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Werner Weidenfeld

The year 2001 witnessed a profound change in transatlantic rela-
tions, for the attacks of September 11 signaled a new epoch of
security politics. Decision makers on both sides of the Atlantic
had to respond to new threats and find new ways to work
together. Ultimately, there were vastly different approaches to the
challenges at hand; thus 2001 marked the end of a period of
transatlantic thinking and the dawning of a new political era. Dif-
ferences in procedure and method led to this crisis in the transat-
lantic partnership, a crisis that was foreshadowed with the end of
the Cold War but only became manifest during the intervention
in Iraq in 2003. The resulting fissure between Europe and the
USA extended through Europe as a whole.

Responding to these new challenges, the Bertelsmann Founda-
tion undertook to identify the pressures on the transatlantic partner-
ship as a kind of early-warning system and to confront these stresses
through concrete strategy recommendations. Within the framework
of the project, “The Future of Transatlantic Relations” (2001 —
2004), the Bertelsmann Foundation created two high-level bodies,
the Transatlantic Strategy Groups on Economics, Finance and Trade
and the Transatlantic Strategy Group on Security. Members of the
Strategy Groups worked for two years to develop a package of rec-
ommendations as to how, and in which areas, the USA and Europe
might cooperate in the future and to identify interdependencies
between economic challenges and those of the new security policies.
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The results of this initiative are reflected in this publication. It
is the product of intensive conferences on strategy in the USA and
Europe, bilateral discussions and the procurement of additional
testimony to illuminate specific points.

The first part of the book introduces the processes, composi-
tion and terms of reference of the Strategy Groups. The second
section deals with questions related to security politics. The third
part covers economic cooperation, energy security and environ-
mental issues.

In addition to the authors of this publication, there were
numerous outside experts and international decision makers who
assisted in this initiative, above all the chairpersons of the Strat-
egy Groups:

Dr. John Hamre of the Center for Strategic and International
Studies, CSIS, and Dr. Walther Stiitzle, former Deputy Minister of
Defense (Transatlantic Strategy Group on Security); Dr. C. Fred
Bergsten, Director, Institute for International Economics, and
Caio Koch-Weser, State Secretary, Ministry of Finance (Transat-
lantic Strategy Group on Economics, Finance and Trade).

I wish to extend my thanks to all participants—and particu-
larly to the chairpersons—for their commitment and active sup-
port of this initiative. For the transformation of the project into
this publication, my thanks go to Nicole Renvert and Nicole Schley.



Introduction:
The Intertwining of Security and Economics

There is little doubt that transatlantic relations are under pres-
sure, even if we now are experiencing a period of “détente,” of
relaxation; and we wonder: “Will it last?”

As this century begins, world politics stands at the dawn of a
new epoch. Almost daily, new examples surface to show that this
new era is marked by dangerous chaos, including terror attacks
and the efforts of certain states to acquire weapons of mass
destruction, as well as the corresponding negative reaction of the
established powers. More than a decade after the end of the East-
West confrontation, world politics has reoriented itself to face
transnational crises and security threats.

One would be naive to assume that the European-American
partnership remains untouched by these upheavals in world poli-
tics. The result for the partnership is clear: the traditional emo-
tional warmth has disappeared. Today’s situation is marked by
harsh rhetoric, mutual recriminations of undermining coopera-
tion, and American hegemonial designs with a tendency toward
an unprecedented unilateralism.

It will take a while for this latest transatlantic crisis—which
started with the third Gulf War, climaxed with the U.S.-led inva-
sion in Iraq and, from a German viewpoint, came to an official
end when Schroder visited the American president at the end of
September 2003 —to die down. The crisis was not only unusually
serious, but its stridency was unfamiliar to observers.
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In its deepest dimension, the transatlantic relationship has suf-
fered tremendous erosion. The displacement of foreign policy
strategies, growing apathy, generation change and dissolving per-
sonal networks, a focus on domestic affairs, less stable definitions
of position, unexpected changes in political standpoint; in short:
Europe and America are experiencing the end of a nearly 50-year
transatlantic relationship that was taken for granted. Relations
across the Atlantic have entered the vortex of changing global
political constellations, under the threat of terrorism, and must
provide new answers for new challenges.

In assessing these future challenges for the transatlantic com-
munity, the radically changed international political conditions
must be taken into consideration. Many formerly decisive figures
and models of international politics have lost relevance in recent
years and no longer stand ready to guide future strategies or to
train new transatlantic leadership. Two changes in international
politics seem particularly relevant in light of this situation:

First of all, international terrorism has replaced the East-West
conflict and the dominant classical security concerns as the strate-
gic, main determinant of international politics. At the same time,
the number of actors in the international political scene is grow-
ing, together with the potential for cooperation and conflict.

A consequence of this development is the relativization of for-
mer power structures. In addition, the advancement of interna-
tional law and the globalization of media, with worldwide on-
the-spot coverage, contribute to this phenomenon.

The United States, while remaining the only “superpower,”
has greater difficulties in bringing its influence to bear, because
military and political pre-eminence are less crucial elements for
the resolution of today’s conflict situations (terrorism, civil war,
nuclear proliferation, economic crises).

Secondly, the traditional concept of national sovereignty turns
out to be an idyllic, naive excerpt from history books. The prob-
lems and tasks of politics largely have outgrown national bounda-
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ries. There is as yet no adequate political decision-making model
corresponding to the internationalized structure of today’s chal-
lenges. Consequently, politics gradually loses its capacity to make
decisions—as long as politics is unable to redevelop its authority
in the form of international organizations.

These challenges were taken on by a new transatlantic initia-
tive of the Bertelsmann Foundation and the Center for Applied
Policy Research (CAP) within the framework of the project “The
Future of Transatlantic Relations,” under the title “The Inter-
twining of Security and Economics.” Two specially convened
Transatlantic Strategy Groups—one focusing on security and the
other on economics, finance and trade—met three times. Their
initial meeting took place in July 2002 in Berlin.

Alongside high-level political representatives, including EU
Minister for Foreign Policy and Security Javier Solana, President
of the International Crisis Group Martti Ahtisaari and Deputy
Director of the Carnegie Center in Moscow Dmitri Trenin, there
were also economic experts Pascal Lamy (EU Trade Commissioner)
and Robert B. Zoellick (U.S. Trade Representative), media repre-
sentatives from the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung and the
Washington Post, and representatives of think tanks (Brookings
Institution, Center for Strategic and International Research, Car-
negie Endowment for International Peace).

Given the strong common interests in finding answers to global
questions, such as the mutually advantageous trade and invest-
ment relationship, but also in the fight against terrorism, the sup-
port of a democratic Russia, promotion of stability in the Middle
East and Persian Gulf and in relation to China, a new strategy of
transatlantic cooperation is needed to meet the challenges of the
21st century.

All the members of the Strategy Groups felt that such an ini-
tiative definitely would enhance the transatlantic relationship. In
their initial meeting, the Strategy Groups reflected on ideas and
expectations for defining a “new global partnership” between the
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United States and Europe, and introduced the concept of an infor-

mal steering group, the G-2, which will be described in more

detail in the contribution by Caio-Koch-Weser and Fred Bergsten.

In Berlin, the Security Group primarily discussed the fight
against terrorism; the future role of NATO; and the new strategic
partnership with Russia. The Group on Economics focused on In-
ternational Finance, Corporate Governance and International
Trade. During the Miami meeting, the agenda of the Transatlan-
tic Strategy Groups was further developed and again dealt with a
long list of issues: NATO and global security, Russia, trade, cor-
porate governance/regulatory convergence, and international
accounting standards.

The overarching aim of the G-2 would be to advance the
transatlantic agenda more aggressively by means of greater net-
working. This G-2 concept obviously should not come at the
expense of other groups. It should be pursued inclusively rather
than exclusively.

In their Eltville/Reinhartshausen meeting, the Transatlantic
Strategy Groups focused on three principle issues:

1. Security following the war with Iraq, addressing the question
of whether existing institutions still have a role to play or
whether new institutions, new mechanisms and new proce-
dures are needed.

2. The European Union’s role in foreign and security affairs. Sug-
gestions for a core union certainly will not suffice to deal with
the problems at hand and therefore will require further delib-
eration.

3. What does this mean to future EU/NATO members? How do
they interpret current developments?

The key question on which the two groups have worked is how
to keep transatlantic relations vital. Both groups have contributed
a great deal toward defining the problem. The second step was to
define the criteria for solutions. The third step, then, was the devel-
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opment of strategies to overcome existing conflicts. One impor-
tant suggestion was to tackle problems on the security side through
closer cooperation in economics, finance and trade on the basis of
an institutionalized G-2 approach.

The historically rooted partnership of two continents:
A story of dialectics

For most of its history, the European-American relationship has
escaped simple definitions. One longstanding characteristic of the
relationship has been an apparent contradiction: regular, at times
spectacular turbulence on the surface always was accompanied
by a stable foundation of transatlantic friendship, firmly fixed on
the profound level of public opinion and societal orientation.
Current debates about today’s transatlantic discomfort frequently
neglect to illuminate sufficiently the history of the transatlantic
relationship.

The United States was nourished on the world of ideas embod-
ied in the European enlightenment: reason, human rights, free-
dom, equality and democracy. The progressive idealism of the
European Enlightenment is the source of the “American Dream”
and “Manifest Destiny.”

For many Europeans, emigration from the Old World to the
New World represented an act of liberation from suffering. In the
creation of the United States of America, a new world was formed
out of the ideals of the old. Even the superstructure of the new
American society, its legal and administrative systems, its religion
and customs, were brought from Europe. This meant that Ameri-
cans always would view Europe as the continent of their roots,
without which their own identity could not have developed.

On the other hand, America also has played an important role
in the development of European ideas and politics since its inde-
pendence from Great Britain. For Europe, the United States served
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as a flourishing ideal, unburdened by the European legacy of feu-
dalism and bloody war. The United States was seen as the first
truly modern land, a dynamic democracy whose economic work
ethic, with its freedom from social restrictions, redounded to the
advantage of the individual.

But ambivalence marked the relationship between Europe and
the United States from the very start. The young American nation
intentionally tried to separate itself from the European political
system —which was dominated by notions of position and power,
characterized by feudalism and religious intolerance—so as not
to allow the European system to obstruct the creation of a healthy
and strong America. Up to the Civil War, the blocking of Euro-
pean influence on American development was an important
premise of American politics.

In foreign policy, the United States long followed the credo
codified in 1801 by Thomas Jefferson, its third president: Avoid
being caught up in entangling alliances that could drag one into a
foreign power play. However, this never implied the U.S. rejection
of active foreign policy. It quickly became obvious that, in order
to realize the goals of American foreign policy, it was necessary to
exert a calculated influence, particularly on the European states.

So already in the 19th century, the United States was far from
indifferent toward the European Continent; the simple slogan of
isolationism would not be an apt description of their foreign pol-
icy, which when it came to inner-European matters would better
be described as vigilant neutrality.

With the exception of the War of Independence, the United
States conducted its first war against a European nation, Spain, in
1898. It also became clear at this point with whom the United
States would side in Europe. Since 18935, Great Britain had tried to
build a strategic alliance with the United States. A crucial influence
toward American cooperation with the United Kingdom and the
Entente were traditional views on European notions of balance of
power: the fear of a European Continent dominated by Germany.
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President Wilson’s essential argument for America’s entry into
the first World War and thereby into European politics was the

1l

endangerment of the “American Dream,” a threat to the basic
values of freedom and self-determination in the very continent
where these values had been born and with which the United
States was most closely bound. In contrast, an entry into war in
Europe for purely tactical political self-interest would have been
difficult to square with the Jeffersonian imperative of avoiding
“entangling alliances.”

President Theodore Roosevelt’s reinterpretation of the classi-
cal ban on intervention, turning the Monroe Doctrine into a U.S.
duty to intervene, later was dubbed the “Roosevelt Corollary.”
Roosevelt delivered his argumentation for this reinterpretation in
his annual address to Congress in 1904, regarding the American
intervention in the Dominican Republic:

“Chronic wrongdoing, or an impotence which results in a gen-
eral loosening of the ties of civilized society, may in America, as
elsewhere, ultimately require intervention by some civilized
nation, and in the Western Hemisphere the adherence of the
United States to the Monroe Doctrine may lead the United States,
however reluctantly, in flagrant cases of such wrongdoing or
impotence, to the exercise of an international police power.”

In simple English this means that the United States is prepared
to guarantee the security of the free nations of Europe with mili-
tary intervention, if Europeans give up their traditional, undemo-
cratic war diplomacy and build—together with the United
States—a society based on democratic values.

This doctrine of U.S. policy regarding Europe, upheld through
the entire 20th century, was—after the Second World War—an
essential condition for the founding of NATO as well as for U.S.
support for European integration and the creation of the Euro-
pean Economic Union. The United States therefore has played a
decisive role in safeguarding and promoting the original Euro-
pean ideas of freedom, equality and self-determination as guide-
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lines of foreign policy, first in Western Europe and today also in
Central and Eastern Europe.

Europe and the United States thus can look back on a rich his-
tory of common political as well as economic interdependence,
even before the reorganization of transatlantic relationships fol-
lowing World War II. On both sides of the Atlantic, there was a
deeply rooted understanding that international strategies for
problem solving only could succeed through transatlantic cooper-
ation.

The formation of the Western alliance —first of all NATO, but
also its economic-political correlative in Europe, the European
Economic Community —nevertheless was anything but obvious,
as is clear from the numerous disputes between European coun-
tries. It is only the success of these new structures in the course of
the post-war and Cold War years that allows us now to see them
as the only possible consequences of World War II.

But the development of the transatlantic alliance did not pro-
ceed without breaks and inner conflicts following the establish-
ment of the post-war order. In the 1950s, on both sides of the
Atlantic, positive aspects were played up. Particularly in West
Germany, the United States was seen as an absolute model, the
ideal to follow. Just as the U.S. public imagined East Germany to
be a Russian Germany, so did they see West Germany as Ameri-
can and good— “our Germany.”

The rebuilding of German democracy was seen as an Ameri-
can re-importation of European Enlightenment. To West German
eyes, the successful linkage of stable democracy with high eco-
nomic growth embodied the American ideal.

The second phase of German-American post-war relations,
characterized by the dramatization of the negative, began with
the end of the 1960s. Culturally, for many the United States be-
came the embodiment of the abysmal, a representative of the
abominable whose values were to be rejected: Vietnam symbolized
a war-hungry aggressivity; Watergate symbolized a political and
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moral decline; fast-food temples and soap operas were symbols of
the abandonment of cultural legitimacy. These became the stand-
ard patterns of perception of the United States among European
intellectuals.

This emotional distance between the transatlantic partners,
combined with the loss of the ideal role model, also caused an
identity debate among Europeans. Various interpretations of the
extent of European enlargement and the creation of a European
political order accompanied various presentations of the transat-
lantic relationship and security alliance as well as the East-West
conflict. The debate about Europe’s future role in the world al-
ready had begun.

In the 1980s, the third phase saw the playing down of both
negative and positive. Europe’s earlier admiration of the United
States as a glorified role model, and its later rejection as an anti-
power, were overcome. Henceforth both partners held a sober
appreciation for the possibilities and limitations of transatlantic
cooperation. The awareness of parallel interests as well as dis-
agreements—commonalities and differences—became sharper.

The breakdown of the Soviet Union and with it the loss of
relevance of the Warsaw Pact’s security policy presented com-
pletely new challenges for the transatlantic partners. The down-
fall of their former opponent was not celebrated as a triumph,
but rather was understood as a challenge toward concrete politi-
cal and economic reconstruction in the eastern region of the for-
merly divided continent.

This further strengthened the tendency toward sober realism
in the transatlantic relationship. Sobriety also was necessary be-
cause the interests of the western allies in the reconstruction were
hardly identical.

In addition, the fall of the Soviet Union unleashed an acute
threat that turned both Europe and the United States toward
domestic problems with unprecedented intensity. Since then, the
EU sees itself facing central challenges on parallel tracks: on the
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one hand a deepening of integration and on the other hand the
promised expansion of the EU to include 12 reformed states,
scheduled for 2004 and 2007.

In the United States, until the terror attacks of September 11,
2001, the presidential and congressional elections from 1992 to
2000 symbolized a growing and at times exclusive dominance of
domestic issues on the American political agenda.

At the end of the Clinton-administration, differences once con-
sidered subordinate were pushed to the center of transatlantic polit-
ical awareness, including the fight against international terrorism,
various reactions to crises in non-member countries (for example
Somalia, Afghanistan, Haiti), nuclear proliferation and the control
of weapons of mass destruction, but also the frequent transatlantic
conflicts over trade and global environmental politics.

After the election of George W. Bush in 2000, these differences
came to a head and led to considerable tensions in 2001 regard-
ing—among other things—the scandal over the rejection of the
Kyoto Protocol, the abandonment of the ABM Treaty and the
U.S. withdrawal of its signature on the statute for the Interna-
tional Criminal Court.

The political elite on both sides played a significant role in this
atmospheric change in the transatlantic relationship. For the gen-
eration of Reagan, Thatcher and Kohl, transatlantic solidarity
was the cornerstone of security and freedom in Western Europe.
From that arose a both emotional and programmatic framework
that gave politics an orientation and stable foundation beyond
the interests of the day.

Broad segments of today’s generation of politicians on both
sides of the Atlantic have experienced a different political social-
ization. Their youth was dominated by opposition to the fossil-
ization of the founding era of transatlantic relations. From that
opposition arose a new mental filter—not anti-Atlantic, but
coolly considering how to weigh factors of international politics
in any given situation.
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Changes in the foreign policy strategies
of the United States and Europe

The United States knows it is the only remaining world power
since the fall of the Soviet Union; there are no equal competitors
with similar ambitions. Though the European Union has the eco-
nomic capital and infrastructure of a world power, it lacks efficient
military and security politics as well as strategic thinking. This
reduces pressure on the United States to enter into lasting alliances.

But a single super power also needs supporters. So it seems
useful to have at least occasional partners in Europe, Asia and the
Arab world. Then burdens can be shared and partnerships entered
into for stability. But these networks are neither as firmly estab-
lished nor as long-term as they had been. They are intended to be
functional and to serve selected purposes.

Naturally, Europeans must bear a large part of the burden of
rebuilding the Balkans, Afghanistan and Iraq; naturally Euro-
peans must take part in the financial burdens of the Middle East.
But the strategic decisions fall on the shoulders of the only world
power.

Since 1994, quite soon after Clinton’s entry into office, influ-
ential forces, particularly the Congressional leadership, have pre-
scribed a far-reaching new interpretation of American foreign pol-
icy. Domestic political challenges are considered a guiding principle
for foreign policy. According to this new American interpretation,
foreign policy, like domestic policy, was tied up in bureaucracy
and was too inefficient, and in general was seen as removed from
the views and interests of the American people.

Parallel to this, cooperation with international organizations
also was questioned radically; attempts at a fundamental new
interpretation failed repeatedly. Much blame for the numerous
recent failures of American foreign policy was placed on the United
Nations, in that American policy supposedly was bogged down in
multilateral decision-making structures.
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The unsuccessful involvement in Somalia under the U.N. flag,
the contradictory maneuvers in Haiti and the participation in the
failure of U.N. politics in former Yugoslavia were ever-present
reminders.

According to this logic, Congress concentrated after 1994 on
—among other points—limiting possibilities of cooperation with
the United Nations. This was linked with a more restrictive doc-
trine regarding deployment of American troops abroad for peace-
keeping tasks. The long-term consequences of this were the solo
entry of the United States in Afghanistan and Iraq.

This displacement of foreign policy coordinates has been mis-
interpreted as party politics, that is to say a phenomenon solely
due to the new Republican majority in Congress. In reality, it
speaks to a generation change in both parties. Virtually all the most
recently elected representatives, whether Democrats or Republi-
cans, at least until September 11 filled their election campaigns
with attacks on what they saw as the Washington establishment’s
misguided foreign policy goals. This trend of generation change is
bound to strengthen. And with that change, many traditional
transatlanticists are lost.

When George W. Bush took office as president in January
2001, many noted and experienced foreign policy experts fol-
lowed him into the government: Condoleezza Rice as National
Security Advisor and Colin Powell as Foreign Minister, Donald
Rumsfeld as Defense Minister and Richard (Dick) Cheney as Vice
President. Already in the first months after Bush’s assumption of
power in January 2001, the administration headed into a con-
frontation with Clinton’s foreign policy. The Clintonian multilat-
eralism was replaced with a new unilateralism that pushed U.S.
national interests into the foreground.

A “new realism” (Condoleezza Rice) was announced as the
leading foreign policy principle. Terms like “a la carte multilater-
alism” (Richard Haass) made the rounds. The spokespersons of
this new American foreign policy strategy defended themselves
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vehemently against charges from the European side that they
were promoting a new American isolationism.

On the contrary—according to their reading, it was all about
a new assertion of America’s claim to leadership in the world,
freed from the encumbering burdens of both American bureauc-
racy and multilateral considerations. The representatives of this
strategy were best described as “unilateralists.”

This new nationalism earned Bush warm support from Repub-
lican hardliners on the one hand, and harsh criticism on the other
hand from the political opponents at home as well as from for-
eign partners.

U.S. foreign policy, as well as its reception in domestic and
foreign media, changed abruptly with the terror attacks of Sep-
tember 11, 2001. Criticism of the policies and the person of Presi-
dent Bush was hushed in the wake of worldwide shock; and the
Bush administration also recognized very quickly that its cam-
paign against terrorism depends on the support of other coun-
tries. Bush left no room for doubt that this new multilateralism
would be oriented clearly to U.S. interests. His definition of mul-
tilateralism was: You are either for us or against us. He allowed
no room for variations on this theme.

Well before September 11, the United States was the world’s
military superpower, with more than 250,000 soldiers stationed
around the world. The United States also is understood as a world
leader economically and culturally, with 23 percent of worldwide
imports, 15 percent of world exports and doubtless the lion’s share
of the pop music and film culture at the start of the century. This
“empire” was shaken to the core by the terror attacks on the
World Trade Center and the Pentagon.

Whoever does not understand the meaning of September 11
for the American people does not understand the new America.
Because the country saw itself as having been dealt an existential
blow, the patriotic American self-image saw the war on terror as
necessary to ensure the nation’s survival.
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As little prepared as the world was for the terror attacks of
September 11, the perception of terror as a threat to international
security and stability is not new. By the 1990s, all players agreed
that international terrorism must be considered a multi-faceted
threat. But there were no clear and shared perceptions of how to
deal with this threat. Without the common threat of an imperial-
istic ideology, embodied in the power apparatus of the Soviet
Union, the intellectual cement of the transatlantic community
crumbled in its institutionalized form, NATO.

Moreover, terrorism upset the premises of the previous secur-
ity system. The guiding principle was always the concept of deter-
rence between rational players. This consideration had secured
peace for decades between east and west. But such rationale does
not apply to the global, professional network of terror. The Hob-
besian lesson of one’s own death as the summum malum loses its
political implication if death is sought consciously in return for
divine prospects.

In addition, terror is no longer the classical enemy from with-
out. Instead, it is located simultaneously within and outside the
target society. Thus the difference between inner and outer secur-
ity is negated. Above all in the United States, the search for pro-
tection takes the place of deterrence.

In planning political and military moves against terrorism, it
quickly became clear to both the White House and Pentagon that
they could not win this struggle without the support of other
nations. The unilateralism of the Bush government’s first nine
months therefore had to be replaced by a limited multilateralism,
a “coalition of the willing,” at least for the fight against terror.

The USA chose several partner countries, luring them with
economic gain and prestige—even if it meant damaging interna-
tional organizations that previously had been useful. This applied
equally to NATO, the European Union and the United Nations.
Bush left no doubt that the United States was prepared to go it
alone, should other powers not cooperate.
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The new national security strategy as of September 2002 was
characterized by this fundamental new alignment of American
foreign policy and security policy. The United States sees itself,
from its vantage point as a superpower, as being in the position to
carry out a worldwide, unique hegemony and to form an interna-
tional order according to its own image.

At the same time, it sees both international and national order
threatened by the “three T’s”: terror, tyrants and technology in
the sense of weapons of mass destruction. This unprecedented
constellation of threats demanded a new defense procedure. Pre-
ventive and pre-emptive actions against terrorists, “rogue states”
and weapons of mass destruction—including the use of military
means—are the solutions of the day.

Militarily, the United States reacted to the terror attacks with a
long-term restructuring of its army to a mobile task force, rapidly
deployable worldwide, as well as with an increase in the military
budget. Not only is it to be doubled to about $700 billion by 2007,
but in absolute numbers—not as a percentage of the gross national
product—it will be the highest defense budget the United States has
had since the massive buildup under President Reagan. The per-
ception of an asymmetrical threat remains unchanged. The Bush
administration follows the slogan: An attack is the best defense.

The military successes against the regimes in Afghanistan and
Iraqg must not ignore a fundamental issue in the fight against
international terrorism: Regime change alone does not work. Long-
term peace and economic perspectives are necessary to remove the
fertile ground for terrorism.

In this view, the process of nation-building returns with re-
newed strength to the political foreground. The message that dis-
plays of military power do not automatically bring the desired
result must still be conveyed to large parts of the U.S. public. The
widespread lack of appreciation of U.S. citizens for the critical or
even negative stance of many European governments regarding
the new Iraq War makes this clear.
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While the German war experience in particular is still based
on World War II and every military action since then has been
greated with skepticism, in the United States—the superpower
with a high percentage of people who are uninformed about for-
eign policy —the lost Vietnam War led only to temporary critical
(self-)reflection. Without a sustainable concept of fighting terror-
ism, the United States, with its short-term military actions, risks
being branded the aggressor and becoming the target of interna-
tional criticism, thus paving the way for new generations of terro-
rists.

Iraq presents the most obvious expression of the new foreign
policy. After George W. Bush’s entrance into the White House, a
significant number of political hardliners under the leadership of
foreign policy “hawks” Donald Rumsfeld, Dick Cheney and Paul
Wolfowitz promoted a political mission to finish the job left
undone by the previous Bush administration: the removal of Sad-
dam Hussein.

The terror attacks of September 11 fed the ambitions of these
hawks, who placed Saddam Hussein in the camp of terror groups
and accused him of illegal possession and proliferation of weap-
ons of mass destruction. Whether or not the presumption of Iraqi
cooperation with the al-Qaida network and possession of weap-
ons of mass destruction was accurate, most Americans agreed
that the United States should proceed militarily against Iraq.
Even Congress supported the president’s resolution regarding the
course of war, despite some debate over the details.

With this support, President Bush also was able to initiate a
regime change despite the negative convictions of his allies and
without the international legal backing of the U.N. Security Coun-
cil.

The war against Iraq is not, however, a unique event on the
international political stage. It is one stone in the large mosaic of
security and stability. To complete this mosaic, many other stones
are needed: after Afghanistan came Iraq. And still more venues
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may follow. North Korea, Iran, Syria, Saudi-Arabia, Pakistan—
wherever threats originate, the United States will protect itself.

Washington would welcome the assistance of organizations
like the United Nations or NATO; but if the solidarity of interna-
tional organizations offers no help, then Washington will manage
on its own. The same goes for international law: If it is useful,
then it will be embraced—when not, then one must make do
without legitimation under international law. The vital interests
of the security of the United States come first.

While the United States pursues its new mission, unified through
patriotism, Europe finds itself in a period of profound change in
its self-image and structure, a process whose outcome remains
unclear. Since the end of the East-West conflict, integration poli-
tics have changed rapidly. Contradictory and concurrent trends in
integration and disintegration determine the image of the Euro-
pean Union up to today, as evidenced by its newly presented con-
stitution.

The old line of conflict on expansion versus deepening con-
stantly comes to the fore; visions of Europe’s ultimate identity are
crushed before they can be formulated clearly. Moreover, after
the end of the tight bipolar embrace, Europe’s political unity must
form itself from the shared market and the continuous defining
and widening of European solidarity—and social models in a
global economy—and not from the concrete resistance to exter-
nal dangers. Europe’s territorial reach is not based on imperial-
ism, but rather results from a voluntary normative agreement
between current and future member states.

The fast-approaching expansion also is accompanied by new
challenges in security politics. The expansion to 10 states in May
of 2004 takes the EU to Europe’s territorial boundary. As a result,
Europe will be faced with the challenge of taking on even more
stabilization work.

Central trouble spots in the Balkans, the Middle East or in the
Caucasus are suddenly in the immediate vicinity of the EU’ sphere
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of influence. Because the European community exists in part to
guarantee security for EU members and citizens, a common for-
eign and security policy must be advanced in such a way that
ensures the legal capacity to act. The new threats of international
terrorism and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction
underscore Europe’s need to develop clear political security strat-
egies.

But the parallel deepening and expanding of the EU prompt a
vastly increased skepticism and distance on the national level.
There is an unmistakable re-nationalization in the form of a partial
return to classical models of power within the European Union.

Both the stubborn insistence on special national regulations—
for example in the realms of taxes and agriculture—and the EU’s
foreign policy division into backers and opponents of war on Iraq
make it clear that most member states focus primarily on internal
politics and consider the broad European perspective as subordi-
nate.

These simultaneous and opposing developments deliver an odd
profile of the European players—with their uncertain constella-
tions and new conflicts and Europe’s imprecise political compass.
The United States is challenging this complicated Europe to
define its interests clearly. The United States expects that a Euro-
pean instrument for this conversion is at hand. Thus the renewal
of the transatlantic partnership depends on the Europeans doing
their basic homework—with development of a global security
policy heading the list.

Among Europe’s future global challenges is not only the crea-
tion of foreign-policy authority, but also the establishment of
a European defense identity with its corresponding capabilities.
The goals of EU and NATO exist in the context of an altered
security awareness. The division of labor between the expanded
EU and expanded NATO will mark the European order of the
21st century. It must remain in the interest of the European Union
to maintain the transatlantic partnership.
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By beginning to develop a European security and defense iden-
tity, the EU already has made a step towards taking on greater
responsibility, including easing the burden on the United States.
With the expansion of its security and defense policy, the EU sur-
mounts its limitations as a civil power and gives itself a new self-
image. Surely if the European Union takes on a new role in for-
eign policy and wants to appear credible, then the EU must not
only rebuild the confidence in its foreign policy that was damaged
in the wake of the Iraq War, but it also must also produce a last-
ing consensus for a stable internal configuration.

In view of the experience in the Balkans, the new risks of ter-
ror and the demands on worldwide peace policies, Europe must
reconsider the concepts and structures of its security and defense
policy. The Balkan crisis showed that, without a capable military
leadership with corresponding military tools and decision-making
structures, Europe cannot play an effective role in crisis manage-
ment or any leading role in the building of peace.

It was after the Balkan crisis that the decisions to strengthen
European security and defense policy were made. One conse-
quence of the events of September 11 is that the goal of a rapid
reaction force of 60,000 troops must be defined more precisely
and more ambitiously. But the decisions to build and equip remain
insufficient. Essential components of mobility and enlightenment
will only be available with considerable delay and with appropri-
ate involvement of member states. Only an agreement on needs
and a corresponding concentration of resources for the military
can release the necessary development potential.

One joint arms project, the military cargo jet Airbus A 400-M,
is a step in the right direction; but at the same time the project
again showed the weakness of Europe: drawn-out squabbles
between participating countries over the size of the contract and
over financing almost led to the downfall of the project.

Successful prevention of terror attacks demands interlocking
external and internal security. Segmented security policies in sep-
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arate fields of action—as is also the case within the member states—
should be replaced with a unified policy. The supplementation of
the military component by non-military instruments, for example
the establishment and equipping of joint police troops to cope with
the Petersberg tasks, has gained urgency. Thus the future European
security policy should be viewed as a comprehensive principle.

If the capabilities of the expanded EU are strengthened, divi-
sions in communal and intergovernmental foreign policy will dis-
appear. The spectrum of foreign policy directions, including those
related to foreign trade relations, should be linked so that the
resources of the European Council and Commission as well as
those of the advisory and decision-making authorities of member
states can interlock.

Will the transatlantic partners still be close in the 21st century?

The terrorist attacks of September 11 gave the transatlantic alli-
ance a new cohesive material—the common threat of interna-
tional terrorism—which became the Western world’s dominant
security problem. However, such a new, shared security threat
does not automatically lead to a revitalized common security pol-
icy, as the recent differences over Iraq show.

On the contrary, the varying approaches to the danger of ter-
rorism and the attendant human-rights issues have led to a new
and mutual feeling of division between the transatlantic partners.
This does not necessarily arise from a new American isolationism
or anti-European disposition. Europe simply has been released
from its earlier privileged position into a more normal reality
based on national interests. Cooperation is now sought in an “a
la carte,” case-by-case multilateralism.

With puritanical severity, Washington is only interested in one
thing: Can Europe contribute effectively to addressing common
challenges? In this regard, the Americans often show very little
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understanding for European politics. The United States’ strict focus
on results fails to take into account the protracted, complex deci-
sion-making processes of European integration.

From the American partner’s point of view, such procedures
are too ponderous, inefficient and slow. Every European declara-
tion regarding an important new step toward integration is thus
viewed with a high degree of skepticism. When, contrary to
expectations, such steps actually take place —from economic and
monetary union to common defense policy — Washington’s skepti-
cism threatens to turn into distrust.

Conversely, the European side also has a limited understand-
ing of the conditions and possibilities of the American partner. At
the beginning of the Balkan crisis in the 1990s, for example, the
Europeans were shocked when the Americans initially resisted
their request for an American military presence.

For the first time in decades, the Europeans experienced
American disinterest. When the domestic political atmosphere in
the United States changed in response to Balkan atrocities, lead-
ing the Americans to intervene militarily, the latter were not con-
tent to take on minor tasks. The Europeans, who then were left
with a merely ornamental role, thus received their second shock.
The lesson they drew from this—the need to build up their own
military capacity —was in turn misunderstood in Washington.

Similar misunderstandings arose from the war against the
Taliban in Afghanistan. Although, at the instigation of the Euro-
peans, NATO invoked Article 5 of its charter for the first time in
its history, the Americans still did not make use of NATO’s mili-
tary capacity in Afghanistan.

Instead, the United States requested that the alliance take over
mere odd jobs like the monitoring of American air space. The
United States conducted the military operation in Afghanistan
according to its own judgment, with a “coalition of the willing.”
Again the Europeans were taken aback and felt snubbed by the
Americans’ national decision.
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The Balkan and Afghan examples illustrate a basic point:
Europe is freeing itself of American patronage without having
learned how to act in the world of international politics, and thus
finds itself in an emancipation trap. Without having a strategic
concept or an order of priorities, Europe must develop an inde-
pendent method of proceeding. In its relations with its European
partners, Washington has no choice but to go its own way or to
seek specific deals with individual European powers. Thus, now
as before, the supranational integration of Europe tends to raise
question marks on both sides of the Atlantic.

At the same time, the United States is seeking urgently a divi-
sion of labor when it comes to Iraq, Iran and conflict-ridden Africa.
Washington wants functional partnerships in fighting terrorism
and on such issues as AIDS, drugs and migration. In such a prob-
lem-solving partnership, the Europeans’ deficit becomes clear:
not the lack of international potential but the lack of strategic ori-
entation— of international political calculation. Equally lacking is
a sober, clear definition of their interests. In this way, Europeans
need the United States to compensate for their own deficits.

Europe’s Achilles heel is its lack of strategic thinking. The EU
Security Strategy that Javier Solana presented in June of 2003 is
the first step in the right direction, but this initiative has yet to
prove its capacity. Still, this strategic plan can serve as a starting
point for the development of a new way of thinking about secur-
ity policy, which eventually should lead to a concrete foreign- and
security-policy agenda.

The result of this current strategic deficit is a structural asym-
metry: The world power —the United States—would welcome an
easing of the strategic burden, which, however, Europe cannot
provide. Emancipated Europe needs the strategic leadership of
the United States, without which it remains largely directionless.

However, in contrast to previous decades, both partners no lon-
ger need each other for internal political stability. The logical result
is a moderate and limited connection between the two partners.
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The Iraq War has made plain the growing divisions between
the new and old world. Coolness and indifference are the new
parameters of the transatlantic relationship. Both sides blame the
other for a lack of understanding. Europe claims the Americans
do not understand that the majority of Europeans believe that
diplomatic means were and are key to solving the Iraq question,
while the United States insists the Europeans do not understand
that their national security is threatened and that they wish to
prevent a new attack using all appropriate means.

The effects of these differing positions on transatlantic relations
probably have been more ominous for the Europeans, since they
were treated with complete indifference when they wished to take
on a role in the global-power concert. Meanwhile, the Americans
no longer are willing to listen to charges of unilateralism while
hearing excuse after excuse as to why Europe still has 15 different
opinions, making a common European defense policy impossible.

European plans to establish a 60,000-man army that would
occupy itself with Petersberg tasks often is greeted in Washington
with sympathetic smiles only. If Europe wants to be taken seri-
ously as an international actor, it must begin the difficult proce-
dure of negotiating increases in defense expenditures. Looking at
the current state of affairs, at any rate, a break in the transatlantic
security partnership already has taken place.

From the economic perspective, on the other hand, such a
break cannot—and must not—take place. The reason is simple:
Neither side can afford it. Independent of any arguments over
military and economic strength, an essential element of the trans-
atlantic connection remains the vital economic interest both sides
have in a healthy relationship.

Even at a time when political decision makers have been col-
liding with their counterparts on the other side of the ocean, each
side’s economic interest in the other’s prosperity has reached a
high point in the last 10 years—despite the fact that the connect-
ing cement of a common Soviet threat has fallen away.
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The economic data speak for themselves: More than 50 per-
cent of American companies’ revenues derive from the European
market. Europe remains the most important partner for American
businesses. European firms provide more than a million jobs in
California alone. European investments in Texas exceed the entire
U.S. investments in Japan. On both sides of the Atlantic, more
than 12.5 million people make their living from transatlantic eco-
nomic connections.

Thus daily political developments and the resulting media
headlines can be deceptive, since they hide the fact that an intact
relationship remains behind the torn facade. Reciprocal interna-
tional investments—not trade in specific goods—are the back-
bone of the transatlantic economic partnership. Even the rising
Asian market cannot upset this stable fundament. So long as the
European market doesn’t shrink, American economic activities
will remain focused to an essential degree on Europe.

Moreover, its own national interests encourage the United
States to support the deepening and widening of the European
Union. The United States also will profit when advances in Euro-
pean integration make it impossible for the slowest ship in the
European fleet to block future-oriented strategies of transatlantic
economic cooperation.

The EU’s enlargement is also in the vital interest of the United
States. The absorption of new members from Eastern Europe will
increase greatly their inner stability and significantly reduce the
possibility of crises and conflicts in the region. The United States
is especially interested in the latter because—as the Balkan wars
demonstrated—the solution of crises in Europe still requires the
direct engagement of the United States.

Therefore, the Americans do not share the fears that the EU
could use the integration of Eastern Europe to turn that area into
an economic chasse gardée, because for them the strategic advan-
tages of EU membership for the Eastern countries is pre-eminent.
The United States will continue in the future to use every oppor-
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tunity to urge the EU to hasten its accession of Eastern European
nations.

Conclusion

A time of transatlantic sobriety has begun. In view of September
11, Europe and America have resolved to define their interests
anew. Henceforth the rationale for the European-American part-
nership must define itself in positive terms and not as a reaction
to external challenges. The unusual joint success story of the last
50 years certainly will leave its mental imprint on transatlantic
relationships for a long time to come. Nevertheless, old allegian-
ces are not enough to define the political and analytical frame-
work of the next epoch of European-American cooperation.

The problems of reconstruction and postwar order in Afghani-
stan and Iraq prove that the United States depends upon a close
working relationship with the Europeans to solve international
problems. Neither the ill feelings resulting from the Iraq War nor
the Americans’ distinction between an “old” and a “new” Europe
can alter that fact. For the EU, busy with the internal, often petty
quarrels of European integration, the United States, as its chief
partner, plays an important role by constantly reminding it not to
forget the great international challenges.

Because of its economic strength alone, today’s Europe—
whether it is aware of it or not—bears worldwide responsibilities.
Together with the United States, it already has become the most
important addressee for global hopes for democracy and eco-
nomic progress. In the future, the United States increasingly will
expect Europe to take on political responsibilities corresponding
to its status as an economic world power.

Today’s EU possesses the full potential to take on this new
role as an equal partner with the United States. However, to real-
ize this potential, the Europeans must become politically aware
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of the novel international challenges facing the West after the end
of the Cold War and September 11. If they do not react, or react
insufficiently, there is a danger of a lasting erosion of the transat-
lantic community, because the Americans will seek partners out-
side Europe to help share the burden of international responsibil-
ities.

With this in mind, it is therefore the Europeans who first must
answer the question of how a suitable reorganization of the West-
ern partnership should look. The more efficiently the EU organ-
izes itself, the easier it will be for the United States to engage itself
for the long-term in Europe. To strengthen the European pillars
of the alliance, the EU must convert some of its economic power
into foreign- and security-policy weight.

The United States itself can do little to speed up the clarifica-
tion process in Europe. It has come to understand that the inner-
European discourse can scarcely be influenced from the outside.
Earlier attempts to reach American goals quickly through close
bilateral cooperation with individual EU member states have
proved just as unsuitable as occasional pressure on the European
Commission. The requirement for a higher level of transatlantic
collaboration is first and foremost Europe’s capacity for partner-
ship.

Prof. Dr. Werner Weidenfeld

Member of the Executive Board, Bertelsmann Foundation,
Giitersloh; Director, Center for Applied Policy Research (CAP),
Ludwig Maximilian University, Munich



Executive Summary:
The Transatlantic Strategy Group on Security

Walther Stiitzle

Findings

1. The Atlantic Alliance is a precious and priceless asset. Its pres-
ervation and modernization are in the fundamental self-interest
of both Europe and America.

2. Conceived and created as a product of common sense and
political prescience, the Atlantic Alliance has rendered both its
members and its adversaries invaluable service. For its members,
the alliance created an enduring framework for a future lived in
security. Its antagonists, meanwhile, were restrained from engag-
ing in the kind of adventures that would have destroyed what
now seems so attractive to them, and in the process transformed
them from willing (or unwilling) opponents into partners.

3. The birth and progress of European political unification has
derived significant strength and impetus from the protection
offered through the Atlantic Alliance, and from the political sup-
port extended by Washington.

4. Both Europe and American owe the economic development of
the Euro-Atlantic zone into the most prosperous region of the
world not only to their commonly held values or to the cultural,
scientific, economic and technological traditions they share. Equally
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important were the mutual security interests formulated and safe-
guarded under the collective aegis of the Atlantic Alliance, which
proved an important psychological buttress for the investment
that brought about the region’s affluence.

5. The fall of the Berlin Wall, the end of the partition of Europe,
and the unification of Germany, along with the peaceful dissolu-
tion of the Soviet empire mark both the success achieved as well
as the challenges faced by the Atlantic Alliance. America and
Europe owe this success to their jointly derived and mutually
respected tradition of seeking consensus about concrete political
problems on the basis of agreed upon political principles.

The challenge has manifested itself in the necessity of finding
consensus and implementing a strategy under changed circum-
stances. This challenge the Atlantic Alliance has yet to overcome.
The attacks of September 11, the first-ever invocation of the
mutual support article (Article V) of the NATO Treaty, the strug-
gle against international terrorism and the war in Iraq have
shown that strategy and consensus within the Atlantic Alliance
must be made over anew.

6. Americans, Europeans and Russians have come together with
the common conviction that the transatlantic crisis can and must
be overcome. Their combined efforts in the Transatlantic Strategy
Group revealed that there are practicable ways out of this crisis.
Reconstituting the Atlantic Alliance will of course require joint
European-American initiative and resolve. Drawing attention to
this fact and creating public acceptance for it is the substance and
purpose of our work and of the recommendations offered here.
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Recommendations

1. The crisis in the alliance is real and should be overlooked no
longer. Accepting this fact and demonstrating both the willing-
ness and determination to find its root causes and develop con-
ceptual solutions for overcoming the crisis and modernizing the
alliance are now our most urgent tasks.

2. The composition and reach of the Atlantic Alliance must be
determined anew. The continuation of a nearly automatic expan-
sion of NATO membership is the wrong course to take. Persisting
in this endangers the fundamental substance of the alliance and
thereby its ability to function.

The creeping transformation of the alliance from a true com-
pact into a debating society for the United States and various con-
tingent coalitions of European states must be halted through a
return to binding commitments. Both the new system of threats
the alliance confronts as well as the strategies aimed at dealing
with them must be cooperatively sought after, agreed upon and
prosecuted.

3. For the foreseeable future, America and Europe will continue
to have need of a dependable set of common interests. In its own
interest, Europe must employ its energies and its own abundant
resources to become a full-fledged international actor in foreign
and security affairs. The efforts Europe needs to make in the
defense sector must be in accord with its own interests and
should, therefore, serve to secure the ability to work in concert
with the United States.

Substantial progress has been achieved in this regard, but it
remains inadequate in terms of both quality and quantity. As a
consequence, these efforts should be intensified considerably,
especially with respect to the pace in which they are being pur-
sued.
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4. Effective partnership between Europe and the United States on
matters of foreign and security policy is in the fundamental inter-
est of the United States as well. It has no need of a European copy
of America. It is in America’s enlightened interest not to upset
this difficult undertaking but to shepherd it along constructively
and reliably. Stating this explicitly and courteously serves the
Atlantic Community.

5. America, Europe and Russia have arrived at a historically new
state of affairs: Relations between them are free of the kind of
competing claims that precipitate war and of other sources of
conflict. War as an instrument of policy has been eliminated from
their mutual affairs. The interests that bind them together are
stronger than the differences that divide them.

The most urgent problems they face include non-proliferation
of weapons of mass destruction, the elimination of international
terrorism, the resumption of effective disarmament and arms con-
trol, the renewal and stabilization of the peace process in the
Middle East, and the reform of the United Nations (especially in
the area of humanitarian intervention).

It is in their common interest that they cease seeking sepa-
rately the means to combat new global threats and instead work
together to identify those threats and cooperate in the means to
overcome them—and, also, that they cooperatively adjust to the
appearance of new strategic actors in international affairs.

6. It is in the mutual interest of Europe, America and Russia to
help see to the success of Russian domestic reform, the most sig-
nificant security-related reform project of our time. The conver-
sion of Russia into a society oriented around the criteria set down
in the Charter of Paris for a New Europe (of November 1990) is
substantially (though not exclusively) dependent on a far-sighted
policy of unfalteringly generous political, economic, and cultural
aid and assistance from Europe and America.
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The return in increased security would exceed significantly the
amount of resources brought to bear. The new fusion of interest
between Europe, America and Russia requires explicit expression
in both the charter and structures of the Atlantic Alliance.

7. Today, the Euro-Atlantic region finds itself facing a challenge
that, in terms of its conceptual complexity, is no less formidable
than the transition within the alliance to the Harmel doctrine of
“defense and détente,” and in some ways poses even greater diffi-
culties. The alliance will not be able to draw sufficient creative
energy from its own governing bureaucracies to develop the new
approaches it needs.

We, therefore, recommend authorizing a group of eminent
Americans, Europeans, and Russians to put together proposals
for a new Atlantic Charter, one oriented around the results pre-
sented here.

Europe and America between fundamental change and
new beginnings

1. Just one decade after the end of the Cold War and the reunifi-
cation of Europe, international relations are once again in the
midst of revolutionary changes in foreign and security policy —
changes that must be managed if serious ruptures are to be
avoided. The most significant change globally has occurred within
the European-American relationship.

This relationship qualifies as the most important in all of global
affairs, owing to the fact that it was through far-sighted policies
pursued on both sides of the Atlantic following the Second World
War that successfully transformed the economically, scientifically,
industrially, and technologically most innovative region in the
world—the European-American region—from a wellspring of
devastating conflicts into a model of stability.
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In every respect, America is now the only power capable of
acting on a worldwide scale. George W. Bush cannot be given
credit for this, however. It is the result of long-term efforts—
including but not limited to military efforts—supported or at
least tolerated by the people of the United States.

Clearly, sincere and serious differences of opinion may exist
concerning the cost, purpose, and political application of this
concentration of power. During the war against Iraq in March
2003, in particular, the world witnessed how tempting such a
monopoly of military power can be, even for a democratically
elected leadership.

It also became clear how dramatically America’s reputation suf-
fered as a consequence. No one can seriously dispute the opinion
expressed by Zbigniev Brzezinski on June 27, 2003, when he said:
“The global credibility of American military might was never as
high as it is now; yet never was its global political credibility more
damaged.” Equally true is the fact that for the first time in fifty
years, Europe faces an American administration that is indifferent
about and at times negatively disposed to European integration.

Though this structural change has occurred in the minds of
responsible parties in Washington, its consequences can be seen
everywhere, above all in the Atlantic Alliance itself. The Trans-
Atlantic conflicts over the Iraq war made this quite evident.

The Iraq war shattered three of the building blocks essential
to alliance functionality: strategy, consensus, and coalition.

The military intervention there took place without a concep-
tual agreement between the alliance partners. That which was
bound up inseparably with the name Harmel, and which belonged
to the priceless components of the alliance —namely, the impulse
to think as one (even when everyone did not always act as one)—
was disregarded during the Iraq conflict.

Washington altered the sequence of means by which the status
quo may be changed, switching from what was once the accepted
pattern of employing political diplomacy supported by military
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might to the application of military might supported by the hope
that diplomacy will subsequently lead to success.

The latter is a fallacy, as has become increasingly evident.
Political consensus within the alliance was always considered an
inviolable asset, and as such a source of strength. Substantive evi-
dence of this fact may be cited in the form of the NATO Double-
Track decision, CSCE and the policies toward divided Germany
and Berlin.

It would seem that Iraq, by contrast, did not even merit so much
as a single discussion at the NATO council. There have always
been coalitions of one or the other subset of alliance members.

But efforts at finding consensus have always taken priority
over coalition building. That is now no longer the case. The new
operating principle goes under the name: “coalitions of the will-
ing” —coalitions which anyone can join if it serves their own uni-
lateral purposes. This effectively reduces NATO to a military
service organization for any number of political coalitions. How
should the political vitality of Article 5, the article guaranteeing
mutual support and assistance, be restored after its first applica-
tion so denuded it of any real meaning.

The rupture in the transatlantic relationship is obvious.
Infirmity, not vitality now characterizes the alliance. The poison
of indifference threatens to suffocate what it has already crippled.
It is all the more surprising, therefore, that this creeping decay
has not caused any greater anxiety among those responsible.

In fact, the very opposite appears to be the case. Wherever
uneasiness at the state of the alliance manifests itself, placators
and makers of empty phrases hasten to summon up the truly
great and undeniably successful past of the alliance, to which
they urge we return. At best, some call for a strategic debate,
though without making any concrete suggestions what form it
should take or what purpose it might serve.

There is no way back, however. Whoever searches for one will
not find it. And whoever declares the past to be the appropriate
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pattern for the future will ultimately destroy the alliance. Merely
lamenting the situation will certainly not help. And whoever
believes that Europe can simply wait out the current Bush adminis-
tration fails to appreciate the strength of its deeply American roots.

For the foreseeable future, Washington will make no attempt
to save the alliance—nothing that could command a consensus—
since current circumstances make it all too convenient for Wash-
ington to pursue the global policies it sees fit. International terror-
ism is not only a real and grave threat, it also—and in this the
American and European psyches differ from one another—fills a
void, a need for an opponent, an enemy, left by the implosion of
the Soviet Union.

For the most secure defense ministry in the world, the Penta-
gon, to be attacked by external enemies injured the American
people more than any previous threat it faced. Although this
form of terrorism does not direct itself against states but rather
against the social order of free societies, the political leadership of
the United States has set about defining it as the enemy of Amer-
ica and has made available without limitation all its energies and
resources in the fight against terrorism.

The sooner Europe grasps this fact and draws conclusions
from it, the sooner it can begin to develop and employ new forms
of transatlantic cooperation and influence. Simply accusing the
United States of being incapable of acting in partnership means
throwing in the towel on the alliance before Europe itself has pro-
ven that it, too, is capable of working together in partnership
with America.

2. Europe has accomplished great things and has enormous con-
tributions to make. The draft proposal of the European constitu-
tion, propounded by the constitutional assembly in the summer
of 2003, marks a major step forward—in spite of the truly unique
fact in constitutional history that a structure is to be created
about which no one is certain what purpose it should serve, and
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despite the fact that the legitimacy of the constitutional assembly
is itself in question.

The establishment of the office of EU foreign minister will
most certainly prove helpful in bringing into focus the interna-
tional role of an emerging Europe. Moreover, the European con-
stitution sends a clear signal both to the citizens of Europe and to
the world at large that Europe has begun to take itself seriously.
Furthermore, the EU has documented (through the draft proposal
for a European security strategy recently presented in Thessalon-
ica by Javier Solana) that is now prepared to ascertain its own
foreign and security interests.

Clearly, the path from these early beginnings to the goal of an
autonomous European culture of strategic thinking will be a long
one. But it will succeed if two things are steadfastly pursued and
given concrete form:

Firstly, the goal of becoming a global player means obtaining
the means—in terms of both material and structures—needed to
perform that role; and, secondly, Europe must not pursue the mis-
taken course of across-the-board opposition to America, but must
orient its policies around its own interests.

Careful analysis reveals without a doubt that partnership with
America serves Europe as much as it does America—and that
opposition hurts Europe more than it does America. This has
already become evident through policy matters relating to trade,
currency, and competition. It will be demonstrated in foreign and
security affairs as well, as soon as Europe becomes capable of act-
ing in full partnership.

Why should the White House pay any attention to a Europe
that counts among its highest obligations the protection of free-
dom (even offering its citizens dual citizenship) but cannot sum-
mon up the courage to defend those freedoms, when necessary,
by means of an autonomous European military capability? What
hinders the Europeans from turning over to Europe what the
nation-state can no longer provide?
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Why does the constitutional agreement not contain the simple,
but important sentence: The European Union has its own armed
forces. And why hasn’t this deplorable state of affairs become the
subject of public debate, neither here nor elsewhere?

It is a dramatic contradiction to establish, on the one hand,
the command structures for European armed forces while with-
holding, on the other, the rationale for maintaining those forces.
The suggestion that the time is not yet ripe for such a renuncia-
tion of national sovereignty in truth only serves to hide a failure
of leadership and a lack of appreciation for contemporary world
realities—and that at a time when soldiers from Europe are being
deployed with ever greater frequency to high-risk centers of con-
flict around the world.

And what is more, thanks to the wasteful use of defense
resources at the national level, the availability of these forces is
now more limited than ever.

It is not America’s but rather Europe’s fault that the candi-
dates for EU membership in Central and Eastern Europe were left
with the impression that the European Union acts with the four
freedoms in mind but not with the necessity of defending them
when the need arises.

It was Europe’s neglectfulness that gave these candidate states
the impression that the EU will finance their social transforma-
tions but security would have to be provided by Washington.

Within mostly academic circles critical of the current U.S.
administration, the first stirrings of hope have arisen that Europe
will save America from making the fatal mistake of allowing a
multilateral network to fall into decline which owes much of its
salubrious vitality (from which the United States also benefits) to
American efforts.

But those who hope for levelheaded European influence also
assume that Europe will first make itself capable of acting in full
partnership with America. What, however, did one EU foreign
minister give as answer to the question about European participa-
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tion in a Middle East settlement requiring military enforcement
guarantees?

Europe is not lacking in resources. What Europe lacks are cou-
rageous Europeans. Europe lacks political leaders who can see
clearly and who are willing to acknowledge that only the Euro-
peans themselves can create a strong Europe.

In the wake of the Kosovo experience, the EU, through the deci-
sions taken in Cologne and Helsinki in June and December of 1999,
set itself on a new and sounder course with regard to both substance
and institutional form. But the time is ripe for a further essential
step to be taken, the substance of which should be integration rather
than coordination. It is futile and contrary to European experience
to wait until all EU members are ready to take such a step.

Experience shows that major strides forward require the cour-
age of a few in order to prepare the ground for others to join later
once success is assured. This was true for the far-sighted Airbus
project, for the Schengen system, and for the introduction of the
euro. European defense policy must make use of this experience
as well. The four-power summit in Brussels at the end of April
2003 was an important signal, though still not ambitious enough.

France, Germany, Belgium and Luxembourg (hopefully along
with the indispensable participation of Holland) should now take
a crucial step toward deciding upon, announcing, planning, and
scheduling the integration of their conventional armed forces.

Integrated armed forces with a single budget for research and
development; a joint procurement policy based on commonly
held tenets on industrial policy vis-a-vis defense industries; a gen-
eral staff; a collective parliamentary oversight board, along with
an executive governing council responsible for strategic issues,
operating at the level of heads-of-state or government (and at the
foreign minister level for regular sessions); and, lastly, a commit-
ment to vote within both the alliance and the EU on the basis of
previously agreed upon positions—this sort of core EU is now
both necessary and possible.
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Attempts to discredit this approach as inherently divisive ignore
existing realities. Firstly, that which does not yet exist cannot be
split apart. The European Union could hardly have been more
fragmented, divided, or non-existent than it was during the Iraq
crisis. Secondly, therefore, the creation of a new center of gravity
can only serve to improve, not worsen, the situation.

Moreover, the already thoroughly despoiled EU taxpayer has
a right to expect not to have to have to continue paying for the
general lack of political strategy and will by having his pockets
pillaged by the wasteful grasping of national governments.

Before national defense budgets are further increased, they
first must be put to demonstrably better use. This can indeed be
accomplished to a considerable degree through integration. A
core Union such as this would naturally prove attractive to other
EU member states—to whom it must remain open, so long as
those states are prepared to strengthen the core and not dilute it,
and as long as they are ready to seek integration and not merely
coordination.

As was the case with the introduction of the Euro and the
implementation of the Schengen system, the EU can only achieve
a jointly constituted and executed defense policy if a core Union
can successfully demonstrate that such is indeed possible. And
only then will it be possible to move the Atlantic Alliance in that
direction where its future must lie: toward a compact in which
Europeans can increasingly speak with one voice in their interac-
tions with America.

3. The Atlantic Alliance must take collective accounting of its
actual condition. Self-deception is the worst of drugs—also in
politics. With respect to transatlantic relations, Europe is a greater
source of concern than America. Opposition alone is not a suitable
strategy—and certainly not for a Union that fails to recognize that
powerlessness cannot supply options, especially not the option of
acting as a competing power.
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Only power provides options, as well as influence—which,
when exercised in partnership with America, promises to yield its
greatest benefits, both in America and globally.

Europe, including German foreign policy, now faces a chal-
lenge no less demanding than Konrad Adenauer’s integration of
postwar Germany into Western Europe or Willy Brandt’s Ostpoli-
tik. Europe possesses the historically unique opportunity to unite
during a time of peace, free of existential threat.

The unifying power of peace is not something to which Euro-
peans are accustomed. Failure to grasp this opportunity would
merely serve to confirm those who believe that only war, conflict,
and threat can serve as sources of advancement. France and Ger-
many will continue to bear primary responsibility to see this proc-
ess through. A genuine integration of their armed forces is now
indispensable and will serve to decisively advance the integration
of European foreign, security, and defense policies. Moreover, it
is the only sensible way to finally put an end to the national
waste of defense resources.

The statement by Robert Schumann from 1950 is as relevant
today as ever: “Europe cannot be made all at one go, or by means
of simple association. It will come into being through concrete
actions that first bring about a solidarity of deed.”

Giving Europe a single voice at the alliance table is Europe’s
task. Working energetically toward this goal is the decisive pre-
condition for preventing the alliance from succumbing to further
decay, and for bringing about the progressive reforms needed so
that it can once again become the wellspring and guardian of
jointly derived and commonly held strategies.






Executive Summary:
The Transatlantic Strategy Group on
Economics, Finance and Trade

C. Fred Bergsten, Caio Koch-Weser

The Transatlantic Strategy Group on Economics, Finance and
Trade concluded that Europe and the United States should launch
a bold new economic initiative to help overcome the profound
political and security problems that now divide the alliance.

Economic relations among the allies have traditionally been
seen as derivative of their overall security and political ties. With
the problems that have arisen in the political and security domain,
however, acutely over the past year with respect to Iraq and
related matters but in terms of the more fundamental relationship
as well, we believe that a major new effort on the economic side
could lead overall transatlantic ties back toward the more stable
and harmonious state that is so urgently required.

Such an initiative would also assure that the alliance is not fur-
ther jeopardized by problems on the economic side itself. Neither
trade nor investment between the world’s two largest economies
has been significantly affected by the political disputes.

The mutual commercial interests of America and Europe,
manifest in a billion dollars of daily trade and well over half a
trillion dollars of corporate investment in both directions, have
proven to be an anchor of stability throughout their sharpest dis-
agreement over security matters in half a century.

But there is a real threat of trade war due to the several extant
cases of threatened retaliation and counter-retaliation over Europe’s
restrictions on agricultural trade and new chemical regulations or



52 C. Fred Bergsten, Caio Koch-Weser

by America’s steel tariffs and tax subsidies for exports. These
risks are exacerbated by the breakdown of the recent WTO Min-
isterial Meeting in Cancun.

A bold new economic initiative will also protect and preserve
the extensive commercial and financial ties across the Atlantic.

We therefore propose that the European Union and the United
States constitute an informal but far-reaching “G-2 caucus” to
function as an informal steering committee to both manage their
own economic relationship and to provide leadership for the world
economy.

The European Union and the United States are the world’s
only economic superpowers. Their economies both approximate
$10 trillion. Their per capita incomes, trade levels and most other
economic indicators, are remarkably similar. They both depend
on external trade (exports plus imports of goods and services) for
about 25 percent of their total economies.

No other countries come close to them on any of these key
economic variables. Japan has faded, both because of its stagna-
tion of the past decade and the rapid ageing of its population.
China is still a poor country with an inconvertible currency, is
only halfway toward being a market economy, and is some years
away from global pre-eminence. No other countries even come
close to global leadership potential at this time.

Hence the United States and the European Union inevitably
bear responsibility for the effective functioning of the world econ-
omy. They cannot provide such leadership if they are battling
each other. Thus they need to construct much more intensive
mechanisms for consulting and cooperating on a wide range of
global economic topics that will enable them to address both
their bilateral problems and common international challenges
through the prism of their world leadership positions.

No new institutions, nor even formal announcements of the
new caucus, are needed. The G-2 would work primarily through
existing international institutions, both bilateral such as the EU-
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U.S. summits and multilateral such as the G-7 and World Trade
Organization. One key objective would in fact be to greatly
strengthen those institutions and the multilateral system by endow-
ing them with leadership from the only members that are powerful
enough to assure their effectiveness.

An informal G-2 has already existed for many years in the
international trade arena, where cooperation between the Euro-
pean Union and United States has been the essential ingredient
for the success of all three postwar rounds of significant global
liberalization.

Other countries, especially from the developing world, must
of course also participate fully in any multilateral trade advances
as was seen so clearly in the breakdown of the WTO Ministerial
Meeting at Canctin—importantly including because the United
States and the European Union, in their joint proposal to the con-
ference, badly underestimated the political cohesion of the devel-
oping countries and thus failed to exercise their global responsi-
bilities effectively.

Nevertheless, the Doha round will still largely turn on whether
the two superpowers can get together on agriculture and a few
other central topics, albeit in a manner that will be acceptable to
other key WTO members as well.

We recommend that the current trade policy leaders of the EU
and the United States, who are both members of this group, give
priority attention to institutionalizing the “trade G-2” over the
next year.

There are two crucial lessons for further transatlantic cooper-
ation from the trade example. First, the United States will realize
that it must share leadership in areas where the objective facts
confront it with a partner of roughly equal power.

Second, Europe can be that partner but only when it organizes
itself to speak effectively with a single voice. Recent steps by the
European Commission and the Council of Economic and Finan-
cial Ministers of the European Union in adopting common posi-
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tions on international financial issues, and several of the proposals
put forward by the European Convention, represent constructive
moves in the right direction.

There are several issue-areas that meet these tests and in
which the G-2 could thus begin operating promptly. One is com-
petition policy, where extensive consultation already exists but
major disagreements, as over General Electric’s proposed take-
over of Honeywell in 2001 and potentially over the possible
forthcoming EU insistence on breaking up Microsoft, still occur.

We recommend that the competition policy authorities of the
United States and EU make a major effort to strengthen their cur-
rent links with a functioning G-2 relationship as soon as possible.

We place very high priority on the prospects of developing a
functioning G-2 in the area of regulatory convergence in the
financial markets. The excellent paper for our project by Robert
Pozen and Mario Draghi spells out the disagreements over six
items under this heading that could be resolved by a G-2 approach:
international accounting standards, extra-territorial application
of the Sarbanes-Oxley legislation, transatlantic trading screens,
access to EU pension management, uniform EU takeover defenses
and the EU’s Financial Conglomerates Directives.

Europe wants U.S. agreement to reform its practices on the
first three of these while the United States wants changes in
Europe on the last three. The United States and the EU account
for the overwhelming majority of international transactions in
the capital markets but significant regulatory differences remain.
Resolution of the six issues cited would represent a large stride
toward regulatory convergence in the transatlantic, and hence
world, capital markets. We place great emphasis on developing a
G-2 approach in this area.

There are numerous other economic issues that are not yet
ripe for G-2 management but could move in that direction fairly
rapidly. Key examples include macroeconomic and currency pol-
icy, where a sharp and disorderly adjustment of the growing inter-
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national imbalances, e.g., by a sharp rise of the euro well above
its starting level, would trigger new tensions.

At the same time, G-2 cooperation with the Asian currency
area is clearly called for as the EU and the United States share the
goal of broadening the burden of international adjustment to
China, Japan and other countries in that region and the initial
steps in that direction at Dubai are encouraging.

More fundamentally, the United States and the EU are not only
the two economic superpowers but they are the stewards of the
world’s two key currencies. The euro is already establishing itself
as a major international currency and will increasingly share
monetary leadership with the dollar. Fluctuations in the euro-dol-
lar exchange rate have major implications for other countries
around the world.

This will require the formation of a G-2 in the monetary arena
as soon as possible. The Federal Reserve and the European Cen-
tral Bank, which are both independent of their respective govern-
ments, will need to work out their own G-2 linkages.

There are several other economic issues that are extremely
important for transatlantic relations and could become part of
G-2 management over time but are not yet ready for that stage of
cooperation. We have focused on three in our work to date:
energy, the environment and migration. Excellent papers were
prepared for us on each and are included in this compendium.

Energy policy is particularly important because of the key role
that Russia would need to play in any effective G-2 arrangement.
Russia is now the world’s largest producer of both oil and natural
gas, and this issue-area offers a valuable opportunity both to
include it in an important element of global governance and to
demonstrate the flexibility of the core G-2 in engaging relevant
countries outside its normal orbit.

Even more basically, energy policy of course reflects both fun-
damental agreement between Europe and the United States on
countering the OPEC cartel and fundamental disagreement on
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how to do so. Europe places its major reliance on high energy pri-
ces and conservation while the United States supports low energy
prices and maximum production.

The issue is of huge importance to the world economy and
thus a G-2 arrangement to coordinate the transatlantic response
to it, perhaps through working out a new producer-consumer
agreement to stabilize prices at a lower level (app. $18 to 20 per
barrel) by using the current strategic reserves of the importing
countries, could make a major contribution to the prosperity and
stability of both the G-2 themselves and the world as a whole.

The environment is closely related and also reflects substantial
philosophical and policy differences across the Atlantic. These
differences have come to a head with U.S. rejection of the Kyoto
Protocol on global warming, which has been adopted by all EU
member countries (but not yet by Russia).

G-2 cooperation here could go far to overcome a major source
of political tension within the alliance. Possible arenas for cooper-
ation include emissions trading, elimination of environmentally
harmful subsidies in agriculture and elsewhere, joint research and
development initiatives and new institutional arrangements (in-
cluding a World Environmental Organization).

Migration policy is probably even further removed from any
prospect of immediate action, and we are not even sure that G-2
policy cooperation is called for. We are clear, however, that the
issue has tremendous economic, humanitarian, developmental
and security implications for all Atlantic nations and that almost
all of them are groping for more effective policies to respond to
it.

Hence we believe that, at a minimum, close G-2 consultation
and exchange of ideas is called for to enable the individual coun-
tries to form better responses to the common problem.

These might include common guidelines for whom to admit
and reject, reforms of domestic labor markets to respond to the
key problems faced by immigrants (unemployment in Europe, low
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incomes in the United States) and accommodations to the “3 R’s”
that crucially affect the sending countries (recruitment, remittance
and returns).

Over both the short and the longer run, we therefore believe
that a G-2 strategy could pay major dividends for the individual
Atlantic nations and for overall relations between them. The de-
monstrative effect of renewed and vigorous cooperation on trade,
competition policy, and macroeconomic and monetary issues
could restore a positive tone and image to the transatlantic rela-
tionship.

It might even encourage the officials responsible for security
and political affairs to begin patching up their quarrels in a con-
structive manner. It would clearly provide ammunition and evi-
dence of success for parliamentarians, businessmen, the media
and others who seek examples of constructive reconciliation.

The G-2 strategy could lead the transatlantic alliance back to,
or at least toward, the cohesion and resilience which is so crucial
to peace and prosperity for the nearly 800 million people that
inhabit our part of the world.
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Transatlantic Tristesse—
More than Just History Repeating Itself?"

Nicole Renvert, Marcus von Essen

Rarely has the transatlantic alliance been both so uncertain and
so important. In a changing security-political and international
economic environment, U.S. and European foreign policy have
shifted and diverged. A fundamental question looms: How can
processes of change be reconciled with the current global political
order (Carr 2000)?

As the transatlantic partners disagree on key issues, the alli-
ance will change, but it will be held together by the need to sus-
tain an international order of transatlantic and global benefit
amid a transatlantic interdependence of asymmetrical power. The
challenge is to adjust multilateralism and unilateralism to accom-
modate a long-term transatlantic approach.

Traveling without maps

The Iraq war reflected a growing divergence in the evaluation of
global problems (Everts and Grant 2002). The United States put
the transatlantic partnership to the test: Given Europe’s failure to
develop an assertive role, the United States required its allies to
endorse its approach or become bystanders, and it assumed the

1 An earlier version of this article appeared in the International Spectator 4,
2003.
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right to forcibly keep adversaries from developing weapons of
mass destruction (White House 2002), drawing its own line be-
tween legitimate pre-emptive strikes and offensive military action
(Daalder 2002). U.S. national security policy replaced a system of
legal restraints on the use of force with a global system based on
U.S. pre-eminence (Kaysen, Steinbrunner and Malin 2002).

After the attacks of September 2001, “unknown” threats be-
came the focus of U.S. security policy (Ikenberry 2002). To map
these unknown threats, one began with states congenial to terro-
rists. The use of force was a response to these threats and the
security-political issues they raise.

Yet there are unanswered questions regarding the ambiguous
nexus of “terrorism—weapons of mass destruction—rogue states”
(Mearsheimer and Walt 2003). For example, there was little dis-
pute about the need for Iraq to disarm. Disagreement concerned
the level of threat posed by Saddam. War was chosen, but a long-
term regional strategy and a clear post-conflict concept were
missing.

EU member states faced off in the Security Council. The French,
backed by Germany, Russia and China, favored reinforced in-
spections, whereas the U.S.-British-Spanish draft resolution said
Iraq had lost its chance to disarm on a peaceful basis. The intrans-
parent quest for a UN. mandate by the United States and its allies
cannot be judged separately from the diplomatic maneuvering of
the anti-war coalition.

By the turn of the year, France had suggested to the United
States to “agree to disagree” and proposed that it should go to
war on the basis of Resolution 1441 instead of seeking another
resolution explicitly authorizing the use of force—a step France
would oppose. Preference was given to Tony Blair’s need for a
second solution at home and public confrontation with a dissent-
ing France. In the quest for second resolution, France never dis-
missed the use of force as an option but advocated a further delay
of 30 days (Grant 2002 and Hoffmann 2003).
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The attempt by the United States and Britain to link Hussein
with Al-Qaida and to inflate the threat of Iraq’s WMD stockpiles
hurt their cause and their credibility (Hersh 2003). And because
proponents of inspection had to rely on the threat of U.S. force to
make their policy alternative a real option, their proposal was dis-
credited, but not invalid.

Each choice made by a great power must be measured by the
precedent it sets (Hoffmann 2003). Due process in evaluating
and assessing Iragi compliance should have been a precondi-
tion for action. The future holds the question of whether illicit
state behavior will be resolved on an ad hoc basis. The U.N.
Security Council is not designed to constrain U.S. policy, nor can
existing institutions become a vehicle for member states’ foreign
policy.

While quarrels over NATO contingency planning cast France,
Germany and Belgium as “ungrateful obstructers,” there was no
sense in trying to anticipate the course of action within an inter-
national organization whose treaty reasserts in its preamble and
first article the supremacy of the U.N. Charta (Tuschhoff 2003).

Power and law interrelate in the international order. But just
as power is more than military force, international law has
become more than a simple function of the former. Law is the
encoded historical state experience, recognizing the fallacies of
order sustained by power alone.

It may well be that the political status quo of 1945 encoded in
the U.N. Charta no longer corresponds to today’s reality. Yet the
Security Council also has evolved with the changing nature of
international threats, especially regarding terrorism and its state
sponsors.

Among the most significant examples are the Council’s suc-
cessful enforcement of the “extradite or try” principle on Libya
in the Lockerbie case, measures on terrorism financing and the
resolutions that—against the background of Article 51 —provided
a legal basis for military action against Afghanistan.
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Addressing the causes of terrorism will be a long struggle. The
quarrel over Iraq concealed transatlantic cooperation in the Bal-
kans and Afghanistan, blurring long-term goals and the coopera-
tion required for military intervention and peacekeeping. Failed
states, humanitarian crises and violations of non-proliferation
agreements pose fundamental challenges to the international legal
system.

The transatlantic partners need a common approach to these
challenges. The power to decide how, why and when to react can-
not be monopolized if the objective is to create a globally accepted
and supported order.

Unknown threats led to a declaration of “war against terror.”
Asking whether this “state of emergency” will be governed by
U.S. standards raises the question of European responsibility. The
outcome depends on the balance between the shared versus uni-
lateral approach.

Europe’s role in world affairs

The European split over Iraq revealed an inability to unite on core
matters and demonstrated the profundity of changes within and
outside Europe. Both relate to the ambivalence of the transatlantic
partnership: the EU’s development as actor in world affairs versus
its foreign policy blending with U.S. interests. As transatlantic poli-
tics test European political cohesion in the context of a changing
and enlarging EU, Iraq was added to the list of unresolved issues.

Tension has informed transatlantic relations during the course
of history (Link 1996). But the aim of “Europeanization” always
has been to counterbalance American hegemony within the trans-
atlantic alliance.

Europe’s institutional reform regarding allocation of authority
and the representation of interests between EU institutions and
member states will influence transatlantic policy, but EU enlarge-
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ment does not point in one direction (see Fraser and Primatarova
2003), despite the fact that the accessing states share European
preferences on the Kyoto protocol, multilateral arms control, the
International Criminal Court and U.N. involvement in post-war
Iraq (Grabbe 2003).

Iraq may remain a special case. The Franco-German couple was
wrong to present its stance as European: Public opinion was less
divided than the EU (Anand and Lipkin 2003). But sidelining the
EU Presidency by supporting the U.S. position did little to pre-
serve transatlantic ties. These alliances offer a less accommoda-
tive environment for the reciprocal politics that distinguished
Western collective security arrangements (Deudney and Ikenberry
1999). Multilateralists should practice what they preach on a
European level and not demand conformity with their own for-
eign policy.

As Central and Eastern European States join the EU zone,
European integration is the missing link between their willingness
to chart their own course and the limits they face in influencing a
global environment. Integrated in a European set of preferences
and economic policies, their capacity to act will be enhanced and
their vulnerability decreased. Gaps between Atlanticist and Con-
tinental European approaches to U.S. foreign policy will decrease
as the range of divergent international policy issues narrows
(Wallace 2001).

Europe slowly is accommodating its members’ multiple for-
eign policy trajectories, national cultures and prevailing political
interests. But an EU capable of global action has yet to reflect on
its use of power. The missing ingredient is Europe’s definition of
its future political-strategic role and its interest in the global polit-
ical order, not vis-a-vis the United States, but for the promotion
of European policies. Helping set terms between partnership and
leadership unites the transatlantic preferences of EU member
states. Neither loyal acquiescence nor vocal opposition is a win-
ning strategy.
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A European foreign policy approach must go beyond accept-
ance of the status quo, and must be made ahead of crises, not
afterward. The draft European Security Strategy presented at the
Thessalonica Summit suggests a shared European approach to
world affairs that is more than the sum of its member states’ stan-
ces towards U.S. foreign policy (Solana 2003). It integrates mili-
tary means into its foreign policy toolbox and aims to minimize
unilateralism. However, the elements of transatlantic divergence
in foreign policy are here to stay.

U.S. foreign policy

Three factors mark today’s global political landscape: unrivalled
U.S. power, Europe as a new global actor and the spread of inter-
national treaties and laws (Everts 2001). Washington changed its
terms of engagement from “multilateralism if possible” to a rejec-
tion of international instruments that others saw as achievements.
This difference was accentuated after September 11th. Consider-
ing itself at war ever since, the United States adopted the principle
of power politics.

Power and values were never mutually exclusive in U.S. for-
eign policy. A liberal international system is necessary to the
United States’ unchallenged position as guardian of global order.
In U.S. foreign policy, ideas provide a rationale for engagement in
world affairs, a self-image of the United States as “indispensable”
in making the world a better place. Promoting the common good,
however, implies respect for the concerns of the larger interna-
tional community.

In the United States, leadership by persuasion has been replaced
by a leadership that subordinates the international community to
U.S. interests. Reliance on power to foster change pits the United
States against the consensual methods that gave the United States
its strength and international stability (Chase 2003).
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The Wilsonian triad of peace, markets and democracy remains
hollow without a partnership balancing predominance and con-
sensus. U.S. foreign policy, it seems, is informed by a vision that
considers the United States as both the most powerful and most
vulnerable state (see Kagan 2002 and Dunn 2003).

The outcome is a policy of force without diplomacy instead of
diplomacy backed by force. A dismissive stance towards multilat-
eral engagement is detrimental to an effective U.S. policy towards
global challenges (Patrick 2001). Creating an international liberal
order through democratic revolutions triggered by military inter-
vention is likely to remain a selective affair. The means of “militant
Wilsonianism” will not live up to their ends (Buruma 2003).

The diverting of resources for security amid looming fiscal
deficits will have long-term consequences for the American social
fabric (Renvert 2002). Though most U.S. citizens claim to feel
more secure after the war on Iraq and believe the fight against ter-
ror can be won, how many more restrictions on civil liberties will
they tolerate (Braml 2003)?

Europe’s policy of “multilateralizing” the United States is
aimed both at strengthening Europe’s profile and at making the
world comfortable with U.S. power and purposes. U.S. power
should be a widely accepted instrument in global affairs, but not
the principle of world order. It was the blend of security-political,
strategic, economic and humanitarian motives backed by the
unconditional assertion of power that made the Iraq case so divi-
sive. Today, Iraq offers an opportunity to jointly create a frame-
work for durable order in the Middle East.

The post-war order—a transatlantic creation?
The terms for reconstruction of the Iraqi state, society and econ-

omy as well as the choice of a means to ensure regional stability
and security provide the next challenge for transatlantic relations
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(Hanelt, Luciani and Neugart 2003). Afghanistan shows that
“winning the peace” will not be easy. Despite a transatlantic
agreement, a protection force endorsed by the United Nations
and international support for a transitional government, effective
governance there does not extend far beyond Kabul (Nasir and
Bearak 2003).

Recent experiences in Kosovo and East Timor demonstrate
that an occupying force is likely to be rejected by the local popu-
lation if basic needs are not addressed. At the time of writing, dif-
ficulties encountered in restoring stability in Iraq seem more chal-
lenging than anticipated.

Transatlantic relations are a variable in determining the out-
come of Iraq’s reintegration into the international order. The EU
and the United Nations are part of the geostrategic and legal real-
ities conditioning Iraq’s future.

The balance struck between an Iraq featuring the principles of
Western political order and one that carries a distinctive U.S.
design will provide a glimpse of the state of global politics and
the shape of transatlantic relations in a post-war environment.

Security Council Resolution 1483 from May 22, 2003, con-
firms transatlantic pragmatism and the war opponents’ quest to
avoid discord, but the degree to which the EU leaders’ call for a
U.N. role in reconstruction is reflected in the resolution is open to
interpretation.

By inviting the parties to reconsider its terms after one year, it
allowed war opponents to claim that parts of their demands have
been met. The outcome reveals the risk of failing to develop a
common policy. The resolution designates the occupying powers
as the Iraqi “Authority.” Early plans for a National Assembly
have been postponed and the United States has already declared
its intention to maintain the civil and military administration of
Iraq for an indefinite period.

The inclusion of international constituents is reduced to mon-
itoring and observation. A Development Fund managed by the
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Authority will direct economic policy, and though its advisory
board will include international representatives, the right to ad-
minister Iraq’s oil revenues and financial assets has been dele-
gated from the United Nations to the Authority.

It thus gained control of an effective instrument to structure
Irag’s integration into the world economy. The Authority and the
United Nations will coordinate humanitarian and reconstruction
assistance, but the U.N. Special Representative remains confined
to a supportive role. The resolution calls upon U.N. member
states to bring war criminals to justice, but does not say how and
by whom.

Since U.S. opposition to the International Criminal Court inten-
sified as the immunity granted to U.S. service personnel required a
new Security Council vote, the transatlantic clash over interna-
tional humanitarian and criminal law is likely to surface in Iraq.

Finally, since no weapons of mass destruction have yet been
discovered, the refusal to have U.N. inspectors return to Iraq is
the outstanding weakness of the resolution.

NATO’s decision to allow Poland to draw upon the military
facilities it needs for an active role in Iraq indicates that alliances
deemed barely relevant prior to the war do matter now. The fact
that the United States is likely to pay for the Polish deployment
also highlights that cooperative security structures are expensive
(see Le Monde 2003).

Regional cooperation, however, has a precedent. The EU-
Mediterranean Partnership and NATO Mediterranean Dialogue
promote cooperation on proliferation issues, political consulta-
tion, regional stability, democratization and the protection of
human rights. Assistance from International Financial Institu-
tions could be pooled within an Organization for Economic
Development and Cooperation in the Middle East. This would
offer a venue to organize the restructuring of Iraq’s sovereign
debt and to link this effort to the creation of a Regional Bank for
Reconstruction and Development.
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Transatlantic relations and the world economy

The Middle East is part of the challenge of addressing relationships
between security and economics in today’s fractured world order.
The international security threats that arise from failed states and
economic degradation require long-term strategies for which trans-
atlantic agreement is imperative. Geopolitical turmoil, economic
uncertainty, structural changes and cyclical variables make a com-
pelling case for transatlantic economic cooperation.

The European and the U.S. economies entered the 21st cen-
tury more deeply integrated and intertwined than ever. Transat-
lantic trade is the world’s largest. Foreign investment has created
economic interdependence so complex that it is increasingly hard
to differentiate the European from the American in the transat-
lantic economy (Quinlan 2003; Hufbauer and Schott 2003).

Deepened cooperation could prove that economic objectives
can be achieved despite political-security differences. The need to
strengthen the political foundations of the transatlantic and world
economy has grown, with the need for mechanisms to eradicate
poverty and ensure stable medium-term growth (Institut Frangais,
2003).

Economic collaboration or conflict is not about opposing the
world economic order, but about defining it. Beyond the current
stalemate in the Doha Round looms the potential for a transat-
lantic clash of approaches to political economy. Challenges of the
“new commerce” are about transnational frameworks that touch
on economic regulation, confidence in science, the relationship
between governments and markets and the governing of societies.

No multilateral agreement is possible without a transatlantic
basis. Transatlantic competition to spread respective standards
on a global scale is likely to have repercussions for external trad-
ing partners.

Likewise, transatlantic disputes over trade in agriculture and
the interpretation of the TRIPS agreement reveal different tracks
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of promoting inflexible preferences at the expense of interest of the
highest sensitivity for developing countries. Though Doha was
dubbed a development round, little progress has been made in
spelling out the terms of the treatments necessary to accommodate
different levels of development within one multilateral system.

As the financial system has become the backbone of the world
economy, financial instability has risen to the top of the interna-
tional economic policy agenda. Deeper financial integration has
brought volatility as it turned financial markets into a global
transmission belt for business cycles and supply-side shocks with
severe macroeconomic costs for the real economy.

The framework of monetary stability did not produce the
expected benefits (Crockett 2003). Access to credit has declined
for some poor countries, while other developing countries are net
exporters of capital.

Given widespread disagreement on diagnosis and therapy,
there is little space for economic triumphalism across the Atlan-
tic. Europe’s sluggish growth, due to tight fiscal and monetary
policies as well as Germany’s and other member states’ structural
rigidities, usually are listed as reasons for U.S. economic outper-
formance of the old continent.

Yet the United States is not less vulnerable to shocks. The need
for reform is evident. Public and current account deficits demand
adjustment. The U.S. savings rate is far too low to finance the
investment needed to sustain economic expansion, making its fis-
cal outlook worrisome, while the economic engine, consumer
purchasing power, has reached its limits.

U.S. global ambitions depend on its ability to borrow from the
rest of the world. Though this ability is sustained by the U.S.
economy’s role for the world economy and its investment abroad,
markets are unpredictable. If current U.S. capital demands are
met by capital inflows and purchases of dollar-denominated
assets by private investors and Central Bank’s dollar holdings, the
situation is not necessarily static (Tyson 2003).
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The dollar’s status as a reserve currency that sustains the U.S.
Treasury bond market and has compensated for decreased
inflows of private capital is vulnerable (Plender 2003).

A redressing of these imbalances will take place in a financial
context that differs from the last episode of twin deficits. It
includes the euro, the dollar’s first potential competitor for global
stature. If the “unipolar moment” in the international monetary
system ends, the transatlantic partners will have to be prepared
for the financial repercussions and assure the stability of the core
of the world economy’s financial architecture (Bergsten 2002).

The future of transatlantic relations

The United States and Europe do not constitute a power-political
and socioeconomic antagonism. It is the design of critical choices
with global implications and their respective political framework,
not superpower rivalry, that generates transatlantic disputes over
a wide range of policy areas.

On both sides of the Atlantic, ideas and power interrelate with
the political personality they represent, and, in a reciprocal manner
inform the institutions and instruments applied to project them.
Weaknesses in the European and the U.S. formula of foreign policy
demonstrate that the transatlantic balance to be struck between
military power, diplomacy, international rules and economic influ-
ence in shaping international affairs is yet to be found.

The foundations of the transatlantic partnership are no longer
embedded in an international order seen through the lenses of bi-
polarity or multi-polarity. Disputes concerning the quality of
international political authority and the global order that trigger
a transatlantic rebalancing of power do not constitute a return to
20th-century Realpolitik.

The transatlantic economy is a central and irreversible reality.
A transatlantic approach to economic challenges would shape pat-
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terns of global affairs beyond the realms of economy. Current fiscal
and monetary policies are moving in opposite directions across the
Atlantic, and further rounds of trade liberalization might be ham-
pered by disagreement on the content of a transatlantic and global
economic framework that matches markets with institutions.

The dominant arguments in transatlantic relations focus on
U.S. power and European responses to it. Its articulation and
embeddedness within the international order need a new balance.
But, as displayed in Iraq’s post-war order, a return to long-term
thinking on the content of world order also is needed, to refine
the strategies and objectives for which the various instruments of
the transatlantic toolbox should be put to use.
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Transatlantic Relations in a New World Order

Nicole Schley

In much the same way that the fall of the Berlin Wall expressed in
graphic fashion the end of both the 20th century and of the geo-
political bipolarity that characterized the later half of that cen-
tury, the collapse of the World Trade Center will become the sym-
bol for the start of the 21st century and of the New World Order
it ushered in. September 11th has changed the world.

Are we now living in a unipolar world, or do the rules of bipo-
larity still apply —between the free world and the empire of dark-
ness? This paper will examine the coordinates of this New World
Order. Who are its protagonists? Who are the bit players? And
what part will transatlantic relations play in this New World
Order?

The current crisis in transatlantic relations was not triggered
by the rise of a new world order. It merely intensified the symp-
toms of crisis that were already present in that relationship. The
lines of conflict between the United States and Europe do not run
exactly between these two generally, but rather between the U.S.
and so-called “old” Europe.

France and Germany clearly had hoped to turn the whole of
Europe into a counter-weight against U.S. power. But they were
quickly forced to realize that part of the entity called “Europe” —
the so-called “New Europe,” to be precise—preferred instead to
join sides with the hegemon. The support for the U.S. stance on
Iraq culminated in the “Letter of the Eight,” signed by the heads
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of government of Denmark, Great Britain, Hungary, Italy, Poland,
Portugal and Spain and by the Czech President Vaclav Havel.
Their position was subsequently supported by 10 East European
leaders in the “Vilnius Letter.” The debate over military action
against Iraq set this process in motion—and the Iraq war itself
served to further deepen divisions between the Atlantic partners.

Nevertheless, Europe and America remain inextricably bound
together, since the flaws and weaknesses of one partner invariably
will continue to effect the other. Western societies see themselves
confronted by an enemy, terrorism, which demonstrated on Sep-
tember 11 the kind of act it was both willing and capable of com-
mitting.

This enemy is wily and difficult to get at directly, and it will
take a joint effort to get at the roots of the problem and prevent
further acts of destruction. Part of this will certainly involve
depriving it of backing by its various state supporters. There is
great disagreement within the Atlantic partnership on exactly
how to bring this about—in part because of the differing degrees
to which each of the partners was affected by the terrorist attacks
of September 11.

From the American point of view, those attacks constituted a
declaration of war, making it possible to classify the Iraq war part
of the broader “War on Terrorism” —while most Europeans
voted against the war, placing themselves in the role of defenders
of international law. The United States identified the Middle East
as the breeding ground of terrorism and set for itself the goal of
re-ordering the entire region.

Out of this set of circumstances arise the coordinates of a new
world order: The United States sees itself as the power with pri-
mary responsibility for shaping global order, and some have even
begun to speak of “George W. Bush’s New World Order” (though
such talk may be a bit premature).

The United States is just one of the “cornerstones” of the new
world order. The United Nations also has a role to play, as it
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struggles to establish and maintain its own credibility. Then there
is the European Union—in search of new bearings. Not to be for-
gotten are Russia and China, who also are looking for a part to
play in this concert of powers. Then, too, there are the developing

)

countries, the “failed states,” who continue to play the role of
loser.

On what basis should the New World Order be built? Will the
United States alone determine the design of this new order? And

will military might take precedence over international authority?

The United States and its security doctrine for the 21st century

U.S. foreign policy has undergone drastic changes since Septem-
ber 11. The United States implemented for the first time a doctrine
of preventive war and took a position, as sole world power, against
both the United Nations and standing international law. During
the initial period after assuming office, George W. Bush’s strategic
interests were directed toward other world powers, such as Russia
and China. It was not his intention to concern himself with “failed
states” and the underdeveloped countries of the world.

His intentions soon changed in favor of the views held by his
more conservative advisors, who had long urged that the matter
of Iraq be dealt with once and for all. On September 17, 2002,
the Bush administration presented a new national security strat-
egy.

In essence, the administration concluded that the primary
duty of the government, the defense of the American people, had
changed dramatically. Today, “shadowy networks of individuals

. using modern technologies” are able to penetrate and cause
serious damage to free societies (White House 2002).

The dictum of a “strategic rivalry” with other world powers,

Russia and China, would be replaced for the time being by solid-

>

arity among “the world’s great powers,” who now find them-
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selves on the same side due to the threats posed by terrorist vio-
lence and the chaos it promotes.

The attention of the bulk of the world community, however, is
focused on the veiled suggestion by the President and his govern-
ing team that they are prepared to take action against emerging
threats even before these pose an imminent threat. Beneath the
rhetorical sheen of strategy papers, traditional world policies still
persist: American dominance and global pre-eminence is boldly
trumpeted to the world, without regard to consequences and
lacking altogether in humility or restraint.

The most criticized element in the new security strategy is
America’s claim to a right of “preventive self-defense.” While
pre-emptive strikes may be viewed as a reaction to the wide-rang-
ing changes in world affairs, their compatibility with interna-
tional law is still legally controversial. Counteraction against ter-
rorism is not provided for in international law and the U.S.
doctrine of pre-emptive defense has eroded the limits placed on
the use of force encoded in the U.N. Charter.

The U.N. Charter forbids all applications of force, excepting
those authorized by the Security Council or undertaken for pur-
poses of self-defense against aggression. Within the context of the
Iraq conflict, the Americans claimed that Resolution 1441,
passed by the U.N. Security Council in November of 2002, con-
tained just such an authorization for war.

China, Russia, and France disagreed with this interpretation,
but the fact of the matter is, the text of the resolution—a master-
piece of the art of jurisprudence worked out and drawn up by
leading experts in international law—is a compromise of formu-
lation that lends credibility to both interpretations. From a purely
legal point of view, a second resolution would have been the bet-
ter and more orderly way to go.

Some have gone so far as to say that, viewed from an interna-
tional law perspective, the Iraq war was “an illegal war of aggres-
sion.” (Hofmann 2002)
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The transformation or re-definition of American foreign pol-
icy is obvious and comes as a reaction to developments in world
affairs that became evident through the events of September 11.

Globalization appears to be more than a merely economic
phenomenon. It has also revealed the absurdity of the notion of
an ostensibly “secure” United States. And it has opened the flood-
gates for the worldwide spread of terrorism.

The crux of this shift in American strategy does not lie in the
security doctrine itself, however, but rather in the strict interpre-
tation of international law of by those states who would seek to
uphold the value of international law.

The U.N. Charter says, in Article 51, that a state can only
exercise force for the purpose of self- or collective defense. It does
not recognize the concept of preventive wars aimed at eliminating
potential threats. In the face of cross-national terrorism, one might
argue that international law must be appropriately adapted so
that future multilateral wars of aggression might be legalized
(assuming certain criteria are met).

Using this argument, a multilateral pre-emptive war against
Iraq might well have been justified—in light of the regime’s pre-
vious aggression and Saddam Hussein’s prior use of weapons of
mass destruction, etc.

But such action lacks a broad-based coalition and thus control
of American actions. Thus, the Bush Doctrine—while recognizing
and assimilating the signs of the times—is burdened from the out-
set with an unappealing after-taste and will only serve to provoke
criticism from both partners and opponents alike of the single-
handed and unilateral actions it envisions.

At the same time, the world community has the implicit duty
to modify, more quickly than usual, the provisions of interna-
tional law in order to bring them more in tune with contemporary
realities. The transatlantic partners could set this process in
motion through a joint initiative of their own.
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The EU in search of a new role

Today, 379 million people live in the EU and some 292 million in
the United States.

But EU member states spend only about one half to two-thirds
of what the United States spends each year for defense and arma-
ments—with expenditures determined at the national level and
directed toward national armies, with all the accompanying
negatives that involves, such as the loss of synergy effects and
inner-European duplication. Compared with Europe’s relative
economic strength, this reveals an obvious discrepancy. Especi-
ally in light of the Union’s expansion to the East in May of
2004, the EU must take up the question of its role in world
affairs—one that goes beyond its previous role as an economi-
cally strong ally and patron of development projects in the Third
World.

At present, the EU is still saddled with the image of junior
partner. In matters relating to security policy, the EU is not con-
sidered a full-fledged actor in world affairs, although it is able to
check American power in economic matters.

To be sure, the EU has long played a role in security matters as
well—in Afghanistan and in the Balkans, for example, where it
has effectively mastered difficult and tedious missions. But the
size of the European contingent serving abroad remains compara-
tively modest and any effort it undertakes remains dependent on
national armies and on the fundamental limits placed on those
armies by the laws of the respective states engaged.

Additionally, irrespective of the range of its capabilities, the
levels of military technological development in the United States
and in Europe are so far apart that interoperability of existing
military capabilities is impossible.

The upshot of this is clear: Either the United States will con-
tinue to make all the relevant decisions on matters of security pol-
icy on its own, and coordinate its plans with those in the Euro-
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pean Union willing and able to participate, or the EU must get to

work with all appropriate seriousness.

In the words of German Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer, to
date there has not been too much America, but rather too little
Europe. This deficit can only be addressed through suitable mecha-
nisms of coordination and cooperation at the European level and
by putting an end to the current multi-voiced EU foreign policy.

Working to counter this deficit, as well as the shock of Sep-
tember 11, was the purpose behind the European Representative
for Foreign and Security Affairs, Javier Solana’s, efforts to sketch
out a vision for the further development of the EU into a global
actor and, together with the foreign ministers of the EU members
states, to fill this vision with substance. According to Solana’s
concept, the main pillars of this European security strategy
should include the following:

— The EU must see to it that its neighbors in Eastern and South-
eastern Europe become stable and democratically governed
states.

— An urgent task consists in promoting a just world order and
reducing the gap between rich and poor, since long smoldering
conflicts have as a consequence increased popular frustration
and promote the breeding grounds of terrorism.

— Europe should be in a position to prevent or limit local armed
conflicts through the application of either civil (i.e., political
and economic) or, when necessary, military means. In contrast
to the American security strategy, Europe should place special
emphasis on a policy of preventative engagement (Solana
2003).

These general principles express Europe’s stance on the new
world order. The European Parliament has since called for a strat-
egy that also contains a definition of the EU’s relationship to the
United States, to the United Nations and to NATO, as well as to
Russia and Turkey (von Wogau 2003).
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In any event, a European security strategy will carry with it an
opportunity for the European Union to establish and position
itself as a full-fledged actor in global affairs. It can accomplish
this, on the one hand, by approximating the position held by
the United States in combating both terrorism and the increasing
availability of weapons of mass destruction. It can accomplish
this as well by placing unambiguous emphasis on the role of inter-
national organizations—on the United Nations, for example, and
its struggle against the proliferation of nuclear, chemical, and bio-
logical weapons.

The EU member states must gradually come to understand
that they need not surrender control over foreign policy matters
in a manner similar to the economic and currency union, but
must merely combine their energies and work toward a common
position, so that the project, “Common European Foreign and
Security Policy,” can properly commence. This Common Policy is
the cornerstone of Europe’s effort to become an equal partner in
the transatlantic collaboration.

The United Nations

The United Nations serves as a forum in which it seeks to bring
together as many of the agents of world policy as possible in
order to bring about the coexistence of diverse societies and so
avoid war. When the strategies intended to avoid war fail, it is the
United Nations that establishes the legal criteria for military action.
In the case of the Iraq war, however, this function slipped out
of its control. A “coalition of the willing” by-passed both the
United Nations and international law during the Iraq war. The
world cannot now simply return to its day-to-day concerns. It
must instead deal with questions relating to the future of interna-
tional organizations in general, with the United Nations in partic-
ular, and with international law in light of the new world order.
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U.S. foreign policy takes a hard line not only against the United
Nations; it also systematically opposes various international agree-
ments, such as the Kyoto Accords and the International Court of
Justice. In Iraq, however, U.S. credibility is now at stake. U.S.
actions have suffered a loss of legitimacy due to its inability to
bring about peace and stability in post-invasion Iraq.

This presents an opportunity for the United Nations to reposi-
tion itself and improve its overall standing. The fact that the United
States has not completely written off the United Nations is made
evident by recent U.S. efforts to obtain an Iraq resolution in the
U.N. Security Council.

The Americans obviously want to have the legitimacy of their
actions in Iraq confirmed by the United Nations. An institution
like the United Nations, which came into being as a consequence
of the shock of the Second World War, will not be so easily dis-
solved or replaced—not even by a superpower.

The Europeans also continue to believe in the importance of
the United Nations as a global institution and have intensified
their relationship with the United Nations in recent years. The
EU has actively supported the pre-eminent role of the United
Nations in preserving world peace and international security, sup-
ported regional integration processes carried out under U.N. aus-
pices, and has insured the smooth functioning of the United
Nations’ ongoing work through regular payment of its U.N.
dues.

Assuming a continued interest in the preservation of the
United Nations as an institution, the only means left for bringing
about change is through reform. Current attempts at institutional
reform have run aground on a Security Council structure that still
reflects the political constellation that existed at the end of the
Second World War. Discussions of possible reform measures,
however, are somewhat more prevalent now than in the past.

In any event, the United Nations must make use of the current
crisis situation. Given the situation that has arisen following the
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Iraq war, the body now has an opportunity to strengthen its role
in the international system. The United Nations must make bilat-
eral wars like that in Iraq impossible. This presupposes not only
the reconstitution of the U.N. Security Council but also an adjust-
ment of the UN. Charter, in order to bring it into conformity
with existing global realities.

Transatlantic relations in the New World Order:
Is there a chance for a new beginning?

It is clear that the United States expects it will have to deal with
other significant and potentially dangerous actors in the new
world order: “Russia is in the midst of a promising process of
transition and endeavors toward a democratic future and partner-
ship in the war against terrorism. ... Leading figures in China
have discovered that economic freedom is the sole source of

national prosperity.” (White House 2002)

And while greeting such developments, the United States will,
according to the security strategy, do whatever is necessary “to
actively oppose aggression on the part of great powers.” But what
role will the longstanding transatlantic partnership (or should one
perhaps say “cooperative”?) have to play in this endeavor?

From a security standpoint, the foremost task facing the trans-
atlantic alliance lies in putting an end to serious instances of dis-
order:

— The conflict in the Middle East cannot be settled by either
Western Europe or the United States alone. The Europeans
need not accept, however, repeatedly having their proposals
wiped from the table in Washington. Joint solutions could be
the key to success.

— The worldwide gap between rich and poor, made ever wider
by advancing globalization, might be narrowed through com-
mon efforts taken by both partners.
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— Global strategy rests on a balance of power, and on the legiti-
macy of political action. This clearly argues in favor of strength-
ening international organizations and agreements. Here, too,
the Atlantic partnership might also become more actively
engaged.

— Europe can serve as a counterweight to U.S. hegemony by
continuing to speak out in support of global policies based on
the U.N. Charter until such time as the Bush administration

joins in this pursuit.

Ideally, the world should be a multipolar place. We are, in any
case, not accustomed to a world with only a single superpower.
Since the start of the Cold War, we have been used to having two
rival superpowers. Now we find ourselves in a new world, one in
which even the United States, as sole remaining world power, has
yet to find its footing.

The other pillars of the New World Order should let their voi-
ces be heard and bring their weight to bear so that a more just
world order can come about. The National Security Strategy of
the United States and the EU probably will not put off a global
disaster for long—perhaps for a generation or two.

The time has come to set out on new paths toward a global
federation of all peoples and states. American hegemony, but also
the transatlantic partnership, can, at best, be viewed as transi-
tional stages on the road to a more lasting solution. It may be
that a more enduring solution lies in a U.N. world government,
with a global parliament, along with the requisite military capa-
bilities for securing and implementing worldwide disarmament.

This may be too idealistic, a new Utopia of sorts, but bringing
a little more idealism to bear in shaping of a new world order can
do no harm. After all, the United States and the European Union
both are products of an idealistic notion, not to say, dream. But
where are the idealistic strategies for the 21st century?
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An Elective Partnership:
Salvaging Transatlantic Relations’

James B. Steinberg

For those who had been predicting that strategic divergence
between the United States and Europe would follow the end of
the Cold War, the proof has been plain to see in the transatlantic
tensions in the lead-up to, during and following the war in Iraq.
The conclusion drawn by these NATO skeptics was that the
transatlantic relationship was a relic of the past, irrelevant at best
to the future security needs of the United States, and at worst a
shackle on needed freedom of action.

The skeptics have it half right. The security environment has
changed profoundly, and important elements of the old transat-
lantic bargain have disappeared. The collapse of the Soviet Union
and the end of Europe’s East-West divide removed a key link.

The acceleration of the European project has focused Europe’s
energy inward, while the emergence of the United States as a
superpower with unprecedented strength has increased its global
engagement. New waves of immigration have weakened tradi-
tional ties of kinship and culture, while creating new constituen-
cies with little historical connection to the transatlantic partner.

1 This paper is based on an essay that appeared in the Summer 2003 issue of
Survival, “An Elective Partnership: Salvaging Transatlantic Relations.” It was
prepared with the generous support of the Bertelsmann Foundation within the
framework of the project Future of Transatlantic Relations by the Bertels-
mann Foundation and the Center for Applied Policy Research and their larger
transatlantic initiative on security and on economics, finance and trade.
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Europe is entering an era of relative peace, while the United States
is preoccupied with its vulnerability to violence.

However, both the United States and Europe face new global
threats and opportunities that, in almost every case, can be dealt
with far more successfully if we act together.

Transnational threats, from terrorism and international crime
to environmental damage and disease, pose an increasing danger
to our well-being. Porous borders and global flows of goods,
money, people and ideas facilitate the spread of economic oppor-
tunity—but also foster the proliferation of technology for weap-
ons of mass destruction. Weak states threaten our security as
much as powerful ones. Ocean and land barriers offer little pro-
tection.

Developing a new, sustainable transatlantic relationship in
this era of “global politics” will require a series of deliberate deci-
sions on both sides of the Atlantic—a partnership of choice, not
necessity.

For the United States, this means avoiding the temptation,
offered by our unprecedented strength, to go it alone in pursuit of
narrowly defined national interests. For Europe, the new partner-
ship will require a willingness to accept that the United States
plays a uniquely valuable role as a leader in a world where power
still matters, and that a commitment to a rule-based international
order does not obviate the need to act decisively against those
who do not share that vision.

This is not the first time in our histories that the transatlantic
bargain has been put under strain. From the Suez crisis in the
1950s, the balance of payments disputes and France’s withdrawal
from NATO’s unified military command in the 1960s; the conflict
over burden sharing and Vietnam in the 1970s to the INF
debates, SDI and anxieties about decoupling in the 1980s and
trade friction in the 1990s, the Alliance has been declared crit-
ically ill, and calls have gone forth for the establishment of a new
transatlantic bargain (Steinberg 1993).
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But there is reason to believe that the new challenges facing
the United States and Europe are qualitatively different from
those that have vexed us in the past.

Under a reformed, “elective” partnership, in the security realm,
their joint challenge is to identify core elements of a common vision
of threats and opportunities, and strengthen the means of coopera-
tion to address common goals. In the broader political and eco-
nomic sphere, the United States and Europe must together lead the
effort to build the structures of international governance that are
necessary to address the transnational challenges of the twenty-first
century. The remainder of this essay assesses these two challenges.

Rebuilding security cooperation for the 21st century
Common goals and common interests

On both an objective and a subjective level, there are strong rea-
sons to believe that the security challenges facing the United States
and Europe are more shared than divergent, because most stem
from global trends that affect us all. This commonality of threats is
clearly perceived by publics on both sides of the Atlantic.

A poll published shortly before the Iraq crisis heated up in
summer 2002 showed that Europeans and Americans “have com-
mon views of threats and the distribution of power in the world.”
Both placed international terrorism and Iraq developing weapons
of mass destruction at the top of their list of perceived threats,
with the threat of Islamic fundamentalism not far behind (Chi-
cago Council and GMF 2002).

The most dramatic case is terrorism. The United States is a
more attractive target for terrorism through a lethal combination
of being sole superpower, champion of Western values and a
country with a dominant presence in the Arab and Islamic world.
Europe is not immune however, as the attacks on French materiel
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and personnel from the Persian Gulf to Pakistan have shown.
Moreover, the global network of terrorist organizations spans
Western societies and uses Western networks, from the Internet
to global transportation, for their own purposes.

Closely related is our common interest in halting the spread of
weapons of mass destruction. This is most clear in the case of the
possible acquisition of WMD by terrorists. It also applies to pro-
liferation among states, both because these states might intention-
ally or unintentionally provide WMD capability to terrorists, and
because the spread of WMD threatens to turn regional conflicts
into wars that could have global consequences.

There are other important, shared security interests as well —
the transformation of Russia into a stable, cooperative member
of the international community, the promotion of a stable, demo-
cratic and law-abiding Ukraine, political and economic transfor-
mation in the Caucasus and Central Asia, the completion of the
integration of the Balkans, and aiding the successful emergence of
a secular, democratic and prosperous Turkey, as a model for other
countries in the Islamic world and as a bulwark against the
spread of anti-Western Islamic militancy.

There are, however, differences between American and Euro-
pean security interests, actual and perceived. Geography has not
entirely lost its relevance. U.S. security interests in East Asia mean
that the United States will have a greater stake than Europe in
managing the complex transition in East Asia involving the grow-
ing strength of China and the likely unification of the Koreas.

North Korea is an interesting intersection of the global and
regional dimensions of security. Although the United States is more
deeply engaged in managing the overall security situation on the
peninsula, Europeans have taken a keen interest in addressing the
North Korean nuclear problem, which Europeans see as an element
of trying to maintain the global norms of non-proliferation under
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. Some Europeans (especially
France) have taken a tougher position on North Korea’s non-com-
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pliance with the Non-Proliferation Treaty than has the United
States. And when the United States appeared to reject the idea of
dialogue with North Korea, the EU, in an unprecedented step, sent
a mission of its own to Pyongyang in the spring of 2001.

Similarly, while the United States and Europe are both com-
mitted to supporting a secular, democratic Turkey, there have
been tensions between the United States and Europe over the
speed of Turkey’s acceptance as a candidate for membership in
the European Union.

Another important source of tensions is the Middle East, where
U.S. perspectives have been shaped above all by the security part-
nership with Israel; at the same time, historical ties buttressed by
new links through immigration have given several European states
a keen interest and distinctive perspective on the region in general
and on the Arab-Israeli peace process in particular.

The Chicago Council-GMF poll shows that 72 percent of
Europeans favor a Palestinian state, while only 40 percent of Amer-
icans hold that view and their attitudes are far warmer toward
Israel.

Yet even in the Middle East, the allies share important inter-
ests. These include a powerful interest in assuring stable, afford-
able supplies of energy from the region, and a common stake in
the economic and political reforms that are needed to reduce the
region’s role as an importer of WMD and an exporter of terror.
While European concerns about Arab emigration, particularly
from the Maghreb, are more immediate than similar American
concerns, both have an interest in providing economic opportuni-
ties to ease the pressure of burgeoning populations.

At least in principle, then, it seems clear that the range of com-
mon security interests is broad enough to warrant a serious effort
at transatlantic cooperation.

But to achieve cooperation in practice, the two sides must
have effective means of working together. Yet there are several
barriers that stand in the way of making security cooperation
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work at an operational level —the absence of agreed, effective
mechanisms for reaching common strategies, differing assessments
of the efficacy of various tools and strategies to meet common
threats and a gap in overall capabilities, which can inhibit coop-
eration even when goals and strategies are agreed on.

The mechanism: A new NATO or a new approach?

The debate over the mechanism of cooperation has centered
around whether NATO, suitably adapted, should continue to be
the favored forum or whether new approaches are necessary.
There is no unambiguously right conclusion to this debate. But
the weight of the argument would appear to favor retaining a
core role for NATO, suitably rebalanced to meet the new mis-
sions and the new political realities of European integration.

The agreements reached at the Prague Summit indicate recog-
nition on both sides of the Atlantic of the importance of transat-
lantic security cooperation, based on the participation of each
sovereign government, not two blocs (the EU and the United
States). This perspective is reinforced by the largely overlapping
processes of NATO and EU enlargement.

Of the seven new NATO members, five are also part of the
next wave of EU enlargement, and the other two remain likely
candidates for EU membership. Of the 10 new EU members,
three are already members of NATO and five more are joining as
part of the new wave. Seen another way, after the next rounds of
enlargement, 19 of 25 EU members will be in NATO, and 19 of
26 NATO members will be in the EU (with at least two more,
Romania and Bulgaria, likely to join).

Moreover, most new EU members are more “transatlantic” in
orientation than many of the older members.

So long as the security dimension of the EU remains intergov-
ernmental and largely based on consensus rather than majority
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voting, there is no deep tension between the NATO format and
the EU’s own processes, and the established military dimensions
of cooperation would be difficult to replicate without NATO.

Conversely, a diminished reliance on NATO, particularly in
dealing with global security challenges, would push the United
States more and more toward the strategy of “coalitions of the
willing,” diminishing Europe’s influence and enhancing the chan-
ces that the United States and Europe would take divergent
approaches, to the detriment of both.

Unilateralism, multilateralism and international institutions

Some, like Robert Kagan, have argued that even if there is agree-
ment in principle on the need for cooperation and the mechanism
to pursue it, differences in worldview are now so wide that coop-
eration will remain difficult in practice (Kagan 2002). Contrary
to Kagan’s argument, however, Chicago Council-GMF poll
strongly suggests that “[b]oth sides strongly support a multilat-
eral approach to international problems and the strengthening of
multilateral institutions.”

Even after the debacle at the United Nations in March 2003,
an equal percentage of Americans, Britons and French said that
the United Nations was “still important,” and most Americans
wanted a U.N. Security Council resolution and more interna-
tional support before going to war (Pew Research Center 2003).

Conversely, majorities on both sides show a strong readiness
to use military force for a broad range of purposes, and support
NATO and its expansion. Large majorities on both sides favored
the use of force against terrorist training camps and facilities, and
to uphold international law.

At the same time, substantial majorities on both sides of the
Atlantic say that economic strength is more important than mili-
tary strength in determining a country’s overall power and influ-



96 James B. Steinberg

ence in the world. An overwhelming number of both American
and Europeans say that the United Nations needs to be strength-
ened. The poll suggests that Europeans and Americans are from
both Venus and Mars.

The capabilities gap

A third potential barrier is the growing divergence in military
capabilities between the United States and Europe. Proponents of
this thesis argue consequently that even if the United States and
Europe agree on the need to use force, they will be unable to
work together.

Some go on to argue that the very fact of Europe’s relative
military weakness will lead it to favor diplomacy over force, thus
exacerbating policy differences with the United States. From the
U.S. perspective, those who worry about the gap contend that
European weaknesses will make Europe a less valuable partner,
leaving the United States free to ignore European views, and to
develop closer relationships with more strategically relevant part-
ners, such as Russia and the Central Asian states.

These concerns, while real, seem seriously overstated. Most
military operations do not require “high-end” forces at all —recent
interventions of British forces in Sierra Leone and French forces in
the Ivory Coast and the Congo are but three recent examples. Even
in high-end contingencies, not all central military roles require the
most technologically sophisticated forces—consider the role of the
Northern Alliance in the Afghanistan conflict.

In more challenging military circumstances, at least some ele-
ments of the European forces are capable of operating effectively
with the United States, as has been the case with Special Opera-
tions Forces in Afghanistan and naval forces in the Persian Gulf
and off the coast of Africa. Finally, key deficiencies in European
forces—lack of mobility, scarcity of precision-guided munitions—
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can be rectified without dramatic increases in European defense
budgets.

Greater U.S. willingness to transfer technology to allies could
also help in reducing the magnitude of the capabilities gap. This
issue by itself need not be a serious barrier to U.S.-European
security cooperation.

The preceding discussion goes a long way toward demonstrat-
ing that the United States and Europe have considerable potential
to pursue common security interests well into the next century.
But it will not be enough to rely on an invisible hand. Several key
steps must be taken to make this potential a reality:

First, it is critical to avoid the trap of “division of labor” in
the security realm—an arrangement where “the United States
does the cooking and Europe the washing-up” could be devastat-
ing for the prospects of future cooperation and will almost inevi-
tably lead to diverging perceptions of how to manage crises in the
future.

If the United States abjures responsibility for managing the
results of using force, then the United States will almost inevita-
bly underestimate the costs and consequences of the military
option. Conversely, if Europe fails to share in the military and
political burdens associated with the use of force, European voi-
ces will be given little consideration by U.S. policymakers, and
Europeans will tend to downplay the efficacy of force as an
option.

Second, Europe needs to develop at least some “high-end” mili-
tary capabilities and fill shortfalls, as offered at the Prague Summit
to allow European forces to operate effectively with the United
States.”

2 The Prague Capabilities commitment consisted of “firm and specific political
commitments to improve [European]| capabilities in the areas of chemical, bio-
logical, radiological, and nuclear defense; intelligence, surveillance, and target
acquisition; air-to-ground surveillance; command, control and communica-
tions; combat effectiveness, including precision guided munitions and suppres-



98 James B. Steinberg

Third, both the United States and Europe need to enhance
their ability to contribute to peacekeeping and post-conflict stabi-
lization and reconstruction. This includes training and equipping
conventional military forces for these roles and, perhaps more
importantly, the development of specialized capabilities (includ-
ing paramilitary capabilities such as the Italian carabinieri and
France’s gendarmarie) to meet the unique security demands these
missions entail.

Fourth is the importance of preserving consensus at the heart of
alliance decision-making. In practice, NATO has always been able
to develop the means to allow the most powerful states to play a
proportionately influential role—for example, the role of the
“quint” during the Kosovo War—and to prevent dissenters from
paralyzing NATO action without damaging political solidarity.

One way to increase efficiency without destroying consensus
would be to strengthen the role of the Secretary General in man-
aging the internal and administrative affairs of the alliance, while
reserving policy for the members.

Fifth is the need to make further progress on linking NATO
and EU military capabilities in order to foster the EU’ ability to
provide effective military forces, without unnecessarily duplicat-
ing NATO capabilities or creating transatlantic ruptures. With
the apparent resolution of the Greece—Turkey blockage on the
so-called “Berlin plus” arrangements that allow the EU to use
NATO assets when NATO as a whole is not involved, it is possi-
ble to move forward.

A key test will be to develop the proposed NATO Response
Force (endorsed at Prague) as a complement to the EU Headline
Goal. This also means strengthening the political linkages be-
tween the EU institutions of ESDP and NATO.

sion of enemy air defenses; strategic air and sea lift; air-to-air refueling; and
deployable combat support and combat service support units.” Prague Sum-
mit Declaration, Para. 4(d), www.nato.int/docu/pr/2002/p02-127e.htm.
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Sixth is the need for enhanced transatlantic defense industrial
cooperation. More can be done, particularly in the area of tech-
nology transfer, which, through efforts such as the Clinton admin-
istration’s Defense Trade Security Initiative, can be done without
compromising security.

Given the changing nature of our security threats, defense-
industrial cooperation should not be limited to traditional mili-
tary acquisition but to the development of new technologies and
application of old ones for the protection of the homeland (Ham-
ilton 2001).

Building the infrastructure of global governance

Although the focus of the transatlantic debate over the past
months has been on the security relationship, the consequences of
globalization make transatlantic cooperation imperative in the
non-security realm as well where the United States and Europe
have even more profound interests. Both are among the principal
beneficiaries of the dramatic increase in the speed and volume of
movement of people, goods, services and ideas.

Inward and outward capital flows, trade and immigration
(particularly in the United States) have become an increasingly
important component of our economic growth, and a major fac-
tor in productivity increases. The rapid exchange of ideas is not
only fuelling innovation, but also helping to propagate our values
around the world.

But the benefits of globalization are not fully shared, either
within our own societies, or around the world—where the dispar-
ities are far more dramatic and domestic instability, crime and
political alienation are among the consequences.

Abroad, some developing countries, notably China and more
recently India, have begun to tap into globalization to spur
growth, but those outside the global web have fallen further and
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further behind. Within and outside the US, even in successfully
globalizing developing countries, internal divides seriously threaten
social stability.

The tensions that grow out of these disparities in sharing the
benefits of globalization have serious, shared consequences for
the United States and Europe.

At home, a backlash against globalization can lead to policies,
such as protectionism and anti-immigrant movements that threaten
our ability to sustain the growth that globalization fosters.

Abroad, the failure of many to reap the benefits of globaliza-
tion undermines efforts to gain broad international support to
extend and sustain an open trade and investment system.

It fosters instability in countries left behind, contributing to
conflict, the spread of infectious disease and environmental harm,
and criminal activity. It breeds deep resentments against the
“haves” and their system, which can foster terrorism and the desire
to acquire dangerous weaponry to offset the power of the West.

Strengthening the global economic infrastructure

For this reason, the United States and Europe share a common
strategic as well as humanitarian interest in addressing this global
challenge. Both need to move beyond their limited cooperation in
this area and help developing countries tap into the global sys-
tems of intellectual and material interchange.

This means effective, coordinated strategies of development
assistance to help build strong governance, vibrant civil societies
and healthy, educated populations in countries that lack them
today. It also means a new commitment to meet the goals of the
Doha Development trade round, which would provide important
benefits to the world’s poorer countries, while sustaining the
global trading system which is so important to our common pros-

perity.
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More broadly, the globalization of commerce, and in particu-
lar, the growing importance of transnational services has chal-
lenged the capacity of the international system to provide an
adequate predictable regulatory framework to facilitate these
vital flows. This lack of agreed frameworks has had a particularly
pernicious impact on U.S.-European relations.

On issues ranging from competition policy to privacy regula-
tion, to rules for emerging sectors such as biotechnology, incom-
patible and sometimes conflicting approaches have had serious
economic consequences for both partners, and have generated
deep political friction. There need to be institutionalized, endur-
ing collaborative efforts to resolve these differences at a high
level.

Sustaining the global ecosystem

In recent years, few subjects have caused as much contention in
the transatlantic relationship as disputes over environmental pol-
icy. The controversy over the Kyoto Protocol is but one of many
transatlantic environmental disputes, ranging from controversies
over biodiversity, to the environmental consequences of geneti-
cally modified organisms, to the broader question of the role of
the “precautionary principle” and the argued need for a multilat-
eral environmental organization to complement the World Trade
Organization.

Yet despite deep differences between governments, popular
sentiment again seems much closer than assumed by conventional
wisdom.

In the Chicago Council-GMF poll, nearly identical percentages
of Americans (49 percent) and Europeans (46 percent) describe
global warming as “extremely important™ or critical. Although a
clear majority of Europeans oppose the use of biotechnology in
agriculture and food production, American anxieties are much
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higher than commonly supposed. Only a small plurality of Amer-
icans support agricultural biotechnology, and a clear majority
support the right of Europe to impose a labeling requirement.

While no amount of consultation will bridge fundamental dif-
ferences over policy, given the objective realities of environmental
risk and the fundamental commonalities in European and Ameri-
can attitudes to environmental issues, more effective mechanisms
are needed to coordinate policy approaches. The first step is to
try to achieve greater scientific consensus on the underlying issues
so that such a consensus can be a powerful tool for policy coordi-
nation.

Combating terrorism and international crime

While NATO can and should play an important role in coordi-
nating the military and some aspects of the diplomatic strategy to
engage the threat posed by some non-state actors, the policy
tools, and thus the range of actors involved suggest that mecha-
nisms for transatlantic cooperation must extend beyond NATO.

The EU’s own progress in deepening cooperation on so-called
“third-pillar issues,” related to justice and home affairs, offers an
important opportunity to strengthen U.S.-EU cooperation as
well. On issues such as arrest warrants and evidentiary legal assis-
tance, the prospect that Europe will adopt a common standard
(Council Framework Decision from June 13, 2002) makes it
more likely that the United States and EU can cooperate. Simi-
larly, U.S.-EU cooperation on money laundering has gradually led
to widely accepted global standards to deal with terrorist and
criminal finance.

There remain many barriers. In the case of terrorism, the
availability of the death penalty in the United States, and Euro-
pean unease at some of the investigatory tools used by the United
States in the wake of the September 11 attacks have threatened to
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derail cooperation on highly visible cases. Information sharing is
hobbled by European claims of lack of reciprocity, and U.S. fears
that valuable investigatory information will not be adequately
protected.

The new spirit of cooperation needs to be supplemented by
NATO-like procedures for sharing and protecting classified infor-
mation, and the EU-wide harmonization efforts must be extended
to transatlantic U.S.-EU agreements on mutual legal assistance to
supplement bilateral agreements with individual countries.

Strengthening the mechanisms of cooperation

All the challenges discussed in this essay affect the world more
broadly, and thus cannot be settled by the United States and Europe
alone. But without our leadership, nothing can go forward. To
translate the potential of the transatlantic relationship into a
more positive reality, the EU itself must take further steps to insti-
tutionalize its own capacity to act in these areas and the U.S. and
Europe will need to establish more formal, effective mechanisms
for consultation and even decision-making.

From climate change to infectious disease, our shared stake,
and the inability of either partner to solve these problems alone,
point clearly to the value of working together. Harmonizing our
approaches to these issues will be difficult, but failure to do so
will be costly.

Conclusion: It's not too late

Has the bitter conflict over Iraq caused such deep acrimony so as
to overwhelm the strong case for cooperation? If European lead-
ers conclude that Europe must become a counter-weight to the
United States, rather than a partner, it will certainly be difficult to
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engage in the kind of open search for common ground that an
elective partnership requires. Also, there is a risk that post-Iraq
public opinion in both Europe and the United States will make it
difficult even for leaders who want to forge a new relationship to
make the necessary accommodations.

But whether Iraq is a turning point is not foreordained. Most
European leaders opposed the efforts of President Jacques Chirac
to define the conflict as one centering on U.S. unilateralism,
rather than Saddam Hussein’s defiance of the international com-
munity. If the Bush administration now actively works to heal the
breach (for example, by involving NATO in the post-war stabili-
zation effort and cooperating with the EU on reconstruction),
rather than focusing on punishing and isolating those who
opposed the United States, a new opportunity can be created.

On the European side, especially in France and Germany,
there is an equal need to recognize Europe’s interest in a success-
ful outcome in Iraq, rather than standing aloof because they
opposed the war in the first place.

As for the respective publics, there is also reason for cautious
optimism, particularly if, rather than catering to the raw public
sentiment of the moment, U.S. and European officials show lead-
ership.

Just before differences over Iraq captured the public mood,
citizens on both sides of the Atlantic believed that we still matter
to each other. In the Chicago Council-GMF poll, 58 percent of
Americans said that Europe was more important to the U.S. than
Asia, up from 42 percent in 1998. Europeans in turn showed con-
tinued warm feelings toward the U.S. with 64 percent supporting
a strong U.S. leadership role.

The Iraq war clearly has had a sharply chilling effect on the
regard for one another. According to a Pew Center survey taken
on the eve of the war, favorable attitudes toward the United
States in Britain dropped from 75 percent in mid-2002 to 48 per-
cent, in France from 63 percent to 31 percent, in Germany from
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61 percent to 28 percent and in Italy from 70 percent to 34 per-
cent (Pew Center 2003).

Whether the previous sense of solidarity can be restored in the
future will depend on the policies that governments on both sides
adopt in the crucial months to come. A vibrant transatlantic part-
nership remains a real possibility, but only if both sides make the
necessary political commitment. It is elective, not inevitable; but
we will all be the better off if we seize the opportunity.
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After Transatlanticism, What?'

Ivo H. Daalder

Relations among the transatlantic allies are in serious trouble, very
serious trouble. It has been a long time since a U.S. Secretary of
State spoke of the Alliance “breaking up,” as Colin Powell did in
early February amidst the flap over France’s, Germany’s, and Bel-
gium’s refusal to allow NATO to take preventive steps to defend
Turkey in case of a war against Iraq (Preston and Weisman 2003).

As close and long an observer of U.S.-European relations as
Henry Kissinger has even concluded that differences over Iraq
have “produced the gravest crisis in the Atlantic Alliance since its
creation five decades ago.” (Kissinger 2003: 21)

Is today’s crisis in transatlantic relations different from the
many that occurred in the past? Some, like Robert Kagan, argue
that the changing structure of U.S.-European relations—and espe-
cially the great and growing imbalance of power—make this cri-
sis different (Kagan 2003: pp. 3-4).

Others have a more optimistic view. For all their differences,
notes Philip Gordon, “basic American and European values and
interests have not diverged—and the European democracies are
certainly closer allies of the United States than the inhabitants of
any other region are.” (Gordon 2003: p. 74) The differences that

1 This paper is based on an essay that appeared in the Summer 2003 issue of
Survival, vol. 45, no. 2, pp. 147-166, “The End of Atlanticism.” The paper
was prepared with the generous support of the Bertelsmann Foundation.
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do exist, Gordon argues, are the result largely of a sharp policy
shift in Washington under President George W. Bush.

Rather than conflicting, both contentions are in fact on the
mark. There has been a profound change in the structure of U.S.-
European relations, though the differentiation of power is only
one, and not the most important, factor accounting for this
change. One crucial consequence of this transformation is the end
of transatlanticism— American and European foreign policy no
longer center around the transatlantic alliance to the same domi-
nant extent as in the past. Other concerns—both global and
local—and different means for addressing them have now come
to the fore.

As a result, it is no longer simply a question of adapting trans-
atlantic institutions to new realities—to give NATO a new mis-
sion or purpose. The changing structure of relations between the
United States and Europe means that a new basis for the relation-
ship must be found, lest the continued drift ends in separation
and, ultimately, divorce.

American policy toward Europe and the Atlantic Alliance rep-
resents the tipping point determining the future of a drifting rela-
tionship between the United States and Europe. Wise policy can
help forge a new, more enduring strategic partnership, through
which the two sides of the Atlantic cooperate in meeting the
many major challenges and opportunities of our evolving world
together.

But a policy that takes Europe for granted—that routinely
ignores or even belittles European concerns—may drive Europe
away. For under circumstances like these, Europeans may come
to resent being dragged into problems that are not of their own
creation. There may come a point, perhaps sooner than many
think, when Europe refuses to continue sharing the risks of inter-
national engagement without having an equal share in decisions
that create those risks.
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The end of transatlanticism

For over half a century, American and European foreign policy
has centered around the transatlantic axis. For America, Europe
and the allies stood center stage—Europe was both the locus and
the focus in America’s confrontation with the Soviet Union. For
Europe, America was its guardian and protector.

In the 1990s, the structurally determined need to mediate U.S.
and European foreign policy through the transatlantic prism
effectively came to an end. America’s and Europe’s immediate
concerns have increasingly diverged—one focusing globally, the
other locally. And the differences between them have been further
accentuated by diverging perspectives of what drives the new age
of global politics that replaced the familiar transatlantic world of
the cold war.

Shifting priorities

For most of the past century, the fundamental purpose of Ameri-
can foreign policy was to ensure that no single power would dom-
inate the Eurasian landmass. Three times during the last century,
the United States sent massive numbers of military forces overseas
to defeat those who sought dominion over this geostrategically
crucial area—in World War I, World War II and during the Cold
War.

Once the Soviet empire was no more, the last serious challenge
for territorial dominion over the Eurasian landmass had been
removed. The primary purpose of American foreign policy had
thus been achieved.

It took some years to realize how much Europe’s strategic rele-
vance to the United States had been reduced. The 1990s (a period
we now best remember as the post-cold war era) were given over
to consolidating the victory of the Long War. Together with its
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European partners, Washington set out to create a peaceful, undi-
vided, and democratic Europe (Daalder 2001: pp. 70-96; Daal-
der and Goldgeier 2001: pp. 71-91). NATO evolved from a col-
lective defense organization into Europe’s main security institu-
tion.

A new relationship with Russia emerged after ten, intensive
years of effort. In 2001, Russia under President Vladimir Putin
made a decisive turn toward the West, engaging the United States
as a partner in the war on terrorism, and negotiating a fundamen-
tally cooperative relationship with NATO a year later.

Finally, while pockets of instability remain in the Balkans, the
Caucasus, and beyond, Europe’s main institutions have proven
more than capable of handling these problems. As a result of
these efforts, Europe is today more peaceful, more democratic,
and more united than at any time in history.

The terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, reinforced Amer-
ica’s strategic shift away from Europe. Washington is now focused
on trying to defeat the terrible nexus of terrorists, tyrants, and
technologies of mass destruction.

Seen from Washington, Europe can be a partner—even a cru-
cial one—in U.S. efforts to defeat this new threat, but only to the
extent that it supports the fundamental course that Washington
has embarked upon. As a strategic concern, Europe has moved
from being the object of American policy to playing a supporting
role.

Europe’s shift in strategic priorities has been much less dra-
matic, at least for now. The principal focus of European foreign
policy today is what it has been for more than fifty years—to
eliminate the possibility of a return to internecine conflict through
an ever greater commitment to sharing sovereignty within a Euro-
pean Union.

The EU is the focal point for European policy and activity
over a vast range of areas. For the immediate future, the EU has
embarked on a fantastically ambitious phase, encompassing both
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deeper cooperation among existing members and enlargement of
the overall union to incorporate many of the neighboring coun-
tries in the east. A constitutional convention will decide the
parameters of Europe’s union in future years, including the for-
eign and security policy field.

The enlargement project will be challenging. More than 100
million people will be added to the European Union, increasing
the EU’ overall population by nearly a quarter. The costs and
consequences of enlargement are likely to be enormous. For at
least the remainder of this decade, Europe is likely to remain
focused on completing this demanding project.

So while America’s focus has shifted away from Europe,
Europe has shifted ever more closely toward the old continent.

American power and globalization

The shifting foreign policy priorities and potential differences
that arise from them are accentuated by the diverging ways in
which Americans and Europeans perceive the current interna-
tional environment.

We live in an age of global politics that is characterized by
two unprecedented phenomena. One is the sheer predominance
of the United States. The other is globalization, which has un-
leashed economic, political, and social forces that are beyond the
control of any one country, including the United States.

Americans and Europeans differ about which of these two
aspects of our new age is the most important. Americans, and
especially the Bush administration and its supporters, believe that
U.S. primacy is the defining feature of the world we live in.

Europeans, in contrast, tend to see globalization—including
the constraints it places on any one nation’s power—as the char-
acteristic feature of the current era. The sheer speed and volume
of cross border contacts and the fact that globalization is occur-
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ring across multiple dimensions simultaneously mean that neither
its positive nor its negative consequences can be managed by indi-
vidual countries on their own. As a consequence, no one coun-
try—not even the most powerful —can secure its goals without
the aid of others.

The differing perspectives of what defines the age of global
politics are reflected in very different foreign policy preferences
(see Daalder and Lindsay 2003). The Bush administration and its
supporters favor what has been called a “hegemonist” foreign
policy, which is based on the belief that the preponderance of
power enables the United States to achieve its goals without rely-
ing on others. The terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001, only
underscored the vital importance of maintaining the freedom to
act as Washington sees fit.

The premium that hegemonists place on freedom of action
leads them to view international institutions, regimes, and treaties
with considerable skepticism—and as constraints on the United
States. The purpose of allied consultations is to convince others
of the rightness of the U.S. cause. Finally, hegemonists believe
that the fundamental purpose of American foreign policy is to
maintain and extend American power for the indefinite future.

In contrast, Europeans favor what has been termed a “global-
ist” foreign policy, one that relies on international cooperation as
a means to deal with the multiple challenges and opportunities
globalization creates. None of these can be harnessed or blocked
by individual states alone.

In addition, while the United States is by far the most powerful
state in the world today, one important consequence of globalization
is the diffusion of power away from states. NGOs, ranging from
businesses to transnational citizens groups, from crime cartels to
terrorist groups, are often more nimble than states and frequently
succeed in frustrating their policies. The changing policy agenda
and rise of these non-state actors mean that even the most power-
ful state is losing its ability to control what goes on in the world.
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Consequences for transatlantic relations

The main consequence of these changes in U.S. and European
policy priorities is to make the transatlantic relationship less piv-
otal to the foreign policy of both actors. For America, Europe is a
useful source of support for American actions—a place to seek
complementary capabilities to build ad hoc coalitions of the will-
ing and somewhat able. But to Washington, Europe is less central
to its main interests and preoccupations than it was during the
decades of the cold war.

For European countries, America’s protective role has become
superfluous with the disappearance of the Soviet threat, and its
pacifying presence is no longer warranted given the advance of
European integration. The task of integrating all of Europe into
the zone of peace now falls squarely on Europe’s shoulders, with
the United States playing at most a supporting role.

These shifts are becoming apparent in all sorts of ways—from
the mundane to the profound. Diplomatic contact across the
Atlantic is dropping precipitously in terms of quantity and qual-
ity, while within Europe it continues to rise. The unwillingness of
the United States to engage in a kind of personal give-and-take
diplomacy underscores the declining importance of Europe to
Washington policymakers, and raises questions in Europe about
whether it is more interested in stating firm American convictions
than forging common positions.

Just as personal contact is apparently becoming less important
across the Atlantic, so NATO, the embodiment of transatlanti-
cism, is beginning to lose its central role. But as priorities and
interests have shifted on both sides of the Atlantic, NATQO’s con-
fidence-building role is being increasingly marginalized. This
became especially apparent after September 11.

Within 24 hours of the horrendous attack on the World Trade
Center and Pentagon, the 19 NATO members did something they
had never done before—they invoked Article V of the North
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Atlantic Treaty declaring the attack on the United States an attack
against all. But aside from the symbolically important deploy-
ment of NATO AWACS surveillance planes to the United States
to assist in providing air cover over the country, the Alliance was
assigned no role in devising or carrying out a military response to
the terrorist attacks.

Iraq, initially, was no different. When Secretary of Defense
Donald Rumsfeld traveled to an informal NATO ministerial
meeting in Warsaw in September 2002 and was asked what role
NATO might have in a possible war against Iraq, he answered:
“It hasn’t crossed my mind; we’ve not proposed it.” (Graham and
Kaiser 2002: p. A14)

Two months later, President Bush, while declaring in a speech
at NATO’s Prague summit that “never has our need for collective
defense been more urgent,” emphasized that if the peaceful disar-
mament of Iraq proved impossible “the United States will lead a
coalition of the willing to disarm Iraq.” (Bush 2002: p. A19)

It is clear that the central role NATO once played in U.S. for-
eign and defense policy has dissipated in recent years. Part of the
reason, for sure, is the growing capabilities gap separating U.S. and
European military forces, as President Bush emphasized in Prague.

Yet, the capabilities gap provides only part of the explanation.
Washington is also extremely wary of having its power tied down
by coalition or alliance considerations. Now that it has the power
to go it largely alone in the military field, few in the current admin-
istration believe there is much to gain from constraining the use of
that power by subordinating the planning and execution of a mili-
tary campaign to the dictates of alliance considerations.

As Donald Rumsfeld explains: “I said last year [2001] that the
mission defines the coalition, and I think that was not only a cor-
rect statement, but it has been an enormously helpful concept in
this war on terror.” (Kitfield 2002: pp. 2978-79)

From this perspective, the United States, not coincidentally,
can do what it wants without regard to the views of others—be
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they Alliance partners or not. And what of NATO’s role? Rather
than providing a common front, the Alliance’s military utility lies

13

increasingly in providing the Pentagon a “useful joint-training-
and exercise organization from which the United States can
cherry-pick ‘coalitions of the willing’ to participate in US-led
operations.” (Kitfield 2002: p. 2978)

As U.S. interest in the Atlantic Alliance wanes, Europeans are
left with one of two alternatives. One is to try to refashion the
fraying bonds by emphasizing the importance of transatlantic
unity and the continued centrality of NATO in US-European rela-
tions. Oftentimes, this translates into expressing support for U.S.
policy, even in otherwise objectionable cases, in order to demon-
strate continued fealty to the transatlantic ties.

Moreover, being good allies is, as Tony Blair has emphasized,
also the only way in which a weaker ally can effectively influence
a powerful country like the United States® (Blair 2003: p. 1765).

Another way to fill the void America’s lessened interests has
created is to try to forge a stronger and closer European Union.
“If we do not speak with a single voice, our voice won’t exist and
nobody will hear us,” warned Romano Prodi, president of the
European Commission (Prodi, quoted in Daly 2003: p. A12).

This impulse often fuels opposition to U.S. policy in an effort
to rally a common European position on a particular issue. These
efforts are most often successful when the goal is creating new
rules, norms, or multilateral institutions to deal with global chal-
lenges—as European efforts with regard to global warming, anti-
personnel landmines, and creating an international criminal tri-
bunal have underscored. But on major security issues—as in the
case of Iraq—both tendencies will be reinforced simultaneously.

2 In a speech setting out Britain’s foreign policy principles, Blair listed as the
first principle: “remain the closest ally of the US, and as allies influence them
to continue broadening their agenda.”
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What future for transatlantic relations?

Where does this leave the transatlantic relationship? In a major
speech on the impact of Iraq on U.S.-European relations, Secre-
tary Powell noted that the transatlantic “marriage is intact, remains
strong, will weather any differences that come along.” (Powell
2003) What, then, will be the future of the transatlantic marriage?

Divorce is the most radical option but it would fly in the face of
major forces keeping the partners together. For all that has changed
in transatlantic relations over the past decade, the core of the rela-
tionship remains largely intact. This core consists of a commitment
to a set of values—peace, democracy, liberty, and free enter-
prise—that is shared by Americans and Europeans alike.

The mutual commitment to uphold and defend these values
provides the fundamental basis of the U.S.-European relation-
ship—it is what created the sense of community for more than
half a century. And no matter what differences exist or may
emerge across the Atlantic (or, indeed, within Europe itself), the
commitment to these values will ensure that their resolution will
be peaceful rather than by force of arms. That, given the conti-
nent’s bloody history, is no mean achievement.

But if divorce is unlikely, a renewal of the partnership is no
easier. The structural shifts detailed above militate against it.
Renewing the partnership on a new, more durable basis will
require difficult, and costly adjustments in both Europe and the
United States (see Daalder 2001, pp. 88-95).

Europe will have to enhance its capacity for joint action—
especially in the military field. Real partnership requires real mili-
tary capabilities. Europeans will also have to demonstrate a will-
ingness to carry more of the burdens, not just in Europe but
increasingly beyond Europe as well. This will require Europeans
to extend their strategic vision beyond the geographic confines of
Europe to include much of the rest of world—also in terms of
overall security and political requirements.
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Finally, a renewed partnership will require the United States
to demonstrate a willingness to accord Europe a greater—if not,
an equal—voice in their relationship. Not only must Washington
be willing at times to defer to Europe’s lead (even if this is in a
direction the United States does not fully support), but it must
also show that it is committed to international cooperative
means—including treaties, regimes, and norms—to enhancing the
security, prosperity, and well-being of all.

All of this represents a tall order, even for those fully commit-
ted to a renewed partnership. It is not at all evident that a suffi-
cient number of people are so committed today.

Without a formal divorce or a renewed partnership, U.S.-Euro-
pean relations are likely to drift—with transatlantic relations and
institutions falling more and more into disuse. But drift is not likely
to be sustainable for long. It will either, willy-nilly, end in divorce, or
produce a crisis so severe that leaders on both sides of the Atlantic
take steps to update and renew the partnership. Which of these out-
comes will come to pass will depend to a significant extent on the
policy and preferences of the dominant player in the relationship.

The tipping point

George W. Bush, and the policies his administration pursues, rep-
resents the tipping point in U.S.-European relations. Nothing pre-
ordains the end of this relationship, but Bush’s policies—and even
more so his personal style—aggravate the deep fissures that have
emerged in transatlantic relations as a result of the structural
shifts discussed earlier.

President Bush has appeared more interested in demonstrating
the righteousness of his positions than finding ways to accommo-
date other perspectives into U.S. policies. Far from softening this
approach, the terrorist attacks against the World Trade Center
and Pentagon only reinforced these tendencies.
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For all the shared sense of shock engendered by the television
images beamed across the globe, Europeans and Americans
reacted very differently to the September 11 attacks. Whereas lit-
tle changed in Europe’s policy, perspectives, and priorities, the
impact of the attacks on the United States was truly profound.
For the American people, the terrorists shattered their sense of
physical invulnerability. For the administration, the attacks came
to define its policy, foreign and domestic, in every conceivable
dimension. And for President Bush, the devastating events pro-
vided the fundamental purpose of his presidency.

Because America and Europe experienced September 11 dif-
ferently, policy convergence between them for dealing with the
threat represented by these attacks has been tactical rather than
strategic. There is significant cooperation on counter-terrorism
between U.S. and European law enforcement agencies, intelli-
gence communities, and financial regulators. And there is a joint
commitment to weed out terrorist cells before they strike again.

But there is no agreement on the broader strategic context of
these efforts. For much of Europe, this fight against terrorism at
home must be complemented by a major new effort to tackle the
root causes of terrorism—the seething conflicts, poverty and
despair, and the constraints on liberty that supplies the terrorist
army with its dedicated soldiers.

As Tony Blair put it just weeks after the attacks, “So I believe
this a fight for freedom. And I want to make it a fight for justice
too. Justice not only to punish the guilty. But justice to bring
those same values of democracy and freedom around the world
... The starving, the wretched, the dispossessed, the ignorant,
those living in want and squalor from the deserts of Northern
Africa, to the slums of Gaza, to the mountain ranges of Afghani-
stan: They too are our cause.” (Blair 2001)

Diplomacy, peacekeeping and nation-building efforts, eco-
nomic aid, and democracy promoting assistance must play a crit-
ical role in the anti-terrorist campaign.
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For the Bush administration, the strategic context of what it
calls the global war on terrorism is the nexus between terrorism,
rogue states, and weapons of mass destruction (The White House
2002). Regime change—by force if necessary—represents the
strategic thrust of this global war. Once rogue states have been
liberated, terrorists will have no place to hide and weapons of
mass destruction can be eliminated.

What makes these differences in perspective and approach
starker still is President Bush’s personal style—the certainty with
which he holds his views, the manner in which he defends them,
and above all the religious overtones of his rhetoric. September
11, in many ways, was an epiphany for George Bush—it defined
the true purpose of his presidency.

More than a year later, a senior administration official con-
firmed that Bush “really believes he was placed here to do this as
part of a divine plan.” (Hirsh 2002/03: p.10) The “this” is what
Bush refers to as the fight between good and evil—a fight in which
America, representing the good, will triumph over the “evildoers.”

Because there is only a single correct policy —because, as Bush
put it shortly after September 11, “either you are with us, or you
are with the terrorists”(Bush 2001)—the value of other states,
including those allied with the United States, is judged by their
fealty to and support for American policy.

While some European countries have been flattered by their
elevation in Bush’s rank ordering—and many, especially the
newer allies, have sought to ingratiate themselves to Washington
by astutely playing to the American president’s predilections®
(Aznar 2003)—most Europeans have experienced the Bush ad-
ministration’s certitude on policy matters with great unease.

3 Thus, in early February no less than 18 European countries either signed a
newspaper opinion article or open letter expressing their support for the
United States over the issue of Iraq.
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But it is the White House’s religiosity that is most striking—and
disturbing—to many Europeans. The difference in perspective
reflects in part a societal one. Although American and European
societies share similar perspectives on the importance of democ-
racy, human rights, liberty, transparency, and other socio-political
values, they diverge notably on religious and traditional values.

The United States is a far more religious country than Europe,
and traditional values find far greater adherence there than in
European countries—be they east or west, old or new Europe
(The Economist 2003: pp. 18-20). There is, of course, nothing
new about policy differences between the United States and
Europe. These have existed for as long as the Alliance has. The
expression of these differences in perspective and approach are
also by now familiar. It encompasses the oft-discussed unilateral-
ist-multilateralist divide and emphasizes the U.S. focus on hard
power and Europe’s on soft power.

Americans and Europeans possess different capabilities, see
different threats and challenges, and prefer different means to
dealing with them. That has long been the case.

What has changed, though, is that there is little tolerance in
Washington for those who might see the world in ways different
from how the White House does. Today, terrorism, rogues, and
weapons of mass destruction is Washington’s all-consuming inter-
est. But other issues remain important—and to some countries at
some moments perhaps more important than the war on terror-
ism.

A European farewell?

The single-mindedness of Bush’s foreign policy may be both its
greatest strength and its greatest weakness. There is little doubt-
ing where America stands these days, no confusion about its goal

or purpose.
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More problematical, especially for America’s closest allies, is
the narrowness of Washington’s foreign policy agenda and the
inflexibility that characterizes its foreign policy approach. Any-
one with a different policy perspective or prescription is either
ignored or dismissed as clearly wrongheaded. Finally, there is lit-
tle apparent concern about how America’s actions may impact
the interests of others—that is a matter for them to worry about.

So far, the immediate consequences of American single-mind-
edness have been manageable. Differences between the United
States and its major European allies have continued to grow, but
have not yet reached a breaking point. Not yet. At both the public
and elite level, there is a growing anxiety among many Europeans
that their inability to affect American foreign policy behavior ren-
ders the costs of alignment with the United States increasingly
great—perhaps greater even than the benefits.

Iraq may become the turning point for many Europeans, par-
ticularly if the consequences of war are as grave as many in
Europe now fear. The use of weapons of mass destruction, the
further destabilization of a critical region, and additional terrorist
attacks are possible consequences that many in Europe would
blame less on the perpetrators than on a Bush administration
bent on provoking them.

Should this perception come to dominate European politics,
there is a possibility—perhaps even a likelihood—that major
European countries will conclude that an overt distancing from
U.S. policy is not only desirable, but necessary.

There is nothing inevitable about this possibility. There is an
equally great likelihood that the deterioration of US-European
relations will lead to a realization on both sides of the Atlantic that
a major readjustment is necessary in order to renew and update the
partnership in ways appropriate to the era we now live in.

Europe would invest in the resources necessary to complement
its soft power resources with real, hard power capabilities. The
United States would once again come to realize that allies and
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alliances are institutions to harbor and strengthen rather than
abandon or take for granted. A partnership of relative equals
could emerge from this readjustment to deal with common chal-
lenges ranging from terrorism and weapons of mass destruction
to energy security, climate change, and infectious diseases— pro-
vided both sides decided this is what they wanted (Steinberg
2003).

What is no longer possible is for the relationship to continue
to drift. There is too much resentment, and too many are becom-
ing alienated from the relationship, for the drifting apart to con-
tinue indefinitely.

Relations between Europe and the United States have reached
a turning point. Either it comes to an end or it will be renewed.
Which one of these possibilities will come true will depend on the
parties—and especially on the United States, which as the senior
partner has the greatest ability either to get the relationship back
on track or to push it off the road completely.
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America on the Edge of an
Uncertain Future'

Jobn J. Hamre

At the time of this writing, America is facing two crises that may
require military force—a war against Iraq and conflict with
North Korea. Our European allies believe they face a third cri-
sis— America itself. The first two years of President Bush’s presi-
dency has created deep unease among America’s European allies.
European commentators pointedly ask whether America still is
committed to the institutions of international collaboration it cre-
ated in the months following World War II, or has America
become an insensitive unilateralist, interested only in maximizing
its already excessive dominance over the world?

Commentators advocating a new era of American imperial-
ism, previously on the fringe of America’s intellectual life, now
seem to be frequent visitors to the West Wing of the White
House. Where is America going and what does it mean for its
European partners?

1 The original paper was prepared for presentation in January 2003. Because of
the intervening developments, the Bertelsmann Foundation has edited the
original paper for inclusion in this publication.



128 John J. Hamre

Epochs of American security policy

To date there have been five great epochs of American security
policy. The first epoch predated the formal founding of the coun-
try and continued until approximately 1820.

This epoch was the period of fundamental national develop-
ment. In geostrategic terms, America was a distant sparing
ground on the fringes of European politics. America won inde-
pendence in large measure because France decided to bloody Brit-
ain’s nose in the rebellious colonies. This security epoch contin-
ued through the War of 1812 (the American name), which was
itself an ancillary theater for the continuing geopolitical struggles
of Europe.

The epoch ended when America gained sufficient strength so
that the Europeans decided it was not worth sapping imperial
resources on a fight that would at best produce a neutral out-
come.

America now entered the second great period of its security
history, the period of relative isolation that stretched from 1820
to 1898. American energies were directed inward, to the vast
heartland of America that needed to be secured and developed. It
was not, however, a time of isolation. International commerce
flourished. The tragic civil war created the first industrial Army, a
phenomenon watched closely by European military leaders.

America was insulated by the Royal Navy from the power
politics that shaped international relations in that day, and it
suited our interests to be insulated. America became an industrial
giant, with an economy far stronger than its military might. In
short, this was an era of insulation, but not isolation.

A distinctive culture of optimism and exceptionalism was
already emerging in American political circles, and it led force-
fully to the third epoch, America’s imperial era. During the Span-
ish-American war in 1898, America defeated a hapless Spain and
inherited her colonies in the process.
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We were rather naive latecomers to the empire game, pale in
comparison to the vast British and French empires. Nonetheless,
America gained an international reach and a global perspective.
This outlook carried us into World War I, and even to the point
of sending expeditionary combat forces into Russia. The tragedies
of World War I and the failures of idealistic but immature Ameri-
can diplomacy ended this era.

The fourth epoch stretched from the early 1920s to 1941. It
was formally a period of American isolationism. America politi-
cally sat back while the two great forces that dominated the cen-
tury—national socialism and international communism—took
root.

While this era was a time of isolationism, it was also a time for
military preparation. In 1934, the U.S. Navy built the largest dry-
dock in the world, designed to build a new class of battleships. The
Army was given the assignment to manage the Civilian Conserva-
tion Corps. While the CCC is known for building roads through
America’s national parks, it was a prototypical base for recruiting
and managing the Army that was quickly raised in 1942.

So, while American diplomacy stood outside the major politi-
cal movements that shaped the tragedies of Europe, America pre-
pared militarily for the worst. As a reverse to the second epoch,
this was an era of isolation, but not insulation.

The punctuation mark that demarks the fifth epoch occurred
with the Japanese attack at Pearl Harbor. America raised a large
standing army and sent it abroad on a global campaign. This pro-
duced a vast base of industrial strength and the physical attributes
of military might, as well as the perceptions of international inter-
ests that carried through the Cold War.

The demobilization period from 1946 to 1949 marks rela-
tively minor sub-phase in this larger epoch. This era finds Amer-
ica willing to actively lead an international cohort of like-minded
nations, and to maintain a larger military establishment and posi-
tion it in distant lands on a hair-trigger readiness posture.
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During and immediately following the war, American leaders
had to design a strategy to deal with two central challenges—con-
taining a surging international communism on the one hand and
manage the implosion of the European empires that collapsed
during World War II.

Beyond the obvious challenge of rebuilding society in Europe
and in Japan-occupied Asia, western leaders had to find a formula
for integrating those emerging post-colonial states into the interna-
tional system of states on terms amendable to western political val-
ues and not let them fall to Soviet-dominated radical forces. Amer-
ica helped to transform the wartime alliance into the United
Nations, and constituted it as the primary framework for this dual
strategy. The United Nations enshrined basic principles that were
largely amendable to western liberal international traditions.

While the United Nations was the centerpiece of the initial
security planning by the American government, it was soon aug-
mented by NATO, other regional alliance organizations, as well as
a large number of international institutions. America entered into
legally binding obligations established through treaties, and in the
process became the leader of an era of liberal internationalism.

There were two dominant attributes to this period —the defin-
ing quality of an existential threat posed by the Soviet Union, and
the central priority America gave to creating international institu-
tions and standing alliances to bolster its side in the contest
against the Soviet Union.

While punctuation marks in history are necessarily imprecise
and subject to dispute, this era ended in 1989 with the breach of
the Berlin Wall. The first attribute of this fifth epoch— the Soviet
Union and its communist empire—collapsed and disappeared.
The second attribute —the international institutions and alliances
that informed western security strategy in the cold war —remain.

With the disappearance of the great threat posed by the Soviet
Union and the Warsaw Pact, America and its allies started to see
each other in different light. The irritation with the United Nations
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in the U.S. Congress grew annually. American politicians increas-
ingly saw the United Nations and other international institutions
as venues for anti-American carping and feckless posturing.

The mutual alienation between the international community
at the United Nations and America grew sharply during the Clin-
ton administration. The administration battled the Congress
early in Clinton’s term over the President’s willingness to commit
American forces to marginal (in the eyes of his critics) military
operations. Congress and the President battled each other over
legislative provisions precluding American forces from wearing
“blue helmets,” a reference to U.N. military operations.

Nothing more dramatically symbolized the intellectual and
political struggles of this transition period than the Kyoto global
warming treaty. Republicans (and a significant number of Demo-
crats) were livid that President Clinton signed a treaty that he
knew he could not get ratified by the United States Senate.

Indeed, it was widely felt that the Clinton administration had
no intention of submitting the treaty for ratification, but intended
instead to implement the provisions of the treaty as best he could
through Executive Order. Critics charged that the Clinton admin-
istration did this very thing with the ABM demarcation treaty,
sign it but keep it from being submitted to the Congress where it
would likely have been defeated.

President Bush, September 11 and
a new national security strategy

The Bush administration came to office fired with a conviction
that the Clinton administration had unnecessarily jeopardized
America’s national interests by participating in poorly conceived
international commitments that needlessly tied America’s hands
and made us subordinate to a culture of global internationalism
that was now out of control.
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This more than anything informed the early decisions of the
Bush administration to reject the Kyoto treaty, to reject the Inter-
national Criminal Court, to abandon the ABM treaty and the
protocol to the Biological Weapons Convention. The Bush
administration seemed intent, not only on ridding America of
dangerous Clintonism, but of signaling to the larger international
community that America was no longer the passive recipient of
feckless criticism by an international community that was desper-
ately short on military capabilities, but abundant with unneces-
sary advise and counsel.

Tensions between America and the outside world grew
monthly in the first year of the Bush administration. The interna-
tional community, and especially our European allies, decried
America’s unilaterlism. The fact that European allies and congres-
sional Democrats used virtually the same arguments and vocabu-
lary, reinforced in the Bush administration their view that they
were right to press ahead and reclaim America’s leadership role
without apologizing for being the world’s only superpower.

The terrorist attack on September 11 fundamentally reshaped
the landscape in many dimensions. For purposes of this argu-
ment, the terrorist attack on September 11 produced two major
changes. First, the terrorist attack reversed two decades of disdain
for the federal government and restored an American commit-
ment to activist government.

During the second half of the 1980s and through the 1990s,
national political figures celebrated smaller government. Indeed,
President Clinton boasted during one “state of the union” address
that “the era of big government is over.” Democrats embraced an
agenda to “reinvent government,” which in essence was an effort
to streamline bureaucratic process by adopting new computer
technology and more modern business practices.

September 11 changed all that. President Bush promised a
government that would defeat terrorists and protect the home-
land. America looked to the government for security, and govern-
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ment leaders promised new levels of activism. Congress and the
White House set aside a decade long shared agenda to eliminate
government deficit spending and rapidly passed major supple-
mental appropriations with out any concern for the budget im-
pact.

Congressional committees criticized the administration for
not asking for more funding for intelligence activities. Defense
and domestic security spending rose sharply. The annual increase
in the defense budget alone was greater than the total defense
spending of Germany, for example. Even though the deficits were
skyrocketing above previous levels, the government was united
on spending for security.

Second, the terrorist incident created the political conditions
for a more muscular national security strategy. The thinking
behind this strategy predated the terrorist attack, and I believe
would have been advanced by the administration in any event.
But the political climate created by the wide-spread support for
President Bush in the aftermath of the September 11 terrorist inci-
dent essentially cleared away any serious domestic criticism for
this new strategy.

In January 2002, President Bush stunned the world by singling
out Iraq, Iran and North Korea as an “axis of evil.” In May Presi-
dent Bush first outlined the policy of “pre-emption.” administra-
tion spokesmen even went so far as to label it a “Bush Doctrine.”
President Bush stated that America has the right and obligation
to use military force to prevent the emergence of threats rather
than wait for them to develop.

Unlike earlier statements of pre-emptive self defense which are
triggered by tactically threatening developments (e.g., Russia
shipping missiles and, as it turned out, nuclear warheads to Cuba),
this policy of pre-emption would legitimize military action against
nations that pose a likely eventual threat, even though they have
not yet taken the steps that meet the traditional test of being a
threat to stability and security.
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These concepts were enshrined in a new national security
strategy that was published in September 2002. The President’s
cover letter to the strategy summarizes the key thrust of the
administration’s thinking:

“The gravest danger our Nation faces lies at the crossroads of
radicalism and technology. ... And as a matter of common sense
and self-defense, America will act against such emerging threats
before they are fully formed. We cannot defend America and our
friends by hoping for the best.

So we must be prepared to defeat our enemies’ plans, using
the best intelligence and proceeding with deliberation. History
will judge harshly those who saw this coming danger but failed to
act. In the new world we have entered, the only path to peace and
security is the path of action.”

The national security strategy argues that the proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction and their technology, and the rise of
suicide terrorism creates an unprecedented threat to America and
to all western nations. The administration takes another impor-
tant step by stating “we make no distinction between terrorists
and those who knowingly harbor or provide aid to them.”

The strategy points out that terrorists operate either where
there is no effective government or with the complicity of govern-
ments, and therefore the inexorable application of this strategy is
to confront either “failing states” or “rogue nations” that tolerate
or encourage terrorism.

Pursuing the “path of action”

During the spring and summer of 2002, the administration increas-
ingly used the concepts embedded in the national security strategy
to guide is campaign against Iraq. The President demanded and
got from Congress a virtual blank check authorization to go to
war against Iraq at any time that he judged necessary.



America on the Edge of an Uncertain Future 135

The relentless drive toward unilateral American military
action against Iraq took a surprising turn in August of last year.
President Bush returned to Washington after the August recess
with a surprisingly conciliatory tone. He would collaborate with
Congress and he would go to the United Nations to re-launch
intrusive inspections, and to seek a mandate to justify military
action against Iraq if Iraq failed to comply with U.N. Security
Council resolutions.

The President’s decision to turn to the United Nations was
hotly debated within his own administration. One faction argued
that Iraq was patently in violation of earlier resolutions and
America had all the authority it needed to wage war. They also
argued that a process of inspections permitted Saddam Hussein
new opportunities to confound the international community and
tie America’s hands through dithering and diplomacy.

Besides, they argued, the international community was not
going to support the United States anyway and could only be
counted on to criticize. So might just as well proceed. The other
faction saw that a unilateral action by the United States against
Iraq also left the United States with the singular task of rebuilding
Iraq after the war.

The rapid defeat of the Taliban in Afghanistan has dragged
the administration unwillingly into the dreaded “nation building”
they so disparaged during the presidential election. But like it or
not, overthrowing Saddam unilaterally gave America the sole
burden of rebuilding Iraq. This need for multilateral support for
post-conflict operations, and the clear demand of potential allies
to have a legitimizing U.N. resolution led the President to go to
the United Nations for a mandate to act against Iraq.

The President’s surprising change in directions in August, and
his decision to go to the United Nations for authorization to act
against Iraq, had effectively left unresolved a crucial question cen-
tral to this new national security strategy. The Bush administra-
tion believes that the central security challenge of this era—failing
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states and rogue nations providing support to suicide terrorists—
cannot be addressed in the traditional way. It requires pre-emptive
actions to change the conditions inside sovereign states that
threaten the security of the United States and arguably all nations.

The U.N. charter enshrines the Westphalian concept that sov-
ereigns have the right to organize the internal affairs of their
nation-state any way they want. The international community
has a right to interfere with those internal affairs only when the
sovereign undertakes steps that create tangible and immediate
threats to other member nations.

While the United Nations has a large number of programs
that deal with the severe societal problems in nation states, it pur-
sues those programs only in a manner that is acceptable to the
sovereign government of those states.

The unarticulated central premise of the President’s national
security strategy is that this deference to non-interference is no
longer acceptable in an era of weapons of mass destruction. The
President argues that these conditions necessitate a forceful acti-
vism to change the conditions that would threaten the security of
member states before the threat appears in traditional forms that
justify military response.

The first test of this concept took place when the United States
removed the Taliban government in Afghanistan. While there is
no objective evidence that the Taliban directly contributed to the
September 11 attack, it clearly harbored those who did.

While the move against the Taliban government was not pre-
emptive in terms of September 11, it was clearly pre-emptive of
future terrorist incidents. As such, President Bush’s decision to
overthrow the Taliban government marked the first signpost on a
road to a fundamentally new security epoch for America.

The campaign to overthrow Saddam Hussein seemed to be the
first objective application of the new national security strategy.
Ironically, however, the President’s decision to go to the UN effec-
tively confused this central issue.
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When the President went to the U.N. Security Council seeking
a mandate to pressure Iraq and potentially invade it, he shifted
the basis of his public arguments. Through the spring and
summer, the President spoke sweepingly of the need for a “regime
change” in Baghdad. Other voices in the administration spoke of
creating a model democracy in the Arab world, a step that would
spread like a contagion among Arab societies and realign the
region in positive ways for American interests.

Yet when the President went to New York in September, he
based the primary thrust of his argument on the need for the
United Nations to face up to the challenge Iraq posed to U.N.
credibility. He argued that Iraq was flaunting the mandate of the
Security Council and the credibility of the United Nations hung in
the balance.

Since that time, the administration has avoided the term
“regime change” and has almost exclusively based its campaign
against Iraq almost solely on the narrow focus of disarming Iraq
of its weapons of mass destruction. At one point the President
even stated that if the U.N. inspection program accomplishes that
goal, that would constitute a regime change of sorts that would
be acceptable to him.

Men create ideas, but institutions sustain them

Are we on the edge of a new epoch in America’s security policies?
It is said that men create ideas, but institutions sustain them. Pres-
ident Bush inherited the ideas of his grandfather, passed on by the
institutions that were created at the outset of the fifth epoch.
Those institutions have received withering scorn in Washington
during the past two decades.

Indeed, many of the ideas embraced by the young Turks that
came into office to serve under President Bush have rejected the
internationalism of the fifth epoch. For example, pressure to
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abandon the ABM treaty has been mounting for years. The fresh
touch added during the past two years was a ringing denounce-
ment of arms control treaties in general, not just the ABM treaty.
The Bush administration told the Russians that it didn’t much
care whether there was a strategic arms treaty any more or not,
and that arms control treaties were undesirable in principle, since
they enshrined concepts (e.g., mutually assured destruction) that
change with time.

Russia worked frantically to preserve the vestiges of an arms
control agreement, though there is not much American commit-
ment to the document that was signed. We see a similar pattern in
the Kyoto global warming treaty, the International Criminal
Court, the protocol to the Biological Weapons Convention, and
the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty.

At this stage—December 2002 —it appears that the Bush
administration is ambivalent. On the one hand it seeks to launch
a new era in security with a call for pre-emption in the internal
affairs of failing states and rogue nations. It unceremoniously jet-
tisons treaty instruments that have widespread appeal everywhere
except in the United States. It challenges the United Nations to
defend its reputation or stand aside as the United States pursues
military action against Iraq.

It should be noted that President Bush has not made the case
for unilateral pre-emption that is acceptable to the American pub-
lic. Polling in August indicated that by a two-to-one ratio, Ameri-
cans support President Bush’s campaign against Iraq so long as it
is authorized by the United Nations. The support ratio reverses
when pursued unilaterally.

At the same time, the American public supports the president
generally and finds that he is leading in the right direction. The
President has not prepared the American public for the expense
and the difficulties that will come from post-conflict nation build-
ing in Iraq if the burden is to be borne by America alone.
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Implication for transatlantic relations

America’s partnership with Europe has been the linchpin of Amer-
ica’s overall national security strategy for the past fifty years.
While the partnership was never easy, and was often marked with
tension and difficulties, the overarching threat posed by the
Soviet Union forced a consensus.

With the collapse of the Soviet Union a dozen years back,
America and Europe no longer needed to submerge their policy
differences in order to maintain unity against an external threat.
Relations between America and Europe are today more strained
than at any time in recent memory. We are now at the point
where America and Europe need to decide what lies ahead.

Europe is by culture and custom deeply committed to multi-
lateral institutions and instruments as the bedrock of state rela-
tions. America shared that perception, though with diminished
enthusiasm in the past two decades. The events of September 11,
however, have caused American leaders to realize that those inter-
national institutions as currently structured and operated cannot
protect us against the most serious threats we now face.

If we are to preserve the framework of liberal internationalism
as embodied in these institutions, America is likely to assume a
more confrontational posture in order to force the institutions to
deal with these problems. And America’s allies, if they wish to
keep America tied to these international structures and instru-
ments will have to be constructive in moving those institutions to
address these problems previously considered outside the prerog-
ative of international forums.

We live in an era where the pathologies in distant societies can
transform themselves into violence against innocents in our
homeland. The September 11 terrorists were motivated by a
deadly cocktail of forces—anger, humiliation, a quest for power,
religious zealotry, the hopelessness of Arab society with its lack of
opportunity and employment, the absence of venues for political
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expression. It is a large list. But the central point is that the path-
ologies that produced these terrorists have consequences in Amer-
ica and Europe.

Yet the institutions of liberal internationalism—the United
Nations and the complex of entities around it—have failed to
deal with these pathologies. America can be expected to demand
a more aggressive agenda to deal with these problems. Europe
should rightly demand that America complement its instinct and
preference for military force with a substantially more vigorous
program to address root causes.

It is the interplay of these two instincts—the American instinct
to use force and the European instinct to eschew force and to focus
instead on underlying causes—where the new epoch might find its
character and energy.

America tends to look down on its European partners as weak
and insignificant military actors on the international stage. Our
European partners tend to disparage America’s cowboy instincts
and weak commitment to eliminating the conditions that permit
hatred and violence to fester. Is a synthesis possible? That remains
the question of the new era of transatlantic relations.



Six Proposals for a
More Effective EU Foreign Policy’

Charles Grant

The crisis over Iraq caused huge rifts, not only across the Atlantic,
but also among Europeans. Much has been written on the causes
of the crisis. Commentators have allotted blame to both individu-
als and long-term structural factors. However, the time has come
to look forwards, and to think about ways of healing the wounds.

The focus of this paper is on the need to overcome not only
the division between “New” and “Old” Europe, but also the rift
which runs across the Atlantic (see Grant 2003). The two tasks
cannot be separated. For so long as Europe is divided on the cru-
cial question of how to cope with U.S. power, a healthy transat-
lantic relationship is impossible. Equally, so long as there are seri-
ous transatlantic tensions, Europe will not be able to develop
effective foreign policies.

This paper puts forward six recommendations. The first three
are for the Europeans, on how they could strengthen their foreign
policy. The second three are for the Europeans and Americans
together, on how they can improve transatlantic relations.

1 The paper is based in part on the author’s publication “Transatlantic Rift:
How to Bring the Two Sides Together,” London: Centre for European Reform
2003.
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Advice to the Europeans

Stabilize the arc of instability that runs around
your eastern and southern flanks

One of the EU’s greatest successes has been the steady stabiliza-
tion of the eastern half of the continent. Countries that were
Communist only 14 years ago have become genuine democracies
that are on the brink of joining the EU. That is a tribute to the
success of the EU’s soft power.

However, to be fair to the United States, it has driven expan-
sion of NATO which has reinforced the EU’s enlargement. In any
case, the U.S. no longer needs to worry very much about Euro-
pean security.

Now that enlargement is a done deal, one of the EU’ biggest
foreign policy challenges is to stabilize the “arc of instability” that
runs around its eastern, south-eastern and southern flanks. Belarus,
Ukraine, Moldova, Albania, Montenegro, Serbia, Kosovo, Bosnia,
Macedonia, Egypt, Libya, Tunisia, Algeria and Morocco are all
countries which may become sources of political instability, refu-
gees, organized crime and terrorism.

The EU should take responsibility for its new hinterland. It
has not only the means but also a strong interest in steering these
countries’ development. The United States, however, lacks a pro-
found strategic interest in most of them.

Hitherto, the EU has never defined the scope of its Common
Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) in terms of issues or geographi-
cal areas.

Marta Dassu and Roberto Menotti argue that the EU should
assume direct responsibility for its neighbors, while pursuing its
broader global interests through international organizations such
as the United Nations and NATO. “In short, a ‘European Europe’
in our neighbourhood, and an ‘Atlantic Europe’ in the world.”
(Dassu and Menotti 2003)
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Much of this makes sense. The EU should focus on what
Dassu and Menotti call its “natural area of influence.” A sense of
responsibility for that area could spur the Europeans to enhance
their military capabilities. And their proposal could help to recon-
cile Franco-German believers in EU autonomy with Atlanticist
partisans of NATO.

But to talk, as they do, of a hint of “Monroe doctrine for
Europe” sends the wrong message: Some Americans will hear
“Yankees keep out,” which would not help to rebuild transatlan-
tic links. That said, the U.S. need have no particular fear of the
EU taking the lead in dealing with its near-abroad. In practical
terms, how should the EU seek to influence its rimland?

Of course, the EU can extract some leverage from the various
kinds of “association” or “partnership and cooperation” agree-
ments that it has signed with its neighbours, and from technical
assistance programmes such as Phare, Tacis and Meda. But the
EU needs to build closer links with these countries, so that it can
encourage them to develop in peaceful and prosperous ways.

In March 2003, the Commission suggested that the EU should
agree a specific “action plan” with each of its neighbours. These
plans would set out targets for the neighbour to aspire to, political
and economic benchmarks for it to meet, and the rewards for coun-
tries which do well (COM 2003, 104 final). The concept is a good
one— but what should be the contents of the action plans?

The neighbours should make commitments to align their legis-
lation with that of the EU, and to protect foreign investment. The
EU should provide initiatives and money for fighting corruption,
building independent judiciaries and enhancing administrative
capacity.

The neighbours could aspire to join some EU programmes, for
example in areas like research, the environment, culture and edu-
cation (Israel already takes part in the research programmes). Jus-
tice and Home Affairs offers considerable scope for enhanced co-
operation with the new neighbours. Their police forces and
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border guards need training, their border posts need strengthen-
ing and their intelligence services may be able to help in the fight
against terrorism.

The EU member states have a clear interest in spending money
on such tasks. In fact the EU is already helping Ukraine to
strengthen its border controls.

The EU could do a lot to improve its own image and curb un-
necessary inconvenience by making it easier for citizens of these
countries to obtain entry visas. The Schengen countries should
agree on a common set of rules and procedures for the issuing of
visas. There need to be more consulates outside capital cities
which are able to issue visas—and why should not some of these
consulates become “EU” rather than national consulates?

Some neighbours could work with the European Security and
Defense Policy (ESDP), for example in providing peacekeepers
for EU-led missions. As for foreign policy, one idea is to create a

2

“council of European foreign ministers,” in which the member
states could discuss matters of common concern with the neigh-
bours. That said, the EU should of course consult its neighbours,
and listen to what they say rather than tell them what to think.

The EU’s neighbourhood policy will not succeed unless it is
prepared to use sticks as well as carrots. It should make a better
job of using its policies on trade and aid to support its political
objectives. The action plans should make more explicit the link
between, on the one hand, the granting of trade privileges and
financial assistance, and on the other, clear commitments from
recipient countries to promote political and economic reform.

The agreements which define the EU’s ties to its neighbours
already contain articles on the respect of human rights, political
pluralism and standards of good governance. Armed with these
clauses, the EU should be able to steer their political systems in a
democratic direction.

In practice, however, ultra-cautious member states are often
reluctant to invoke the relevant clauses, perhaps because they
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worry about damage to their commercial interests. For example,
France has at various times prevented the EU from getting tough
with Algeria and Tunisia, despite those countries’ poor human
rights records.

The EU should summon the courage to link a neighbour’s
non-compliance with human rights clauses to concrete actions.

Hitherto the EU has imposed sanctions only on the most egre-
gious offenders, such as Belarus (and, in another part of the
world, Zimbabwe). It needs to become more confident about
linking the economic and diplomatic sides of its foreign policy.
The merger of the jobs now held by Solana and Patten should
make it easier to establish that linkage. An EU that can make a
bigger impact on the unstable areas around it will win more
respect in Washington.

Work hard to overcome the division between
New and Old Europe

The Europeans should develop common foreign policies not out
of idealism, but because of a cool analysis of their respective
national interests. Where they have similar interests, as they do
not only in their near abroad, but also in many other parts of the
world, they will benefit from pooling their resources and pursu-
ing those interests collectively.

Iraq has always been a cancer within the embryonic CFSP, the
one area where the EU countries could never agree. Now that the
war has cut out that cancer, the member states should be able to
work together on the many issues on which they have similar
views. These include the Middle East Peace Process, Iran, the
International Criminal Court and a whole swathe of arms control
agreements. On all these issues, the Europeans have a common
view which is different from that of the U.S. administration, or at
least parts of it.
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Because the Europeans have similar objectives in so many parts
of the world, the commonly heard statement that “Iraq shows the
EU will never have a common foreign policy” is foolish.

However, it would be equally foolish to predict with certainty
that a strong CFSP will emerge. For although Iraq is virtually the
only part of the world on which the Europeans have differed sig-
nificantly, the truth is that much of the rift concerned the U.S.
rather than Iraq.

While the French and German governments were genuine in
their belief that war in Iraq was unnecessary, they also thought
that the time had come to stand up to U.S. power. If NATO and
the United Nations caved in to U.S. pressure on Iraq, they be-
lieved, the world would be left with an increasingly self-confi-
dent, arrogant and unbridled hegemon.

Similarly, the British government sincerely believed that the
war in Iraq was necessary, in order to remove a regime that
was—at least potentially—a dangerous threat to world peace.

But Blair also thought—like Aznar and Berlusconi—that
because the United States had declared Iraq to be an issue of vital
national security, America’s allies should support it. These leaders
feared that, if the Bush administration was left to deal with Iraq
on its own, it would become much more unilateralist and hostile
to international institutions.

There are two rival philosophies in the EU about how to deal
with U.S. power. The British want a strong EU so that it can be a
useful partner in helping the United States sort out the world’s
problems. The French want a strong EU that is capable of stand-
ing up to the US.

The Europeans must find ways of reducing the width of the
fissure, or at least building bridges across it, lest it further under-
mine European and thus transatlantic unity. It goes without say-
ing that all European governments should refrain from the kind
of provocative actions that make things worse (signing letters,
insulting governments, holding divisive summits).
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If the Europeans want the wound between New and Old
Europe to heal, they will have to make every effort to apply balm,
rather than keep scraping off the scab.

Beyond that, the Big Three European countries should take a
lead in trying to work out a common approach to dealing with
the United States. They need to consult more often on an informal
basis, a trois, on big strategic questions.

The EU institutions could be represented —perhaps through
the new EU president or the new “foreign minister” —to remind
the Big Three of others viewpoints, and to keep the small coun-
tries informed. And at some of these meetings it may be appropri-
ate for Italy, Poland and Spain to take part.

Increased consultations between Blair, Chirac and Schroder
would help to defuse potential crises. If they spotted a future
issue on which they were likely to differ, they could discuss how
to limit the damage, for example by telling ministers and spin
doctors not to make inflammatory comments. In practice, if the
larger countries are able to reach a common position on strategic
questions, the other member states are likely to follow.

Britain and France should reconcile their views on America

The key to more fruitful meetings of the Big Three, to a common
European approach to the United States, to overcoming the rift
between New and Old Europe, and thus to more harmonious
transatlantic relations, is a better understanding between London
and Paris.

But at the time of writing the atmospherics between London
and Paris remain poor. The dominant line in the British govern-
ment was that Britain should not compromise with France on
how to deal with the United States. Only close transatlantic co-
operation can tackle the many global dangers that threaten us,
the argument goes. The French idea of resisting the United States
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would prevent such cooperation, and the French will simply have
to learn that their approach is wrong and the British are right.

The atmosphere in Paris is scarcely more emollient. Officials
predict that Blair will learn that Bush is “crazy” and that the Brit-
ish will understand that they can no longer follow the United
States through thick and thin. Until such time, the British cannot
be regarded as “true” Europeans—and France will pursue initia-
tives which exclude them.

Both Blair and Chirac would be stronger if they could learn to
work with each other. And more importantly, Europe would be
stronger. A Franco-British rapprochement should not be so hard
to bring about. As already explained, Britain and France agree on
most of the key foreign policy challenges in the world today.

The problem is that Britain and France do not agree on what
to do if America strongly opposes the European line. The British
tend to shift their stance towards that of the United States, in the
hope of gaining influence in Washington, while the French tend
to criticize the United States in public.

If Blair and Chirac could achieve some reconciliation of their
views on how to deal with the United States, Germany and the
other European countries will then be happy to follow them. And
then a real and effective Common Foreign and Security Policy
would become possible. In a nutshell, France needs to become
less instinctively anti-American, and Britain less unconditionally
pro-American.

France should:

— Oppose the United States on the big things rather than the
small things.
If the Americans want to start a war of which France disap-
proves, it should of course say no and oppose the war. But
France has tended to oppose the United States on relatively
minor security issues, such as when it blocked NATO aid for
Turkey in January and February 2003. France’s prickly behav-
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iour over many years has annoyed its allies and deepened the
well of anti-French sentiment in the United States.

— Use a different kind of language.
If Jacques Chirac talked more about partnership, cooperation
and working together to solve common problems, he would
disarm many of his critics in Washington. In particular, he
should avoid talking about the need for a “multipolar” world.
Multipolar is a word which divides Europeans, while multilat-
eral is a word which brings them together.

— Avoid actions which divide Europe.
Chirac should abandon whatever plans he may have for the
establishment of a “core” Europe. If Chirac tried to lead a
mini-Europe, built around the six founding members, he
would by definition be unable to lead Europe as a whole. And
so long as core Europe had an anti-American flavour, most EU
countries would shun and oppose it.

— Learn to make friends in Eastern Europe.
France cannot aspire to lead Europe unless it improves rela-
tions with the East Europeans. Like many French politicians,
Chirac sometimes appears to be in a state of denial about EU
enlargement. France’s leaders need to accept the reality that
eight East European states—with many votes in the Council
of Ministers—will soon be members. They will not want to be
allies of a France that is hostile to the US.

Britain should:

— Be less uncritical and unconditional in its support of the
United States.
Tony Blair has been reluctant to criticize the United States in
public, on the grounds that he has more influence if he is pub-
licly supportive. That is surely correct. But many people on
the continent, and not only in “Old Europe,” doubt that Blair
and Britain are fully committed to the EU and its objectives.
Blair needs to do more to demonstrate his European creden-
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tials. He will have to take some moderate risks in his relation-
ship with George Bush.

— Tell a different story about British foreign policy.
On most key foreign policy issues, Britain agrees with its
European partners. But Blair and his ministers seldom make
speeches that highlight this truth. They need to tell the story
that the UK is with its European partners on the Balkans,
Israel-Palestine, the International Criminal Court, the Kyoto
protocol and so on. On some of these issues, they will need to
stress that the UK/European line is different to that of the
United States.

— Avoid actions which divide Europe.
The letter of eight, which Britain signed, aggravated the rift
between New Europe and Old Europe. And at the time of the
Iraq war some ministers’ attacks on the French were over-the-
top and unhelpful.

— Demonstrate that Britain is enthusiastically committed to the
ESDP.
That commitment has at times appeared hesitant. Blair needs
to convince his European partners that he is faithful to the
ideals of the St Malo summit. British support for the ESDP
needs to be more unequivocal, constant and public. That is
the best way of dissuading other governments from divisive
initiatives such as April’s four-nation defence summit.

The French and the British should jointly back the idea of a stron-
ger Europe, that is usually supportive of U.S. policies; but a Europe
which, when it needs to, can act autonomously, and which, every
now and then, on matters of vital importance, is capable of
opposing the US. If the British and the French can accept that
compromise, the other Europeans probably would too.
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Advice to Europeans and Americans together
Work towards a common approach to Iran

For many years, Europeans and Americans have followed very dif-
ferent strategies on Iran—but neither has been successful. Ameri-
ca’s policy of sanctions and diplomatic isolation has failed to bring
about significant improvements to the situation in Iran, but the
EU’s commitment to trade and dialogue has done no better.

This transatlantic divergence did not matter a great deal—so
long as Iran was nobody’s top priority. But in the spring of
2003 —with Iraq “done” and Syria bending to U.S. pressure—the
neo-cons pushed Iran to the top of Washington’s foreign policy
agenda.

Iran could cause yet another major ruction in transatlantic
relations. It could also cause the biggest crisis in American-Rus-
sian relations since Putin came to power.

There is an urgent need for Europeans and Americans to get
together to discuss Iran, and try to forge a common strategy.
Americans and Europeans can surely agree on common objec-
tives: Iran should better respect human rights, cease to support
terror groups and resist the temptation to destabilize Iraq and
Afghanistan. And Iran should sign the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty’s “additional protocol,” which would subject it to more
intrusive inspections from the International Atomic Energy
Authority.

As part of a new bargain, Washington should stop trying to
force the Europeans to cut off ties and trade with Iran. In return
the Europeans should make clear that their “conditional engage-
ment” really is conditional: if Iran actively pursues nuclear weap-
ons, supports terrorists and undermines the security of its neigh-
bours, they would cut or diminish political and commercial ties.

Russia has strong commercial ties with Iran, and supports its
civil nuclear power programme. The United States and the EU
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should therefore involve the Russians in talks on Iran, and espe-
cially its nuclear ambitions. On nuclear and other issues, the EU,
the United States and Russia should try to forge a new set of poli-
cies with an appropriate mix of sticks and carrots—such as more
trade and aid if the country meets certain benchmarks, but sanc-
tions if it does the wrong things.

Iran will need an awful lot of carrots to be dissuaded from its
nuclear ambitions. The best hope may be to broaden the discus-
sion to cover the security of the whole region. The United States,
the EU and Russia should acknowledge the Iranians’ legitimate
security interests, and urge its neighbors to join some sort of
regional security structure. But they also have to make clear that
a nuclear weapons program is unacceptable.

Reach a compact on weapons of mass destruction

Many European governments have long experience of dealing
with terrorism, and do not underestimate its dangers. But they
have tended to be nonchalant about the risks of unguarded
nuclear materials in the Commonwealth of Independent States, as
well as the dangers of rogue states acquiring chemical and biolog-
ical weapons, or ballistic missiles. Most Europeans do not worry
about WMD being used against their countries.

However, Europeans do need to wake up to threats which
may one day impact on their—in Bob Kagan’s term— “Kantian
paradise.” Increasing numbers of countries have or are trying to
acquire nuclear, radiological, biological or chemical weapons, as
well as ballistic and cruise missiles.

At present, the Europeans do not think alike on such “new
security threats.” The British and French security establishments
take WMD seriously, and are prepared to contemplate the use of
force to tackle the problem —though they may differ over the kind
of legal framework that is required to authorize military action.
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Most other EU countries have taken a different view. These
divisions among the Europeans have the potential to undermine
the CFSP. They also risk damaging cooperation between the
United States and the EU.

The EU governments need to search for a common approach.
Some of the more pacifistic EU states must shift their thinking
towards recognizing the gravity of the threat, and being pre-
pared—in the last resort—to take firm action to deal with it.
Encouragingly, in the spring of 2003, the EU governments asked
Solana and his officials to start working on an “EU Security Strat-
egy.” This will examine the nature of the new security threats,
and the tools available to deal with them.

Such an endeavor is thoroughly worthwhile. The fact that dif-
ferent EU countries had differing perceptions of the threat in Iraq
contributed to Europe’s divisions. Even if the EU had agreed on a
common threat assessment, the governments might well have
taken different views on what to do about it.

Nevertheless, if the Europeans can converge their thinking on
the nature of threats and on how to cope with them, they will be
less likely to fall out in the future.

The exercise of drawing up an EU security strategy should
help the Europeans to make the connection between their objec-
tives and the instruments available to them: they have seldom
managed to harness effectively their trade, aid and other instru-
ments in pursuit of foreign policy objectives.

If the Europeans are able to agree on their own security strat-
egy, it would probably be rather different to the American one of
September 2002. But even an EU security doctrine that differed
from the Americans’ would help to show that Europe took WMD
seriously. And it would make it easier for Europeans and Ameri-
cans to discuss their differing views on the rights and wrongs of
pre-emptive or preventative military interventions.

By June, this EU exercise seemed to be having a positive result.
Meeting in Luxembourg on June 16, all the EU foreign minis-
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ters—including Germany’s Joschka Fischer—signed up to a new
statement on ways of dealing with WMD.

“When these measures (including political dialogue and diplo-
matic pressure) have failed, coercive measures under Chapter VII
of the U.N. Charter and international law (sanctions, selective or
global, interceptions of shipments, and, as appropriate, the use of
force) could be envisioned.” They added that “the role of the
U.N. Security Council, as the final arbiter of the consequences of
non-compliance ... needs to be effectively strengthened.” (Coun-
cil of Ministers 2003)

The Bush administration has been right to criticize Europe for
not taking the threat of the proliferation of WMD seriously. Yet
European governments are right to argue that, despite the evident
weaknesses of arms control treaties and regimes, some of them
are genuinely useful. They can provide benchmarks against which
compliance can be measured.

However, they serve little value without stringent inspection
regimes. Of course, some governments will cheat. But all sorts of
surveillance and intelligence techniques mean that cheaters will
sometimes be caught. So long as most countries subscribe to arms
control regimes, and are seen to be complying, many govern-
ments will think twice about flouting the rules, since they risk
being caught.

The danger of scrapping of arms control treaties is that manu-
facturers and proliferators of WMD are then left free of the risk
of inspections—and the outside world is left more ignorant about
what is going on in the country concerned.

Nevertheless arms control treaties and inspection regimes are
only effective if the countries involved have the political will to
enforce them. Sadly, the Bush administration has blocked the
effort to create an inspection regime for the Biological Weapons
Convention (BWC).

America’s opposition to arms control treaties sometimes ap-
pears to be ideological, as when the State Department’s arms con-
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trol chief John Bolton opposes any constraint on America’s free-
dom of maneuver; and sometimes the opposition seems to be the
result of corporate lobbying, as when pharmaceutical companies
opposed the BWC inspection regime.

Encouragingly, the administration does favor strengthening
some of the crucial supplier cartels, which aim to prevent the
export of sensitive materials. The provisions of the Missile Tech-
nology Control Regime have already been beefed up. There is
talk of bringing in tougher rules on dual-use trades, and of adding
to the lists of goods prescribed by the Nuclear Suppliers Group
and the Australia Group (which restricts the spread of chemical
and biological weapons-related material and know-how). The
Bush administration is working on a similar regime for mobile
rocket launchers.

However, these supplier regimes work on a voluntary basis
and carry no teeth. For example, the Nuclear Suppliers Group
has a rule against trades with countries that do not accept IAEA
safeguards, yet Russia has broken it by making nuclear trades
with India.

There is surely scope for a grand transatlantic bargain on pro-
liferation. The United States should sign up to some of the bind-
ing regimes, such as the BWC enforcement mechanism, the Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty and the U.N. Convention on Small
Arms. In return the Europeans should agree to champion more
effective and tougher action against the threat of proliferation.

For example, they could offer more cash for dealing with the
problem of Russia’s nuclear weapons facilities; they could sup-
port tougher sanctions against countries that proliferate; and,
when there is a convincing case for pre-emptive action, they
could join the United States in military missions to destroy WMD
which threaten the peace.

Europeans and Americans should also be able to agree on
some general rules for “interdiction,” the interception of WMD
or their components when they pass from one country to another.
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The world needs a regime that makes it illegal to send WMD
from one country to another, and which allows the boarding of
ships or aircraft suspected of carrying them.

President Bush floated some of these ideas at the Evia