italian security policy.

Resource congtrains are indeed very serious®. Looking a the defence budget, the picture
over recent years is rather clear: Itay’s expenditure is more or less datic, around 1% of
GDP, with a paticulaly low levd of invesment and unmet growth commitments —
including reiterated NATO pledges and the god of 15% of GDP st in the 2002
Defense “White Paper”.

By widening the scope of the andyss to dso indude the Foreign Affars Minisry —i.e.
the overdl foreign and security policy complex, 0 to say — the problem comes in even
sharper relief.

The latex avaldble (officd) daa on the Minigry of Foreign Affars cdealy indicae
tha Itdy is a a disadvantage vis-avis the three mgor EU countries in important
regpects, dthough its network of embasses and consulates is wider then that of its
European counterparts’. Three indicators are particulaly worrisome: the number of
personnd is around hdf that of the UK and France, and around two thirds that of
Gemany. The budget of the Foreign Affars Minidry (which amounts to 1,564 million
euro in 2005, minus the resources for Devdopment Aid) is sgnificantly lower than that
of the UK (2,862), France (2,391) and Germany (2,206) — both as an absolute figure and
as a percentage of GDP.

As for Itay’s contribution to the United Nations, Itay ranked sxth in 2006, with a share
of the regular budget of around 5%. This figure is on a downward trend, but this is true
of dl European countries vis-a-vis emerging economies, especidly from Asa

A somewhat crude quantitative gpproach should lead us to concdlude that Itdian security
and defense policy has been — for severa years now — living beyond its means. A more
qualitative analysis shows that hard choices cannot be postponed for long.

* http://www.difesa.it/Operazioni+Militari/missioni_attivita internazionali/

® Analyses of Italy’ s foreign policy options based on existing (and projected) resource constraints are
relatively rare: see for instance Marta Dassu e Stefano Silvestri, “ Risorse e obiettivi: allaricercadi
coerenza’, Italianieuropei, 3/2005, pp.93-104.

® 11 Ministero degli Affari Esteri in cifre. Annuario statistico 2006, http://www.esteri.it/ita/6_40_258.asp
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When the pillars shake: Italy’ stough adjustment

If we assume that an updated verson of the overdl framework sketched doove (NATO,
the EU, the UN) remains vdid as the main conceptud anchor of Itdian security policy,
a fundamental problem over the past few years has been the shift — sometimes cydlica
or dmog erratic — in functions, cgpahilities and legitimacy of dl three organizations.

The focus of NATO's activities as politica-security dabilizer has cealy been the
Wesern Bakans in the 1990s, in the context of the wider regiond package comprisng
NATO's esswad enlagement and the Partnership for Peace initiative. Even more
importantly, the type of contingency for which the Alliance thought it should prepare
itsdf gnce the mid-1990s had become that of a “regiond conflict”, very much moddled
ater the Bosia crigs and laer the Kosovo intervention. This produced various
consequences on the EU as wdl, as both organizations designed dructures and
cgpabilities to counter these risks and meet these chdlenges. Itdy — certainly not done
among the European countries — found itsdf in the mids of a complex trandormeation
of its military indrument (to overcome the Cold War legecy and the sheer obsolescence
of many of its naiond assats) and logicdly used the “NATO plus EU” framework to
define the parameters of the trangtion. However, these parameters proved much more
flud than initidly anticipated, patly as a consequence of the pre-eminence of US
choices in the context of the Alliance and patly because of the multifaceted
repercussons of 9-11.

In recent years the EU’s efforts to develop a Rapid Reaction Force have been redefined
as the more modest (and probably trangtory) objective of the so cdled “Battle Groups'.
The fact remains that there is a tendon between some of the gods set a the NATO levd
in the context of the NATO Response Force (NRF) and the EU’s rather dow progress
toward a pooling of the members key capabilities for criss management.

In addition, the various inditutiond/multilateral efforts have, a times amogt conflicted
with each other for political reasons. This has been the case, for ingtance, with the UN
dnce a broadening of the UNSC has become a topic for discusson, and Germany
(supported by other key countries) has rather blatantly ignored its politicd commitment
to an “EU option” in the UNSC. A different type of friction has emerged whenever the
EU has been presented, intermittently, as a sort of potentid dternative (or
counterweight) to NATO — in practice, to the US. This was clearly the case with the
embryonic EU planning cdl informaly discussed a the infamous “praine summit”  of
April 2003, a the height of the Transatlantic crisis over Irag.

A more generd problem has emerged as a consequence of the evolving internationd
security agenda @ the turn of the century: the difficulty of recondling the pursuit of
goecific gods in the Itdian neighbourhood (essentidly the Mediteraneen basn) and
globd commitments (which tend to be codly even when smdl in sze). It is just naturd
for a “middle power” like Itdy to pursue regiond intereds as a top priority orienting the
dlocation of scarce resources, it is more tricky to rank and precisgly define the priority

" In April 2003 Belgium, France, Germany, and L uxembourg discussed the establishment of an
autonomous EU headquarter, to be located in Tervuren (Belgium). The proposal sank almost
immediately, after several EU members— as well as the United States— firmly opposed it, arguing that it
would have brought about an improper overlap with NATO' s headquarters (SHAPE).
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to be assgned to internationa endeavours which certainly affect the country’s security
environment but do s0 in an indirect manner — such as, for indance, participation in the
Internationa Assstance Security Force (I1SAF) in Afghanistan.

A 2004 dudy — conducted jointly by CeMiSS (the ressarch am of Itdy’'s Defence
Minigry) and the RAND Corporaion — captures the key choices Itay faces in
dlocating its defense resources. there are two mogt dtractive options in keeping with
the country’s stated security policy gods, defined respectivdy as “Globd Niche' and
“Regiona Full Spectrum’’®,

The “Globd Niche’ option focuses on sdected capabilities far codition operations
potentidly anywhere in the world. It is dedgned to maximize Itdian ability to
contribute to codition efforts in addressng security problems by dther participating in
the mog demanding dimendons of expeditionary operations (firsd sub-option) or
providing assats for the laer stage of a codition operaion (second sub-option). The
fomer would catanly imply more emphass on rgpid deployment, and the laiter on
sudtainability. Emphasis on combat tasks would probably be equaly important for both.

The “Regiond Full Spectrum” option envisages that Itdian armed forces will be used
amog exdusvdy in the MediterraneanBdkan region, across the entire range from low
to high intengty operations This would dlow Itdy to sgnificantly raise its profile in
the region, dthough its forces would till be designed mainly as part of codition efforts.

Clealy, there would be trade-offs in any of the options (and sub-options): in particular,
the Globa Niche option seems to make a more rdevant contribution to NATO and
probably to EU objectives, dthough it may be somewha esser to gan domedic
support for the Regiond Full Spectrum option. In terms of political risks the pecific
sub-option of contributing to the laer dage in the Globd Niche context seems
comparatively safer and less demanding.

Interegtingly, the current Itdian role in the ISAF misson in Afghanigan can be
decribed dmog exactly as a Globa Niche contribution (in the context of the second
sub-option sketched above) while the UNIFIL 11 misson in Lebanon fits neatly into the
Regiond Full Spectrum approach.

While the two options, as presented in the 2004 sudy, may not correspond precisdy or
completely to the scenarios envisaged by Itdian decisonmakers and defense planners,
they do seem to reflect the ongoing debates on the country’s security policies as wel as
current trends and internationd challenges.

It is no accident that the Ministry of Defense’s 2005 “Strategic Concept”® (the latest
officd policy document of its kind) essentidly lad out the raionde for a mix of both
goproaches, and refrained from making a clearcut choice, thus dmost mirroring the
mood of the politica dites.

The Pergan Gulf and North Africa regions (to which Itay’s economy is cdosdy tied due
to energy dependence) are decribed as a nexus of severd risks and potentid threats:
politicad indability, wegpons proliferation (both conventiond and  non-conventiond,
induding bdligic missle cepabilities), internationd  cimind  networks,  terrorist
organizations. Even worse, the combination of these factors makes it very had to

8 Transforming Italy's Military for a New Era: Options and Challenges. A Joint Research CeMiSS-RAND,
also available at http://www.difesa.it/backoffice/upl oad/all egati/2006/{ F25A A8D6-7628-41CF-94C7-
9058EEAFFAF3} .pdf

% || Concetto Strategico del Capo di Stato Maggiore della Difesa— The Chief of the Italian Defence Saff
Strategic Concept, http://www.difesa.it/SM D/CaSM D/concetto-strategi co-ca-smd/
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foresse the rise of conflicts and thus early action to prevent or counter them. The
andyss dso draws a less geographicaly narow condudon, however, precisdy in
congderation of the difficulty of “geographicaly isolaing” potentid conflict Stuations
Thus, the ultimate drategic scenaio offered by the document explicitly identifies
geographicd priorities based on Itay’s ndtiond interest, while linking such priorities to
apracticaly globa et of chdllenges'®:

Areas of ‘strategic interest’” which, at the moment, comprise the national
territory and adjacent areas. NATO, the European Union, the Balkans, Eastern Europe,
the Caucasus, North Africa and the Horn Africa, the Near and Middle East and the
Persian Gulf. These are areas in which the Palitical Authorities are more likely to take
action for the safeguarding of the Country’ s vital and/or strategic interests,

“other areas’, i.e. geographical areas in which the Political Authorities may

decide to intervene according to the situation. Among these the most likely interventions
would be for low- or middle-intensity criss management operations, or for
humanitarian assistance in the continent of Africa.
The specific reference to Africa is illudrative of the moving target that Itdian planners
must chase The scenaio of humanitariavstabilizetion operaions in - (modly
Subsaharan) Africa echoes the widesoread expectation in EU crcles that this may
become an aea of goecidization for ESDP and a sort of specid responshbility for the
EU a a whoe And Operaion Artemis in 2003 has reinforced this perception.
However, recent developments such as Chinas growing activism in severd African
countries and the creation of the US Defense Depatment's Africa  Command
(anounced by the Bush Adminidration this February) may cdl for a patid
resssessment. To the very least, such a fluid drategic redity in a large and diverse
continent is bound to raise issues of consultation and coordinetion with the US,

Evidently, the regiond focus of Itdian defense policy is very demanding by virtue of its
sheer gze and complexity — dretching from Morocco to the Caucasus, from the Bakans
to Somdia In addition, the transationd and multidimensond nature of many thredas is
consgdently dressed in the document, meking an dready vast region a point of
departure more than a draitjacket. The impresson is that there has been, to date, great
reluctance to discuss the NATO and EU commitments, or the regiond and globa roles
of the armed forces, in terms of explicit trade-offs.

Admittedly, some of the dilemmas faced by Itdian policymakers undoubtedly have to
do with the sark geopoliticd redity that underies the 2005 Strategic Concept: Itdy’s
geography makes risks and thregts in the Mediterranean basn immediatdy rdevant to
the country’s security, to an extent that is not common to the three mgor EU countries
(with the patid exception of France in rddion to its lage Mudim and Middle Eagtern
community). In any case, while countries like the UK and Germany can cetanly be
drawn into the region, Ity smply has no dterndive to a high levd of engagement.
This complicates choices on how to configure the Itdian armed forces in various globa
and/or regiond scenarios. In addition, Rome can hardly ask its EU partners to dlocate
more “common” (or & least jointly usable) resources for Mediterranean contingencies
and share more of the burden, unless Ity is dealy committed to raisng its naiond
prafilein the region — which dmaost inevitably would imply tough budget decisons

10 Op.cit., pp.27-30.
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In padld, Itdy is engaged in an effort to plug into the multinationd (but largdy US
led) sysdem of highly trained, rapidy deplo%/able and flexible forces, as dealy daed in
the Defense Ministry’s Strategic Conoept™. Patly as a consequence, the document
specifies that

A certain amount of highly combat-ready forces for brief and intense engagements must
be planned from the initial phases of any possible crisis'?.

Decisgon time has not arived yet, but it cannot be far, given the resource crunch of the
past few years.

The policy trend is raher dear: under both center-left and center-right governments,
ltdy has been a the forefront of efforts to pursue the Civilian Headline God'® in the
ESDP framework, as launched in June 2000, and has raterated its commitment to cover
“up to 15%" of the assats and cgpabilities in the context of the origind EU Rapid
Reaction Force. It has subsequently confirmed its postion as a leading contributor in
the context of the EU “Battle Groups’, formdly launched in November 2004 — one
wholly nationd batdion and two combined batdions with Hungay and Sovenia
Rome has been egudly active in the promotion of an EU gendarmerie/condabulary
force since September 2004, hosting it in Vicenza®.

This aray of commitments might sugget a “wide spectrum” (if not full spectrum)
goproach, and is indeed confirmed by the circumgtance that Itdian troops have been
involved in dmog dl the EU-led operations however, a doser look a the dlocation of
resources actudly indicates that priorities have emerged™. The only mgor operation —
probably unique in political ggnificance as a precedent — in which Ity has not directly
paticipated is Artemis, a Frenchled militay misson in the democraic Republic of
Congo in 2003, and the Itdian contribution to the Aceh Monitoring Misson (in
Indonesa) was pretty limited in 2005-06. These obsarvations suggest — or a least are
compatible with — a conception of ESDP which views it as a primaily regiond
ingrument. It is thus naturd that Itdy decided to play a leading role in the nealy
amultaneous EUBAM Rafah operation (dong the Gaza-Egypt border).

It is worth emphaszing tha the latest devdopments in both the NATO and EU
frameworks are dl formdly predicated on the assumption that the two organizations
will become more — not less — complementary and interdependent. However, it is no
secret that obgtacles abound on this path. An additiond difficulty is that a dgnificant
number of multinationd operations have recently been launched outsde these
inditutiondlized channels. As a consequence, on the bads of sheer practicd experience,
it is vy had fa planners to confidently put dl their eggs in one basket (or two

" op.cit., p.37

12 The previous approach is qualified by the following statement: emphasis will be placed less on
‘combat’ capabilities and more on ‘ combat support’, ‘ combat service support’ and availability of
adequate command structures’ . However, this caveat does not seem to change the overall mixed nature
of Italy’ s defense posture.

13 The so called “Civilian Headline Goal” was agreed by the EU Council in 2004 to boost development of
the civilian dimension of an EU crisis management capability in the context of ESDP. In particular,
civilian ESDP capahilities should be deployable within 30 days of the decision to launch amission, either
autonomously or jointly with military operations. Highly trained personnel include border police officers,
justice administrators, civil protection officers.

14 see www.difesait for official dataon Italy’s commitments and missions.

15 For arichly documented review of Italian security policy in recent years, see Antonio Missiroli, “Italy’s
security and defence policy - between EU and US, or just Prodi and Berlusconi?’, Journal of Southern
Europe and the Balkans, 2/2007.
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baskets, for that matter). In fact, a good argument can be made for presarving some
freedom of nationd action, i.e. alimited national option, at least as a hedging Srategy.

Itay’s prominent role in the UNIFIL [l misson corroborates this hypothess In
Summer 2006, Itdy took on a leading (and high risk) security role in Southern Lebanon
by providing the backbone — adongsde a French contingent — of an “enhanced” UNIFIL
misson (besad on UNSC Res. 1701) to upgrade the tiny UN presence in the aftermah
of the “Summer wa” between Hezbollah militants and the Isragli forces. Although, as
the name indicates, this is undeniably a UN operdion, the deployment required reeching
an ad hoc arangement’® to ensure that Itdian and French authorities had full control
over dl operationd decisons. The fact that this proved necessary is further evidence
that the UN's role in multinationd interventions continues to shift and cannot offer a
dable point of reference for planning.

The problem goes wel beyond the UN: the force generation process for UNIFIL Il has
been described by some obsaves as an EU success given the politicd  support
provided by the EU Councl a the critica juncture (in the presence of the UN Secretary
Generd)'’. However, there has been no formd EU commitment to the mission as such
on the ground, and the procedures of ESDP were not activated in relaion to Lebanon.
This somewhat ambiguous interpretation of the “EU role’ — coming in the form of
national contributions by individud EU members — has been offered by none other than
Javier Solana in a couple of interviews in August 2006'8. But the phenomenon is not
amply an atempt to boos the presige of the Union or rdly its more rductant members
to the help of those that have teken more active measures, it is rather a manifestation of
the much wider trend towad inditutiond overlgp and even confuson a the
internationd levd.

After dl, the risky adjudment to this redity of week or incomplete inditutiond
frameworks for security operations had begun as early as 1997 for Itdy, when Rome
decided to undeteke Operation Alba — in Albania — with very little internationd
support, despite having sought such support in dl exising fora & the time'®. The fact
the misson was dmogt unanimoudy conddered a success does not detract from the
observation that it had a very problematic gestation.

The burden of choice: how the government’s colour makes a difference
A key to undergtanding Itdy’s recent behaviour in the man internationa settings is the

gradud and difficult adaptation to what can be cdled the “burden of choice’, i.e the
need to take concrete responghilities in the fidd of internationd security in an uncertain

18 A “Military Strategic Cell” was set up in New Y ork, within the Department for Peacekeeping
Operations (DPKO), led initially by an Italian General and currently by a French General. Although the
Director of the Cell reportsto the UN Secretary General, the key innovation is that the commander on the
?round in Lebanon responds directly to the Cell (not to DPKO as such).

" See for example http://www.isis-europe.org/ftp/Downl oad/ESR30.L ebanon. pdf
18 http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressdata/l T/sghr_int/90890.pdf He stated that
“Without the UN force there would be no peace. Without Europe there would be no UN force. The
Europeans constitute the backbone of the contingent”.
1911 the face of acollapse of law and order in nearby Albania, Italy obtained a mandate from the UNSC
and staged a one-off coalition operation with limited contributions by half a dozen European countries.
Although lacking any institutional basis, this became the first operation conducted exclusively by
European forces.
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environment. The degree of widespread consensus that was panfully resched in the
course of the Cold War on the main dements of nationd security policy, has proved of
little usein aradicaly changed internationa scenario.

The Itdian political sysem has come under great drain in this regard, and both center-
right and center-left governments in recent years have failed to develop a fully coherent
policy gpproach to replace — or at least update — the previous one.

Unlike the UK and France, and cetanly to a grester extent, Itay is a country whose
foreign policy syle and rhetoric are Sgnificantly affected by the type of paliamentary
magority a any given time, even in the framework of an agreed set of condrants and
inditutiondized internationd  commitments A mixture of change and continuity is
obvioudy to be expected in any democraic country going through its normd politica-
electord cydes. What seems to disinguish the Itdian case over the last decade or S0 is
the fact that the rhetoricd innovations introduced by the Berlusconi government
between 2001 and 2006 have been more pronounced than & any time since the Second
World War. So the question arises: was it a bresk with the past?

Although “counterfactud” anadyses — bassd on purdy hypotheticd scenarios which
faled to materidized — are dways tricky, it may be indructive to develop a couple of
counterfactuds to illustrate both the importance and the limits of different politica
mgorities in affecting security policy. The fird counterfactud has to do with the direct
impact of 9-11: would the Berlusconi governments have teken a more cautious (and less
pro-US) course in the absence of the 9-11 choices imposed on dl its dlies by the Bush
Adminigration — essentidly based on the question “with us or agangt us’? The answver
is probably yes In other words crcumdances largdy determined the extent to which
the center-right interpreted the role of close dly to Presdent Bush, and cast Itdy’s
contribution by giving a dear priority to the Rome-Washington link vis-a-vis the three
layers of NATO, the EU, and the UN.

But it seems far to sy that severd dements of continuity with the past figured
prominently, even under such exceptiond conditions most notebly in the practicd
decison not to contribute directly to the inveson of Irag: Itady's military contribution
was thus condrained by the officid declaration that the country consdered itsdf a “non
belligerent”. Italy played no active rolein theinvason per se.

The second counterfactua is more draightforward: would a center-left government have
teken a different ance on the Iragi invason in 2003? The dsmple answer is. certainly
yes. There can be virtudly no doubt that a center-left Prime Miniger would not have
sgned the “letter of 8’ published in the Wall Street Journal on January 30, 2003, which
paliticdly sanctioned the solit between “new” and “old” Europeans.

It is widdy recognized that the paticular attitude of the Bush adminidration to
internationd  security in the afteemah of 911 has dgnificantly complicated reaions
with the dlies Thus, we might condude that pat of the difficulty in adjuding to the
changing internationd environment is not dructurd but contingent. Be it as it may,
Itdian governments dnce 2001 have had to navigate uncharted waers and Hill have to
find a rdiable map; in the meantime, both a cente-right and a center-left codition
government opted for dedaraory polices which dam to embody the best tradition of
the country’s foregn policy — i.e a bdanced mix of its Transalantic and European
dimengons. In practice, however, such a stance has become increasingly hollow.
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The Irag eaffare has cat such a dak shadow over Transalantic relations largey
because choices made in Washington have produced ripple effects in the entire Middle
East region while de facto depriving both NATO and the EU of any meaningful
influence. Even worse, the handling of the decison to invade the country divided not
jud the Atlantic but aso the Europeans among themsdves thus polaizing Itdian
domegtic politics s0 desply that the Iragi experience continues — four years on — to
reduce the chances of wide and sudtained bipatisan support for other missons —
induding Afghanigan, despite the uncontested UN legitimacy enjoyed by ISAF.

According to the same logic, the cimae of Transatlantic rdaions can adso pogtively
afect the incentives to reach compromises with the US and other traditiondly pro-US
European countries. For ingtance, in hindgght the case can be made that in the course of
the 1990s a Democratic Presdent in Washington produced a Transalantic cimate
which was more conducive to compromise choices by center-left politicad forces on the
Continent. This was probably true for NATO enlargement and for the very controversia
decison to activate the Alliance in managing the vidlent collgpse of Yugodavia Thee
choices, in turn, enabled Itay to take a higher profile in common security endeavours
than would have been othewise possble witness how a Prime Miniger from the
former Itdian Communig Paty, Massmo D'Alema, was ale in 1999 to gaher
aufficient domedtic support for the active Itdian paticipaion in a NATO military
opadaion (over Kosovo) that lacked an explidt UNSC mandate. The D’Alema
government had to rely for Parliamentary goprova on the votes of part of the oppostion
(hence it was argued that a different mgority exised on foreign policy issues), but a
very controversid decision was made and carried out nonetheless™.

The presumed “specid ties’ among a generation of leaders from the moderate left —
more or less coincding with Anthony Giddens “Third Way” — probably smoothed out
some serious political obstacles when it came to work in a multilatera sdtting. 1t proved
catanly esder for the Itdian center-left to reech compromises with leeders like Bill
Clinton and Tony Blar then it would have been — and has been — with a figure like
G.W. Bush.

In a 2004 andyss of Itdian foreign policy toward the US?, the prediction was made
that one key feature of “life after Iraq” would be a redignment in Europe: away from
the atificdd divison between “new” and “old” Europeans and toward a new bdance
basad on the lessons of the Atlantic crisis over Irag. The underlying assumption was that
both the French and the British approach to the “American problem” before the Iragi
inveson had faled badly (the French could not sop the invason and could not raly
“Europe’ behind its oppogtion to Washington; the British could hardly influence the
Americans both before and after the fal of Saddam Hussein) — and that Itdian foreign
policy would be under great srain unless that ggp was somehow bridged.

The Transalatic pilla (EurcAmerican  relations) and the European pillar
(CFSPIESDP) have become inextricably intertwined, and we may be on the verge of a
push to resructure both. The good news is that the new conddlation of power in
Europe (Meakd's Grand Codition in Belin, Sakozy a the Elyse, and soon Brown a

20 Significant components of the governing coalition abstained in the Senate.

21 Marta Dassl and Roberto Menotti, “ Italy and the United States: from Old to New Atlanticism — and
Back”, in ChristinaV. Balis and Simon Serfaty (eds.), Visions of America and Europe. September 11,
Iraq, and Transatlantic Relations, the CSIS Press, Washington, D.C., 2004, pp.159-180.
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10 Downing Street) ssems about to change the policy mix as anticipated in the 2004
andyss — which implies tha convergence toward more pragmdic and baanced
postions is redidicdly possble. The bad news from ltdy's perspective, is tha Itdian
security policy remans dangeroudy wvulnerdble to the dynamics — sometimes the
vagaries — of domedtic politics a the risk of inhibiting its ability to fully contribute to
the new phase.

In the meantime, a drong sense of urgency is being imposed by events unfolding very
far away — notably in Afghanigan. There, the role of Itdian troops in the ISAF
framework enjoys wide bipatissn support and uncontested internationd  legitimacy, and
yet poses a condant dilemma to the current government — as it would, arguadly, to any
government in Rome. The issue of “naiond caveas’, however important to NATO
slidarity and to ceatan specific military objectives, practicdly diverts atention from
the deeper problem of how to best integrate military forcein awider srategy.

The fundamental question that now bears on our presence in Afghanisan should be a
the heart of a fresh and open debate on Italy's internationa security role what is exactly
the additiond contribution we can make for each additiond euro spert on defense and
eech additiond ditizen (in uniform or othewise) sat to digant lands in ham's way?
Until this question is convinadngly answered, the burden of choice will continue to grow
without a comparable increese in Itdy’s globd danding and adlity to achieve its
objectives.
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